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Chapter 1.   Introduction
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), in coordination with the Maryland Department of
Transportation (MDOT), is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed
Baltimore-Washington Superconducting Magnetic Levitation (SCMAGLEV) Project (the Project1) between
Baltimore, Maryland and Washington, DC. As part of the EIS development process, FRA and MDOT have
prepared this Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report (PASR)  that  documents  the  screening  of  a
reasonable range of alignments and possible station locations using a broad area of influence for this first
phase evaluation.  The results from this PASR will advance into the next phase where the alignments will
be refined with more detailed analysis, based on the actual anticipated Limits of Disturbance (LOD),
station locations and more specificity of the required support facilities which will be documented in the
Alternatives Report.

Congress has expressed its intent that the Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)  funding  for  this  project  be  used  to  directly  advance  and  result  in
construction of a maglev project.2 In  March  2015,  FRA  issued  a  Notice  of  Funding  Availability  (NOFA)
under the Maglev Deployment Program3 (MDP), established in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century4 (TEA-21) with the purpose of demonstrating the feasibility of Maglev technology, to solicit
applications for construction of high speed rail. In April 2015, acting on Baltimore Washington Rapid Rail’s
(BWRR) behalf, MDOT submitted an application to FRA for the SAFETEA-LU funds to perform preliminary
engineering  (PE)  and  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  work  related  to  BWRR’s  SCMAGLEV
proposal.

In  November  2015,  the Maryland Public  Service  Commission approved BWRR’s  application to  acquire  a
passenger railroad franchise to deploy a SCMAGLEV system between Baltimore and Washington, DC.
BWRR is a private corporation and is the project sponsor and developer of the proposed SCMAGLEV
service. The SCMAGLEV Project would be capable of 311 mph (500 km/h) operating speed, with state of
the  art  safety,  signaling  and  automated  train  control  systems.  In  2016,  FRA  awarded  a  $27.8  million
Maglev grant to MDOT for PE and a NEPA study of the SCMAGLEV Project. BWRR will provide a 20 percent
fund match for the NEPA study and PE work and will provide preliminary engineering and technical
assistance.

1 For purposes of this study, magnetic levitation (maglev) is defined as an advanced transportation technology in
which magnetic forces lift, propel, and guide a vehicle over a specially designed guideway. This study proposes to
implement superconducting maglev (SCMAGLEV) technology, which differs from other maglev systems (such as the
German Transrapid system) in that SCMAGLEV accelerates and decelerates through an electromagnetic force
generated between superconducting magnets on the vehicle and reaction coils on the guideway sidewalls. The
superconducting magnetism is much stronger than ordinary normal conducting electromagnets. Additionally,
SCMAGLEV uses inductive magnetic reactions with no active control and rides in a U-shaped guideway; whereas,
the German Transrapid system uses attractive reactions that need active controls and rides in a T-shaped guideway.
2 Notice of Funding Availability and Solicitation of Applications for Magnetic Levitation Projects. Federal Register 80,
no. 54 (March 20, 2015): 15053-15057 (hereafter referred to as NOFA), Section 3.2, Project Eligibility. BWRR’s
“Response to the NOFA”, dated April 17, 2015, states “The Project involves the Baltimore, MD – Washington, DC
segment of the New York, NY – Washington, DC federally designated high-speed ground transportation corridor.”
3 The Maglev Deployment Program, as authorized by Congress under TEA-21, encourages the development and
construction of an operating transportation system employing magnetic levitation.
4 TEA-21 is Pub. L. 105-178 (June 9, 1998). The TEA-21/SAFETEA-LU-maglev related provisions are codified (23
USC 322) and (49 USC 309).
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This Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report outlines the screening methodology and results for the first
phase of evaluation of the SCMAGLEV Project. FRA and MDOT identified a broad and reasonable range of
alignments by examining previous magnetic levitation (maglev) studies conducted in the Baltimore-
Washington region (see Appendix A), input from the agency and public outreach process conducted to
date, and through coordination with the private project sponsor, BWRR.

FRA  and  MDOT  used  a  two-level screening approach to identify alignments meeting project technical
specifications and the project Purpose and Need, summarized in Chapter 2, to advance for further
development and detailed analysis during the next step in the alternative development process, the
Alternatives Report. The initial screening began in early 2017, utilizing design criteria for the SCMAGLEV
and desktop analysis of environmental resources in the study area (see Appendix B), and continued into
the summer of 2017 based on refinements to the Purpose and Need and Project objectives, field visit
findings, additional engineering, agency input, and public feedback. FRA and MDOT revised and finalized
this PASR after the five October 2017 public open house meetings (see Appendix C for details on outreach
and meetings).

This report details how FRA and MDOT selected preliminary alignments to be studied further in the
Alternatives Report by way of a rigorous two-level screening process. FRA and MDOT analyzed 14 initial
alignments for fatal flaws, via a pass/fail analysis that compared conceptual level geometric design of each
alignment  to  SCMAGLEV design criteria,  during Screening Level  1.  Of  the initial  14 alignments,  FRA and
MDOT advanced seven to Screening Level 2 which included an analysis for construction feasibility and
potential environmental impacts. FRA and MDOT presented the draft Screening Level 2 results at the five
October 2017 public open house meetings, showing three remaining preliminary alternative alignments
plus the No Build Alternative, draft possible station zones, and the possible locations of the primary
support facilities. FRA and MDOT have determined that two alignments plus the No Build Alternative be
advanced for further study in the upcoming Alternatives Report.

Figure 1 graphically outlines the two-level screening process using alignments that were analyzed in the
PASR. The two remaining alignments will be refined and presented in the Alternatives Report, which will
conclude with the alternatives recommended for detailed study in the DEIS.

Although  the  No  Build  Alternative  was  not  formally  evaluated  in  this  PASR,  analysis  of  a  No  Build
Alternative is required pursuant to Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing
NEPA  (40  CFR  1502.14).  FRA  and  MDOT  will  utilize  the  No  Build  Alternative  to  serve  as  a  baseline  for
comparing the feasibility, profitability, impact evaluation, and other such factors to the alternative(s)
studied in the DEIS.
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Figure 1: Alignments Screened in the PASR

Note: Please refer to Table 1 for the descriptions of Alignments A through J1 and the No Build Alternative
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Chapter 2.   Purpose and Need Summary
The  purpose  of  the  SCMAGLEV  Project  is  to  evaluate  and  ultimately  construct  and  operate  a  safe,
revenue-producing, high-speed ground transportation system that achieves the optimum operating
speed of the SCMAGLEV technology to significantly reduce travel time in order to meet the capacity and
ridership needs of the Baltimore-Washington region. To achieve the operational and safety metrics
needed for a SCMAGLEV system, the Project must include:

· Infrastructure, vehicles, and operating procedures required for the SCMAGLEV system.

· An alignment which allows the highest practical speed that can be attained by SCMAGLEV
technology at a given location and which avoids the need for reduction in speed other than that
imposed by the normal acceleration and braking curves into and out of passenger stations.

The objectives of the SCMAGLEV project are to:

· Improve redundancy and mobility options for transportation between the metropolitan areas of
Baltimore and Washington, DC.

· Provide connectivity to existing transportation modes in the region (e.g., heavy rail, light rail,
bus, air).

· Provide a complementary alternative to future rail expansion opportunities on adjacent
corridors.

· Support local and regional economic growth.

The project is needed to address increasing population and employment; growing demands on the
existing transportation network; inadequate capacity of the existing transportation network; increasing
travel times; decreasing mobility; and maintaining economic viability.

The Baltimore-Washington region is one of the largest and densest population centers in the United
States. Over the next 25 years, the population in the region is projected to increase by approximately 20
percent with employment workforce increasing approximately 25 percent5.  Similarly,  the  number  of
visitors  to  the  region  is  also  projected  to  increase  with  tourism  serving  as  a  significant  driver  of  the
economy in both the City of Baltimore and Washington, DC. As the population, workforce, and tourism
continue to grow, the demand on the transportation infrastructure between Baltimore and Washington,
DC  will  continue  to  increase  along  major  roadways  and  railways  including  I-95, the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway, MD 295, US 29, US 1, and the Northeast Corridor (NEC).

The conditions above translate into the need to evaluate and implement an improved mobility option of
travel between the Baltimore and Washington, DC metropolitan areas utilizing SCMAGLEV technology
that achieves optimal operating speed and minimizes impacts to the human and natural environment.

5 2015 to 2040 population and employment forecasts are based on the Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) Round
8A Forecast and Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG) Round 9.0 Cooperative Forecasts.
Additional information is found in the Project’s Purpose and Need Report, available on the project website
(http://www.bwmaglev.info).
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Chapter 3.   SCMAGLEV Alternatives Development Process
The SCMAGLEV alternatives development process encompasses two key phases. The first phase, Phase I,
which develops, analyzes and advances preliminary alignments is the subject of this Preliminary
Alternatives Screening Report and corresponding activities described below. During the second phase,
Phase II, FRA and MDOT will document further development of alignments, including ancillary facilities,
consistent with the level of engineering performed at that time, as part of the future Alternatives Report.

Figure 2 illustrates the Alternatives Development Process conducted by FRA and MDOT.

During  Phase  I,  FRA  and  MDOT  performed  the  preliminary  screening  of  alignments  utilizing  a  rigorous
two-level screening process:

· Screening Level 1 included the screening of the initial alignments and station zones using a fatal
flaw analysis.

· Screening Level 2 included the preliminary impact evaluation of retained alignments from
Screening Level 1, using a quantitative and qualitative analysis that yielded the alignments to be
studied in detail in the upcoming Alternatives Report.

Figure 2: SCMAGLEV Alternatives Development Process
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During Phase II, the development of the Alternatives Report, FRA and MDOT will guide BWRR to develop
“complete” alternatives from retained preliminary alignments to include stations and support facilities
(Rolling Stock Depot (RSD), wayside maintenance facilities, substations, ventilation plants, operations
control center (likely at RSD location), and other miscellaneous facilities). These complete alternatives will
be subject to a more detailed environmental analysis, including refinements by the NEPA team. Results
will be documented in the Alternatives Report, which will identify the alternative(s) recommended for
detailed study in the EIS.

The EIS will include a comparative environmental and mitigation analyses, cost comparisons, and
operations plans followed by selection of the Agency's Preferred Alternative.

3.1 Initial Alignments

Phase I began with FRA, MDOT and BWRR identifying a reasonable range of initial alignments and station
zones between Baltimore and Washington, DC, that traverse the Baltimore/Washington International
Thurgood Marshall Airport (BWI Marshall), based on the project’s Purpose and Need and comments from
initial  scoping  meetings.  Reasonable  alignments  include  those  that  are  practical  or  feasible  from  the
technical, environmental and constructability standpoint rather than simply desirable from the standpoint
of the applicant. Adverse environmental impacts of reasonable alignments can be mitigated.

Given  the  complexity  of  the  study  area,  FRA  and  MDOT  considered  initial  alignments  that  contain  a
balance of residential/commercial, natural, federal, historic, and infrastructure resources that would avoid
unreasonable impacts to any one single resource. They also developed a comprehensive list of alignments
that included a RSD site, so as to possibly avoid needing to identify more alignments or increasing size of
footprint later.

FRA and MDOT initially considered nearly straight alignments between Washington, DC and Baltimore,
since the Purpose and Need states that the SCMAGLEV alignment must achieve the optimum operating
speed.  However, these alignments bisected the Patuxent Research Refuge (PRR), a large track federally
protected environmental land between the Baltimore Washington Parkway and Amtrak corridors.  In early
discussions with representatives from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), they cautioned that any
SCMAGLEV  route  that  bisects  the  PRR  is  a  non-starter.  Therefore,  FRA  and  MDOT  directed  BWRR  to
develop initial alignments that avoided or minimized impacts to PRR.

Initial alignments generally follow existing transportation corridors between Washington, DC and
Baltimore. Table 1 contains descriptions of the alignments (shown in Figure 3) and  the  No  Build
Alternative.
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Table 1: Initial Alignments and Summary Descriptions
ID Alignment Name Description

A I-95 Parallel Generally follows the Amtrak railroad right-of-way and CSXT Camden Line right-of-way out of Washington to I-495, then parallels the I-95
corridor before turning easterly for the BWI Marshall Airport station, and then approximately follows MD 295 to Baltimore.

B Baltimore-Washington
(BW) Parkway Parallel

Generally follows the Amtrak railroad right-of-way and CSXT Camden Line right-of-way out of Washington to MD 193 where it turns
northeasterly and crosses the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC) property to the BW Parkway, then runs parallel to the west
side of the BW Parkway before veering east toward the BWI Marshall Airport station, and then approximately follows MD 295 to Baltimore.

C Amtrak Parallel Generally follows the Amtrak railroad right-of-way out of Washington and then continues north through portions of the Patuxent Research
Refuge (PRR) and Fort George G. Meade to BWI Marshall Airport station, and then approximately follows MD 295 to Baltimore.

D Linthicum/
City Options

Small segments that provide different options to connect the middle segments of any of the three previous alignments (A, B, and C above)
between Baltimore, MD and BWI Marshall Airport and also a different option to the terminus in Washington.

E Amtrak Corridor Generally follows the Northeast Corridor/Amtrak railroad right-of-way out of Washington through Odenton, and then continues in tunnel
to BWI Marshall Airport and beyond to Baltimore.

E1 Amtrak Modified
Extended tunnel out of Washington to a transition portal north of the Capital Beltway, and then joining the previous alignment E (which
runs on elevated structure following the Northeast Corridor/Amtrak railroad right-of-way through Odenton, and then transitions back to
tunnel toward BWI Marshall Airport and continues underground to Baltimore).

F BW Parkway Corridor Generally follows WMATA and MARC out of Washington through College Park, then crosses eastward to the BW Parkway corridor between
the interchanges of MD 197 and MD 32, and then continues in tunnel to BWI Marshall Airport and continuing to Baltimore.

G
Washington Baltimore &
Annapolis (WB&A)
Corridor

Generally follows US 50 out of Washington in tunnel, transitions to elevated structure over the Anacostia River, then transitions back to
tunnel under Landover Road before transitioning back to elevated structure over the Capital Beltway along MD 704, then continues
elevated along WB&A Trail and WB&A Road, then enters a tunnel towards BWI Marshall Airport and continues underground to Baltimore.

G1 WB&A Modified
Like G, G1 generally follows US 50 out of Washington, then transfers to MD 704, then continues along WB&A Trail and WB&A Road, and
then enters a tunnel to BWI Marshall Airport and continues to Baltimore. Slight horizontal refinements and an additional tunnel section
under Odenton (from approximately Patuxent Road to just north of MD 32) were the added modifications to the WB&A corridor.

H WB&A to Amtrak This hybrid alignment follows the WB&A alignment (G) to Bowie and then transitions westward to run alongside Amtrak (E) through
Odenton, before continuing in a tunnel to BWI Marshall Airport and beyond to Baltimore.
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I Amtrak to WB&A This hybrid alignment utilizes the Amtrak alignment (E) in the south out of Washington, before shifting to the northeast near Bowie State
University to then match the WB&A alignment (G) to the north of Odenton.

I1 Amtrak Modified to
WB&A

This hybrid alignment utilizes the Amtrak Modified (E1) to a transition portal north of the Capital Beltway, then turns eastward on elevated
structure to the WB&A alignment (G) south of Odenton, then transitions into tunnel near Severn to continue to the BWI Marshall Airport
and then Baltimore underground.

J BWP Modified East
This modification to the BW Parkway alignment includes an extended tunnel under Washington until after the Capital Beltway before
transitioning to the elevated guideway. The modified alignment then generally follows the BW Parkway on the east side through BARC, the
PRR, and Fort George G. Meade before returning to tunnel towards BWI Marshall Airport station, then continuing in tunnel to Baltimore.

J1 BWP Modified West

This modification to the BW Parkway alignment includes an extended tunnel under Washington until after the Capital Beltway before
transitioning to the elevated guideway. The modified alignment then generally follows the BW Parkway on the west side through BARC
then turns to the east in tunnel to BWI Marshall Airport station, then continuing in tunnel to Baltimore. This alignment avoids Patuxent
Research Refuge and would be in tunnel under Fort George G. Meade.

-- No Build

Continuation of existing transportation options between Baltimore, MD and Washington, DC, via I-95, US 1, US 29, MD 295, MARC service,
and Amtrak service (including the high-speed Acela service). The No Build Alternative would include transportation improvements adopted
in the Regional Constrained Long-Range  Plan  (CLRP)  for  the  Baltimore  and  Washington,  DC  areas,  such  as:  US  1  /  MD  175  interchange
(coordinated with I-95 / MD 175 improvements), I-95/I-495 interchange at Greenbelt Metro Station (2020), Baltimore-Washington Parkway
(MD 295)/Greenbelt Rd (MD 193) intersection improvement (2020), and MD 295 widening from 4 to 6 lanes between I-195 and MD 100.
The No Build also includes selective planned major rail improvements identified in the NEC FUTURE Final EIS such as the Baltimore &
Potomac (B&P) Tunnel replacement, Union Station Development, and preferred infrastructure elements between Baltimore, MD and
Washington, DC. Infrastructure elements include chokepoint relief at New Carrollton Station, Odenton Station, and BWI Thurgood Marshall
Rail Station; new track from New Carrollton to Halethorpe; and curve modifications in the City of Baltimore, east of Penn Station continuing
east of I-895.

Notes: 1. Alignments are described from south to north (Washington, DC to Baltimore).
2. Alignments A through D are based on the FRA/MDOT/MTA Baltimore-Washington Maglev Project Draft EIS (2003).
3. Alignments E through J1 are based on stakeholder input and comments received during project scoping, including three routes based on 2012 studies by the private sponsor, BWRR.

BWRR engineers are responsible for the design of the system, including the horizontal and vertical geometry (whether the guideways [‘tracks’] are elevated or in a tunnel), based on
conceptual and preliminary engineering considerations (including suitability to achieve and maintain optimum operating speed of the SCMAGLEV technology, passenger comfort,
construction feasibility, and anticipated construction costs, as well avoiding environmental impacts). FRA, MDOT, and other agencies represented in the Project Team suggested
refinements to the alignments based on factors such as interference with federal lands, sensitive communities, and public comments.

4. The FRA/MDOT/MTA NEPA team provides an independent and professional evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the various alignments, and made recommendations
to BWRR’s engineers regarding the alignments to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts so that the SCMAGLEV system, if built, does the least possible harm to the natural and
human environment.
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Figure 3: Initial Alignments



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

January 2018 Page 10

Chapter 4.   Screening Level 1

4.1 Initial Alignments

In Screening Level 1, FRA and MDOT evaluated a reasonable range of initial alignments and station zones.
Refer to Table 1 for descriptions of the alignments and Figure 3 for an illustration of the initial alignments.

FRA  and  MDOT  considered  ancillary  facilities  (most  notably  the  RSD’s)  during  screening,  but  only  on  a
qualitative  level  for  site  selection.  The RSD stores  and maintains  the trains  at  night  and during off-peak
periods. The site will have several buildings, the largest being where a rigorous maintenance and repair
program is implemented. The facility will employ engineers, technicians, and other personnel at a site that
has an area of approximately 160 acres. During the initial screening of each alignment, an accessible site
of sufficient size was conceptually located for an RSD and included on the project mapping. If a site could
not  be located,  or  access  could  not  be achieved,  then the alignment  was not  pursued further  or  it  was
revised as necessary for inclusion of the RSD.

Methodology

Screening  Level  1  consisted  of  a  fatal  flaw  analysis  to  identify  alignments  that  meet  the  geometric
requirements necessary to achieve and maintain optimum operating speed of the SCMAGLEV technology.
If  an  alignment  was  found  to  have  inadequate  geometry,  FRA  and  MDOT  eliminated  it  from  further
consideration in the screening process. The ability of an alignment to meet acceptable horizontal and
vertical geometry was determined by geometric design criteria details listed in Table 2.

Table 2: Acceptable Geometric Design Criteria

Element Design Criteria

Preferred radius 16,000m (10 mi)
Minimum radius for top speed operation 8000m (5mi)
Minimum radius for slow speeds 800m (2600 ft.)
Minimum tangent section length at stations 1000m (3300 ft.)
Maximum grade 4%
Minimum vertical curve radius for top speed operation 40,000m (25 mi)
Minimum vertical curve radius at slow speeds 3000m (1.9 mi)
Maximum super elevation 10 degrees
Center-to-center spacing of guideways 5.8m (19 ft.)
Out-to-out dimension of elevated guideway (approximate) 14m (46 ft.)
Internal tunnel diameter for two guideways (approximate) 13m (43 ft.)
Minimum internal tunnel cross-sectional area (governed by aerodynamics) 74m2 (800 sf)
ROW limits for elevated structure 22m (72 ft.)
Source: Design Criteria (2017) provided by BWRR, the private project sponsor, are among the specifications for commercial
deployment of SCMAGLEV developed from decades of research and testing by the Central Japan Railway Company (JR Central).
See the Technical Memorandum on Speed as a Screening Criterion in Appendix D for further explanation.

Results and Findings

Since this initial screening was a fatal flaw analysis, FRA and MDOT assigned a “yes” or “no” result for an
acceptable curve radius geometry. Table 3 presents the alignments that advanced from Screening Level 1
and were evaluated in Screening Level 2. Alignments that did not advance are A, B, C, and D (from the
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2003  Draft  EIS)  and  E,  F,  and  I.  Each  of  these  alignments  have  fatal  design  flaws  and  do  not  meet  the
minimum radius for top speed operation.

Table 3: Screening Level 1 Results – Initial Alignments

Initial Alignments \
Criteria:

Engineering

Recommendation CommentAcceptable
Geometry1

No Build Alternative N/A Retain Retain throughout evaluation

Alignment A
(I-95) No Do Not

Retain
Does not meet geometry requirements because of
curve radius restrictions

Alignment B
(BW Parkway) No Do Not

Retain
Does not meet geometry requirements because of
curve radius restrictions

Alignment C
(Amtrak) No Do Not

Retain
Does not meet geometry requirements because of
curve radius restrictions

Alignment D
(Linthicum/others) No Do Not

Retain
Does not meet geometry requirements because of
curve radius restrictions

Alignment E
(Amtrak) No Do Not

Retain
Does not meet geometry requirements because of
curve radius restrictions

Alignment E1
(Amtrak modified) Yes Retain

Potential construction issues with existing railroad
track and potential impacts to federal properties to
be studied further

Alignment F
(BW Parkway) No Do Not

Retain
Does not meet geometry requirements because of
curve radius restrictions

Alignment G
(WB&A) Yes Retain

Utilizes a former rail corridor, but potential impacts to
residential and other properties (the WB&A Trail) are
issues to study further

Alignment G1
(WB&A Modified) Yes Retain

Utilizes a former rail corridor, but potential impacts to
residential and other properties (the WB&A Trail) are
issues to study further

Alignment H
(WB&A to Amtrak) Yes Retain

Potential construction issues with existing railroad
track and potential impacts to federal properties to
be studied further

Alignment I
(Amtrak to WBA) No Do Not

Retain
Does not meet geometry requirements because of
curve radius restrictions

Alignment I1
(Amtrak Modified to

WBA)
Yes Retain Does not impact Federal Lands, but crossing existing

Amtrak rails to be analyzed further in Screening 2

Alignment J
(BWP Modified–East) Yes Retain Extended tunnel & potential impacts to Federal lands

(BARC, PRR, NPS, DOD) are issues to study further
Alignment J1

(BWP Modified–West) Yes Retain Extended tunnel & potential impacts to Federal land
(BARC and NPS) are issues to study further

(1)  Refer to Table 2 for the geometric design criteria table.
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4.2 Station Zones

The Project Sponsor, BWRR, provided FRA and MDOT potential station locations. All three planned
SCMAGLEV stations will be underground, with entrances from the street or within buildings, similar to a
subway. The platforms will be approximately 1,000 ft long and 80 to 130 ft deep. Escalators, elevators and
stairs will provide vertical circulation. The stations will be located convenient to multimodal connections.
Since the actual station platform will ultimately depend on the recommended alignment in the EIS, the
PASR  presents  the  evaluation  of  station  zones  to  identify  general  areas  where  it  would  be  feasible  to
locate  a  station.  The  station  zones  are  based  on  a  circular  buffer  covering  an  approximately  one  mile
(diameter).

FRA and MDOT initially evaluated five station zones at the northern terminus in Baltimore (Harbor East,
Inner Harbor, Port Covington, Westport, and Penn Station). The evaluation resulted in FRA and MDOT
identifying as feasible three station areas for downtown Baltimore, MD -  Inner Harbor, Westport, and
Port Covington (shown in Figure 4).

In addition to the terminus stations, FRA and MDOT proposed an intermediate stop at BWI Marshall
Airport, which is subject to ongoing coordination with the Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) and
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) (see Figure 5).

For the southern terminus in Washington, DC, FRA and MDOT initially evaluated four station zones (Union
Station, NoMa-Gallaudet, Farragut Square, and Mount Vernon Square). The evaluation revealed two
zones (NoMa-Gallaudet and Mount Vernon Square) as the most feasible station areas in Washington, DC
(shown in Figure 6).

In the following figures, the circular buffers represent the general station zones, which are approximately
one  mile  in  diameter.  Similar  to  the  Screening  Level  1  evaluation  of  the  alignments,  FRA  and  MDOT
utilized  a  fatal  flaw  analysis  on  the  station  zone  as  the  exact  station  platforms  were  assumed  to  be
underground and the surface footprint would not be a discriminating factor. However, similar to the RSD
facility,  stations  will  be  analyzed  in  more  detail  for  the  Alternatives  Report  and  incorporated  into  the
refined  LOD  for  a  quantitative  analysis  at  that  time.  The  Project  Team  can  geometrically  refine  all
remaining alignments to approach any retained station zone; each proposed route will be in deep tunnel
leading up to the station zones. Although each station zone can be accessed by all alignments, ultimately,
there will be only one station at each terminus.



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

January 2018 Page 13

Figure 4: Baltimore Station Zones

Figure 5: BWI Marshall Airport Station Zone
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Figure 6: Washington, DC Station Zones

Methodology

FRA and MDOT qualitatively assessed the potential station zones using engineering constraints,
information from previous maglev studies and local area plans, aerial mapping, and field observations at
selected sites.

FRA and MDOT organized the station zone criteria considered in the screening process by engineering and
operational constraints. For reference, a Yes/No metric was used, corresponding to conditions described
in this section. Site conditions were visually assessed via aerial mapping, studies, and field visits to
selected locations.

a. Engineering
The first engineering evaluation element, geometric feasibility criterion, that FRA and MDOT considered
was  the  geographic  location  of  the  station  zone  with  respect  to  compatibility  with  the  alignments.  As
stated in the Project Purpose and Need, the station zone must allow the SCMAGLEV system to complete
the trip between potential Baltimore and Washington, DC stations along an alignment which allows the
highest practical speed attainable by SCMAGLEV technology. Please refer to Appendix D for the Technical
Memo regarding practical operating speed of the SCMAGLEV technology. For the EIS study, evaluation of
a  SCMAGLEV  system  is  being  completed  for  a  route  between  only  Washington,  DC  and  Baltimore.  The
project sponsor intends to continue the SCMAGLEV system northeastward. This results in the geometric
constraint that each station zone must not preclude an alignment from continuing on a favorable
geometric path to the northeast. A “yes” rating means a station zone is geographically located to allow an
alignment to meet the highest practical speed requirement and/or does not preclude future expansion.  A
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“no” rating means the station zone precluded an alignment from maintaining the highest practical speed
and/or precludes future expansion.

The second engineering evaluation element, construction feasibility criterion, evaluates station zones
from a construction standpoint to minimize impacts to the human and natural environment, as stated in
the Project Purpose and Need. A “yes” rating corresponds to a perceived straightforward construction
process that would be achievable in a short timeframe and/or with a single stage of construction. A “no”
rating  corresponds  to  a  perceived  complex  construction  process  that  would  take  more  than  a  single
construction stage to complete. For example, the opportunity to utilize top down construction, the
availability of staging areas, maintenance of traffic, geotechnical engineering, existing/proposed
development, and existing or proposed critical infrastructure within the station zone were taken into
consideration while evaluating this criterion.

b. Operational Requirement
The Purpose and Need states  one of  the objectives  is  to  provide connectivity  to  existing  transportation
modes in the region. Thus, FRA and MDOT used the operational criterion of intermodal connectivity
(opportunity for passengers to utilize multiple options/modes of transportation during a single trip) to
evaluate station zones based on existing or proposed transportation connectivity conditions. A “yes”
rating indicates multiple transportation options/modes are available within the station zone; whereas a
“no” rating corresponds to a low amount and/or no other access options within the station zone. FRA and
MDOT considered mass transit options, vehicular/major highway access, and proximity to all other modes
of transportation while evaluating this criterion.

Results and Findings

Table  4 presents the station zones recommended to be retained for further detailed study. The
recommended station zones are:

· Inner Harbor, Port Covington, and Westport in Baltimore;
· BWI Marshall Airport; and
· NoMa-Gallaudet and Mount Vernon Square in Washington, DC.

In Baltimore, the Harbor East zone was dropped because it would not provide sufficient intermodal
connectivity. The Penn Station zone was dropped primarily because the geographic location precludes the
potential extension of the alignments to the northeast. In addition, the construction feasibility for the
Penn Station zone did not include sufficient staging areas and the zone contains multiple existing
infrastructure features that would not allow for simple top down station construction.

In Washington, DC the Farragut Square zone was dropped because of potential geometric and
construction constraints. These included insufficient staging areas, conflicts with existing infrastructure
facilities, and limited surface/street access. The Union Station zone was dropped from further
consideration due to a combination of the geometry (vertical curve/grade/future expansion to the south)
and potential construction challenges (anticipated depth of station and limited street/surface access,
restrictions relating to the existing surface and subsurface infrastructure, and current/future development
plans for the existing property by others). In addition, the location of both the Farragut Square and Union
Station zones did not provide an optimal geometry with respect to the alignments in order to realize the
highest practical speed.
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Table 4: Screening Level 1 Results - Station Zones

Station Zone/ Criteria

Engineering Operational

Recommendation CommentGeometric
Feasibility

Construction
Feasibility

Intermodal
Connectivity

Ba
lti

m
or

e

Harbor East Zone  Yes No No Do Not
Retain

Construction and intermodal connectivity
constraints

Inner Harbor Zone  Yes Yes Yes Retain Retain for further study

Port Covington Zone Yes Yes No Retain
Retain for further study (but future intermodal
connectivity needs to improve & potential new
development needs to incorporate a station)

Westport Zone Yes Yes Yes Retain Retain for further study

Penn Station Zone No No Yes Do Not
Retain

Geometry precludes a feasible route to the
northeast, complex construction challenges

BW
I

M
ar

sh
al

l

BWI Marshall Airport Yes Yes Yes Retain Retain for further study

W
as

hi
ng

to
n,

D
C

Union Station Zone No No Yes Do Not
Retain Construction and geometry constraints

NoMa-Gallaudet Zone Yes Yes Yes Retain Retain for further study

Farragut Square Zone No No Yes Do Not
Retain Construction and geometry constraints

Mt. Vernon Square
Zone Yes Yes Yes Retain Retain for further study
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Chapter 5.   Screening Level 2
FRA and MDOT advanced initial alignments that met the minimum requirements from Screening Level 1
and identified them as preliminary alignments in Screening Level 2. Preliminary alignments are routes
between Washington, DC and Baltimore that include station zones and potential tunnel portal locations.
Preliminary alignments do not include quantitative measurements of the RSD or other ancillary facility
sites, though these ancillary site locations have been conceptually identified and qualitatively considered
for each alignment. Quantitative evaluation of the RSD and other ancillary facilities will be included in the
Alternatives Report.

In Screening Level 2, FRA and MDOT applied the screening criteria based on feedback from governmental
agencies  and  the  public  pertaining  to  environmental  and  socioeconomic  factors,  as  well  as  the
construction feasibility of an alignment. The results of this analysis provided FRA and MDOT a preliminary
look into the amount of residential and environmental resources present within broad buffer zones
around the alignments for an order of magnitude comparison.

In addition to the No Build Alternative, FRA and MDOT advanced seven of the initial alignments to
Screening Level 2. They are:

· Alignment E1 (Amtrak Modified);
· Alignment G (WB&A);
· Alignment G1 (WB&A Modified);
· Alignment H (WB&A to Amtrak);
· Alignment I1 (Amtrak Modified to WB&A);
· Alignment J (BWP Modified-East); and
· Alignment J1 (BWP Modified-West)

Refer back to Table 1 for text descriptions and see Figure 7 for a map of the preliminary alignments.

Please note that for Screening Level 2, the linework was updated to distinguish between the potential
tunnel sections (dashed lines) and the potential elevated/viaduct sections (solid lines) for the preliminary
alignments map. The typical cross sections are shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9 for the viaduct and tunnel
illustrations, respectively.
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Figure 7: Preliminary Alignments
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Figure 8: Typical Viaduct Cross Section for the Preliminary Alignments

Not to Scale
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Figure 9: Typical Tunnel Cross Section for the Preliminary Alignments

Not to Scale

Segment Length by Construction Method

The construction method is an important element regarding the assessment of potential impacts. For
Screening Level 2, it is assumed that the elevated guideway segments will incur potential surface impacts
along the alignments. At least one portion of the alignment is planned to be on an elevated viaduct above
ground. As illustrated in Figure 8, the viaduct carries two guideways with a width of approximately 46 ft
and a typical height above ground of at least 18 ft. The area below the viaduct can be used for roadways,
cycle and walking paths, ecological restoration and more. During construction, the contractor occupies a
width of around 72 ft.

For the purposes of this document, a tunnel transition/portal is defined as where tunneling operations
end and cut-and-cover (excavation and fill) operations transition into the elevated guideway portions. Cut-
and-cover may incur potential environmental impacts from excavation for the entire length of the
proposed cut-and-cover construction area.

It is assumed that a bored tunnel would only incur potential environmental impacts at the tunnel
transition/portal locations. As illustrated in Figure 9, tunnel segments are assumed to be a single tunnel
with  an  interior  diameter  of  approximately  43  ft  carrying  two  guideways.  The  tunnel  sections  will  be
constructed using a tunnel boring machine at a typical depth of 80 to 170 ft.

It is assumed the tunnel sections do not present significant surface impacts, therefore were not included
in the surface footprint for this preliminary screening. Table  5 indicates the proposed lengths for the
various segments.
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Table 5: Segment Length by Construction Method
Elevated
Length
(miles)

Deep Tunnel
Length
(miles)

Cut-Cover
Length
(miles)

Transition
Length
(miles)

Total Length
(miles)

Alignment E1 11 24.5 0.8 0.6 36.9

Alignment G 19.3 16.8 0.9 1.6 38.6

Alignment G1 13.1 21.8 1.2 2.3 38.5

Alignment H 12.4 21.9 1.2 2.6 38.1

Alignment I1 13.9 22.1 0.5 0.9 37.5

Alignment J 8.9 26.1 0.6 0.7 36.3

Alignment J1 7.5 27.6 0.4 0.8 36.3

Screening Level 2 Methodology

The purpose of Screening Level 2 was to identify the most reasonable alignments from a wide range of
seven diverse alignments. Reasonable alignments are those that would achieve the basic objectives of the
project but would also avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant negative effects of the project.
NEPA does not require consideration of every conceivable alignment to a project; rather it must consider
a reasonable range of potentially feasible alignments that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.  In  Screening  Level  2,  each  alignment  was  evaluated  with  respect  to  its  ability  to  address
project-specific challenges and objectives in the decision-making process: construction feasibility,
environmental factors, and public and political preference. Based on this evaluation, alignments were
retained for further study, eliminated or combined with other alignments.

This analysis is based on desktop level research and data collection using readily available data and public
and agency engagement. Table 6 summarizes the Screening Level 2 evaluation criteria. Table 7 provides
additional notes and the threshold ranges assumed for the results and determinations (presented in Table
8).
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Table 6: Screening Level 2 Evaluation Criteria Summary

Criteria  Description

Co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n

Fe
as

ib
ili

ty Crossing
Existing NEC

Tracks
Does the proposed alignment require crossing the existing Amtrak NEC rail operations?

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l

Residential
Properties and

Community
Resources

Number of residential properties within the primary/secondary analysis zones.

Number of community resources (churches, schools, cemeteries, health care/emergency
facilities, etc.) within the analysis zone.
Number of commercial properties (includes office buildings, retail stores, warehouses, and
heavy commercial and industrial uses) within the analysis zone.

Cultural
Resources

Number of Historic Landmarks and Eligible National Register Sites & Districts within the
analysis zone, including properties potentially subject to the Section 4(f) and/or Section 106
process.

Parks and
Federal Lands

Acreage of State/County/Local Parks and acreage of properties noted as Federal Land
[Includes Federal Parks/Refuges] within the analysis zone, including properties potentially
subject to Section 4(f). Examples include the Baltimore-Washington Parkway (BWP), Patuxent
Research Refuge (PRR), National Arboretum, Anacostia Park, Beltsville Agricultural Research
Center (BARC), and Fort George G. Meade.

Natural
Resources

Acreage of Wetlands, wetlands of special state concern, and 100-Year floodplains within the
analysis zone.

N
ot

es

1. Quantitative screening only applies to the proposed guideway surface footprint for each alignment. Tunnel sections of
guideway, the RSD site, and other ancillary facilities are not included in the potential quantitative impact calculations at
this time (these will be evaluated during further stages of the EIS process as engineering is refined).

2. Table 7 provides information on the various screening criteria thresholds.
3. Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the analysis zones; Appendix B provides additional details on Screening Level 2.

The construction feasibility criteria received a yes/no result if the respective preliminary alignment
crossed the existing NEC rail tracks. The potential environmental impacts were given a high/medium/low
designation derived from a limited desktop level analysis using Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
data. The threshold ranges for the high/medium/low designations are described in Table  7. The actual
values are contained in Appendix B. FRA and MDOT sourced the data from Baltimore City, the Counties,
Washington, DC, and any state or federal readily available information databases (See Appendix B).
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Table 7: Screening Level 2 Notes and Threshold Ranges
Descriptions for Screening Level 2 Results Table
A. Total Length: The approximate length of the respective preliminary alignment from downtown Washington, DC
to downtown Baltimore, MD (See Table 5 for detailed information).

B. Elevated: The approximate percent of length the guideway would be elevated at least 18' (typical) above the
ground surface with clearance below and columns spaced about 120' apart.

C. Tunnel: The approximate percent of length the guideway would be in tunnels, which are typically 80' to 170'
below the surface of the ground, except where they emerge through the transitional portals (which will vary in
length based on existing ground conditions and the proposed vertical geometry of the SCMAGLEV guideway at the
portal location, but typically range from 300 yards to 500 yards long).

D. Construction Feasibility “Crossing Existing NEC Track”: This criterion considered proximity to the existing Amtrak
NEC rail operations. An alignment that crossed the existing NEC rail tracks presents issues for both the existing NEC
operations and the new SCMAGLEV system. The background criteria for evaluating crossing the NEC or constructing
SCMAGLEV in the vicinity of the NEC with respect to the SCMAGLEV Project Purpose include the following system
characteristics:
§ An alignment which allows the highest practical speed that can be attained by SCMAGLEV technology at a

given location as further defined by geometric design criteria.
§ A system that complies with federal safety requirements including those pertaining to intrusion hazards.
§ Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts to the human and natural environment.
§ Provide a complementary alternative to future rail expansion opportunities on adjacent corridors by

minimizing disruption of existing rail operations and minimizing potential conflicts with future planned
expansion opportunities.

§ Support local and regional economic growth by being consistent with past, present, and future economic
development in the vicinity of stations along the NEC.

§ Revenue producing, i.e., commercially viable, consistent with Congress’s intent under 1307 of the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA–LU).

The construction feasibility column displays a yes/no result if the respective preliminary alignment crossed existing
NEC rail tracks.

E. Residential Properties: The presence of concrete elevated guideways in a residential landscape could affect the
appearance of the community, and the sound of trains passing could alter neighborhood acoustics.

Given that the alignments are 36 to 38 miles long and are going through the Baltimore-Washington corridor,
primary impacts on 99 properties or less are considered low, 100 to 349 are considered medium, and 350 or more
are considered high.

Secondary impacts at this stage are moderate aesthetic impacts, such as the viaduct being visible from neighboring
residential properties. Potential secondary impacts of 0 to 1000 properties or less are considered low, 1001 to 2000
are considered medium, and 2001 or more are high.

This evaluation only considered the number of potential residential properties within the analysis zone for an order
of magnitude comparison. Specific property impacts and type of impact will be studied further in the Draft EIS.
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Descriptions for Screening Level 2 Results Table
F. Community Resources: Potential impacts that are "primary" may involve acquisition of the property or major
aesthetic impacts on the property. Potential impacts eliminate or significantly reduce operations of the community
resource  by  removing  all  or  part  of  the  building,  parking  lot,  or  access  to  the  facility.  For  example,  the  resource
would potentially be subject to adverse effects of access, visibility, or operation of the facility because of the
proximity  of  the  SCMAGLEV  system  or  the  impact  of  infrastructure  (e.g.  view  of  signage  is  partially  blocked;
pedestrian access becomes more difficult; or recreational/outdoor aesthetics change because of new elevated
guideways shadows on neighboring property).

Potential impacts of 4 community resources or less are considered low, 5 to 11 are considered medium, and 12 or
more are considered high.

This evaluation only considered the number of potential community resources within the analysis zone for an order
of magnitude comparison. Specific resource impacts and type of impact will be studied further in the Draft EIS.

G. Commercial Properties: Potential impacts eliminate or significantly reduce operations of the commercial
property by removing all or a part of the building, parking lot, or access to the facility.

Potential impacts on 100 or less commercial properties are considered low, 101 to 200 properties are considered
medium, and 201 or more are considered high.

This  evaluation  only  considered  the  number  of  potential  commercial  properties  within  the  analysis  zone  for  an
order of magnitude comparison. Specific property impacts and type of impact will be studied further in the Draft
EIS.

H. Historic Properties: Alignments should avoid or minimize impacts on historic properties, which are potentially
subject to the Section 4(f) and/or Section 106 process. Alignments with fewer historic properties in the surface
disturbance footprint are preferable to alignments that could affect more properties that are historic.

Primary potential impacts on five sites or less are considered low, 6 to 14 are considered medium, and 15 or more
are  considered  high.  Secondary  potential  impacts  of  0  to  50  sites  are  considered  low,  51  to  150  are  considered
medium, and 151 or more are considered high.

This evaluation only considered the number of potential historic resources within the analysis zone for an order of
magnitude comparison. Specific resource impacts and type of impact will be studied further in the Draft EIS.

I. Parks (state, county & local): This criterion considers the number and acreage of state, local, and county-owned
parks within the areas of surface disturbance based on parks identified in the GIS Land Use database. The
protection and preservation of parks is required by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966
(49 U.S.C. §303).

Primary potential  impacts on 12 or less acres are considered low, 13 to 24 acres are considered medium, and 25
acres or more are considered high. Secondary potential  impacts on 24 acres or less are considered low, 25 to 49
acres are considered medium, and 50 acres or more are high.

J. Federal Lands: Preservation of federal lands is important; managers of those lands consider the loss of a single
acre to be significant. The high/medium/low determination in this evaluation compares the relative impact of the
alignments; certain alignments would require use of federal land to avoid potential impacts on residential
communities.

Primary potential impacts on 49 acres or less are considered low, 50 to 99 acres are considered medium, and 100
acres or more are considered high. Secondary potential impacts on 99 acres or less are considered low, 100 to 199
acres are considered medium, and 200 acres or more are high.

The table also identifies if an alignment crosses PRR with elevated viaduct structure. PRR is a resource directly in
the middle of the study area that FRA and MDOT tried to minimize and/or avoid.
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Descriptions for Screening Level 2 Results Table
K. Wetlands of Special State Concern (WSSC): Includes wetlands with rare, threatened, or endangered species or
unique habitats. The Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) Title 26, Subtitle 23, Chapter 06, Sections 01 & 02
identifies these WSSC.

Potential  impacts  on  5  acres  or  less  are  considered  low,  6  to  12  acres  are  considered  medium,  and 13  acres  or
more are considered high.

L. Other Wetlands: Includes wetlands that are not identified as WSSC. Wetlands that are not identified as WSSC
still have an important function to the natural environment, with countless benefits including increased water
quality, groundwater recharge, flood reduction, and habitat.

Potential impacts on 10 acres or less are considered low, 11 to 25 acres are considered medium, and 26 acres or
more are considered high.

M. 100-Year Floodplain: Floodplains, like wetlands, are hydrologically important to the natural environment,
providing a host of benefits including flood protection, habitat, and pollutant filters. They are defined as the area
subject to a one-percent or greater chance of flooding in a given year.

Potential impacts on 19 acres or less are considered low, 20 to 49 acres are considered medium, and 50 acres or
more are considered high.

Primary and Secondary Analysis Zone Descriptions

FRA  and  MDOT  identified  and  measured  the  environmental  features  within  wide  investigative  limit  of
disturbance (LOD) buffers6, separated into primary and secondary analysis zones, where applicable. The
primary analysis zone represents the potential construction limit (most likely surface disturbance area for
the respective alignments). The secondary analysis zone category is likely to be aesthetic based on the
sight and sound and general close proximity to the SCMAGLEV guideway and trains.

· The primary zone along the elevated guideway extends 50 feet out from the centerline on each
side (100 feet total width) while the primary zone around the transition/portal areas extended 75
feet out from the centerline on each side (150 feet total width) as shown in Figures 10 and 11.

· The secondary zone along the elevated guideway extends out 200 feet beyond the primary zone
on each side while the secondary zone around the transition/portal areas extends out 175 feet
beyond the primary zone for Parks and Federal Lands as shown in Figure 10.

· The secondary zone for the Residential Properties and Cultural Resources (historic
landmarks/sites/districts) was based on an expanded LOD. The secondary zone along aerial
structure extends out 450’ beyond the primary zone while the secondary zone around the
transition portals extends out 425’ beyond the primary zone as shown in Figure 11.

6 A 72-foot wide buffer along the linear bi-directional SCMAGLEV system is proposed by BWRR to be the eventual
LOD; however, the actual LOD for ancillary facilities increases the area of surface disturbance in specific locations.
Since this is the first preliminary screening, the Screening Level 2 buffer zones were established to be more generous
to allow for further refinement of the alignments as the study progresses. The 72-foot wide guideway buffer would fall
with the primary zone of the PASR evaluation.
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Figure 10 and Figure 11 are  both  from  the  perspective  of  a  “bird’s  eye  view”  looking  down  on  the
proposed SCMAGLEV guideway centerline to illustrate the horizontal width away from the centerline that
each respective zone category represents.

Figure 10: Guideway Analysis Zones for Parks/Federal Lands

Figure 11: Guideway Analysis Zones for Residential/Cultural
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The potential surface disturbance area does not include portions of the alignment which are estimated to
be a deep bored tunnel below the surface. FRA and MDOT will analyze the environmental impacts of the
alignments retained for further study in greater detail during the Alternatives Report. The Draft EIS will
present options to mitigate potential impacts during the detailed evaluation of retained alternatives.

Screening Level 2 Station Zones

The Screening Level 1 process indicated that multiple station zones are feasible for each of the terminus
stations (Baltimore and Washington, DC) and FRA and MDOT are coordinating with the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) regarding a potential station at BWI
Marshall  Airport.  General  station  zones  were  not  evaluated  again  for  Screening  Level  2.  The  station
locations and their possible impacts will be studied in detail in the Draft EIS.

Screening Level 2 Results and Findings

FRA and MDOT presented the results of Screening Level 2 at the five October 2017 public open house
meetings (see Table 8). Alignments that did not advance are G, G1, H, and I1.

Alignments G and G1 presented the highest potential for residential property impacts of any of the
alignments. Potential impacts would involve substantial relocation of residents and disruptions on
communities during construction.  Alignment G also has the longest section of elevated guideway
resulting in the highest potential of visual and sound impacts on 2,000 or more residential properties and
communities. Alignment G1 has the third longest section of elevated guideway with potential impacts of
visual and sound on over 1,000 residents.  Both Alignments G and G1 would also potentially impact some
of  the  most  sensitive  areas  of  the  Anacostia  Park  and  the  National  Arboretum.  Similarly,  Alignment  G
exhibits  the  highest  potential  impacts  on  state,  county  and  local  parks,  totaling  50  or  more  acres  in
additional to direct and indirect impacts to the WB&A Trail in both Prince George’s and Anne Arundel
Counties. The Purpose and Need requires that the SCMAGLEV Project minimize impacts to the human
environment;  yet,  the potential  impacts  to  residents  and communities   presented the highest  of  any of
the alignments. Therefore, for the above reasons Alignments G and G1 were dropped from further
consideration.

Alignment H would be one of the most challenging to build since it would require a gradual aerial crossing
of  the  existing  NEC  rail  tracks  and  catenary  system  on  a  very  sharp  angle.  In  order  to  accomplish  the
crossing, the SCMAGLEV guideway would closely parallel the NEC for a considerable distance on the east
side before ultimately crossing over to the west for another considerable stretch of side by side operation.
This presents issues for existing NEC operations and constructability for the new SCMAGLEV project.
More importantly, it raises safety issues by potentially creating catastrophic incidents (derailments) with
its close proximity to Amtrak.  Mitigation strategies using crash walls would be very costly, lowering the
financial feasibility of the project. Alignment H would also potentially limit opportunities for rail expansion
on the adjacent NEC and impact Patuxent Research Refuge and some of the most sensitive areas of the
Anacostia Park and the National Arboretum. The purpose of the SCMAGLEV Project is to construct and
operate a safe and revenue producing high-speed ground transportation system; yet, the potential safety
issues  and  limits  on  expansion  of  the  NEC  do  not  meet  this  requirement.  Therefore,  Alignment  H  was
dropped from further consideration.
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Alignment  I1  presented  the  second  highest  potential  for  residential  property  impacts.  Similar  to
Alignments G and G1, potential impacts would involve substantial relocation of residents and disruptions
during construction on communities and historic Bowie State University. Alignment I1 also crosses the
NEC presenting safety, operational and constructability issues described above. The Purpose and Need
requires that the SCMAGLEV Project minimize impacts to the human environment; yet, the potential
impacts to residents and communities and conditions described above do not meet these requirements.
Therefore, Alignment I1 was dropped from further consideration.

In addition to a No Build Alternative, FRA and MDOT carried the following preliminary alignments (shown
on Figure 12) to the October 2017 public open house.

· Alignment E1 (Amtrak Modified);
· Alignment J (BWP Modified East); and
· Alignment J1 (BWP Modified West)
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Table 8: Screening Level 2 Results Presented at the October 2017 Public Open House Meetings

Note: Please refer to Table 7 for the criteria descriptions and the threshold ranges. See Appendix B for additional details.
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Figure 12: Preliminary Alignment Presented at the October 2017 Public Open House Meetings
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Chapter 6.  Agency and Public Coordination
FRA and MDOT encouraged agency and public input throughout the development and refinement of the
preliminary alignments. FRA and MDOT facilitated interagency meetings, numerous agency-specific
meetings, and several public meetings and maintained a Project website and Project e-mail account. Input
from agency meetings, the April 2017 and the October 2017 open houses, in addition to comments
received during the scoping period, are being noted and considered, as applicable, in the Screening Level
2 evaluation and will continue to be used for further research in the Draft EIS phase of the Project.

Agency Coordination

FRA and MDOT engaged federal, state, and local agencies in the preliminary alignments development
phase of SCMAGLEV Project through two interagency meetings in March 2017 (one in Baltimore and one
in  Washington,  DC)  followed  by  the  presentation  of  the  draft  PASR  results  at  the  October  3,  2017
interagency  meeting  in  Greenbelt,  MD.  FRA  and  MDOT  also  held  and  interagency  webinar  meeting  on
December 7, 2017 to provide an update on the PASR status. Representatives from the following agencies
typically attend interagency meetings:

· Anne Arundel County Transportation Department
· Baltimore City Department of Transportation (BCDOT)
· Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC)
· District Department of Energy and Environment (DOEE)
· District Department of Transportation (DDOT)
· District of Columbia Historic Preservation Office (DC SHPO)
· Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
· Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
· Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
· Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
· Howard County Office of Transportation
· Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MD DNR)
· Maryland Department of Planning (MDP)
· Maryland Historical Trust (MHT)
· Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC)
· Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA)
· Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG)
· National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)
· National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC)
· National Park Service (NPS)
· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
· U.S. Commission of Fine Arts (USCFA)
· U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
· U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
· U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
· Surface Transportation Board (STB)
· Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA)
· Others (as appropriate/depending on projects discussed)
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Additionally, FRA and MDOT met individually with representatives from the FAA and MAA on April 5,
2017 to  discuss  a  potential  SCMAGLEV station at  BWI Marshall  Airport.  FRA and MDOT also  met  with
representatives from USFWS and NPS on April 19, 2017 at the Patuxent Research Refuge Visitor Center
to discuss policies, regulations, and concerns related to USFWS and NPS properties within the Project
study area.  FRA and MDOT met  with  NPS again  on November  20,  2017 at  the National  Capital  Region
office in Washington, DC.

On multiple occasions (May 3, 2017; June 7, 2017; and August 29, 2017) FRA, MDOT, Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE), and the USACE discussed permitting, scheduling, and other
logistics. FRA and MDOT also made presentations to multiple agencies during the Joint Evaluation
meetings on June 28, 2017; August 30, 2017; and December 20, 2017.

Agency field meetings occurred on July 19, 2017 and July 26, 2017 to provide agencies with an overview
of the potential above ground portions of the preliminary alignments. Additional field review meetings
will be scheduled as the study progresses.

FRA and MDOT also met with representatives from Anne Arundel County, NASA, the National Security
Agency (NSA), Prince George’s County, USDA [including the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC)
and the U.S. National Arboretum], and the U.S. Secret Service. Common discussion points included the
following:  the potential visual and physical impacts to the various resources and agency properties along
the preliminary alignments; potential effect or interference from magnetic signals/fields; noise and
vibration effects; direct line of sight from the SCMAGLEV guideway into the respective facilities; as well
as security of the guideway (from the standpoint of both the elevated viaduct and the proposed tunnel
sections with respect to trespassers or potential terror threats). See Appendix C – Attachment A for
more information on the agency meetings.

Public Input

FRA and MDOT informed the public of the Draft Project Purpose and Need and preliminary alignments
during outreach via the Project website (http://www.bwmaglev.info) and notices posted in local and
major newspapers; on-line social media and advertisements; notices posted at community and
neighborhood organizations; and notices sent to federal, state, county, and local officials. Flyers were also
distributed to community centers. FRA and MDOT held and will continue to hold public open houses and
a hearing throughout the EIS process. For the NEPA Scoping phase of the project in mid-December 2016,
five public open houses were held at different locations throughout the project corridor.  A second round
of five public open houses, to discuss the preliminary alternatives screening process and the Purpose and
Need, were held in April 2017, and a third round of five public open houses presented the findings of the
draft Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report in  October  2017.  Please  see Figure 13 for a map
illustrating the locations of the public open house meetings.
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Figure 13: Public Open House Meeting Locations
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As noted on the project website (http://www.bwmaglev.info), where copies of reports and meeting
materials can also be found, the December 2016 open houses focused on scoping.  Comments from those
meetings were reviewed and those pertaining to specific alignments are included in this report.

In April 2017, the open houses focused on the Project Purpose and Need and the preliminary alternatives
screening process with conceptual maps of the preliminary alignments available on boards for viewing.
Members of the Project Team were present to explain the boards, answer questions, and also encourage
the public to comment on the Project. A total of 154 people signed in at the five April 2017 open houses
and submitted 52 comments.

In October 2017, the open houses focused on the draft PASR results, with large (1” = 600’ scale) maps of
the three alignments recommended for further study on tables for viewing. Project Team members were
present to explain the maps, boards, answer questions, and also encourage the public to comment on the
Project.  A  total  of  1,526  people  signed  in  at  the  five  October  2017  open  houses  and  submitted  653
comments.

In  addition  to  comments  received  at  the  open  house  meetings,  the  Project  Team  also  received  210
comments via the Project website comment form; 161 comments via the Project e-mail account
(info@bwmaglev.info)  or  e-mails  accounts  of  individual  Project  Team  members;  99  comments  via  the
Governor’s Office e-mail account; and 64 comments via mail; for a subtotal of 1,239 comments. Table 9
provides a summary of public comments and topics.

Table 9: Summary of Public Comments
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FRA and MDOT analyzed written comments leading up to and including the second round of public
meetings in mid-April 2017 through the completion of the third round of public meetings in late
October, 2017. This period coincided with the development and screening of preliminary alignments.
The top comment types are noted below:

1) Property Impacts – 643 or 52% of comments addressed property impacts, including property
devaluation and use of eminent domain. Property impacts are the Public’s top concern, and this
sentiment has grown, particularly in the Bowie area since the April meetings.

2) Opposition to the Project – 512 or 41% of comments expressed direct opposition to the project
(not just specific alignments).

3) Outreach – 384 or 31% of comments addressed public outreach, including 119 or 10%
specifically requesting re-opening the scoping process due to “insufficient notification.”

4) Cost and Funding – 375 or 30% of comments addressed project cost and funding, including
ticket price, taxes, and overall cost of the project.

5) WB&A Alignments – 199 or 16% of comments addressed the WB&A Alignments, including
opposition to the alignments and questions or comments about how resources (particularly
homes) would be impacted by the alignments.

6) Amtrak Alignments – 169 or 14% of comments addressed the Amtrak Alignments. Further
analysis  of  the Amtrak Alignments  shows 24 or  2% of  comments  are  in  support  of  the Amtrak
Alignments, while 87 or 7% of comments are in opposition.

7) Tunneling – 79 or 6% of comments addressed tunneling, including potential impacts of
construction and vibration.

8) BWP Alignments – 66 or 5% of comments addressed the BWP Alignments. Further analysis of
BWP Alignments shows 48 or 4% of comments are in support of the BWP Alignments while 13 or
1% of comments are in opposition.

Other comments are:

· Large numbers of attendees at the October meetings in Bowie and Gambrills (approx. 1,160 of
the total 1,526 attendees that signed in) expressed concerns citing direct impacts to historic “old
town” Bowie, Odenton, and surrounding areas.

· Although 6% of comments expressed concern with the impacts of tunneling, review agencies
and some members of the public appear to favor alignments with greater underground
(tunneling) lengths as compared to alignments that are above ground (elevated).

· Some meeting attendees and review agencies expressed concerns regarding impacts to natural
and environmentally sensitive areas including Patuxent Research Refuge, Fran Uhler Natural
Area, Saw Hill Creek, and Midland Park.

· Meeting attendees also raised concerns regarding an elevated viaduct structure and RSD facility
altering the landscape surrounding Bowie State University, which is a historically black university
and on the National Register of Historic Places.

· Meeting attendees also noted that Alignment E1 would impact Odenton Volunteer Fire
Company, the only fire station in Odenton, and Bowie Assisted Living, Inc., the only proximate
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facility of its kind according to residents. Some meeting attendees and review agencies noted
that  Fort  George  G.  Meade  gun  range  and  a  closed  sanitary  landfill  would  be  traversed  with
alignment E1.

Appendix C – Attachment B contains the seven (7) comments on specific alignments during the previous
phase of Project outreach, plus the 1,239 comments received during the development and screening of
preliminary alignments for a total of 1,246 comments (as of November 2, 2017). Comments not received
or compiled in time for the PASR will continue to be accepted and recorded/considered for future
documents/phases. The project website (http://www.bwmaglev.info) includes responses to the most
common questions under the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) page, as well as meeting materials,
interactive maps and reports.
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Chapter 7.  Recommended Preliminary Alternatives for Detailed
Analysis

Screening criteria in earlier chapters were not weighted but were given equal consideration during
analysis.  However, in light of agency and public comments received before and after October Public
Meetings, FRA and MDOT revisited screening criteria and recognized that more consideration should be
given to human, natural areas and wildlife, and constructability factors during Screening Level 2 results.

Human Factors

FRA and MDOT decided that human factors should be given more consideration in light of the
overwhelming comments received from residents in Anne Arundel and Prince George’s Counties.
Property impacts are noted as the Public’s top concern, and this sentiment has grown, particularly in the
Bowie area since the April 2017 meetings. Preliminary alignments E1 (Amtrak Modified), G (WB&A), G1
(WB&A Modified), and I1 (Amtrak Modified to WBA) would involve a significant number of residential
property acquisitions and elimination or reduction in operation of community facilities during and after
construction of SCMAGLEV. These impacts would result in losses to a large number of well-established
neighborhoods, community and transportation facilities, and historic properties and districts, which are
not easily mitigated and are inconsistent with State requirements to minimally impact those who live
and work along proposed alignments. Consequently, in a letter signed by ten State Senators and
Delegates from Anne Arundel and Prince Georges Counties in December 2017, they indicated their
support of dropping the WB&A Modified alignment and are urging the Maryland Secretary of
Transportation to drop the Amtrak Modified alignment, citing impacts to the surrounding communities
that would result from that alignment. Refer to Appendix C – Attachment B for the comments received.

Natural Areas and Wildlife Factors

Natural areas and wildlife resources are associated with federally protected environmental lands located
within the in the study area. As stated earlier, FRA and MDOT’s intent was to avoid or minimize potential
impacts  to  these resources,  particularly  PRR.  Preliminary  alignments  E1,  H,  and J  (BWP Modified East)
attempted to minimize PRR impacts by clipping southern and northern boundaries respectively.
However, the Alignment J offers more opportunities to minimize impacts to PRR, which will be explored
in Alternatives Report.

Constructability Factors

Constructability factors also play into the feasibility of any alignment. FRA and MDOT also gave additional
consideration to any alignment that would be in close proximity or cross the existing NEC rail tracks. This
applied to alignment E1, H and I1.

By  crossing  the  NEC,  alignment  H  is  inconsistent  with  the  SCMAGLEV  Project  Purpose  as  the  crossing
would  not  be  complementary  to  existing  rail  operations  or  future  rail  expansion  in  the  NEC.   An
SCMAGLEV crossing would entail constructing almost 1km (0.6 mi) of foundations, piers and
superstructure decking within the 150-foot  crash zone on each side of  the railroad tracks,  representing
over 200m (656 ft) of linear viaduct construction directly over active tracks requiring Amtrak, MARC and
freight  rail  service  disruptions.  Designing  and  constructing  1km  (0.6  mi)  of  viaduct  along  and  over  the
NEC, including realignment of catenaries and supporting infrastructure, is unprecedented and may take
up to ten years to coordinate.
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Crossing  the  NEC  with  alignment  H  or  I1  is  unreasonable  in  light  of  the  SCMAGLEV  Project  Purpose
because  “crossing  this  congested  segment  of  the  NEC  would  be  more  costly  and  would  more  directly
impact NEC operations…” [Precedent language from Extension of PATH over NEC project].

In addition, the NEC right-of-way is not available for SCMAGLEV because of plans to increase the number
of tracks in this part of the NEC as outlined in the NEC Future Tier I EIS.  Constructing SCMAGLEV in or very
near the NEC right-of-way would conflict with the SCMAGLEV Project Purpose of being compatible with
planned future rail expansion in the NEC.

Even though outside the NEC right-of-way,  alignments  E1,  H,  and  I1  in  the  vicinity  of  the  NEC  would
require intrusion protection of SCMAGLEV from a derailment on the NEC, either through distance
separation  of  150  feet  (or  greater)  or  through  construction  of  a  crash  wall.  The  needed  intrusion
protection  measures  make  placing  SCMAGLEV  in  the  vicinity  of  the  NEC  inconsistent  with  the  Project
Purpose. Moving a SCMAGLEV alignment at least 150 feet west of NEC right-of-way, while maintaining a
geometry that accomplishes the SCMAGLEV operating speed would increase (not minimize) impacts of
SCMAGLEV on surrounding residential communities and businesses. A crash wall could allow for
SCMAGLEV to  be placed closer  to  the NEC right-of-way.  However,  at  over  10 miles  in  length,  the crash
wall, would be prohibitively expensive and undermine the SCMAGLEV’s commercial viability.

The location of the transition portal into deep tunnel section for alignments E1 and H would directly
conflict with future Odenton Town Center Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) at the MARC Odenton
station.  This would be inconsistent with the Project Purpose of supporting local and regional economic
growth.

To  be  operationally  viable,  SCMAGLEV  requires  a  RSD  adjacent  to  the  alignment.  The  relatively  dense
development along the NEC presents difficulties in locating a RSD. The location of a RSD on alignments E1
or  I1  would  require  placement  of  the  tunnel  portal  at  the  MARC  Seabrook  station  and  nearby
development, resulting in a displacement of the MARC Seabrook station. As such, the alignment would
not meet the Project’s Purpose in that it would not minimize impact on the human environment, would
not be compatible with other rail corridors, and would not support local economic growth. A RSD
opposite Bowie State University would severely impact MD 197 during and after construction.

Additional Alignments Eliminated from Further Study

After including these factors into the analysis and applying the requirements of the Purpose and Need for
a safe, revenue-producing SCMAGLEV system that minimizes impacts to the human and natural
environment,  FRA and MDOT added alignment E1 to the list of alignments that did not advance.
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Table 10 presents  the  final  results  of  the  preliminary  screening  that  FRA  and  MDOT  updated  after  the
October  2017  open  house  version  to  note  Alignment  E1  (Amtrak  Modified)  has  been  eliminated  from
further study (along with alignments G, G1, H, and I1 originally eliminated in Screening Level 2).

Alignments that advanced to the next phase are referred to as preliminary alternatives recommended for
detailed analysis. Based on the results of Screening Level 2 and the review of public comments, FRA and
MDOT recommend that alignments J and J1 be carried forward for further engineering development and
environmental evaluation, as illustrated in Figure 14.
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Table 10: Final Screening Level 2 Results

Note: Please refer to Table 7 for the criteria descriptions and the threshold ranges. See Appendix B for additional details.
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Figure 14: Alignments Recommended for Detailed Analysis
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Chapter 8.   Conclusions and Next Steps

Alignments J and J1 presented the least potential for residential property impacts of any of the
alignments. Alignment J1 has the longest tunnel section, followed by Alignment J which has the second
longest tunnel section. Review agencies and some members of the public appear to favor alignments with
greater underground tunneling than those above ground. Constructability and safety were not concerns
with Alignments J and J1, since they do not conflict with NEC.

Alignments J and J1 would be in tunnel under Anacostia Park and both avoid the National Arboretum.
Alignment  J1  also  avoids  PRR.  However,  both  Alignments  J  and  J1  impact  the  Baltimore  Washington
Parkway. Potential impacts to this resource are expected to occur mainly near interchanges and crossings.
FRA and MDOT are coordinating with NPS on topics including avoidance and least harm options.
Coordination will continue throughout the alternatives development process.

FRA  and  MDOT  are  recommending  that  Alignments  J  and  J1  be  retained  for  detailed  study  in  the
Alternatives Report given their ability to minimize impacts on the human environment, to avoid potential
safety and operational issues with nearby rail lines, not preclude the expansion of NEC, and to offer
strategies to minimize impacts to NPS property.

The Alternatives Report will document the refinement of the retained alignments to include the footprint
of the various ancillary facilities required for the SCMAGLEV system in the quantitative analysis, utilize the
refined LOD to analyze the potential impacts, and identify the alternative(s) retained for the Draft EIS.

The No Build Alternative will also be carried forward and will serve as a baseline for comparison to these
remaining Build alternatives, as well as a tool to evaluate feasibility, impacts, and cost effectiveness,
pursuant to NEPA. Results of the additional analysis will be documented in the Alternatives Report, which
will conclude with the selection of the alternative(s) that advance to the Draft EIS.

As the NEPA process continues, FRA and MDOT will improve the alignments as additional potential
environmental impacts are identified and/or to minimize or avoid resources where possible. Coordination
with the public and resource agencies regarding the evaluation of alignments will continue throughout
the Project and be documented in the forthcoming Alternatives Report.
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Appendices
Appendix A Previous Maglev Study Alternatives

Appendix B Additional Screening Details

Appendix C Agency and Public Outreach

Appendix D Baltimore-Washington SCMAGLEV Technical Memorandum: Speed as a
Screening Criterion.
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Appendix A. Previous Maglev Study Alternatives

In  a  1994  feasibility  study,  MTA  studied  both  German  and  Japanese  magnetic  levitation  (maglev)
technologies.1 The study noted a maximum cruising speed of 300 mph (483 km/h), but a total travel time
was not stated.  The alternatives considered included: I-95 Parallel; Baltimore-Washington (BW) Parkway
Parallel; Parkway Independent; and an Amtrak Parallel alignment. The 1994 analysis considered potential
stations in Baltimore, BWI Marshall Airport, Greenbelt, New Carrollton, and Washington, DC. The study
declared that maglev was feasible between Baltimore and Washington, DC, but did not select a preferred
alternative.

FRA  completed  a  Programmatic  EIS  in  2001  that  studied  the  same  technologies  studied  in  MTA’s  1994
Feasibility Study. The document identified a maximum cruising speed of 240 mph (386 km/h), but did not
state a total travel time. The 2001 FRA study enumerated potential stations at Baltimore, BWI Marshall
Airport Terminal, BWI Aviation Boulevard, Greenbelt, New Carrollton, and Washington, DC. The 2001 FRA
Programmatic EIS identified Maryland as one of the corridors to advance a Draft EIS with three preferred
alternatives retained for detailed study (I-95 Parallel; BW Parkway Parallel, and Amtrak Parallel).

In  2003,  FRA  and  MTA  prepared  a  site-specific Draft EIS, which studied German Transrapid TR07
technology.  The 2003 analysis identified a maximum cruising speed of 260 mph (420 km/h), but did not
state a total travel time. The alternatives considered included: 1-95 Parallel; BW Parkway Parallel; and the
Amtrak  Parallel  alignment  that  were  retained  and  refined  from  the  2001  Programmatic  EIS.  The  2003
Project Team considered potential stations in Baltimore, BWI Marshall Airport Terminal, BWI Aviation
Boulevard, Greenbelt, New Carrollton, and Washington, DC.  The 2003 Draft EIS study selected the Amtrak
Parallel alignment as the preferred alternative.

In  2007,  FRA  and  MTA  prepared  a  Final  EIS  prepared  by  FRA/MTA  using  the  German  Transrapid  TR07
technology. This analysis targeted a total travel time of 18.5 minutes between Baltimore and Washington,
with a maximum cruising speed of 260 mph. The alternatives considered included: No Build Alternative
and the Amtrak Parallel alignment that was retained and refined from the 2003 Draft EIS.  As with earlier
analyses, this study included potential stations at Baltimore, BWI Marshall Airport Terminal, and
Washington, DC. The study concluded that the construction of a maglev system would have substantial
transportation  benefits  for  the  area.   However,  the  project  was  suspended  before  the  Final  EIS  was
released.  FRA did not issue a Record of Decision and the project was not advanced further at the time.

In 2012, BWRR, a private proponent, prepared an Alternatives Study using the Japanese SCMAGLEV
technology.2 This internal study identified a maximum cruising speed of 311 mph (500 km/h) with a total
target travel time of approximately 15 minutes. The analysis included an Amtrak Alternative, BW Parkway
Alternative, Washington-Baltimore & Annapolis (WB&A) Base Alternative, and an additional WB&A

1 For purposes of this study, magnetic levitation (Maglev) is defined as an advanced transportation technology in
which magnetic forces lift, propel, and guide a vehicle over a specially designed guideway.
2 This Project proposes to implement superconducting maglev (SCMAGLEV) technology, which differs from other
maglev systems (such as the German Transrapid system) in that SCMAGLEV accelerates and decelerates through
an electromagnetic force generated between superconducting magnets on the vehicle and reaction coils on the
guideway sidewalls. The superconducting magnetism is much stronger than ordinary normal conducting
electromagnets. Additionally, SCMAGLEV uses inductive magnetic reactions with no active control and rides in a U-
shaped guideway; whereas, the German Transrapid system uses attractive reactions that need active controls and
rides in a T-shaped guideway.
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Alternative. The BWRR study identified potential stations in Baltimore (either Camden Yards or Westport),
BWI Marshall Airport Terminal, and Mount Vernon Square (Washington, DC).

Table  A-1 summarizes the previous Baltimore to Washington Maglev studies, including alternatives
considered. Figure A-1 depicts general transportation corridor routes many of the earlier studies utilized.

For purposes of this EIS, FRA and MDOT evaluated three additional alignment alternatives based on
revisions to the 2012 BWRR study alignments.  The study team evaluated each of these three alternatives
to determine if it meets the Project Purpose and Need and how it meets the other high level screening
criteria. These 2012 alternatives are shown on Figure A-2 and were utilized as the basis of Alternatives E,
F, and G as evaluated in this PASR.
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Table A-1: Previous Baltimore to Washington Maglev Studies
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Figure A-1: Previous Study Alignments (2003 DEIS Scoping Alternatives)
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Figure A-2: Additional Alignments (2012 BWRR Alternatives Study)
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Appendix B. Additional Screening Details

B.1. Screening Level 2 – Data Sources utilized for the GIS desktop evaluation

Residential Properties: GIS analysts overlaid County and City property parcel boundary data with
Maryland Planning 2010 and DC Office of the Chief Technology Officer (OCTO, 2004) residential land use
polygons. Residential properties consist largely of owner-occupied single-family homes, townhomes,
and condominiums.

Community Resources: Community resource points include schools, day care, hospitals, health clinics,
churches, cemeteries, synagogues, and mosques. The GIS analyst applied a radial buffer around the
community resources center point locations, using 25 ft. and 100 ft. radius, to identify those community
resources that may be within areas of the alignments surface disturbance. The primary data source for
this information is the Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA) 2015 Points of Interest, which
was supplemented by individual county GIS resources. These community resources are important to
determine the alignments’ potential to divide communities and affect community cohesion, or alter
response times for emergency response services, or access to services and facilities.

Commercial Properties: Commercial properties include office buildings, retail stores, warehouses, and
parcels with heavy commercial and industrial uses. The GIS analysts overlaid County and City property
parcel boundary data with Maryland Planning 2010 and DC OCTO (2004) commercial land use polygons.

Historic Properties: This category includes Landmarks and Eligible National Register Sites and Districts.
The GIS analysts utilized Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) and the District of Columbia Historic
Preservation Office (HPO) GIS databases for this analysis.

Parks (state, county & local): State parkland information was derived from Maryland Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR) Statewide Parks 2015 GIS data and DC GIS 2015 Parks. County and local
parkland information was retrieved from county level GIS databases, as well as Maryland – National
Capital Park and Planning Commission data.

Federal Lands [Includes Federal Parks/Refuges (NPS/Patuxent)]: Federal lands data was compiled from
National Park Service 2017 Shapefiles, Department of Defense 2017 Military Installations data, and
MDNR Statewide Federal Lands 2016 Shapefile. Figure B-1 illustrates various Parks and Federal Lands
based on GIS desktop information. For this evaluation, Parks and Federal Lands were categorized in the
following order of priority: (1) Federally Protected Environmental Land {Parks/Refuges}; (2) Federal
Land; (3) State Protected Environmental Land/Parks; (4) County Protected Environmental Land/Parks;
and (5) Local Parks.

Wetlands of Special State Concern (WSSC): are wetlands with rare, threatened, or endangered species
or unique habitats. The MDNR wetlands GIS data has been utilized to determine where Wetlands of
Special State Concern (WSSC) are within areas of the alignments surface disturbance. In Maryland,
certain wetlands with rare, threatened, or endangered species or unique habitat receive special
attention. The Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) Title 26, Subtitle 23, Chapter 06, Sections 01 &
02 identifies these WSSC.

Other Wetlands: These include wetlands that are not identified as WSSC. MDNR GIS wetland data was
utilized for Maryland counties, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services National Wetlands Inventory
wetland data has been utilized to illustrate the locations of wetlands within Washington, DC areas of the
alignments surface disturbance. Figure B-2 illustrates various surface waters and wetlands based on GIS
desktop information.



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

January 2018 Page B-2

100-Year Floodplain: Includes the floodplain as shown on Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-
Year floodplain mapping was utilized to determine where floodplain falls within areas of the alignments
surface disturbance.

Table B-1: Source of GIS Information Summary Table
Criterion Data Source Description
Residential
Properties

MP (2010), OCTO
(2004), City and
County GIS

Residential land uses within areas of surface
disturbance (Number of Properties)

Community
Resources

SHA (2015), City and
County GIS

Churches, schools, cemeteries, and emergency/health
services within the areas of surface disturbance
(Number of Properties within 25’ and 100’)

Commercial
Properties

MP (2010), OCTO
(2004), City and
County GIS

Commercial land uses within areas of surface
disturbance (Number of Properties)

NHL and NRHP
Listed or Eligible
Historic Districts
and Individual
Properties

MHT, HPO NHL and NRHP properties and districts within the area
of surface disturbance (Number of Sites and/or
Districts)

Parks MDNR, M-NCPPC;
DC GIS, City and
County GIS

State, local, and county-owned parks within the area
of surface disturbance (Number of Parks; Acres)

Federal Lands DOD, MDNR, NPS Properties potentially subject to Section 4(f)
evaluation within area of surface disturbance (Acres)

Wetlands of
Special State
Concern

MDNR WSSC Wetlands with rare, threatened, or endangered
species or unique habitat identified by the State of
Maryland within the area of surface disturbance
(Acres)

Other Wetlands MDNR, USFWS NWI Wetlands within the area of surface disturbance
(Acres)

100-Year
Floodplain

FEMA FIRMs,
USFWS

100-year floodplain within the area of surface
disturbance (Acres)
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Figure B-1: Protected Lands and Environmental Easements
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Figure B-2: Surface Waters and Wetlands
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B.2. Screening Level 2 – Other Categories considered, but found to be similar
between Alignments

The NEPA Team considered the following factors, but potential impacts were similar for each alignment,
and therefore the categories were not discriminating factors in comparison for the PASR. These
categories will likely be revisited in the Alternatives Report and/or the EIS for further analysis:

Low-income and Minority Areas: A low-income area is defined as those with a median household income
at or below the Department of Health and Human Services or Census Bureau poverty guidelines.
Minority populations are defined as those where the minority (Black, Hispanic, Asian-American, or
American Indian and Alaskan Native) population of the affected area exceeds 50-percent  or  is
meaningfully greater (10 percent) than the minority population percentage in comparison to the
respective County average. Low-income and minority information has been derived at the block group
level from the latest 2014 Census Block Group American Community Survey data, identifying the location
of low-income  areas,  and  minority  areas,  as  well  as  those  locations  in  which  these  areas  overlap.
Considering the potential impacts of the preliminary alternatives to these communities is important in
light of Environmental Justice considerations (Executive Order 12898, Department of Transportation
Order 5610.2a).

Ecological Resources: Ecological resources consider a wide range of natural areas and species including
forests; migration corridors; rare, threatened and endangered species; critical habitat and sensitive
species protection areas; wildlife refuges; and conservation easements. For the future analysis, review
includes the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) datasets including Forest Interior
Dwelling Species (FIDS), Forest Conservation Easements (FCE), and Sensitive Species Project Review
Areas (SSPRA) provided by both state and county GIS.

Wooded Areas: Wooded  areas  have  been  derived  from  the  SHA  GIS  tree  canopy  polygons  for  the
counties, vegetated area data in Baltimore City, and wooded area data from DC GIS. Wooded areas can
include  large  tracts  of  forest  as  well  as  roadside  vegetated  tree  lines.  These  have  been  utilized  to
illustrate the locations of wooded areas within areas of the alignments surface disturbance.

B.3. Screening Level 2 – Quantities utilized for the high/medium/low Summary Table

FRA and MDOT utilized the quantities presented in Table B-2 of this appendix for the Screening Level 2
analysis as discussed in Chapter 5. These quantities represent the number and/or acres of the various
resources present within the respective primary or secondary analysis zone buffers.
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Table B-2: Quantities Data Table

Note: Quantities in Table B-2 were estimated based on assumptions described in Chapter 5 and data sources in Table B-1.
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Appendix C. Agency and Public Outreach

FRA  and  MDOT  met  with  representatives  from  various  agencies,  as  summarized  in  Chapter  7.  This
appendix includes summaries of the meetings as Attachment A.

This appendix also includes the public comments received (as of November 1, 2017), plus a letter signed
by ten State Senators and Delegates from Anne Arundel and Prince Georges Counties (dated December
19, 2017) as Attachment B.
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Appendix C - Attachment A: Agency Coordination

Agency Preliminary Alternatives Screening Presentation
MDOT Interagency Review Meeting

DATE: March 24, 2017 11:00am-11:20am
LOCATION: Presentation given at monthly MDOT   IRM

Training Room 2, 211 Madison Street, Baltimore, MD 21202

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· A brief presentation on the preliminary alternatives screening process for the SCMAGLEV project
was given at the monthly Maryland Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meeting. The
status of the project was presented, and agency representatives were given the opportunity to
submit comments and ask questions about the project description, potential impacts, possible
alternatives, and the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process.

· It was noted that another meeting will be held on March 30th, but will cover the same items.  The
team will be coordinating with permitting agencies during the NEPA process, but permits would not
be expected until after FRA releases its Record of Decision.
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Agency Preliminary Alternatives Screening Meeting

DATE: March 30, 2017 10:00am-11:15am
LOCATION: Meeting hosted at National Park Service Headquarters

1100 Ohio Drive, SW, Washington, DC 20024

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· An Agency Meeting was held in person on Thursday, March 30, beginning at 10:00 am. The status of
the Baltimore-Washington Superconducting Maglev (SCMAGLEV) Project was presented and
agency representatives were given the opportunity to submit comments and ask questions about the
project description, potential impacts, possible alternatives, and the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) process.

· NPS commented that it is building a pedestrian bridge and recently re-did the Anacostia Park area.
NPS also highlighted the fact that preliminary alignments pass through some of the wildest and most
natural areas along the Anacostia River.

· Other comments and questions ranged from clarification on technical details to ownership of the
facility and also notification time required before access is granted for field work on the various
agency resources/properties. Question/complaint regarding the use of Union Station, as well as
further process and permitting discussions occurred.
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SCMAGLEV Follow-Up Meeting with MAA and FAA

DATE: April 5, 2017 2:00 – 3:00 pm
LOCATION: FDE Conference Room

991 Corporate Blvd, Linthicum, Maryland 21090

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· Representatives from the SCMAGLEV Project Team, Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA), and
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) met on the afternoon of April 5, 2017 to discuss the a
potential SCMAGLEV station at the BWI Marshall Airport as well as other concerns related to the
SCMAGLEV Project and aviation.

· MAA noted they would prefer the SCMAGLEV station to be near or attached to the terminal, most
likely at the site of the current hourly garage. As part of the BWI Marshall Airport growth and
transportation plan, the garage could be reconstructed as a multi-modal center combining the airport
and SCMAGLEV station (probably connecting to E concourse). It was noted that the station location
at BWI Marshall Airport should focus on simple and direct connectivity, so patrons and passengers
do not get confused.

· FAA noted some issues that would need to be resolved as part of the EIS, and that the airport needs
to retain the right to build over in the future. Many can be worked in parallel and would require
coordination within FAA outside of our immediate office, they include: Property issues
(ownership/easements/lease), connected actions and temporary elements, actual SCMAGLEV limits
(to review guidance requirements and permit airspace evaluation), and also requested any data
available on the electro-magnetic propulsion system (to evaluate potential impacts to electronic
based navigational aids at the airport).

· Regarding the ancillary facilities needed at BWI Marshall Airport (vent stacks) and potential elevated
guideway structures, anything within 100:1 slope must be coordinated with FTA. Any penetrations of
the surface at BWI Marshall Airport will require coordination. It was noted that the airport receives
redundant power supplied from both the north and south feeder, but they are currently maxed out on
power supply.

· The Project Team will provide FAA and MAA with NEPA documents and electronic files as they
become available. The Project Team will collaborate with MAA and FAA by addressing issues and
receiving FAA/MAA input on NEPA documents. The Project Team will work towards consistency with
the BWI Marshall Airport Master Plan and with FAA’s requirements for their environmental finding.
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SCMAGLEV Follow-Up Meeting with USFWS and NPS

DATE: April 19, 2017 10:00 – 11:30 am
LOCATION: Patuxent Research Refuge Visitor Center

10901 Scarlet Tanager Loop, Laurel, MD

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

Representatives from the SCMAGLEV Project Team, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and
the National Park Service (NPS) met at the Patuxent Research Refuge Visitor Center on the morning of
April 19, 2017 to discuss issues and concerns related to NPS and USFWS properties and the
SCMAGLEV Project as a follow up to the March 30, 2017 Interagency Meeting held at the National Park
Service headquarters.

· USFWS Concerns

o Any SCMAGLEV route that overlays the Patuxent Research Refuge (PRR) is not viable
because (1) there is a refuge system wide policy not to allow any new ROW on refuge land;
and (2) incompatibility with the refuge’s purpose and mission (wildlife research and wildlife
conservation).

o Any route that would have direct or indirect impacts (even adjacent structures) on wildlife
habitat, riparian areas, etc. would be problematic. USFWS is currently evaluating the refuge
for presence of the endangered northern long eared bat.

o Consideration of a land exchange is off the table; however, viewsheds are not a major issue
for PRR.

o Alternatives along the east side of PRR would require congressional action due to the
impacts to NSA gun range on Refuge-managed land.

· NPS Concerns

o NPS stated the southern alternatives pass through some of the wildest and most natural
areas of the Anacostia River. Use of land, whether tunneled or above ground, is
incompatible and would be considered a taking regardless.

o NPS asked what will happen to infrastructure after maglev technology is obsolete.
o BW Parkway has maintained full integrity since it was originally built. It is NPS’ mission to

preserve the parkway.
o NPS’ position on the project is to stay off NPS property and stay out of the Parkway

viewshed. Viewshed impacts to the BW Parkway are a concern.

· Section 4(f)

o NPS asked if the project is privately owned, how FRA’s Section 4(f) determination would
stand.
§ Project Team responded there is likely no Section 4(f) avoidance alternative, so a

least overall harm analysis will be required.
o NPS indicated the significance of their resources would weigh high in a least overall harm

analysis.
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SCMAGLEV Follow-Up Meeting with USACE and MDE

DATE: May 3, 2017 1:00 – 3:00 pm
LOCATION: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Baltimore District

10 South Howard Street, 8th Floor, Room 8510, Baltimore MD 21201

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

Representatives from the Project Team, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE) met on the afternoon of May 3, 2017 at USACE’s Baltimore
District office.

· It was noted that the Purpose and Need cannot be too specific as that is sacrosanct to the USACE
program. Attendees all agreed that the USACE and MDE need to review the Purpose and Need prior
to discussing potential alternatives specifics.

· USACE asked the team if they planned to follow the “highway process” or separate NEPA and
Section 404 process. The difference between the two approaches:

o Integrated NEPA-Section 404 Permit (Maryland “highway process” typically applied to
FHWA-funded State Highway Administration projects requiring a Section 404 permit)

i. USACE concurrence is required at each milestone:
§ Purpose and Need
§ Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study
§ Preferred Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation

ii. Other items to note with the “highway process” include:
§ The Draft EIS will constitute the Section 404 application.
§ BWRR would need to submit a Joint Permit Application (JPA) to MDE to officially

initiate the MDE/USACE Section 404 application review process.
§ The JPA is submitted before or concurrently with the DEIS. The advantage of

submitting the JPA early is to trigger the state regulatory process and consolidate
public hearings. Otherwise, there would need to be separate public hearings for the
USACE and MDE from the FRA and MTA NEPA public hearings.

o Separate NEPA and Section 404 processes with a Section 404 permit application to follow
after the Record of Decision (ROD)
§ In addition to the time required to process a Section 404 permit after the ROD, there is

also a risk that an agency may not issue a permit for the Preferred Alternative given
the multiple permits required for this Project. USACE noted that this was the result of
the U.S. Route 301 project in southern Maryland several years ago.

o All agreed to follow the integrated “highway process” to reduce risk.
· Baltimore Washington Rapid Rail (BWRR) noted that, as the private project proponent and

SCMAGLEV system owner and operator, it would be the permit applicant and that BWRR desires
that permits will be issued shortly after the ROD is signed.

· USACE and MDE said that from their agencies’ perspectives, the DEIS should not identify a
Preferred Alternative because their permits’ public interest reviews are predicated on public input
before identification of a Preferred Alternative. They noted the Intercounty Connector (ICC) DEIS
was submitted to the USACE and MDE without completion of Chapter 7 (Pref. Alt).

o The Project Team is concerned that requiring more than one Build Alternative in the DEIS is
premature. The project has been studied previously as documented in the 2003 Baltimore-
Washington Maglev DEIS, and the Amtrak Parallel Alternative was the only Build Alternative
retained for detailed study in the DEIS. The appropriate regulatory agencies concurred (in
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writing) with the decision to retain the Amtrak Parallel Alternative as the Preferred
Alternative.

o USACE suggested that the Project either moves from the IRM (which are more highway-
based) to the Joint Evaluation (JE) meetings once a month so that the project is in front of all
the necessary agencies, or plan to attend both the IRM and JE. The DC agencies would be
welcome to attend the JE meetings as well. USACE is also open to separate meetings, as
needed.

o Section 404 is a federal law, so MDE typically acts as a commenting agency. However, MDE
served as a concurring agency for the ICC (Inter County Connector/MD 200) project.
USACE and EPA are the Section 404 concurring agencies, while U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service treat concurring vs. commenting as their choice.

o It was noted that spanning a wetland on structure is not considered a wetland impact. In
areas where access roads or other filling of wetlands is required, USACE expects these
areas to be identified prior to finalizing the alternatives retained recommendation.

· USACE asked about the difference between 2003 DEIS and this study.
o BWRR explained that, in additional to technological differences and higher potential

SCMAGLEV speeds, the 2003 DEIS was for a Demonstration Project that was not required
to sustain Maglev speed and, hence, had relatively flexible geometry.

o The current effort is driven by BWRR’s plan to build a system with as a commercially viable
enterprise. That system would need to sustain cruising speed to attract riders.

o BWRR has secured a railroad license from the Maryland Public Service Commission, and
has the backing of the Central Japan Railway Company (JRC), which is constructing
SCMAGLEV in Japan. BWRR also explained why the alignments converge to common
stations in Baltimore (because of through service geometry to NYC) and in DC (to be in or
near the heart of DC where there is good access to Metro and a logical entry via New York
Avenue-Route 50).

o USACE asked the cost of tunneling. BWRR noted that tunneling is approximately two times
more expensive than a guideway on an elevated structure.

· USACE asked about the review schedule, Project Team replied that the schedule shows the
alternatives retained recommendation finalized in September with DEIS in January-February.
USACE noted MTA needs to get the resource agencies involved and engaged very soon so that the
agencies can adhere to that schedule.

o A schedule needs to be put together for agency review and that the schedule should also
include the major USACE/MDE concurrence milestones. It was also suggested agency field
review meetings occur for all alternatives retained recommended. In addition, all alternatives
retained will need to have the wetlands field delineated and that the USACE and MDE will
need to issue jurisdictional determinations on the field delineated wetland lines.

o MDE and the USACE have different reviews and the USACE factors do not typically
influence MDE. Even with a JPA and concurrence on a Preferred Alternative, MDE will focus
mainly on the impacts to resources they regulate (wetlands, waterways, and 100-year
floodplains). Having the JPA simply means the reviews become concurrent and you can
consolidate the public hearings into one.

o The next step, following Purpose and Need approval/concurrence, is the preparation of an
Alternatives Report that includes documentation of a full range of alternatives; results of
Screening Levels 1 and 2; conceptual design information for retained alternatives; and
recommendation of reasonable and feasible alternative(s) for analysis in the DEIS. At that
time, the Project Team can determine which Build Alternative(s) survive(s) and circulate
findings to regulatory agencies for review.

o The schedule should include a joint public hearing with FRA, MDE, and the USACE all
making presentations. After a schedule is presented, further meetings will be necessary to
discuss impacts and specific areas of concern. The field review meetings are essential to
the process as well.
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SCMAGLEV NEPA Meeting with Anne Arundel County

DATE: May 25, 2017 9:30 – 10:30 am
LOCATION: Heritage Complex – 2664 Riva Road

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· AA County asked how this project relates to the FRA NEC Future.
o The Project Team noted that FRA depicts the project as a complementary service adding

additional capacity to the existing constrained transportation corridor.
o It was noted that the Japanese Government may invest or loan approximately half the cost in

order to expand the technology.
o It was noted that the SCMAGLEV could potentially be constructed sooner than the NEC

Future improvements based on the SCMAGLEV’s aggressive schedule.

· AA County asked if this is the first phase of a longer system to New York, and does the Baltimore to
Washington portion stand alone?

o The Project Team responded that the P&N and EIS will be for Baltimore to Washington only
and that it does have independent utility even if the system is never expanded north of
Baltimore.

· The current Baltimore to Washington station design will not preclude future expansion but can stand
independently as well.

· AA Co. is due to update the General Development Plan (GDP) starting in 2018, and it is expected to
be completed in 2019.

· The County has GIS layers for existing land use and current development plans that it can share with
the Project Team.

· AA County noted that this level of detail appears appropriate for this stage of the project and believes
the public will appreciate the opportunity to get involved and provide comments versus just being
presented with pre-determined decision/results.

· The County cautioned that the Odenton Master Plan has teeth, and there is a TOD for the Odenton
MARC station.

· The WB&A alignment could potentially impact the road and existing trail.
· It was also noted that there is a heavy bike contingent in AA Co. that could turn into a supportive

group if the project offers continuous bike connectivity.
o The project is planning to include a bike trail.
o In addition to restoring the bike trail and expanding connectivity, there may be opportunities

for new/additional signage regarding the historical electric railway.
· BWRR has been looking at the WB&A trail since about 2011, and acknowledges how much growth

and expansion has occurred in the corridor since that time.
· MTA noted that this SCMAGLEV may be one of the heaviest lifts since the interstate system and is

political as well as potentially impactful to residents (especially WB&A alignment).
· It was noted there are height restrictions in the County Code, so this may need to factor that into the

design (possibly a standard height once clear of a transition portal), or potentially discuss a waiver if
needed.

· It was noted that the Odenton and Severn areas may be sensitive communities.
· Tipton Airport (small craft / hobbyist airport) has a master plan the team should investigate. The

County will send contact info.
· Fort Meade:

o Team should contact a Fort Meade representative to schedule a meeting.
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o Fort Meade Alliance Transportation Committee
· Other thoughts:

o What kind of congestion relief on 295 expected?
o Potential security risk for Ft. Meade
o Safety and functionality
o How will this help Ft. Meade?
o How many jobs will be created?
o Physical positives versus social negatives?

· BWI Marshall Airport – possibly advertise or brand this as an Anne Arundel Station versus strictly an
airport station.

· Possible future public meeting site or contact suggestions:
o Severn
o Jessup
o Maryland City
o Laurel
o Odenton
o Waugh Chapel community
o Bike AAA



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

January 2018 Page C-10

SCMAGLEV NEPA Meeting with National Security Agency

DATE: May 30, 2017 11:00 am – 12:00 pm
LOCATION: 9800 Savage Road, Fort George G. Meade, MD, 20755

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· NSA asked if there is any service like this currently in the U.S. The Project Team responded that there
are high speed projects in Texas and California ongoing but no SCMAGLEV technology.

· NSA asked about the economics and about the fare/ticket price?
· NSA is optimistic about the possibility of the project
· NSA wants to help, recognizes the transportation problem, and wants to improve transportation

options in the corridor.
· NSA asked the team what is in it for NSA?
· NSA would not be as concerned about the gun range, but would be more concerned about their

operational facilities and buildings.
· NSA noted that there are multiple facilities on their campus and the potential impact of magnetic fields

would need to be studied by a separate group of NSA experts. They noted that the magnetic fields
are a sensitive issue.

o BWRR is working on a report regarding electromagnetism and will send to NSA when ready,
as well as any data from Japan that can be provided.

· In addition to the facilities on NSA and Fort Meade, there are also NSA contracted sites north of MD
32 (west side of BWP) and potentially other locations in the study area.

· Any time infrastructure is planned/built near one of the NSA facilities it is a potential security issue.
NSA has various concerns, for either a tunnel or viaduct, including:

o magnetic field/interference,
o noise and vibration, and
o security of guideway (especially non-revenue hours when train not running).

§ NSA would not want people to have line of sight or proximity access to the NSA
facilities or for the guideway to present an opportunity for trespassers or terrorist to
plant devices in off hours.

· Maintenance and people accessing near/on/above/below their facilities, as well as direct line of sight
from the viaduct would also be a security concern

· NSA would not accept a tunnel directly under any of their facilities.
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SCMAGLEV EIS Team Meeting with USDA/ARS/USNA

DATE: June 01, 2017 9:00 am – 10:00 am
LOCATION: United States National Arboretum (3501 NY Ave, NE; Washington, DC)

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.
· A few opening questions were raised:

o Has a feasibility study been done?
o Is this project taking funds away from Amtrak?
o Traveling on 295 and 95 is heavy, but many people do not go downtown to downtown, so

how does this benefit regular people?
o Is Amtrak a competitor?

§ The Project Team noted that FRA depicts the project as a complimentary service
adding additional capacity to existing constrained transportation corridor.

o Are the Amtrak alignments still on the table, given the complication of RR history &
ownership?

· Field work will require early coordination with USDA. Security valid for one year.
· Concern of pedestrian crossing on Anacostia Bridge.
· Why do some of the alignments curve through USNA and not stay on Rt. 50?
· The alignments going through the USNA go over/through one of the last Magnolia bogs in

Washington, DC.
· For Alternatives G or G1, can you stay underground so not impacting the USNA on surface?
· Vista near the river is a major concern as it is one of the wildest remaining sections of DC.
· Investigate Coast Guard clearance requirements and/or height restrictions for the Anacostia River.
· There is a Historical Brickyard near the entrance for USNA.
· USNA is on NRHP but not NHL.
· District Police near NY Ave and FBI facility may not be able to be relocated.
· Alignments through the USNA would compromise integrity and visitor experience of the property.
· The transition portal in the USNA would destroy significant portion of the collections. USNA is

environmentally sensitive and would not support destroying their property for a transition portal –
strongly suggest keeping SCMAGLEV underground in this area.

· What is the clearance for tunnel sections?
· How would the cut and cover portions be restored?
· Slope near the river likely cannot get clearance for transition portals.
· BARC has a superfund site north of J1.
· There is Secret Service facility near Powder Mill Road.
· Old abandoned airport – possible location of future solar farm project.
· RSD sites west of BWP/295 are non-starters in BARC.
· RSD site east of BWP/295 is a more isolated track of land and may be negotiable given

mitigation/compensation.
o Although there are some bogs and wetlands in the area

· Glendale property is getting ready to be surplused.
o Prince George’s County is looking for 4,000 acres for wetland mitigation and the site may be

under consideration.
o Old hospital and the Glendale property cause no concerns from USDA perspective.

· With respect to BARC, the elevated guideway for Alternatives J and J1 is not as much of an issue as
compared to Alternative F.

· There is a quarantine and biosecurity facility south of Alternative F and the RSD site.
· In the City of Greenbelt, there is historic dump / brown field at J1 transition portal, it was capped and

a ball field is currently on top of it.
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SCMAGLEV EIS Team Meeting with NASA

DATE: June 01, 2017 11:00 am – 12:00 pm
LOCATION: NASA (8800 Greenbelt Rd, Greenbelt, MD 20771 - Building 26 Room 199)

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· Field work will require coordination with NASA. Assume a day or two notice for escorted approval, but
assume at least a month for unescorted approval.

· District Police near NY Ave and FBI facility may not be able to be relocated.
· Alignments through the USNA would compromise integrity and visitor experience of the property.
· Alternative J potentially tunnels under NASA property - What is the depth/clearance for tunnel

sections?
o Approximately 40 to 60 feet, depending on terrain and soil conditions.
o Also tunnel sections have some surface penetrations for ancillary features (vent shafts,

emergency access, substations, etc.)
· NASA noted that north (outside) of the gate/fence would not be a security concern
· Would need to know if tunnel (or any at-grade construction) would affect the road, NASA would not be

in favor of road closure. (Approx. 9500 visitors on a given day to the complex).
· There are sensitive receptors on the facility - NASA would also be interested in the memos/reports

regarding the noise/vibration/electromagnetic fields/etc.
o Also vibration during construction is a concern.

· Similar to NSA, there would be security concerns regarding any surface penetration within their fence
line. If outside the fence it is not as big of an issue, but they would still like to know in advance and be
kept in the loop if an alignment will in their vicinity.

· How would the real estate aspect work? NASA would retain the decision to lease their property
(similarly to how they utilize enhanced use leases for cell towers, this is the precedent they would
probably fall back on with respect to leasing to private entity).

· If the recommended alignment goes under their property, NASA will want to switch from participating
to concurring agency and do their own ROD.

· NASA noted a TCE plume on the property that has monitoring wells and land use restrictions, but it
does not appear to be in the vicinity of the proposed SCMAGLEV project.

· NASA noted that the independent utility should be stressed and remove segmentation language in
the Purpose and Need and/or other documents.

· Also, NASA would like to see the memo/report on the market, is there sufficient demand?
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SCMAGLEV EIS Team Meeting with M-NCPPC and
Prince George’s County Department of Public Works and Transportation

DATE: June 13, 2017 9:30 am – 10:30 am
LOCATION: Transit Conference Room, Suite 320, 9400 Peppercorn Place, Largo

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· M-NCPPC asked what slows the train down
o The Project Team explained that reducing the electric power slows the train. It can go from

the proposed top cruising speed of 311 MPH to 0 in 2 minutes and 20 seconds and
accelerate from 0 to 311 MPH in 2 minutes

o MTA explained how the train is capable of 374 MPH but is constrained in this corridor but the
spacing of the stations and the need to maintain passenger comfort.

· DPW&T asked what is different about this train vs. the prior Maglev EIS?
o The Project Team explained that the prior study was proposing German Transrapid that is

slower with vehicle wrapping around guideway, and this EIS proposes the faster Japanese
superconducting maglev that operates in a U- shaped guideway.

· M-NCPPC asked how noisy the train is.
o The Project Team explained that with no friction, or moving parts, there is a swift aerodynamic

whoosh. And with the nature of the design there is no vibration.
· M-NCPPC asked about what would be the first year of passenger service?

o BWRR explained that the target is 2025 for revenue operation which includes 18 months of
testing and certification by FRA.

· DPW&T asked if this is proposing a DC Union Station to Baltimore Penn Station route?
o The Project Team explained that those locations have been evaluated and there are

numerous conflicts with geometry, depth of tunnel, construction sequencing issues other
considerations. Mt Vernon in DC is under consideration as well as NoMa.

· As follow up, DPW&T asked if they propose to use the Amtrak route like the prior study?
o The Project Team explained that closely paralleling Amtrak is one of the alignments being

considered.
· M-NCPPC asked for clarification on the maglev station connectivity to DC Metro stations, inquiring if

they would be an underground tunnel connecting the two, and how the ‘last mile’ of any transit trip is
so important.

o The Project Team explained that direct connectivity to Amtrak is part of the concept.
· M-NCPPC asked what are the issues with using/following Amtrak or CSX routes?

o The Project Team explained there is a minimum 150-foot offset for safety and likely crashwall
considerations. There is also the issue of simply not having any right to use those
corridors/rights of ways.

· DPW&T asked if the team knew how many property takes would be required?
o The Project Team responded that those assessments have not been performed but it could

be in the hundreds depending on selected routes. The Project Team explained how the
guideway will be on piers spaced 120 feet apart.

· M-NCPPC asked why do the routes go above ground in populated areas?
o The Project Team explained that tunnel is absolute requirement in the extremely dense

downtown DC and Baltimore areas and required near the airport station. Economic viability of
the project likely dictates that the middle portions run on viaduct.

· M-NCPPC commented that the National Park Service manages the BW Parkway as a National Park
with a road

o The Project Team responded the they have been coordinating with the NPS
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· MTA asked for group’s initial reaction after having seen the preliminary routings
o M-NCPPC offered that the alignments that paralleled the BW Parkway appeared to have the

least overall impact.
· DPW&T asked about cost to construct the project

o BWRR responded that the project is estimated at $10 to $12 B.
· M-NCPPC asked about where the alignments go with respect to Bowie

o The Project Team explained the routings in the Bowie area.
· DPW&T asked which alignment would affect the most people.

o The Project Team responded that those assessments have yet to be completed.
· M-NCPPC commented that if provided maps they can draw alignments that avoid resources, etc.

o The Project Team responded that we will gladly project hard copy 600 scale mapping and we
would welcome ideas, recognizing that small shifts could result in big impacts miles away

· M-NCPPC commented that the Glen Dale hospital site is a historic resource
o The Project Team explained that the hospital would be considered as such in the EIS, should

that alternative remain.
· DPW&T what the impact would be if the maglev is in a tunnel under a community?

o The Project Team explained the requirement for vent shafts and “plants” Vic described his
experience with WMATA boring a tunnel near his former office building near Silver Spring and
being able to hear and feel the tunnel boring machine.

· M-NCPPC asked if there were any health issues with the superconducting maglev system.
o BWRR responded that the short answer is no, and that the system has been in operation for

decades in Japan and the World Health Organization has evaluated it.
· M-NCPPC asked if the “need’ will be in the EIS

o The team responded that the “need’ will be included in the EIS
· DPW&T asked where the station would be located in NYC?

o BWRR responded that the NYC station location has not been identified.
· DPW&T asks if we had taken into account new and future development

o The Project Team responded that we are just starting that process and would appreciate the
County’s and Park and Planning’s assistance in this regard. The Project Team pointed out
that the rolling stock depot (maintenance yard) would be near the Landover Metro stop.

· M-NCPPC asked, what is your ‘immediate’ timeframe?
o The Project Team responded that we would like initial comments by the end of June.

· M-NCPPC mentioned that a Board Chairperson is interested in the public meetings
o The Project Team stated that will provide the locations and dates of any upcoming public

meeting to be held in the county.
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SCMAGLEV Meeting with US Secret Service

DATE: June 13, 2017 10:00 – 11:00 am
LOCATION: JJRTC Eytchison Building (9200 Powder Mill Road, Laurel, MD 20708)

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· The US Secret Service (USSS) noted that there are several projects on the property that are in
various stages of approval or waiting for funding. They are working through the NEPA process and
completing several CatEx and a Supplemental EA.

· There is a Master Plan identifying 20 to 25 new facilities on the campus. The Plan is anticipated to be
finalized the end of the fiscal year.

· It was noted that the 500-acre facility has a hard fence line and is the only facility they own, but there
are other leased facilities as well.

· The USSS property boundary is adjacent to Baltimore-Washington Parkway and the current
Alternative J (BWP-East) would impact the indoor firing range facility.

· The East side of BWP is a non-starter as USSS is not going to give up any property inside the hard
fence.

· A tunnel under the facility would need to be discussed with the Special Agent in Charge and
Headquarters.

· The USSS recommend staying at least 100 ft. outside their fence so the east side of the BWP is not
possible, but the west side of BWP may be negotiable. However, line of sight may be an issue.

· If USSS property is needed for the project, there is no project. USSS need all 500 acres for the
planned facilities (20 to 25 new facilities). He also noted that the USSS leases all sites except for this
campus.

· Similar to the NSA, line of sight is a concern for above ground portions
· Security and access to the guideway also concern (either above or below grade).
· Information (traffic studies) the USSS collected during EA development for their projects may be

useful to SCMAGLEV project once it is published.
· Noted plume on Beltsville property.
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SCMAGLEV NEPA Meeting with Fort Meade

DATE: June 14, 2017 2:00 – 3:00 pm
LOCATION: Bldg. 4216, Roberts Ave. Fort George G. Meade, MD 20755

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· Potential impact of Alternative E1 is approximately 12.09 acres while Alternative J is approximately
18.17 acres. The WB&A alignments do not impact Fort Meade.
o Potential impacts are based on the primary zone (50’ each side of centerline) to be consistent

with the screening report methodology.
o The alignments will be refined, and the impact anticipated to possibly reduce as the LOD is

defined in more detail.
o The J1 alignment is listed as zero as we assume no significant impacts when in

tunnel/underground
· Fort Meade was wondering if Wi-Fi would work on the SCMAGLEV train as the speeds may be too

great between towers, and also concerned about the potential power drain or reduction to existing
facilities along the route.

· Fort Meade asked about Central Maryland Transportation Development Program involvement.
· What is the Pro/Con of underground versus above ground?

o Underground is approximately 2 times more expensive to construct, passenger views and visual
impacts are a few.

· Similar to the NSA, line of sight is a concern for above ground portions
· Security and access to the guideway also concern (either above or below grade).
· Construction access and transport of the massive amounts of dirt is a concern.
· No longer doing golf course on CSL, but it is a capped landfill and the area has soil stockpile. Now

slated as a future solar farm.
· The gun ranges are heavily utilized, and other agencies have been asking for improvements.
· There is a benzene plume and methane extraction system with passive vents in the CSL as well.

What is the noise impact/decibel level of the SCMAGLEV system?
· Fort Meade would be looking for fair market value even for permanent easement if an alignment were

on the property
· At this point Fort Meade is a participating agency, but if an alternative does include Fort Meade

property they would want to be switched to concurring agency.
· How far along is the real estate portion?
· What is the priority of Federal Lands versus Private lands?
· The Patuxent Research Refuge used to be all Fort property and used for artillery range, so there are

potential unexploded ordnances (UXO). There is a standing ‘UXO Construction Support on site”
under the DOI agreement requires a UXO escort or support services for the PRR.

· There are high tension lines that the team needs to be aware of during design. These high-tension
lines probably provide power to half of the State.

· There is a large water main that would need to be avoided as well.
· FTX training land on the east side of the CSL that would be hard to replace, and it is one of only two

remaining on Fort Meade.
· Thus, the east side alignments through the CSL have many obstacles that would need to be

addressed and probably increase construction cost as well.
· Since there are people also living on the 5000-acre property, as well as schools and other facilities –

it may be beneficial to have a community meeting for the Fort.
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· Fort Meade is currently a Participating Agency but if the alternative impacting Fort Meade moves into
the DEIS, Fort Meade will become a Cooperating Agency.

Joint Evaluation Meeting - Baltimore-Washington SCMAGLEV Project

DATE: June 28, 2017 12:30 – 2:00 pm
LOCATION: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (177 Admiral Cochrane Drive, Annapolis, MD)

This is a highlight summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded
summary details are available upon request.

· After introductions, BWRR began walking through a SCMAGLEV PowerPoint presentation
regarding the background, players, and the technology. BWRR is a commercial enterprise and
would need to make a profit from revenue service, so travel time is important to attract riders.
Anticipated 15-minute trip time between Baltimore and Washington, DC with proposed
SCMAGLEV as compared to approximately:

§ 30 minutes currently on Acela
§ 45 minutes currently on Northeast Regional
§ 60 minutes currently on MARC Camden
§ 90 minutes (+/- depending on congestion) currently by car

· Project schedule includes EIS completion/ROD in February 2019, followed immediately by
permits, then design/construction commencing October 2019.  BWRR will be the permit applicant.

· Utilizing the FAST Act process to achieve the aggressive schedule is also a relatively new
process and it varies slightly from the traditional steps in an integrated NEPA/404 process where
a preferred alternative is not identified in the DEIS, so the public can provide comments during
the joint Public Hearing and then a preferred alternative is identified. In the FAST Act a preferred
alternative is identified in the DEIS.

· The viaduct pier spans are anticipated at 120’ typical spacing. However, this distance may be
extended to 150’ – 160’ in order to minimize or avoid a particular resource, or the design could
possibly be modified to an arch structure to bridge longer distances if required.

· BWRR provided further explanation on the ancillary facilities for the JE group.
o Vent plants/shafts will be needed for the tunnel sections. Number will be dictated by

the length of each tunnel. Possibly hidden in a building or combine with portal
locations where appropriate.

o Transition portals will be needed between the tunnel sections and the elevated
viaduct sections. These portal areas will also serve as Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM)
launch locations during construction.

o Rolling Stock Depot (RSD) site will also be required within the study area to
store/maintain/clean/repair the SCMAGLEV trains. This is the largest ancillary facility.
BWRR is working on reducing the footprint (initially estimated at approximately 300
acres).

o Power substations (approximately 4) will be needed along the project. May be able to
hide these somewhat or possibly incorporate at the RSD and at station locations
where appropriate.

· USACE requested explanation of the intended ROW acquisition process for the 40 miles
considering BWRR is a private company. BWRR responded that it would be a mix of private and
public land, depending on the alignment selected, but BWRR views the project as a public use.
Therefore, they hope to lease public land for SCMAGLEV use and then purchase the required
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private land as a first choice. However, BWRR noted it can exercise eminent domain as a last
resort to acquire land if necessary.

· MDE noted that normally the Purpose and Need statement is broad enough not to constrain the
process, and originally thought the SCMAGLEV Purpose and Need might have been too specific.
However, after the last meeting with MDE and the Corps earlier in the month, he understands
why it needs to be the way it is. He noted MDE would still defer to the USACE on the matter.

· Project Team responded to a question regarding comments received on the P&N (given the initial
comment/concurrence deadline of June 14th). The draft Purpose and Need Document was
distributed to 36 Cooperating and Participating Agencies including four Concurring Agencies.
About half of the agencies have responded with no or minor comments. To date 14 agencies
have responded, two of which are concurring agencies (USFWS and FAA). USFWS noted that he
responded regarding comments, but that does not mean USFWS concurrence. That may need to
be another person within the agency. USACE noted they would be responding in the next 2 to 4
weeks regarding the Purpose and Need.

· As this project has been presented to IRM and now JE meetings, BWRR asked which group
should come first going forward. USACE commented that combining the NEPA and 404 using
one process is the way the project is headed, but the right people need to be in the meetings
regardless of which one. The Project Team could continue to do both meetings, or possibly try to
combine the IRM and JE meeting into one large project briefing. Otherwise if the right people
cannot make the larger meetings the Project Team could even have separate specific meeting for
an individual agency to accommodate the need. Since agencies have multiple departments and
different people in charge of various aspects you may have to deal with many people at the same
agency. For instance the person responsible for the resource that will make the decision on the
permit is not necessarily the same person responsible for the real estate/lease agreements. NPS
representative not here today and typically do not attend the JE meetings.

· USACE asked what happens when a resource agency says no, what would BWRR do? BWRR
responded that the agency has the right to say no and that makes the process much harder as it
could eventually lead to an act of Congress to get the position changed.

· It was noted that the wording of the preserve/refuge is very specific in some respects. For
instance, there is a ball field that must be maintained as nothing other than a ball field in the
regulations. Similar situation to the NSA ranges, it is written into the law. Even though
DOI/USFWS maintains some areas you would not expect, it is due to the way the policy/law was
approved.

· The Base Relocation and Closure (BRAC) laws were very specific and the policy is very strict,
even for easements for the use of the land. For instance, NEC expansion, Tipton Airport
improvements and others have previously been rejected or declined due to the various
policies/laws.

· BWRR noted that it may take a change in the policy or law eventually, but the first step is to get a
response regarding concurrence or not from the agencies.
v An alternative that is outside the legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must still be analyzed in

the EIS if it is reasonable. A potential conflict with local or federal law does not necessarily
render an alternative unreasonable, although such conflicts must be considered. Alternatives
that are outside the scope of what Congress has approved or funded must still be evaluated
in the EIS if they are reasonable, because the EIS may serve as the basis for modifying the
Congressional approval or funding in light of NEPA's goals and policies.
(https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-40Questions.pdf)

· It was noted that going under Patuxent Research Refuge may be a possibility that would not
interfere with their resources/mission.

· Public Land, Forest Conservation, Scenic and Wild Rivers, RTE species are all issues that will
need to be included in the review in more detail and agencies will need time to make sure the
right person is reviewing or pulling the correct data before responding. The Project Team would
follow up offline after this meeting to discuss these issues further and possibly advance some of
them, especially the RTE species staff.
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SCMAGLEV EIS Team Meeting with USACE and MDE
Draft Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report

DATE: August 29, 2017 1:30 pm – 2:30 pm
LOCATION: USACE Baltimore District HQ 10 S. Howard St, Baltimore 21201

This is a summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded summary
details are available upon request.

o After introductions, MTA described the purpose of the meeting and discussed the project status.
§ An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is underway and is currently in the preliminary

alternatives development stage. The NEPA team has completed a draft Preliminary
Alternatives Screening Report (PASR) that documents the first steps of a screening
evaluation on alignments to be carried forward into a more detailed Alternatives Report
and then the alternatives retained recommendation concurrence point. It has been
reviewed by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and asked that it be shared with
the USACE.

§ USACE acknowledged that they received the draft PASR but have yet to examine. The
NEPA team explained that it is fine and one of the goals of this meeting was to provide an
overview of the report content to facilitate their review. The NEPA team will also be
providing the draft report to MDE as discussed in a related meeting earlier that day held
by the project sponsor, BWRR.

§ The NEPA team also explained that another goal for the meeting was to establish
whether the USACE, as a concurring Cooperating Agency, was comfortable with the
progress to date and the results of the draft PASR. If so, then FRA could begin to
schedule another round of public meetings to present the draft PASR alternatives.

o Project Team walked through handouts that contained highlights of the draft PASR.
§ Screening level 1 evaluated the initial alignment alternatives (including four alignments

from the prior maglev DEIS of 2003) based on meeting acceptable geometric/curve
radius requirements to obtain highest practical/optimum speed for SCMAGLEV
technology.

§ Screening level 2 results included an evaluation of constructability and an analysis of
environmental and community features. The NEPA team explained they used customized
primary and secondary zones around the centerlines to characterize possible impacts to
resources. The impact analysis was quantitative and not qualitative, meaning the total
number or properties and potentially impacted areas were “calculated” within the buffer
zones and assigned a high, medium or low value based on threshold values. The
analysis also considered whether the proposed alignment was in a deep bored tunnel
section (little to no surface impact assumed), a transition portal (possible greatest impact)
or on an elevated structure/viaduct. The PASR also includes an initial analysis of the
station zones.

§ The overview concluded with the NEPA team identifying the recommended alternatives
for further study in the Alternatives Report.

o Areas of Concern/Open Discussion
o The group discussed the process at a high level and how the SHA standard “highway

process” would be applied. Everyone concurred that this PASR was not an official
concurrence point (as is the Purpose and Need and upcoming alternatives retained
recommendation) but that it was good to review the logic and comprehensive process that
got the NEPA team to this point.
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§ The group also discussed the value in continuing to study these alignments at
the same level of detail throughout the next Alternatives Report phase and DEIS
phase with consistent methodologies. MDE commented that it was good to see
that the draft PASR has alternatives that include three diverse corridors (i.e.
along the WB&A, Amtrak and the BW Parkway).

§ The group discussed the possibility of deferring detailed field wetland
delineations and archeology (on private property in particular) until preferred
alternative is established. As long as a consistent methodology is used for the
build alternatives in play up until that point.

§ The group discussed setting up a field walk once many of deciduous leaves are
off the trees to facilitate viewing the possible alignments, particularly along the
WB&A trail. (Mid-November target).

o USACE will take a few days to review the draft PASR and have a discussion with the FRA
on Friday September 1, regarding the status of the report and possible upcoming public
meetings.
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Joint Evaluation Meeting - Baltimore-Washington SCMAGLEV Project

DATE: August 30, 2017 3:00 – 4:00 pm
LOCATION: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (177 Admiral Cochrane Drive, Annapolis, MD)

This is a summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded summary
details are available upon request.

o Presentation by SCMAGLEV NEPA Team
o Project Team walked through handouts that contained highlights of the draft PASR.

Specifically, Screening Level 1 was based on meeting geometric curve radius requirements.
§ Screening level 1 evaluated the initial alignment alternatives (including four alignments

from the prior maglev DEIS of 2003) based on meeting acceptable geometric/curve
radius requirements to obtain highest practical/optimum speed for SCMAGLEV
technology.

§ Screening level 2 results included an evaluation of constructability and an analysis of
environmental and community features. The NEPA team explained they used customized
primary and secondary zones around the centerlines to characterize possible impacts to
resources. The impact analysis was quantitative and not qualitative, meaning the total
number or properties and potentially impacted areas were “calculated” within the buffer
zones and assigned a high, medium or low value based on threshold values. The
analysis also considered whether the proposed alignment was in a deep bored tunnel
section (little to no surface impact assumed), a transition portal (possible greatest impact)
or on an elevated structure/viaduct. The PASR also includes an initial analysis of the
station zones.

§ The overview concluded with the NEPA team identifying the preliminary alternatives
recommended for further study in the Alternatives Report.

o Next Steps were presented.

o Comments from attendees

o How were station locations evaluated for Constructability/Feasibility?

o Did you include SHA’s existing wetland mitigation sites in your analysis?

o Did you consider potential impacts to residential properties in your analysis?

o What is the guideway width?

o Action Items

o Project Team to contact MDE to discuss obtaining GIS inventory of wetland mitigation
sites
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SCMAGLEV Interagency Meeting

DATE: October 3, 2017 10:30 AM – 12:00 pm
LOCATION: Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA), Greenbelt Office

(9300 Kenilworth Avenue, Greenbelt, MD) and via Webinar

This is a summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded summary
details are available upon request.

o Introductions

o Project Team Presentation

§ SCMAGLEV Update
FRA made opening remarks and thanked everyone for their participation. FRA informed the agencies that
the agency coordination plan is being prepared which will lay out the involvement of all agencies and the
timeline for the review of documents for the rest of the life cycle of the project over the next two years.
FRA requested agencies to review the document upon receipt and provide comments within two weeks.
FRA also mentioned that the Purpose and Need is being finalized based on the comments we received
from the agencies. The Purpose and Need will be posted on the website by the end of this week.

FRA walked the group through the first dozen slides of the presentation. FRA indicated that an alignment
has not been chosen yet. FRA noted the citizens’ concern about the suburban benefits (perception of
greater downtown), property takings, and confusion about the NEPA process. FRA also noted that FRA is
not going to reopen the scoping period but indicated that all comments received via different channels
throughout the project will be included on the record. FRA mentioned that FRA has been working with
BWRR, the private project sponsor, regarding the 311 mph language in the technical requirements. FRA
hasn’t fully signed off on the issue yet, so they have not approved the technical memo, but they are
comfortable enough to put it in the Preliminary Alternative Screening Report (PASR) and to see if anyone
will provide comments. For instance, FRA is questioning if 300 mph or 290 mph through some curves to
avoid/minimize impacts is reasonable, instead of insisting 311 mph for every curve. Later in the
discussion FRA noted that it is pushing back on 311 mph and 15 minutes travel time language in the
Purpose and Need Document as well to avoid any litigation. However, since it is a propriety technology,
FRA is working with the project sponsor to resolve the issue. A technical memo will be coming. FRA also
added that the team is aware of agencies concerns and encouraged them to reach out to FRA with any
questions or concerns.

FRA and MTA noted that the Draft PASR report should be uploaded to the website on October 10 th, which
also corresponds to the briefing for the elected officials (a similar webinar like this  for the elected officials)
prior to the October public open house meetings that begin on October 14, 2017. Public meeting locations
and dates are posted on the project website. It is FRA’s intention to keep the PASR in draft form into
November to allow agencies and the public to comment on the alignments.

FRA indicated that it is independently working on a ridership study that encompasses all the way up to
New York. FRA wants BWRR to show independent utility and ridership projections for the segment
between Baltimore, MD to Washington, DC. FRA then turned the presentation over to AECOM to discuss
the PASR results.

§ Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report (PASR) Results
AECOM walked through the remaining slides discussing the PASR results. The team studied many
alignments along established transportation corridors (I-95, BW Parkway, Amtrak, and WB&A) that
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included a review of previously studied routes and new ones recommended by the team. There will be
one station each in Downtown Washington, DC, BWI Marshall Airport, and Downtown Baltimore, MD. The
actual station location will depend on the alignment selected – the PASR retained ten station zones at this
level of the project; two in Washington, DC, one at BWI Marshall Airport, and three in Downtown
Baltimore, MD.

AECOM highlighted that Screening Level 1 was a fatal flaw analysis utilizing the curve radius
requirements (to operate the SCMAGLEV at the highest practical speed) as a key criteria.  The station
zone evaluation was a qualitative analysis utilizing four criteria categories (geometric feasibility,
construction feasibility, intermodal connectivity, and parking availability). Finally, the Screening Level 2
evaluation was a combination of a qualitative and quantitative analyses based on constructability and a
high level environmental review (based on desktop GIS analysis utilizing generous buffer areas that were
larger than the anticipated LOD for this initial order of magnitude potential impact assessment). AECOM
emphasized that even though some of the criteria was qualitative, the criteria was based on quantitative
information. Crossing the NEC track, as well as parks and federal lands were critical considerations.
Station zones are not evaluated at this level of screening.

The primary zone along the elevated guideway extends 50 feet out from the centerline on each
side (100 feet total width) while the primary zone around the transition/portal areas extended 75
feet out from the centerline on each side (150 feet total width). The secondary zone along the elevated
guideway extends out 200 feet beyond the primary zone on each side, while the secondary zone around
the transition/portal areas extends out 175 feet beyond the primary zone for Parks and Federal Lands.
The secondary zone for the Residential Properties and Cultural Resources (historic
landmarks/sites/districts) was based on an expanded LOD. The secondary zone along aerial structure
extends out 450’ beyond the primary zone while the secondary zone around the transition portals extends
out 425’ beyond the primary zone.

Once the PASR is finalized the next step is to take the surviving alignments into the more detailed
Alternatives Report, which will produce the Alternative(s) Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) that would
be the next concurrence point before feeding the results into the draft EIS.

FRA noted that the amount of tunnel in Japan is very high. There are differing amounts of tunnel on this
project (as indicated on screening table for Level 2) depending on the alignment, which could still change
moving forward. However, FRA anticipates that the amount of tunnel would only change in favor of more
tunneling in order to avoid/minimize surface disturbances.

o Agency Questions/Comments
· EPA – Is FRA/Project team responding to public letters/comments?

o The team is planning to send an email blast response directing people to the FAQs page
on the project website. The FAQs were recently uploaded to the project website (as of
yesterday) and answers many commonly asked questions by the public. FRA added that
the FRA admin contractor will be pulled in to help with managing public letters/
comments. He added that the team is aware of the agencies’ concerns and encouraged
them to reach out to him with any additional questions or concerns.

· NASA/ Goddard – If a participating agency has a parcel that is directly affected by an
SCMAGLEV alignment, are they upgraded to a cooperating agency?

o Agencies will be moved from participating to cooperating as needed. The coordination
plan has more detail regarding the subject.

· NASA/ Goddard – What approval is needed to go through (under or over) Federal properties?
o This is not cut and dry, as each agency has different protocols, so it will depend on the

specific agency. Agencies need to be involved in the process and to provide efficient
documentation. We defer to the agencies if we need permission based on their
regulations.

· USACE - Baltimore District – Is a formal NEPA schedule being published? The public should be
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made aware of the NEPA schedule.
o A timeline/schedule is on the project website, but the Coordination Plan will have more

details on the NEPA schedule.
· NPS pointed out that impacts to Historic Landmarks and Eligible National Register Sites and

District is rated low for alignments along the Baltimore-Washington Parkway (BWP), even though
BWP is a significant resource and a registered historic site. She suggested BWP should be
considered under multiple categories (probably 4, 5, and 6) because it is a Cultural resource, as
well as Park and Federal Land. So, a table with a low value may be misleading?

o Team responded that this analysis was based on a number of such properties that are
present along the proposed alignments. It did not necessarily look into the significance of
each property. Though significant, it may be that the alternative along the parkway only
impacted the BWP, while other alternatives impacted several smaller properties. FRA
said that the project team will revisit the evaluation for this particular alignment and
assessment.

· BWRR – Was the evaluation criteria weighted?
o Criteria for this high-level screening/evaluation was not weighted or ranked since the

screening utilized broad buffer zones in the desktop GIS study.
· STB – How did the project team determine which alignments to retain if the criteria was not

weighted/ ranked for Screening Level 2?
o Engineering judgement was utilized as a team to qualitatively analyze the high-level

quantitative environmental data. For example, one of the major factors was
constructability. If an alignment crossed Amtrak’s NEC, it was considered a no go. As the
alternatives are further developed and the LOD for the ancillary facilities becomes
available, we will refine the weighted criteria. A more detailed methodology of analysis is
provided in the PASR.

· MD DNR commented that documentation needs to be clear for the agencies’ reference in the
future, in the event they need to be reminded of the process and to justify their decisions.

o The Alternatives Report and the EIS will provide further detailed information, as well as
referencing the PASR. The ARDS will be where agencies can provide concurrence. The
PASR will include all past decisions. The PASR is an extra step many projects do not
publish, but the team wants to share the information with the agencies and the public.

· NASA/ Goddard – What does concurrence mean?
o In addition to the NEPA process, there is a Section 404 permitting process we follow in

Maryland.  Some Section 404 steps are parallel to and can be shared with the NEPA
process steps, but concurrence is needed at certain points. The team came to the
agency at Concurrence Point No. 1, which was the Purpose and Need. ARDS will be the
next concurrence point in the joint process. Four agencies have been identified as
concurring agencies. If you are an agency who’s environmentally sensitive property is
being impacted, that property is open to our continued to study.

· FWS asked what happens if an agency doesn’t provide concurrence?
o FRA acknowledges FWS concerns and requested that the agencies review the

coordination plan when it comes out, but if an agency has an issue and feels it cannot
concur, to please reach out to FRA and the issue will be revisited with the involved
parties on a case by case basis in order to come to a resolution.

· FWS mentioned that just because no comments were provided on the Purpose and Need, it does
not mean that the agency does not have any concerns with the project.

· FWS questioned why Patuxent Research Reserve (PRR) was not a hard no?
o The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) published Forty Most Asked Questions

Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, which states that “An
alternative that is outside the legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must still be analyzed in
the EIS if it is reasonable. A potential conflict with local or federal law does not
necessarily render an alternative unreasonable, although such conflicts must be
considered. Section 1506.2(d). Alternatives that are outside the scope of what Congress
has approved or funded must still be evaluated in the EIS if they are reasonable, because
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the EIS may serve as the basis for modifying the Congressional approval or funding in
light of NEPA's goals and policies. Section 1500.1(a).”

o The definition of reasonable alternative states - “Reasonable alternatives include those
that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using
common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”

o Source = https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-40Questions.pdf
· It was noted that cooperation is not concurrence.
· NCPC – Can we see clearer alignment renderings near the station zones to more clearly see the

impacts to federal lands, especially in Washington, DC? It was noted that better mapping than the
overview maps provided in the PASR will be required to make informed decisions.

o The team can provide more detailed mapping moving forward.
· USDA – BARC noted that the Rolling Stock Depot (RSD) sites are in the middle of BARC

property.  Two points: (1) Where would mitigation opportunities be available for land replacement,
stream relocation, and roadway/infrastructure relocation, if it is negotiated that the RSD is to be
located on BARC property, and (2) can more detailed electronic versions of the alignments (for
instance KMZ files) be provided?

o (1) The project team met with BARC representatives in the summer and will plan follow
up meetings as the project continues. It was noted that an RSD is a maintenance and
storage facility for the SCMAGLEV trains – which is one of the ancillary facilities that the
project team acknowledges but did not quantify in the PASR.  The initial size of the RSD
was approximately 300 acres, but the engineers are working to reduce that footprint.  As
mentioned earlier, the PASR focused primarily on the alignments/routes. The information
was included to make everyone aware that such a facility will be needed for this project
but the location and the size are not finalized. We are looking into several options and the
detailed information on additional ancillary facilities are intended to be included in the
Alternatives Report as additional engineering and refinements to the concepts are
evaluated as part of the next stage of the process. The project team will coordinate with
USDA when further details are available.

o (2) The project team is preparing a set of 1” = 600’ scale maps that will be available as
part of the October public open house meetings. This set of 9 sheets shows the four
recommended alternatives that survived Screening Level 2, and PDFs will be posted on
the project website under meeting materials soon. KMZ files can be shared with all
agencies in the future as well.

· BCDOP: Further information on station footprints and transition portals will need to be provided to
Baltimore City in advance of further discussions.

o The project team will meet with agencies and project stakeholders throughout the
process as information becomes available. The project team is in the process now and
will coordinate with Baltimore City (as well as Washington, DC and BWI) regarding
stations.

· USDA – It was noted that the NPS at Anacostia Park was listed in the table comments but
Alternative G and G1 go through the USDA National Arboretum as well. USDA doesn’t want the
National Arboretum forgotten. The legends aren’t correct on the map for the National Arboretum.

o We have met with USDA during the agency meetings this summer and have not forgotten
about the concerns. The PASR is a snapshot in time and potential tweaks to the
alignments to further minimize or avoid resources will be ongoing throughout the EIS
process. We are looking at the alignments with the engineering team and trying to
minimize impacts by potentially tunneling under or skirting the property. As with the
comment regarding BARC earlier, the project team will coordinate further with agencies,
including USDA, as additional engineering development occurs and as refinements to the
concepts are evaluated as part of the next stage of the process.

o AECOM will update the comment block in the table to also include USDA (National
Arboretum).

· When will the PASR be released?
o The PASR will be released in Jan 2017, via the project website.
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· EPA asked who is invited to the elected officials briefing?
o Federal, state, and local officials are invited. The main focus will on local officials.

· BMC asked if it was possible to send the details of the briefing intended for the elected officials to
him so that he can inform the officials of BMC member jurisdictions.

o Team will share the information when finalized.

o Action Items
§ Share draft PASR with agencies and the public.
§ Share final Coordination Plan.
§ Send KMZ file when ready.

o Next Steps

§ Next Interagency Meeting – December 2017

o Adjourn
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SCMAGLEV EIS Team Meeting with National Park Service (NPS)

DATE: November 20, 2017 10:00 am – 11:30 pm
LOCATION: National Park Service, National Capital Region, 1100 Ohio Drive SW, Washington, DC

This is a summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded summary
details are available upon request.

FRA provided the purpose of the meeting which is to update the National Park Service (NPS) on the
project status since the October 3rd Interagency Meeting. A summary of discussion for agenda items is
provided below.

o Coordination Plan
o NPS indicated they did not receive a Coordination Plan and requested it be sent to NPS for

review.

o Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report (PASR) Results
§ AECOM described changes in the preliminary alternatives screening results since the

October 3rd Interagency Meeting. Alternative G1 (WB&A Modified) was dropped from further
study prior to October Public Meetings. The study team is also eliminating Alternative E1
(Amtrak Modified) from further study, following analysis of comments received at the five
October public meetings.

§ NPS asked if the alignments are still 150 feet off the Parkway. Project team explained that is
generally the case now but that the team will be looking at alignment modification options to
reduce impacts so that may change in the future.

§ NPS asked if the Team’s rationale for dropping Amtrak was strictly based on public outcry and
controversy. MDOT explained that was not the case and there is NEPA rationale regarding
the potential alignment not being feasible. NEPA rational includes:

- Impacts to historic areas of “old town” Bowie, Odenton, a historic black college
(Bowie State University) and surrounding areas;

- Impacts to natural and environmentally sensitive areas including most sensitive areas
of Anacostia Park and the National Arboretum;

- Impacts to community facilities

These concerns were in addition to the high number of impacts to residential properties
contributing to the Public’s top concern.

§ NPS asked if this can be 100% tunnel, since one alternative is already up to 75%. MDOT
explained why 100% tunnel may not be financially feasible, but the Team will take the
question back to Baltimore Washington Rapid Rail (BWRR).

§ NPS stated that there needs to be a reasonable range of alternatives for Section 4(f), so can’t
claim least harm by choice. The NPS stated that they think Amtrak alignment should be
retained until a 4(f) analysis has been completed, but project team explained that a full-blown
4(f) analysis is not required at this stage in the process. The analysis will occur when we
move forward into the DEIS with feasible and reasonable alignments and the team will give a
full examination of avoidance and minimization of the various Section 4 (f) qualifying
resources. The 4(f) analysis is also to minimize and mitigate for specific locations on the
alignment (4(f) resources) NOT the entire Alternative. A complete avoidance alternative
appears not possible in the study area.

§ FRA and the NEPA Team noted that there is no full avoidance alternative in the project study
area.
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o MD 295 Discussion

§ NPS is not actively working on the transfer of ownership because there is no existing
authority to turn the road and ROW over to the State of Maryland (there was authority years
ago). NPS is not sure what the State’s plans are. If Congress handed over the Parkway to the
State, NPS said it isn’t as bad as handing over the Grand Canyon. However, the NPS looks
at every parcel the same (parkway is just as much a NPS resource as the Grand Canyon).

§ NPS stated that, if by some stretch MD 285 becomes a state road, we need to have a land
swamp discussion. NPS noted that if there is a land swamp, NPS would make that decision.

o Section 4(f) Implications
§ NPS stated this project is privately owned and operated, so how does NPS apply Section

4(f)? If the private owner is taking land, does 4(f) apply? He mentioned that they have limited
leasing authority, can’t sell the land, and really only sees a land swap occurring.  However, a
land swap is complex and difficult, therefore NPS recommends avoiding NPS property if
possible. FRA will look into these matters with FRA legal.

§ When asked if an aerial structure spanning NPS property with piers touching down outside
NPS property was an impact, NPS responded that air rights equal a taking and therefore
trigger Section 4(f).

§ NPS said “a bridge or two over the parkway property is not a big deal,” in comparison to 30 or
so. He also stated that if the alignment is 150 feet off the parkway and not visible, the
alignment is more palatable.

§ NPS asked why we are moving forward with the East Alternative if Patuxent said “no!” NPS
also asked if this project is profitable. MDOT explained a ridership study update is underway
and will be an important component of the profitability analysis. NPS indicated it preferred the
West Alternative.

§ NPS said that his preference for an alternative is (1) Not near the Parkway (2) If near the
Parkway, not visible from the Parkway. If NPS land is being used, Peter explained that NPS
can say “no;” however, Section 4(f) is determined by FRA. Therefore, NPS can say no to the
Section 4(f) use but FRA can overrule (given a solid 4(f) analysis)).

§ NPS explained that the SCMAGLEV proposal would likely be seen as a positive by current
administration leadership because of the private investment and would have likely been
attractive to the prior administration’s leadership as it about taking cars off of the road.

§ NPS stressed the need to include financial analysis on tunnel only option justifying the need
to eliminate it from further study and impacts to environmentally sensitive areas for all
alternatives under consideration in support of least harm alternatives. NPS also stated that
tunneling under NPS property would not be considered an avoidance measure, only
minimization.

o Next Steps
o Send Coordination Plan/Signature Form to NPS

§ The Coordination Plan and Signature Form were emailed to NPS on 11/20/17
following the meeting. NPS indicated they received the plan and will review and
provide a response by Wednesday, November 29, 2017.

o Schedule Workshop with NPS to get input on refinements (avoidance and minimization)
on proposed alternatives

o Follow up discussions on transfer of land to private entity.



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

January 2018 Page C-29

SCMAGLEV Inter-Agency Meeting (Webinar):
Update of Preliminary Alternatives Screening Results

DATE: Thursday, December 7, 2017 10:00 AM – 11:00 AM
LOCATION: Webinar (17th Floor- 7 St. Paul Street, Baltimore, MD 21202)

This is a summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded summary
details are available upon request.

The SCMAGLEV Project Team held an inter-agency meeting webinar to discuss the updates to the
preliminary alternatives screening results since the October 2017 Interagency Meeting. After
introductions, the Project Team briefly presented the screening results and next steps/schedule of key
milestones. Then, agency attendees were given the opportunity to ask questions or make comments.

· Project Name: Baltimore-Washington Superconducting Maglev (SCMAGLEV)

· Presentation Focus: Update of Preliminary Alternatives Screening Results

· FRA Project Manager: Brandon Bratcher

· MTA Project Manager: Suhair Al Khatib

· MTA Environmental Manager: Kelly Lyles

· Consultant Project Manager: Angela Jones, AECOM

o Welcome and Introductions – (AECOM)

o Presentation  – (AECOM)

o Alternatives Screening Process Review
A review of the screening process presented in October meeting and the timeline were
provided. The 14 initial preliminary alternatives went through two screenings. Screening
Level 1 was a fatal flaw analysis based geometric factors and Screening Level 2 involved
qualitative and quantitative analyses of engineering factors as well as preliminary
environmental features. The team concluded the process with the recommended
preliminary alternative alignments for detail study for analysis in the next phase of the
project.

o  Project Updates Since October 2017 Interagency Meeting:
Alternative G1 (WB&A Modified) was dropped prior to the October Public Open Houses.
The WB&A Alternative presented the highest number of potential impacts on residential
properties and communities including sight and sound impacts, it potentially impacted
numerous state, county and local parks in Prince Georges and Anne Arundel Counties
and the WB&A Trail, and it potentially impacted the most sensitive areas of Anacostia
Park and the National Arboretum.

Alternative E1 (Amtrak Modified) is being dropped, after the October Public Open
Houses. This decision has been made due to a high number of impacts to residential
properties; potential impacts to multiple natural and environmentally sensitive areas
including Patuxent Research Refuge; direct impacts to historic “old town” Bowie, Bowie
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State University, Odenton Town Center and community facilities, and the Fort Meade gun
range; and constructability issues with the Maglev support facility and the Seabrook
MARC Station.

Based on these changes, the Revised Screening Level 2 Results are the following
alignment alternatives:

· No-Build
· Alternative J (BWP Modified – East)
· Alternative J1 (BWP Modified – West)

o Public Comments on the Preliminary Alternatives:
As of November 1, 2017, over 1,200 comments had been submitted on the SCMAGLEV
project and the project team anticipates receiving much more as the project progresses.
A summary was prepared and presented that displayed the top comment types that have
been received to date, including property impacts, opposition to the project, outreach,
cost and funding, WB&A Alternatives, Amtrak Alternatives, reopening scoping, tunneling,
and the BWP Alternatives. These comments were also summarized by zip code in a map
format. High concentrations of public comments have been sent from the Odenton and
Bowie areas.

o Next Steps:
The project team discussed the next steps that will be taken in the project and the
schedule of the key milestones. Next steps include:

· Finalize Public/Agency Coordination Plan
· Finalize Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report
· Analyze Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study
· Schedule meetings with agencies impacted by Alternatives J & J1

o Comments and Responses

Comment 1: On the project map, the alignments do not appear to align with the potential Port
Covington station zone. Will the remaining alignments be able to align with the Port Covington
station zone alternative? (Baltimore City Planning)

Response:  Yes. All alignments will have the ability to align with the potential Port Covington Station
Zone.

Comment 2: If Alternative E1 is dropped, we won’t have issues with the readiness with the tenants
that would have been impacted. With Alternatives J & J1, there will be safety concerns with
impacted tenants and a meeting will be required. (Fort Meade)

Response:  We are now looking at the alternative alignments in more depth. We will attempt to
minimize impacts as we move forward and get more detailed in our design.

Comment 3: What further consideration is being given to Section 4(f)? (NPS)

Response:  We are beginning the Section 4(f) evaluation process. We don’t currently have anything
conclusive, but we will get more detailed as we move forward.

Comment 4: The project team needs to look at one alternative for the purposes of Section 4(f).
(NPS)
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Response:  We agree. We have analyzed several alternatives, as documented in the Preliminary
Alternatives Screening Report.  This information will be available to agencies in the final report.
We’ll be in touch with agencies regarding these results and to go over questions and comments on
alternatives being carried forward into the Alternatives Analysis.

Comment 5: USACE is concerned that we are only looking at one corridor (Baltimore Washington
Parkway) and a no-build option. The alternative selection is not a popularity contest. One of the
remaining alignments will likely need to be eliminated due to the conflict with Patuxent River State
Park. (USACE)

Response:  Although they run along the same corridor, we are still evaluating two alternatives along
the BW Parkway corridor, including Alternatives J & J1.  An alternative that is outside the legal
jurisdiction of the lead agency must still be analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable. A potential conflict
with local or federal law does not necessarily render an alternative unreasonable, although such
conflicts must be considered. Alternatives that are outside the scope of what Congress has
approved or funded must still be evaluated in the EIS if they are reasonable, because the EIS may
serve as the basis for modifying the Congressional approval or funding in light of NEPA's goals and
policies.

Comment 6: What is Patuxent Research Refuge’s stance on this project as one alternative? (NPS)

Response:  It is essentially two alternatives in one corridor. (USFWS)

Comment 7: Adam is concerned that we did not show the tunnel portion of the alternative to the
public at the potential Port Covington station zone. (STB)

Response:  We acknowledged his concern and we will address through the alternative
development stage moving forward.

Comment 8: With the Hyperloop project being in the media, NCPC has concerns about how it will
impact the SCMAGLEV project. (NCPC)

Response:  Hyperloop is not at a level of development where we are considering it in the
SCMAGLEV project. The Maryland State government made an announcement regarding the utility
permits. FRA indicated that we see them as independent projects. The Hyperloop team is
eyeballing an approximately five year turnaround, but we don’t know how feasible that is. The State
did not confirm that there has been a Hyperloop ground breaking.

Comment 9: Has there been conversations between the State and NPS about turning over the
rights of the BW Parkway to the State? (USACE)

Response:  There has not been an official transfer as of now.

Comment 10: Is this Interagency Meeting Presentation available online? (USEPA)

Response:  The Interagency Meeting presentation was sent out to the meeting invitees via email
yesterday (December 6, 2017).

Comment 11: Question for Corps: Is this project being followed in terms of campus development in
the northern part of Fort Meade as both courses of action along the BW Parkway cut into that
project. (Fort Meade)
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Response:  I am not aware if anyone from the campus development team is involved, but I will start
copying them on correspondences related to this project. (USACE)

Comment 12: Will there be a follow up meeting with regulatory agencies? (DNR)

Response:  This presentation will be presented at the next Joint Evaluation meeting with Maryland
permitting agencies on December 20, 2017. We will have more meetings and information
exchanges with the agencies in the coming months, including the possibility of another agency field
meeting.

Comment 13: What would coordination look like should MDOT acquire BW Parkway from NPS?
(SHA)

Response:  Moving forward, we are assuming that there will be no transfer.

Comment 14: BWRR is looking forward to working with FRA, MTA, and AECOM to make the
schedule more efficient so that we have FEIS and ROD prior to 2019. (BWRR)

Response:  We acknowledged this comment.

o Closing Comments/Adjournment – We will keep the agencies up to date as the project team
evaluates the alternatives in further detail. The meeting was adjourned.
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Joint Evaluation Meeting - Baltimore-Washington SCMAGLEV Project

DATE: December 20, 2017 2:00 – 3:00 PM
LOCATION: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (177 Admiral Cochrane Drive, Annapolis, MD)

This is a summary of the discussion, not a direct transcript. Meeting attendees or expanded summary
details are available upon request.

o Presentation by SCMAGLEV NEPA Team

o Team walked through the PowerPoint and handouts that highlighted updates of the
preliminary alternatives screening results.  A review of the screening process and the timeline
was provided. The 14 initial preliminary alternatives went through two screenings. Screening
Level 1 was a fatal flaw analysis based on geometric factors and Screening Level 2 involved
qualitative and quantitative analyses of engineering factors as well as preliminary
environmental features. The team concluded the process with the recommended preliminary
alternative alignments for detailed study at the next phase of the project.

o Alternative G1 (WB&A Modified) was dropped prior to the October Public Open Houses. This
decision was made because the WB&A Alternative presented the highest number of potential
impacts on residential properties, there was growing public opposition to the alignment, and it
potentially impacted the most sensitive areas of Anacostia Park and the National Arboretum.

o Alternative E1 (Amtrak Modified) is being dropped, after the October Public Open Houses.
This decision has been made due to a high number of impacts to residential properties;
potential impacts to multiple natural and environmentally sensitive areas; direct impacts to
historic “old town” Bowie, Bowie State University, Odenton Town Center and community
facilities, and the Fort Meade gun range; and constructability issues with the Maglev support
facility.

o Based on these changes, the Revised Screening Level 2 Results are the following alignment
alternatives:

§ No-Build

§ Alternative J (BWP Modified – East)

§ Alternative J1 (BWP Modified – West)

o As of November 1, 2017, over 1,200 comments had been submitted on the SCMAGLEV
project and the project team anticipates receiving much more as the project progresses. A
summary was prepared and presented that displayed the top comment types that have been
received to dates, including property impacts, opposition to the project, outreach, cost and
funding, WB&A Alternatives, Amtrak Alternatives, reopening scoping, tunneling, and the BWP
Alternatives. These comments were also summarized by zip code in a map format. High
concentrations of public comments have been sent from the Odenton and Bowie areas.

o Next Steps were presented.

o Comments from attendees

o DNR: In the dropping of alternatives, how has the project team included Rare, Threatened,
and Endangered (RTE) Species?

§ As we go into the alternatives analysis, there will be further coordination. We
have added your recommended agency comments to the Public/Agency
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Coordination Plan. We are initially examining at a higher level, but will get into
further detail as the project moves forward.

o DNR: Even though there is the ability to tunnel and use piers, DNR is still concerned with
RTE Species. There will need to be a discussion and resolution in terms of permitting.

§ We will now develop a Limit of Disturbance (LOD) at the corridor level and will sit
down with the agencies to discuss and will have follow up emails.

o USACE pressed the issue regarding the two remaining alternatives (i.e. we only have one
alternative with two options along the BW Parkway) and cautioned that the process should
not prematurely eliminate multiple alternatives due to public pressure, quadrupling down on
his comments made at the Interagency Meeting. He thinks that we should have at least one
other alternative. He is concerned about the viability, especially with the other technology
(Hyperloop) that plans to tunnel the whole line. He wonders why Maglev is not being
completely tunneled. He is very concerned that we won’t have a project as a result.

§ We have two alternatives along the single BW Parkway corridor that are separate
alignments. Within the full Screening Report, we have full documentation to
justify our decisions that we have made so far in the project. We want the
cooperating and participating agencies to be very clear on our process, which we
plan to achieve through continued meetings and workshops. We are working on
coming up with ways to minimize, mitigate, etc.

§ The need to account for potential Amtrak derailments, which would require either
a 150 ft. buffer or a very large/expensive crash wall is another reason why
Amtrak was dropped. It would not be financially feasible to tunnel the entire line.
The transition zone would also be very disruptive, due to the required space,
along the Amtrak lines, including at a MARC station. The two BW Parkway
alignments are different. The eastern alignment goes into Patuxent somewhat
and affects other governmental properties. The western alignment affects private
properties, but not federal properties. The Rolling Stock Depot would be on the
east side of the BW Parkway and would include a bridge over the parkway.
There are limitations for this by the BARC property requirements.

o DNR: The sooner the project team gets a date stamped letter on the RTE Species, the better
off we will be. He thinks that this would be the perfect time to do so. He thinks that we haven’t
scoped all of the resources to the degree that is necessary yet.

§ The project team has not taken this step yet, but it will be part of the next steps
moving forward.

o USACE: Do we have natural resources associated with the alternatives?

§ We released the results of the preliminary alternatives screening to the public
using High/Medium/Low thresholds. We do however have specific numbers that
we can share with the agencies.

o MHT indicated that it is important that the agencies be able to demonstrate that they have
properly evaluated the alternatives at the state and federal levels.

o USACE shared a message from USFWS in his absence and NPS concerns. USFWS thinks
that the BW Parkway alternatives do not impact the Patuxent Refuge. If the Patuxent Refuge
is impacted, USFWS will need to be included as a cooperating agency.

§ The BW Parkway West does not impact the Patuxent Refuge, however, the BW
Parkway East impacts the refuge. We are attempting to avoid the refuge;
therefore, we are currently keeping USFWS as a participating agency, but will
make them a cooperating agency if the Patuxent Refuge is still impacted.
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§ The Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report is currently with FRA for review
and/or comment. The project team will meet with FRA and review comments first,
then we plan to meet with USACE again.

o DNR was more positive in saying we proved enough for where we are in the PASR and gave
direction to gather more environmental information (i.e., RTE). DNR really appreciated the
“quantities matrix” that AECOM shared for the natural resources. We should gather RTE
information, as well as other layers for the Alternatives analysis.

o Action Items

o The project team will arrange another round of agency specific meetings, as needed.

o The project team will coordinate with USACE and DNR regarding the quantities and values
utilized in the high/medium/low table from the Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report.
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Appendix C - Attachment B: Public Comments
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No. Date Forum Comment
Comments Regarding Alignments from Previous Round of Public Outreach on Project Scoping

1 10-Dec-17 Open
House

Linthicum already deals with the airport, the MARC train, and the light rail.
Adding another transportation system to our community is OVERLOAD!!

We have a sparse amount of woods and open space for wildlife. Please do not take that away!

Suggestion: Run the MAGLEV train down the median of 295. Leave our community intact.

Question: How do you plan to study the impact on wildlife (deer, foxes, beavers, birds) that live in the surrounding woodlands?
2 10-Dec-17 Open

House
What is the potential of running this line along existing infrastructure such as 295?

This seems to be an interesting yet incredibly expensive project with the possibility of becoming a boondoggle.

It may be time to invest in our current rail infrastructure (Amtrak/MARC).
3 10-Dec-17 Open

House
There was some talk about 2 years ago. That one of the routes would tunnel under part of Linthicum.

Would rather see path parallel 295.
4 12-Dec-17 Open

House
WBA R/W seems perfect option, subject to a few new homes

5 12-Dec-17 Open
House

This project should be built, but I think operating subsidies will be required. Nobody will pay $50 to travel from DC to Baltimore.

The old WB&A right of way through Prince George's and Anne Arundel County would be an excellent route for this line.

There would be little to no disruption to Amtrak if this route were selected. Also the ROW goes straight to BWI Marshall Airport,
unlike the NEC line.

6 14-Dec-17 Open
House

Why is DC Department of Transportation not a cooperating agency? It should be (or some other arm of the DC government).

The scope area should expand northwest to Rt. 29 in Maryland, unless this has already been studied.

While not the most direct, there is an open median that could be used to route the line.
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No. Date Forum Comment
7 15-Dec-17 Open

House
Hold further meetings when alternative routes have been selected.

Consider communities (engage citizen) through which routes go but which will receive no benefit.

Citizens will be particularly interested in noise mitigation, health issues, and aesthetic matters.

As to the latter, questions like how the structures will add to the division of a community are important.

Protect woodlands, streams, and wetlands, no matter how seemingly insignificant. Consult with local environmental groups.

It is deficient to provide significant impact with no comparative material.

Routes: The Amtrak parallel is already congested, having passenger train, freight, Metro, route 50, Lower Beaverdam Creek,
residential and industrial all in a narrow corridor. All those uses already bisect Cheverly. Moreover, the tracks are on CSX right of
way.

In addition, that corridor includes floodplains.

Please remember that we need to preserve what little woodland, streams, and wetland we have left. Do we really need this?

The project seems to duplicate existing rail services. The existing services, moreover, truly serve the communities they run through.
A typical trip between Cheverly and Baltimore, for example, takes 30 minutes by car.

Maglev promises 15 minutes, hardly much of a time saving.
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1 3-Apr-17 Open House

Well this was informative. I was a little skeptical primarily because I assume the maglev would be very expensive, and, I did some research and tried to find estimate of fare prices - no luck.
If the Maglev can make a profit, I am more able to support it.
Station should be in dense area of city - inner harbor.
Too early to consider connections to stations via transit - but connection w/ Metro/LR would be awesome.
Very exciting - Thank you!

2 4-Apr-17 Open House

Anticipated length of construction?
What happens if the money dries up?
What happens if you build it and nobody comes?
Northern Anne Arundel County has taken the brunt of development and transportation infrastructure for 50 years. We're tired of it.
Could you buy out Amtrak's NE Corridor service?

3 4-Apr-17 Open House
From looking at the proposed sites, it seems to me that the 295 corridor would have the least impact on the residential areas surrounding the airport as we continually have impact from commercialization
due to the airport. From a life long resident of Linthicum and was here before the airport was built. Thank you.

4 4-Apr-17 Open House 1) Has there been a study done on the effect of the  load of maglev on whatever station it drops at in Washington DC? (For example, check out the effect of MARC Penn Line on Union Station -- it is chaos.)

5 5-Apr-17 Open House
I do not support spending upwards of ten billion dollars at this point!! Should this proceed however I strongly oppose any alternatives beyond J and F. The route through the existing stable residential
neighborhoods particularly along the WB&A trail G&I would be incredibly disruptive. These trains are huge and loud and I cannot believe these options re being in any way considered viable.

6 5-Apr-17 Open House

I cannot believe the citizens of Bowie/ Glen Dale would ever want this monstrosity! It will destroy wildlife, property values, quality of life, the quiet of the suburbs, and the benefits that Bowie provides.
Bowie doesn't even benefit from a hub so what do we gain.
My family uses the trail on a weekly basis -- the trail was one of the biggest selling point for our home purchase.
Why build in the middle of a neighborhood of established communities? Are you all going to make up the monetary difference when our property values drop thru the floor?
People w/ families have the right to peace in their own houses, not the sound of construction and then constant train noise day and night.
Put people first not money!

7 5-Apr-17 Open House
My concern is what is the direct benefit for residents of Bowie seeing that the nearest stop would be Baltimore it appears the company have a greater need to utilize this area to build the project opposed to
being a benefit for the Bowie residents. My other concern is the safety of the train traveling at that speed. After looking at the plans I'm against this project. Bowie residents will suffer from the construction.

8 5-Apr-17 Open House

I strongly object to any alternative affecting the WB&A trail. The reason I live here in Bowie is the WB&A Trail. It is utilized by many residents and affects our quality of life.
I also have concerns environmentally related to the WB&A Trail. The wildlife and birds will be adversely impacted.
What is the benefit to Bowie? Why Prince George's County? Is it because of racial profiling (i.e. primarily black and low income)?? Why not Montgomery County or Anne Arundel County?
Who benefits from this? Certainly, not Prince George's County. I bought my house here for its central location to Baltimore & DC and my commute. I also bought my house because of the WB&A Trail. If this
change is made to the WB&A Trail, I feel there is no reason to continue living here in this community. Again who benefits rom this? We are letting Japan build our infrastructure and benefit from this. Why?
What is in it for them -- money!! What is in it for us? Adverse impact to our home values, quality of life, and environment.
Why is this not aligned to existing railroad tracks & Amtrak? That makes more sense.

9 5-Apr-17 Open House

I live in the greater Bowie area. I have a very strong concern about the building and running of such a project. Why is this necessary. We do not have transportation issues in this area. The idea of such a high
powered/speed train being run over our communities is dangerous and absurd. It does not seem to encourage the quality of life one would expect in Bowie. I am vehemently against the concept, building
and running of this train through our neighborhoods. Can it be built and run on the existing tracks that run by Bowie State University. Please consider scrapping the project.
This seems to be another ploy to build something in a county where you feel its constituents cannot stop the building of such a large project. It would not be proposed in Montgomery, Anne Arundel,
Howard, or any other county. This is horrible.

10 5-Apr-17 Open House

WB&A is a historic trail with watershed impact. It also runs through residential properties and up against  historic properties and farms. The local emergency responders would be inadequately prepared to
respond to emergencies and there would be an extreme and irreversible negative impact to community and natural resources. Following the Amtrak lines would be a better option with fewer environmental
or community impacts. Please do not destroy this historic multi use trail!

11 5-Apr-17 Open House
As a resident of Bowie (near Fairwood in Old Stage) I definitely do not approve of the proposed routes G or H. The impact of this on residences, farms, and wildlife is unacceptable to me. I am more in favor
of adding on to or building adjacent to existing rail systems, since residential & environmental impact would be considerably less.

12 5-Apr-17 Open House Concerned about the G&H yellow & green routes in the WB&A areas. E is best route.

Comments from April 2017 Open House Meetings
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13 5-Apr-17 Open House

There is nothing about this project that I find has any merit using the lines that utilize the WB&A trail. If the federal government is able to refuse right of way to BW Pkwy, the citizens of the Bowie
Community have the same right. In the age of development it is more important than ever to maintain our farms & green spaces & the history of this area. Re: funding -- This will require millions if not
billions of taxpayer dollars for little to no benefit for our community. Re: environment -- The WB&A Trail & its area is partially wetland & home to myriad flora & fauna that will need to move -- many will
move into suburban neighborhoods & wreak havoc because there is nowhere else for them. My home is over 100 years old -- the pecan trees that grace my property come from Thomas Jefferson's
plantation. The Normal School Rd was named for the first black school in Maryland. There was once a stop on The Underground Railroad on our property. J. Edgar Hoover used to stay at my house on the
weekends to attend races at The Bowie Race Track. There are other alternatives, better alternatives -- Bowie does not need MAGLEV & it does not serve the needs of the community.

14 5-Apr-17 Open House

I purchased my home which backs up to the WB&A for exactly that reason. Trail accessible and nothing could be built behind us. I have since spent $60,000 on decking upper and lower so I can overlook the
scenery. I have a 100 year flood plain to adhere to so there cannot be anything to contaminate my view. This train would be disastrous to us. I would be directly impacted. In addition to me this is the
historic value of the WB&A/ wetlands and various farmlands attached to the WB&A. Please contact me so I can show you how this would impact our neighborhoods and newly built neighborhoods. I could
also show the wetlands it would impact and how it would destroy the historical value of our area.

15 5-Apr-17 Open House

The alternative that impacts the WB&A is infeasible because it impacts completely residential neighbor. The neighborhood is all black and poor whites. It does not make sense to impact a residential
neighborhood when there are alternatives next to existing rail. This project has not been sufficiently publicized and the people of Bowie have not had sufficient time to obtain information about the impact
on our property rights. The fact that this project is even proposed to be near my home impacts the property value of my home which the government will never be able to compensate me for. This project
will also destroy the serenity of Bowie.

16 5-Apr-17 Open House

There are so many issues I don't know where to begin!
1. A commuter train of this magnitude does nothing for me yet impacts my farm and livelihood.
2. The routes proposed along the WB&A trail are absurd. There are horses/farms/houses just 20 feet off the trail. Some are historic, some access their property via the trail itself. Many properties are on the
historic register.
3. I operate a non profit horse & animal sanctuary which houses over 20 animals and provides community programs, many for special needs children and adults. To move our facility and animals & programs
to a comparable property & location is impossible. We chose our property based on its accessibility.
4. The trail serves as a "highway" for local wildlife whose habitat is dwindling.
5. The sound & vision impact to our area is unacceptable.

17 5-Apr-17 Open House

This will destroy our neighborhood and community with no benefit to the local community.
This will destroy valuable green space -- the reason we moved to the area - where is the plan that mitigates the permanent loss of this precious resource?
These meetings area  thinly veiled PR exercise -- where is the actual data about magnetic field impact & the ROW? The actual demonstration of how loud one of these things is?
How are property owners affected going to be compensated for the impact on their home value?
How dare you put this on a walking/biking trail?
Why is this being planned to push through minority lower income neighborhoods? Run this along 295 -- not through my backyard.
Who is getting paid by this project? Because it sells out neighborhood, community & county.
The project had better be prepared to compensate all affected ahead of time -- I know these organizations have no care for the communities they destroy; we cannot expect that they will 'make good' on
any promises.
We live in an historic home in old Bowie -- this project will destroy our home, our investments, and the vision we had for raising our family. I see no consideration of the human impact here which is highly
distressing. I will contact my local rep and ask them to oppose this Hogan Trump pet project.

18 5-Apr-17 Open House

The WB&A corridor includes several farms, 2 golf courses, wetlands and protected streams.* Animals that live in this area are owls, deer, raccoons, eagles, hawks, and others. This project would destroy this
habitat and the quality of life of the humans living in this tranquil space. The WB&A trail is a long thin park enjoyed by hundreds of thousands each year. This project would cause irreparable harm to this
area and these citizens.
*Protected stream Horsepen Branch, a tributary to the Patuxent River

19 5-Apr-17 Open House
I'm against the WB&A trail alignment. My home is 416 feet from the trail. I don't want the noise or the drop in property values. Elevate the rail above the exiting Camden or Penn lines. You already have the
right of way.

20 5-Apr-17 Open House Hi I am a resident of Bowie. If you build a high speed rail where the WB&A trail is, you will destroy lands and animal life. Please don't do this.

21 5-Apr-17 Open House
I am against the route going thru the WB&A trail in Bowie. I am also concerned about the environmental impact. Although the maglev might be good idea for public transportation but I am hoping that the
project proceed without taking down too many trees and preserving the environment!

22 5-Apr-17 Open House
I live "on" Mockingbird Lane (WB&A options). I am concerned you cannot build along that stretch without affecting 70+ houses that need Mockingbird to get in/out of their communities. The plan calls for a
tunnel and I am at a loss where it might start and end. The terrain is not so accommodating. Thank you. See you in a month.

23 5-Apr-17 Open House
The WB&A trail is the only access to my and other's property. Use of this right of way that has not been used by train for 82 years would deny us access to our property. In addition numerous homes like my
home are within 200' of the WB&A trail. A 375 mph train would cause structural issues for these homes. This train will cause harm to our homes and structures.

24 5-Apr-17 Open House

The super conducting approach to magnetic levitation of a massive item like a train will require large magnetic field, large electric fields and massive amounts of cryogens. Many homes like my home are
within 200' of the WB&A right of way. My family, pets, and livestock will be subject to these large fields and the real effect of long term exposure is not understood. Does exposure cause cancer, illness,
dementia who knows. The WB&A trail right of way is not an acceptable place for this train project.
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25 5-Apr-17 Open House
Concern if chosen path is WB&A trail that rail will be in front of our house. We access our driveway from the WB&A trail. If path is chosen, how will affected home owners be compensated or worked with to
minimize impact to our property and value?

26 5-Apr-17 Open House I am convinced that mag-lev represents the future of travel and the U.S. is far behind the curve. My focus is on the proper location. In that regard, I find a proposed WB&A trail route very troubling.

27 5-Apr-17 Open House

I strongly disagree with this proposal. To begin with there is no specific details about how those routes are determine, what criteria is used to decide if it above ground or tunnel. I live in a community of
horse farms along the Horsepen Branch on the north side of Rt 197. It is one of the last open spaces and green spaces in the Bowie area and there are operating horse farms in this section. Why would this
area be considered a good place. I was told because of the old WB&A trail. This was basically a "light rail" system that was operated in the early part of the last century. It has not been an operating rail line
since 1930's.
The property that I live on is a working 16 acre horse farm. With a lot of historic significance. There is a historic railroad structure. The house that I live in is on the list of historic properties in PG County.
These open/farm space need to be preserved. There needs to be more details provided about what criteria are used to determine what route is going to be used, what criteria is used to decide if tunneling
is an option. There must already be more detailed engineering and environmental and economic analysis reports or documents. This is bad idea to route this high speed trains on the Green or Yellow routes.

28 5-Apr-17 Open House

Dear Sirs:  The superconducting MAGLEV project should not use the WB&A right of way for the following reasons. The option will destroy the property values of all the adjacent properties, cause harm to the
environment, eliminate an irreplaceable hiking and biking trail, impact the quality of life of humans and animals and eliminate the access to my property and the property of others.
The alternatives currently H and G that use the WB&A trail right of way will cause billions of dollars of real-estate value loss for citizens with adjacent property. The last time the WB&A right of way was used
for a train was 1935. Although an existing right of way looks desirable on paper this right of way has not had a train on it for 82 years. The current landowners bought property adjacent to a recreational trail.
The property was valued with the WB&A trail as an asset. The WB&A trail is used by thousands of people for walking, running, riding bikes, horseback riding and several competitions per  year. A 375 mph
train shaking your house and speeding by at all hours of the day and night will shake the tens of thousands of dwellings causing structural harm. For these reasons the WB&A trail should not be used for the
Superconducting MAGLEV project.
The WB&A trail passes by several open spaces including farms, golf courses and protected streams. The trail provides a much needed outlet to relax and enjoy nature. Once this outlet is gone it will never be
replaced. The a animals along the trail include owls, eagles, deer, raccoons, and ground hogs, hawks, snakes and opossums. Just 2 days ago I observed 20 deer in one group adjacent to the WB&A trail. The
trail is enjoyed by hundreds of thousands of people per year. On a fall or spring day the users pass my property nonstop. The WB&A trail is a major asset to Maryland Capitol area Parks and Planning a factor
ignored by your decision table. The WB&A trail runs alongside the Horsepen Branch, a protected tributary to the Patuxent River and Chesapeake Bay. This unusual lane of tranquility will be destroyed if a
375 mph train is allowed to use the right of way. For these reasons the WB&A trail should not be used for the Superconducting MAGLEV project.
The WB&A trail is thru front property line of my farm and the only access to the property. My home and one of my barns is within 200 feet of the WB&A right of way. Using the WB&A trail for the
superconducting MAGLEV project will eliminate access to my property for me and my customers, cause structural harm to my house and barn, cause a loss of natural space, disrupt the tranquility of the area
and significantly reduce my property value. I am not alone there are thousands of homes along this right of way with values totaling billions of dollars. I the WB&A trail is used for the Superconducting
MAGLEV project it will cause me great harm personally and bring harm to my community.
I agree the superconducting MAGLEV is a good project for Maryland but the WB&A trail is the wrong place for the project. The right of way has not been used in 82 years the current state of the surrounding
property is one of nature, tranquility and residences. The WB&A trail is the wrong place for this project.

29 5-Apr-17 Open House

The WB&A options are poor choices because the right of way has not been used by a train since 1935, 82 years ago. There are thousands of houses, with value in the billions bounding the trail. The WB&A
trail is now an asset since it is used for walking, biking, jogging, and horseback riding. The values of these homes are increased by the trail. Using the right of way for a train would cause losses for thousands
of property owners. In addition, these structures will be harmed by the vibration from a 375 mph train.
The routing shown adjacent to the WB&A trail options H and G go through or under historic properties, the Normal School, slave homes, historic rail road stations and a rail road bridge on the National
Historic Register. The WB&A trail routings will cause harm to historic properties.

30 5-Apr-17 Open House

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on this project.
1. Need to see a more detailed picture of possible alternatives, magnified to show neighborhoods impacted.
2. Need to know how wide the Right of Way is on either side of the track structure.
3. Concerns about the vibration levels on above and below ground sections.
4. Concerns about noise/decible level of the train when passing by and its impact on homeowners & wildlife.
5. Concerns about the speed (311 mph) and the wind it generates and its impact on plant life (trees, leaves, flowers) & wildlife.
6. Concerns that our taxes will be increased as a result of the MagLev project.
7. Concerns that it will be affordable for use by the average consumer.
8. It is assume dthat homeowners displaced or highly impacted by the above ground Maglev project will be fairly compensated. Will those adjacent to the underground portion also be compensated?
9. We are opposed to the green alternative as our home borders the WB&A trail.
10. Concerns about possible electromagnetic field being generated that could potentially be harmful.
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31 5-Apr-17 Open House

I am particularly concerned about the potential impacts of Alternative F on the walkability and dense, transit-oriented development of the densest and most urban portion of Prince George's County in the
vicinity of US-1 and the CSX/Camden Line rail corridor.
The Route 1/ Camden Line communities (Mt Rainier, Bladensburg, Brentwood, Hyattsville, Riverdale Park, University Park, Greenbelt, etc) are dense and are the oldest urban built environment in Prince
George's County. Current transit improvements (including the Purple Line) and re-zoning to allow denser, transit-oriented development in this area are developing it into one of the most walkable and urban
areas of the county.
My concern is that putting a new surface or elevated rail line through this area could have similar effects as building a new freeway, cutting up the walkable street grid. Even if road connections are not
severed, adding additional bridges or underpasses that pedestrians need to use will impede pedestrian walkability. Furthermore, building alongside the CSX ROW would likely prevent easy widening of the
ROW to allow addition of more conventional tracks for all-day MARC service to provide local transit in this dense area.

32 5-Apr-17 Open House

I live in a historic home in Old Bowie, one block from the Penn Line tracks. I don't want the maglev train cutting up our historic town. Nor do I want to lose my home nor suffer from the noise, nor magnetic
field, nor vibration.
Besides that I don't think going from Washington to BWI or Baltimore would be worth the expense as it will ruin many people's lives along the way. I and my neighbors would get not benefit from it, and it
could destroy what our town and heritage society has been trying to preserve. Thank you.

33 5-Apr-17 Open House

I find the route options for this bullet train highly disturbing. All of these routes go directly through low income communities, predominantly minority communities, green space and residential
neighborhoods. The loss or diminishing of any one of these resources or benefits would be a detriment to Maryland as a whole. The bullet train has worked to connect urban centers in China and Japan
largely through the seizure of uninhabited land through eminent domain. This absolutely cannot work as an approach in the busy and populous northeast corridor of the United States. I intend to join in the
legal fight to prevent this project from moving forward, dismantling my community, killing local wildlife & spoiling my home.
To suggest that the bullet train will create jobs for Prince George's County residents is disingenuous as well. I have firsthand experience of federal contracting and I know that these projects are bid to large
national and international firms. It's certain that a Whitney Turner or similar scale firm will win this award and subcontract the work to a series of out-of-state firms. If Maryland is expecting a boost to the
local economy, I hope they get cash in advance. The promised boost and benefits will never materialize.
This project is the Governor's distraction from the fact that Maryland infrastructure is sorely in need of repair and upgrades. That will ease travel through the region not a levitating bullet train.

34 5-Apr-17 Open House
We are totally opposed to this project. There is definitely enough ways already between Baltimore & Washington & New York. It is a waste of money, time & energy. There are many houses in close
proximity & people, like us don't want this in their front yard. It will kill our housing market in these areas.

35 5-Apr-17 Open House
The best of luck getting support for t his project. If it cost $40B and last 40 years, that would be $1B/yr. If each day, one took in $3M and each rider paid $15 each way so $30/day that would require 100,000
commuters a day to support the system. Are there that many commuters?

36 5-Apr-17 Open House Unnecessary/ should replace Amtrak rails and build a rail for maglev and also reduce cost on new lines.

37 5-Apr-17 Open House

This form of transportation is not needed. We have commuter lines, Amtrak, buses, commuter buses, Metro, and several methods by which cars can get from Balto to DC. There is NO need to destroy
productive farm lands, or property owned and maintained by high-income residents to create this unnecessary intrusion.
There is no to destroy wetlands, wildlife sanctuaries, and  other prime environmentally healthy areas to do this. NO!

38 5-Apr-17 Open House

1. Will the maglev compete with MARC ridership? Concern is that too many people riding from DC to Baltimore may switch, decreasing ridership on Penn Line enough that frequencies of trains will drop.
2. Will the tracks divide the community in terms of walking access? Will you be able to freely cross under or will it divide community? We can't divide or place additional barriers.
3. Can the project create or provide enhancements to community assets or amenities in exchange for community impacts?
Suggestions for MTA for improved outreach at next meeting based on what I've heard from others: 1. Show demonstration of how loud the train will be when 24 ft or XX ft from homes. Perhaps explain it
being elevated and encapsulated in glass will significantly reduce noise. Plus noise will be only for a split second due to speed. 2. Show a rendering of the cross section with the beloved WB&A trail below it,
so people recognize this will not destroy the trail. In fact, could it help the trail by extending it? Can they fund the Little Patuxent River Bridge crossing for the WB&A trail? That would excite the trail
advocates.

39 5-Apr-17 Open House Not sure what comments I may have later. Please continue to communicate w/ me via e-mail and especially when there will be a public "hearing" on this matter.

40 5-Apr-17 Open House

1. Pier construction must be resilient enough to withstand terrorism attacks and be capable of being replaced quickly.
2. You need to demonstrate the chemicals used in cryogenic cooling system will not harm the environment or humans.
3. A hiker-biker trail bridge over the Patuxent River at the WB&A location should be constructed with the project. The bridge is currently in design.

41 5-Apr-17 Open House

The thought to go from DC to NY in an hour is interesting. The impact on our neighborhood and church property is a concern.
Location:
Home - Northridge, Bowie, MD 20720
Church - Seabrook, MD 20706
Current MARC and Amtrak trains seen near the church property
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42 5-Apr-17 Open House

1. Parking for vehicles; cost to park?
2. How close to Wood  North Community?
3. Impact on Woodmore North
4. Noise factor to Woodmore North
5. Disruption time re traffic delays and construction
6. Estimated time to be in Fairwood & Woodmore North communities
7. Environmental impact on total Rt 450 corridor
8. Estimated/ approximate date to begin construction on Rt 450; estimated end time on Rt 450 construction
9. Compensation for disruption to our neighborhood
10. Cost to ride
11. Tunnel -- how much will be needed to complete the project?

43 5-Apr-17 Open House Show or explain how tunnel pressure changes ae managed. Are vents to surface needed? If so , how are they designed and located?

44 5-Apr-17 Open House

1.      What reports are available and where can we find them from scoping process and preliminary alternatives process?
2.      What is the preferred route the FRA is proposing?  We’ve heard use of the WB&A Trail is under consideration but can’t seem to find any mapping to verify this.
3.      Is the Environmental Impact Statement being done for all routes that are being identified, not just the “alternative” routes?
4.      What information is available or where can we find it about the “No Action Alternative” that is being used as a baseline to compare the impact of the project?
5.      In the process when are the other public input opportunities and deadline dates?
6.      Given research has been done in countries like Japan
a.      what happens to the high voltage power lines on/very near the route?
b.      what is the impact or conflict between high voltage power lines and an elector magnetic field?
c.       What about noise and vibration impacts?
d.      What about water impacts, flood prone and flood plains along the routes?
e.      How wide or large is the electromagnetic field ?
f.        What is the impact of electromagnetic energy on human health?
7.      When looking at the high speed train transportation currently in use in our country and other counties now,  they don’t travel at the high speed rates provided in marketing materials (e.g. 311 MPH or
more).  So it seems like in all practically the average speed of high speed trains like Maglev in use are similar to Acela type trains :
a.      Why are we not investing in what it takes to bring our current trains like Acela up to it’s higher average speed?
b.      what is the cost difference between improving the tracks/systems/local ordinances for Acela verses a whole new system of Maglev?
c.       What’s the level of anticipated public funding (state and federal)?
d.      Who is the project Private sponsor?  What is the level of funding from that sponsor?

45 5-Apr-17 Open House
Thanks for the information! Very impressive. This train is a great idea and I would support it being built. I am glad you are seeking input and keeping in mind NEPA as you design and build. I would be fine
with the track coming through Bowie, provided there is little disruption to the environment and existing development.

46 5-Apr-17 Open House

The right of way along most of the proposed routes is not wide enough to incorporate this project. Construction will require purchase the same amount of property regardless of the route chosen.
1. Why has the choice of routes been limited to the routes chosen
2. How are you going to deal with collateral damage due to the construction -- for example cracked foundations

47 6-Apr-17 Open House
1. Bike trail through tunnel to DC
2. Need a demonstration of noise level

48 8-Apr-17 Open House

I will be very surprised if NPS is willing to agree to either of the BW Pkwy alternatives, but those make enormous sense in terms of leveraging existing ROW.
The SCMAGLEV's low operational impacts (from sound & vibration) make it an attractive technology, one that should reassure residents and businesses wary of nearby rail service.
Alternative G shows significant promise, but impacts to the existing bike trail in the ROW (both during construction and after service begins) need to be studied carefully.

49 8-Apr-17 Open House

What is the estimated total cost of construction?
What will be the funding source of this project?
How will this proposed rail in compete against existing rail and air travel options? Economic viability.
Have you considered the impact on families living along the WB&A corridor? Glendale, Bowie, Odenton, etc.?
Long term, what is the long term plan for operating? Private or public operated utility?
How do you intend to acquire land along WB&A?
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50 8-Apr-17 Open House

Please reconsider your end/start point in D.C. Union Station currently serves (& will increasingly serve) as the transportation hub for D.C. All intercity buses use Union Station as their end/start point not to
mention VRE, MARC, Amtrak, Metro & the Circulator buses (intra-city). In addition, the streetcar (H St) will be extending along H St into Georgetown. It too connects very closely to Union Station.
You also need a 3rd track to create work-arounds both for potential bottle necks caused by accidents etc. and to run both local and express trains more frequently. Plan for 60 years out - not 20.

51 8-Apr-17 Open House

So very excited about the project. Despite potential negatives, the outlook is amazing for long term growth of the region.
Since the negative comments tend to be heard the most, it would be helpful to see how general public can get more involved and help advocate for the project as it is one of the most exciting public
transportation initiatives in the US.
Please do start promoting the project on social media to get more millennials involved as it will affect them directly in a few years.
Keep up the good work and thank you for working on making SCMAGLEV a reality for people of DC & Baltimore. A+.

52 8-Apr-17 Open House Very excited about potential airport connectivity to Philly & NJ. Also the tourism traffic between Washington DC & Baltimore.

1 5-Apr-17 Website

Our community is concerned about MAGLEV tunneling under us. Our soil is basically sand. How would that work? Also, our community is on well water. Our water company, Utilities, Inc., has several wells
in the area that the community uses for our water. How would that be affected? Our residents are also concerned about how we would be affected in case of an emergency, like a fire or explosion in the
runnel.

2 6-Apr-17 Website Thank you for the meeting in Bowie. We are unanimously opposed to any route through Bowie. Thanks for adding me to your list.

3 6-Apr-17 Website
WE DO NOT WANT THIS to come through our BOWIE neighborhoods. It would not do anything positive for our streets or community. Please take a look at our current traffic on a daily basis not on a holiday
or a weekend. We are congested all the time. We as Bowie citizens have had enough!

4 6-Apr-17 Website

Two questions.
1. While way too early to be specific, do you have any insight into what a typical fare fm D.C. To Baltimore might be?
2. How would deep snow be removed from these elevated structures? Would the system have to shut down during severe winter weather?

5 7-Apr-17 Website

I have just heard of this project and am very concerned about the impact on residents of the areas under consideration for the different routes. I live in Hillmeade Station very near the WB&A trail. The
though of a "super train" going in nearby certainly doesn't appeal to me. Another aspect of the whole plan that bothers me is the fact that while it goes through many areas one would have to travel to
Washington, DC or to Baltimore to use it. What possible benefit does that afford to others living along the proposed routes.
I would also like to see a readable map of the proposed routes, the one on this site is too small to actually see details.
Thank you

6 7-Apr-17 Website

I hate this idea. One of the proposed routes passes less than a half mile from my house, but if I hadn't just joined Nextdoor, I would not have known about this project, the meeting, or anything. What's up
with that?
My concerns are: NOISE, Construction, the proximity of the routes to current neighborhoods, and the fact that my property values will drop when there's a giant train going through the backyard.

7 7-Apr-17 Website
I'm very concerned about the routes that go through very populated residential areas of Bowie.  We are middle class homeowners who likely will not use the train, given there is no stop in Bowie, but you
are proposing tunneling under our houses.   You will

8 7-Apr-17 Website

I am writing to register my opposition to this project. As wonderful as high-speed transit between DC, Baltimore, and New York sounds on the surface, the simple fact of the matter is that the only
beneficiaries will be the few who are wealthy enough to afford the cost of the ticket, all at the expense of the property a number of us will be forced to give up through imminent domain, decreased
property values for those in close proximity to the line, and the loss of our quality of life and community resources such as (potentially) the B&A trail. Not only that, but the line will not even be stopping in
my community so, for all of the damage and disruption, it will bring zero economic benefit through increased commerce in and around a station.
I will be contacting the municipal, county, state, and federal representatives to register my dissent as well.

9 8-Apr-17 Website Please do not do this to my community. This is going to turn the urban areas in to a city. I pay more in taxes so i can be away from the noise of city living. The Big Purple Barn have been around for years.

10 8-Apr-17 Website
I extensively utilize the WB A path for biking and enjoy its environmental benefits. I will vigorously oppose the project through my local, state, and congressional representatives. There are enough options
to get from Baltimore to D.C. already. Can't we

11 8-Apr-17 Website
As a resident of Bowie I am concerned that the path of the train is through Bowie and the noise level it will produce to our area and this is a pass thru. Why can't the existing tracks be used in New
Carrollton. That would limit it to the same locations.

12 11-Apr-17 Website

The only way I could even begin to support this concept is if it used current avenues of access to the maximum extent. It would have to be above current rail/roadways for >75% and have minimum impact
to private land, wetlands, etc. Until I see some impact studies and how the routes affect current landowners, I would have to hold back my support and encourage others to do the same.
Let's see some well-advertised town hall meetings first.

13 11-Apr-17 Website

I am not against new modes of transportation, and I am not necessarily against this one. My chief concern is that none of the proposed routes are along current traffic corridors (e.g., I-95, I-95, route 50 or
the Amtrak-MARC rail). Safety research shows that developing this mode along current transportation corridors would be best. There is no need to disturb current wetlands, greenspace or large housing
developments to build this line.

Comments from Website
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14 12-Apr-17 Website
I just learned of the open houses that recently took place regarding the SCMAGLEV project.  I was shocked to hear that my neighborhood may be one of the ones affected and the meetings had already
taken place.  Please send me any information that is availa

15 12-Apr-17 Website

Bowie is home to many professionals in the Information Technology industry. We love technological progress, and wouldn’t oppose something as fascinating as SCMAGLEV technology out of petty, selfish
concerns for property values or a desire for peace and quiet.
That said, I support alternatives F and J and revile alternatives G and I. I do not want the SCMAGLEV to come anywhere near valuable Bowie assets such as the WB&A Trail and the Big Purple Barn, a non-
profit horse sanctuary whose steeds are regularly used in both physical and emotional therapy applications.

16 13-Apr-17 Website

I have been looking at the map that shows the various possible routes.  Was it done on purpose to have the details be obscure? I cannot tell if the one of the proposed lines is going to go through my
backyard.  Is there a map that is more legible?
Not

17 14-Apr-17 Website
I just sent another comment about proposed route Alternative F, and wish to add another one.
On your website, you say that you will consider factors such as residences, low-income populations, and minority populations.  Cottage City is approximately 50%

18 14-Apr-17 Website
I am writing to object to using "Route F" for the proposed high speed railway.  This is the route that, just as it leaves DC, goes along the northwest border of Cottage City, between Cottage City on the
southeast side, and Mt. Rainier and Brentwood on the

19 17-Apr-17 Website

I would like to be informed on any information on the study to help in preparing for the possible sale of  my property.
I am a home owner on the BW Trail.
I would like to plan for the future and the possibility of having to sale my home.  To help wi

20 17-Apr-17 Website

I recently saw on social media that you are considering building a Maglev going directly through my neighborhood in Bowie, MD. I can't believe that this would even be a consideration. I am a homeowner in
the Rockledge subdivision, and the G (WB&A) alternative would destroy my neighborhood and ruin our home values. We have an elementary school that it would pass right over or under. The path of this
proposed track would go directly over or under my house, where I have lived for over 15 years. How can you do this to people? Keep your Maglev out of Bowie. It will only hurt our city. We do not want or
need it.

21 17-Apr-17 Website

I am writing to object to using "Route F" for the new proposed high speed railway. This route goes along the NW border of Cottage City, between Cottage City, Mt. Rainier and Brentwood. The area is
residential with homes in very close proximity to the track all along the rail lines. The residents of Cottage Terrace, including me, live directly across the street from the railroad, with nothing between us and
trains but the street. Many residents have back yards that closely abut the railroad line. There are no fences between residents and the railroad track as the railroad has refused to install one to help
mitigate both the danger and on-going noise created by trains running through our community at high speed, both day and all night.
We very strongly request that the Route Alternative F NOT be used to further disrupt our community. In recent years, train traffic has increased exponentially in our community and quality of life has
become an issue because of it.
Our community STRONGLY requests that another route be selected for this new high speed railway. NOT Route Alternative F.
We appreciate your consideration and concern for our quality of life in Cottage City.
Joan Daniels
Cottage City Resident

22 18-Apr-17 Website

Please, PLEASE do NOT build a Washington-to-Baltimore SCMAGLEV train along our beautiful WB&A trail! Even considering it is an insult to our scenic hiker/biker trail that is enjoyed by countless Maryland
residents. It crosses designated historic areas that need to be preserved.
I am not opposed to the SCMAGLEV train project; but build it along one of the existing high-speed, high-throughput transportation corridors such as I-295 (or preferably but seemingly not considered) I-95.

23 19-Apr-17 Website

(1) None of the proposed routes for this new mode of transportation are along current transportation corridors (e.g., route I-95, routes I-97 and route 50, the shared Amtrak-MARC rail). Instead, most of the
routes are planned for within two miles of our house (!), traversing current wet lands, farms, greenspace and homes;
(2) The National Park Service has already said “no” to the idea of having the SCMAGLEV over or along with the BW Parkway; however, the proposed system is an elevated rail, so this may still be an option
for a route; and
(3) The only reason we were informed about the open house is because our MD state delegate happened to hear about the proposal, and when she did, the lobbyists were ducking her. We find it curious
and disturbing that the supporters would not try to engage her given that all of the routes traverse her district in one or another way. There is no need to condemn large tracks of greenspace and homes to
develop SCMAGLEV.

24 20-Apr-17 Website
Horrified at prospect of losing WABA bike trail and the wonderful natural environment it has. Best route would be over BW parkway which is already too congested to remain viable option for future cars.
We can't just keep building more highways! Love the idea of Maglev, just not at the expense of ruining the quality of life of the Bowie area whose people will get little benefit at great cost.

25 20-Apr-17 Website

I don't think this project would benefit my community of Bowie at all. It would decrease property value, ruin the environment and is it really necessary? I take the MARC train every day from Bowie to DC
and it is a reliable mode of transportation. Is a study being done on how many passengers would really ride it? And how much would it cost to ride? Is this project included in the proposed changes they are
planning to make to Union Station in Washington, DC? I think you will be hard pressed to find any citizens that support this train.

26 21-Apr-17 Website
My husband and I are adamantly against this line running through Bowie. We have lived in our home since 1980 and plan to stay here into very old age. The disruption to the community would be
unthinkable.
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27 23-Apr-17 Website
Hi, as a Bowie resident, I would like to comment that I am excited about the project, but would strongly prefer the track be built along existing Amtrak or BW parkway lines instead of along local bike trails to
preserve recreational areas and bird habitats. Thank you.

28 25-Apr-17 Website I am severely opposed to this train running through residential Bowie!

29 28-Apr-17 Website

Hello, What are the proposed routes? Is the preferred route right through the middle of Bowie MD? Why is there so little media information about this project in our community?
Why aren't the current rail lines a viable option rather than destroying long established communities in Bowie, Piney Orchard and others. How will residents be compensated for their homes?
When is the next meeting about this project? Why isn't it being publicized in the Washington Post so citizens have notice and can attend the meetings?
Will this run right through the middle of the National Arboretum? In addition, will this run through the middle of the Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens? Will it also take out the Bowie Golf Course?
Please contact me ASAP as I would like to speak directly with the project manager. 301-335-4491

30 30-Apr-17 Website

I feel strongly that a route that follows the baltimore Washington Pkwy is the best choice for this planned advance in mass transit. It will be less intrusive in residential areas, require less damage to
residential areas, less noise, and will be considerate of some of the more rural type parts of communities that have cattle and crops that can be impacted by construction and high speed transit. It will also
be safer refraining from coming into contact of areas where children frequent.

31 1-May-17 Website

The high speed train must NOT be built along the WB&A trail. It is dedicated to recreation and the habitat of rare birds and other animals. There are horse farms and homes along the path that would not be
able to continue as they do now. The WB&A was formerly an electric line. It was never what the sc train would be. Wifi and internet might not work. Pacemakers might be affected. Power lines run along the
trail. I heard through the grapevine that the BW Parkway routes are out of consideration. If so, then the only options should be along the Amtrak corridor. Ideally no sc train would be built. We need
Maryland state to take care of the roads we already have and to promote Amtrak as a reasonable way to get around. Sincerely, Bonnie Roberts

32 3-May-17 Website

My family purchased a home 12 years ago in a new development next to the WB&A Trail. In part, this area near Old Town Bowie was attractive because the trail provides a unique opportunity to exercise
and take the family out. The trail is very busy all year round. The trail serves a very important role in providing the little bit of green space left in the county. In particular, the entrance to my neighborhood
goes across the WB&A trail and it is unclear to me how the neighborhood will be accessed if the train is built on the WB&A trail. Even if the train is underground, most certainly the neighborhood will be
adversely impacted. We already are faced with increased risk by dangerous chemicals being transported by freight. It seems inconceivable that we would now have to endure both freight trains and the
MAGLEV in the same community

33 4-May-17 Website

I would not let kento see the maglev go through or enter the city of bowie. Your route disrupts our lives by destroying nature, history, our walking and bike paths. I am not objecting to jobs or the train but I
do not want it to effect what the good people of Bowie enjoy.you must also be aware of and when you build you MUST enter into a Community Benefit Agteement that gives back to the City of Bowie if you
are in or near our city.

34 4-May-17 Website Do not build this project through established neighborhoods in Bowie. I cannot understand how this makes any sense. Stop Maglev!

35 4-May-17 Website I do not want this going through Bowie. This doesn't serve our needs.

36 4-May-17 Website I would like to be put on the mailing list for town meetings, etc., associated with the MegLev Project

37 7-May-17 Website

I am writing in opposition of the proposed train routes that would uproot residents and permanently change the physical landscape of the city of Bowie. Residents love Bowie because of that very sense of
community and small town feel. Bringing a train through the city would affect everyone who lives here by destroying homes, uprooting families, increasing traffic, pollution and noise levels and changing the
community in a negative way. We, the residents and tax payers deserve better. We deserve the same consideration that would be given to residents of Montgomery, Anne Arundel, Fairfax, and Loudon
Counties would be given.

38 9-May-17 Website I've lived in Bowie in the R section for almost 20 years. Please don't destroy my home.

39 9-May-17 Website Subscribe.

40 12-May-17 Website No train  go some where else  lets keep neighborhoods

41 15-May-17 Website

I am a resident of the Saddlebrook West community in Bowie, MD. This community as well as my home is relatively new. Most homes are less than 15 years old and are selling in the range of $500K to 600K.
Can't you build a tunnel underground so that people's homes and schools are not condemned? This is not fair to the residents of Bowie or Prince George's County since no stops are planned here. Who is
benefiting from this? Wealth businessmen who can afford the ticket prices?

42 18-May-17 Website I oppose the maglev project running from D.C. To Baltimore in the current described route.

43 19-May-17 Website

This is a terrible idea. Why would you plan on destroying so many communities, schools, and homes so that a few elite business people can travel faster. My understanding is that China's MagLev has
become a white elephant as the trains run at less than 30% capacity due to ticket prices. Why can't you tunnel this under the 95 corridor. The government already owns the right-of-way. Your maps show
that this will bisect Rockledge Elementary, Whitehall, Saddlebrook West Community, the Bowie Gold Course, medical facilities, and Piney Orchard just to name a few.
I would appreciate a response.
Best regards,

44 21-May-17 Website

After reviewing the materials for the SCMAGLEV project and looking over the Preliminary Initial Alternatives, I am very concerned about the impact to houses, communities, and businesses.
I strongly urge you to reject alternatives E (orange), G(yellow), H(green), and I(red). These routes negatively impact too many citizens, and would take away too many individuals homes and businesses.
I also feel that this project does not provide a good solution to the challenges faced by the region. Both Maryland and the federal government have other options that are a more effective use of time and
resources to benefit the public good. "No Build" should be the preferred alternative for this project.
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45 23-May-17 Website

I would like to say I am against this project as a whole and especially against the idea of running this train through areas that are currently either parkland or residential. This project will add no value to the
state of MD and become a white albatross. When we are in desperate need for real transportation solutions for the commuters and residents of MD to put in something that will take money from AMtrak or
upkeep of major highways. No one will be paying for a 15 minute train ride at the same price of a commercial flight when the drive and current commute options can do it in 30 to 45 minutes. I think you are
over estimating those people interested. Since neither NY or PA has signed on for the next leg no estimates including those legs should be considered. This is a huge waste of money. In addition the routes
considered go through quiet stable communities in PG county which would would think you would not want to negatively impact. The fact that the purple line of metro is a current failure costing millions
you would think you would not even consider moving forward. This just seems like a money grabbing scheme from the Japanese business. I object to all aspects of this project but even more when you are
disturbing neighborhoods.

46 3-Jun-17 Website Please keep me informed of upcoming meetings. I'm very concerned about some of the proposed routes and the impact construction will have on our community in Bowie, MD.

47 11-Jun-17 Website This is an interesting concept, but I have many reservations. Three of the proposed routes could barrel through our home. To whose benefit? No one in Bowie.

48 11-Jun-17 Website
I am very opposed to the train route that comes through Rockledge & the B&A trail.  We have a virtually crime free neighborhood, very quiet as it dead-ends: no through streets to other areas, neighbors
know & care for each other, black, white, Asian, & ot

49 12-Jun-17 Website I do not want this train in or near Bowie. Please stop this

50 12-Jun-17 Website
This train will do nothing to solve local transportation problems that need to be solved FIRST before building a train simply to show case Japanese technology - which is not used anywhere else in the world
right now besides the Japanese test track.   This

51 14-Jun-17 Website
I very concerned about the plans for the SuperMaglev Train and I am adamantly against the train going through established, quiet communities when improvements can be made to existing train lines. I am
resident and homeowner in the City of Bowie.

52 14-Jun-17 Website
I'm all in favor of this project.  I think that this is really an important improvement to our public transportation system.  I have 2 concerns, nevertheless.  One of them concerns impacts on wildlife.  I would
hate to think that this would result in a si

53 26-Jun-17 Website Is there any public stock offerings in the near future.

54 29-Jun-17 Website This project has no obvious benefits for the City of Bowie or Prince George's County and will only disrupt the lives of the people in the county.

55 30-Jun-17 Website
I would like to know the Radio Frequency Interference  (RFI) generated by the super-conducting magnets passing over the power coils at high speed. My HF antennas are 165 feet from the proposed route
thru Bowie, MD.  What studies have been done to measure

56 10-Jul-17 Website
There is already a rail connection between DC and Baltimore with trains running on schedule - travel time as fast as 30 minutes for the Acela - how much demand can there be that would justify the cost, for
some people to save 15 minutes on a trip ? seems very difficult to imagine how this can be justified and a poor investment of a huge magnitude

57 11-Jul-17 Website

Please do not put this train in Bowie. Your plan will impact the historic district, university and developments with expensive homes. If this train comes those with higher incomes will leave, property value
will fall and schools will get worse. This plan will ruin this city. Travel from DC to Baltimore is not a daily commute. These two city's are not similar and there is no need to be able to get from DC to Baltimore
in 15 minutes.

58 13-Jul-17 Website

I live at 8606 Race Track Road, Bowie, MD. My neighbor told me that someone was out with the plans at the WBA with the plans last week from doing the environmental study. He stated that this was the
preferred route & that my home & about 100 others would be demolished if it went through. I would just like someone to be honest & fill me in if this is the case. I am neither pro or con to this project I just
do not want to be left in the dark. thank you,

59 14-Jul-17 Website
When will representatives from MTA/DOT meet with the Bowie City Council and HONESTLY answer questions? When will I receive answers to the questions I submitted to John Trueschler months ago? Why
has "Angela" from AECOM not bothered to answer my questions? How is this project being "open" and "transparent"? When you will address our questions?

60 14-Jul-17 Website Please send me any literature that is available. Thank you. Could you also please send a copy of the May 2017 MTA Scoping Report.

61 14-Jul-17 Website Why are you proposing to force hundreds of residents from their homes for this train that NONE of us will be able to use? Why do you HATE the residents that live there?

62 15-Jul-17 Website Request potential Maglev routes in Maryland.

63 15-Jul-17 Website

I just want to say that I love this idea.
I live in Baltimore City and can see that this train would give folks in Baltimore better access to the higher paying jobs in DC. Additionally, it will make Baltimore City a very economical alternative to those
relocating to the very expensive DC area. It will boost Baltimore property values and thus, City revenue, giving this city a much-needed lift to improve city services and aesthetics.
It will revitalize Baltimore's Charm!
In my view, you can't build it fast enough!

64 19-Jul-17 Website Your print function for the boards is down. I can print the title, nothing else.
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65 21-Jul-17 Website

I am disappointed that the dc to balt maglev project is going ahead against the overwhelming disapproval of informed residents of not just counties directly affected but by neighboring counties. It is
inconceivable that people in power and elected officials would only consider a notch in their collective belts and not consider the damage to the towns affected directly. It is my observation and many
others (the people that know what's being proposed and green lighted ) to what end do the decision makers think the project is a good idea. Point blank: so rich people can get from dc to balt without
sitting in traffic. Conveniency. So in the end every neighborhood that will have part demolished and what's left next to a train corridor . I wonder how families that bought their first home,raised their
families, retired as kids bought their first homes in Bowie to be close to family can conceive their homes taken away. Sidenote: my father developed alzeimers in his 70s and against us kids wanting to put
him in a senior living complex,leisureworld,my mother refused saying this is our house and in speaking with councilors to get them to move we were schooled on their right and need to live where
memories and comfort where only in their house. Get a pro to senior-proof their house. All this to say she's 95, father passed, and she lives in the only place on earth she can call truly home. We have the
same in Bowie and other affected areas. I can't imagine my mother having her home taken away and told it's progress. The train goes really fast and the upper class can go to balt in 15 minutes. I hope you
see how ludicrous the project looks like to people. It's not cracking a few shells to make an omlet. It's destroying people's lives and memories for a very fast train.

66 21-Jul-17 Website Please do not destroy the community we love and everything we have worked so hard for, rehabbing this house. It is our dream. Please. This is a terrible idea and I truly hope it does not work.

67 23-Jul-17 Website You need to re-open the scoping process as nobody was notified. You can't just ram this through in secret.

68 23-Jul-17 Website
This is a terrible idea. Distroying peoples lives, homes and businesses for a few elite travelers. This train is a white elephant -- it will not solve traffic issues and will be a huge money loser. So the taxpayers
will be left on the hook. We already have trains from Union Station to BWI ... switch to Oscella Trains that go 230 mph and you can use existing infrastructure.

69 23-Jul-17 Website
I am very confused by the maps that have been presented and think that is is absolutely disgraceful that this project will remove so many people from their homes. How can you think that a project like this
will be beneficial for the area? I am disgusted.

70 24-Jul-17 Website STOP THIS TRAIN! My home is on the yellow line, my children are on the yellow line! STOP THIS TRAIN!

71 24-Jul-17 Website

Hello -- I am a resident of one of the communities that would be affected by the proposed alternative routes G and I presently being considered (physical address 1309 Chapelview Drive, Odenton). We have
a wonderful neighborhood, an excellent local elementary school where my children are well situated, and I very much oppose the idea of constructing a new railway route through this place we call home.
There are existing railway passages to the west of our community, and many of the other routes would seem to have a lesser impact on all the communities between DC and Baltimore. Thank you for your
consideration.

72 25-Jul-17 Website
My home and my community are in the path of the MAGLEV project, and I have not received any information from MTA regarding the project. I nor my neighbors have been given the opportunity to
comment on the project or participate in the National Environmental Policy Act compliance process. I am formally requesting that MTA reopen the scoping period for this project.

73 25-Jul-17 Website

I am a candidate for Delegate District 21. I also live in Odenton where the proposed SCMAGLEV Project will take place. A lot of people are calling and writing me concerning this project. I remember
attending a meeting at the Odenton Middle School. There was a promise that this project will continuously update all the stakeholders. I believe things are moving so fast but you are not updating us.
Understand that the people that are going to be affected environmentally speaking or lose their homes will not be sitting idle while you do whatever you want. Start now to communicate otherwise you will
have a lot of difficulties in the end.

74 27-Jul-17 Website
Please consider the full impact of what this project will have on the residents. The homes that will be destroyed, the memories that sill be lost and new memories that will never be made. That is something
that cannpt be replaced. There is more to lose than to gain from this project.
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75 28-Jul-17 Website

We are in complete agreement with the sentiments of the letter you have received from our citizen coalition in Bowie and we're using their letter as it could not be said any better. You claim to have made adequate attempts at informing
the public and engaging them for comment but the fact is you have failed.
As there has been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens along all of the potential alternative
alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of environmental
studies and impact analyses. In addition, the FRA and MTA have failed to publicize citizens’ rights to participate under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. We request that we be included as consulting parties under
Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
Despite the fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy greenspace, parks, and historic sites within our community, we nor anyone in our community have been notified in any manner of the proposed
project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have taken place. We have spoken to residents in communities along the existing Amtrak line and along the WB&A trail. We have spoken to stakeholders such as the Washington Area
Bicycle Association. No one we have spoken with has been provided any notice of the project or the public meetings. Rather than hearing from MTA, we learned about the MAGLEV project from a neighbor who learned about it from a
friend. Citizen word of mouth has been the only outreach on this project.
Other agencies including the Maryland State Highway Administration routinely send thousands of post cards to all affected citizens prior to scoping and alternatives meetings. MTA has failed to adequately notify citizens in this manner.  In
addition, the copy of the post card shown on the MAGLEV website makes no mention of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act nor notify citizens that they will be able to comment on historic resource issues as part of the
scoping process.  According to the May 2017 scoping report (issued 6 months after the meetings and AFTER alternatives meetings were held), a cumulative total of 117 people attended the 5 scoping meetings that were held. Only 7
people attended the one meeting held in Prince George’s County. This poor attendance for a project that will affect literally thousands of residents is proof that outreach for these meetings was utterly insufficient. Had we or our
neighbors been notified about the meetings and that our community was in the cross hairs of this project, we would have been present and very vocal. Instead, the meetings were held without adequate notice during the holiday season
resulting in MTA failing to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.
The sparse attendance at Prince George’s County public meeting is further evidence that low-income and minority populations located along the rail lines affected have been particularly excluded from the NEPA/EIS process.
Prince George’s County has a whole has been largely ignored in the MAGLEV NEPA/EIS process. The May 2017 scoping report, pages 20 and 21, lists the agencies that were invited to participate in the project and invited to the agency
scoping meeting. Not a single Prince George’s County agency is included (though the Howard County Planning Department was included, but the project does not affect Howard County). In addition, there is no mention of the Prince
George’s County Council, local city councils or departments, or other stakeholder groups that must be given an adequate voice in the project.
Flyer locations listed in the May 2017 scoping report do not include any locations in Bowie or Glen Dale, Crofton, Severn, Odenton, or other affected communities
No notices were placed in newspapers serving much of the project area including the Washington Post, the Bowie Blade, the Capital Gazette, or the Sentinel
Post cards were not distributed to communities directly affected by the proposed action including, but not limited to, Old Bowie, Rockledge, Northridge, Saddlebrook, Saddlebrook West, Two Rivers, Piney Orchard, Jason’s Landing,
Andorick Acres, or Pioneer City. Close to 200 people attended the Bowie City Council meeting on July 10th to hear from MTA (a meeting MTA failed to show up to). The public outcry demonstrated at this meeting is further evidence that
the public’s concerns have not been heard by MTA. The overriding sentiment at this meeting was that citizens vehemently oppose the MAGLEV project and that the citizens of our communities have not received notices about this
project from MTA nor been provided the opportunity to comment on the scope of the alternatives and the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared.
Public involvement is the cornerstone of the National Environmental Policy Act, and MTA has completely failed to provide notice of this project and the opportunities to comment on the scope of the project. Specifically:
40 CFR §1500.2, Policy (d) states that agencies must: “Encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.”
40 CFR §1501.7,Scoping states that “There shall be an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.”
40 CFR §1506.6, Public involvement states that “Agencies shall: (a) Make diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA procedures. (b) Provide public notice of NEPA-related hearings, public meetings, and
the availability of environmental documents so as to inform those persons and agencies who may be interested or affected.
The Council on Environmental Quality 40 Most Asked Questions (Q13) states “The regulations state that the scoping process is to be preceded by a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS. But that is only the minimum requirement…”
and scoping must have “appropriate public notice and enough information available on the proposal so that the public and relevant agencies can participate effectively.”
In closing, for your failure to properly notify the public that will be the most affected by this action, resulting in loss of homes, greenspace, and parks; and the destruction of our quality of life, we formally request the FRA and MTA reopen
the public scoping process to allow for public comment as afforded under the National Environmental Policy Act, so that FRA and MTA are able to make informed decisions regarding the MAGLEV project. In addition, we request that we
be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
We await your response to these requests

76 29-Jul-17 Website

Based on information presented at the Bowie City Council meeting, recently, it is apparent that this project is a partnership with a losing/unsucessful company in Japan that is looking for a bailout to prolong
its operations. It is losing money in Japan. The Japanese co. is facing several litigation's from Japanese citizens. Two similar trains in Europe have either been shut down or are being phased out. Only
affluent people/corporations will be able to use it due to exorbitant fares. It will do little for Maryland. Property values along the routes are already being negatively effected along and in proximity to
proposed routes due to the specter of eminent domain. Pending residential sales have already been canceled because of the specter of eminent domain. By the time eminent domain occurs, property
values will have been substantially reduced resulting in substantial loss to families and businesses. State and local politicians should be aware that they will lose thousands of votes in upcoming and future
elections if they allow any part of this development process to proceed, including the environmental study. Funds for such study should be put to better use and not squandered on a flawed (see above
stated failures) project that on the face is doomed for cancellation.

77 29-Jul-17 Website I hope this project goes through. Odenton, Piney Orchard and Chapel gate are behind the times. There is a need for transportation in this area, and Chapel gate needs to be cleaned up.

78 29-Jul-17 Website
Homeowner in the Rockledge section of bowie,and just became aware of the proposed routes of this project. I cannot see how losing our beloved home and neighborhood would be anything but a life
destroying event.
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79 31-Jul-17 Website

As there has been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens along all of the potential alternative
alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of environmental
studies and impact analyses.
In addition, the FRA and MTA have failed to publicize citizens’ rights to participate under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. We request that we be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of all
Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
Despite the fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy green space, parks, and historic sites within our community, we nor anyone in our community have been notified in any manner of the proposed
project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have taken place. We have spoken to residents in communities along the existing Amtrak line and along the WB&A trail. We have spoken to stakeholders such as the Washington Area
Bicycle Association. We have spoken to small business owners, some of whom are of minority ethnicity, along the proposed lines and they had no idea about the impact of the Maglev project on their businesses. No one we have spoken
with has been provided any notice of the project or the public meetings. Rather than hearing from MTA, we learned about the MAGLEV project from a neighbor who learned about it from a friend. Citizen word of mouth has been the
only outreach on this project.Other agencies including the Maryland State Highway Administration routinely send thousands of postcards to all affected citizens prior to scoping and alternatives meetings. MTA has failed to adequately
notify citizens in this manner. In addition, the copy of the postcard shown on the MAGLEV website makes no mention of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act nor notify citizens that they will be able to comment on
historic resource issues as part of the scoping process. According to the May 2017 scoping report (issued 6 months after the meetings and AFTER alternatives meetings were held), a cumulative total of 117 people attended the 5 scoping
meetings that were held. Only 7 people attended the one meeting held in Prince George’s County. This poor attendance for a project that will affect literally thousands of residents is proof that outreach for these meetings was utterly
insufficient. Had we, or our neighbors, been notified about the meetings and that our community was in the cross hairs of this project, we would have been present and very vocal. Instead, the meetings were held without adequate
notice during the holiday season resulting in MTA failing to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.
The sparse attendance at Prince George’s County public meeting is further evidence that low-income and minority populations located along the rail lines affected have been particularly excluded from the NEPA/EIS process.
Prince George’s County has a whole has been largely ignored in the MAGLEV NEPA/EIS process. The May 2017 scoping report, pages 20 and 21, lists the agencies that were invited to participate in the project and invited to the agency
scoping meeting. Not a single Prince George’s County agency is included (though the Howard County Planning Department was included, but the project does not affect Howard County). In addition, there is no mention of the Prince
George’s County Council, local city councils or departments, or other stakeholder groups that must be given an adequate voice in the project.
Flyer locations listed in the May 2017 scoping report do not include any locations in Bowie or Glen Dale, Crofton, Severn, Odenton, or other affected communities
No notices were placed in newspapers serving much of the project area including the Washington Post, the Bowie Blade, the Capital Gazette, or the Sentinel
Postcards were not distributed to communities directly affected by the proposed action including, but not limited to, Old Bowie, Rockledge, Northridge, Saddlebrook, Saddlebrook West, Two Rivers, Piney Orchard, Jason’s Landing,
Andorick Acres, or Pioneer City. Close to 200 people attended the Bowie City Council meeting on July 10th to hear from MTA (a meeting MTA failed to show up to). The public outcry demonstrated at this meeting is further evidence that
the public’s concerns have not been heard by MTA. The overriding sentiment at this meeting was that citizens vehemently oppose the MAGLEV project and that the citizens of our communities have not received notices about this
project from MTA nor been provided the opportunity to comment on the scope of the alternatives and the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared.
Public involvement is the cornerstone of the National Environmental Policy Act, and MTA has completely failed to provide notice of this project and the opportunities to comment on the scope of the project. Specifically:
40 CFR §1500.2, Policy (d) states that agencies must: “Encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.”
40 CFR §1501.7,Scoping states that “There shall be an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.”
40 CFR §1506.6, Public involvement states that “Agencies shall: (a) Make diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA procedures. (b) Provide public notice of NEPA-related hearings, public meetings, and
the availability of environmental documents so as to inform those persons and agencies who may be interested or affected.
The Council on Environmental Quality 40 Most Asked Questions (Q13) states “The regulations state that the scoping process is to be preceded by a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS. But that is only the minimum requirement…”
and scoping must have “appropriate public notice and enough information available on the proposal so that the public and relevant agencies can participate effectively.”
In closing, for your failure to properly notify the public that will be the most affected by this action, resulting in loss of homes, greenspace, and parks; and the destruction of our quality of life, we formally request the FRA and MTA reopen
the public scoping process to allow for public comment as afforded under the National Environmental Policy Act, so that FRA and MTA are able to make informed decisions regarding the MAGLEV project. In addition, we request that we
be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
We await your response to these requests.  Regards, John and Kathleen McGinnis,  12105 Raritan Lane, Bowie, MD 20715

80 2-Aug-17 Website Just want to be kept up to date on project developments.

81 3-Aug-17 Website

Despite the fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy greenspace, parks, and historic sites within our community, no one in our community has been notified in any
manner of the proposed project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have taken place.
In light of your failure to properly notify the public that will be the most affected by this action — resulting in the gross destruction of our quality of life — we formally request the FRA and MTA reopen the
public scoping process to allow for public comment as afforded under the National Environmental Policy Act, so that FRA and MTA are able to make informed decisions regarding the MAGLEV project. In
addition, we request that we be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.

82 4-Aug-17 Website Comment: I am against this proposed transit line. Please keep me informed on how I can stop this.

83 7-Aug-17 Website please put me on US mail mailing list for information and meetings

84 7-Aug-17 Website
I'm sure you know that there was a poor job on your part in notifying the residents of the communities that will be impacted. Most of us knew nothing of this until the the past few weeks. This will destroy
alot of communities in the path, including mine .

85 8-Aug-17 Website please open the scoping process

86 10-Aug-17 Website
How can you possibly justify running route directly through the middle of a family community such as Piney Orchard? One of your proposed routes passes directly over my house which will likely kill its
value and make it impossible to sell. How will I be compensated for this? I'm outraged.
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87 14-Aug-17 Website

You tell me when the metting are going to be held but not where!
I want this train to back out of my Town and I will do everything in my power base, which keeps growing, to see that this happens.
Anne

88 15-Aug-17 Website

Good Afternoon,
I am a resident and Councilwoman of the Historic City of Glenarden, Maryland. I moved to Glenarden 58 years ago. I love Glenarden dearly! I am very upset about the MAGLEV Project. It is my opinion that
this project is not necessary!!! It will be the project of devastation and of loss to many. The lack of concern of thousands of people loosing their homes, decrease in home value, demolishing towns,
increased taxes , exposure to magnetic fields and health problems (cancer, heart/pacemakers ferromagnetic implants, implants of electronic devices), the level of radiation, noise pollution and the overall
concern for people. There is no regards to tearing down historic towns, buildings and landmarks. We, the United States do not need this type of transportation. NOT AT ALL. Who can afford to ride it and
who can afford to maintain it. I am understanding a loan will be made with Japan. So, will Japan eventually begin to own states here in America because of stupid investments.
The thought of this monster tearing through Prince George's County and other counties in Maryland is devastating. Not to mention these counties and cities are not even benefiting from the project.
Forcing, tearing, taking over, violating, hurting, selfishness.....sounds like a form of RAPE to me. Yes, I know you can see that I am angry.
In addition to what I have said, what frustrates me most is that I don't know what I have been or better yet, where your group have been in relation to me receiving this information when it first came about
and/or your group getting the word out. I really want this project to not only be stopped but to cease to exist, however for now I am asking that the scoping process be reopened because:
- I did not receive information on the scoping meetings.
- I have not been given the opportunity to comment on the scope of the EIS.
- I am formally requesting that the scoping period for the SCMAGLEV EIS be reopened.
Angela D. Ferguson
Councilwoman of Glenarden, Maryland

89 21-Aug-17 Website NO MESSAGE PROVIDED

90 21-Aug-17 Website NO MESSAGE PROVIDED

91 23-Aug-17 Website

I respectfully request that Washington-Baltimore MagLev Train Project be terminated before it needlessly ruins the lives of many Maryland citizens. I am speaking on behalf of many in my community would
feel that this MagLev Train Project is an appalling waste of valuable tax dollars, similar to the much-ridiculed streetcar project in NE Washington. To spend this amount of money, as well as uproot entire
families and communities, when AMTRAK is in desperate need for capital improvements is unbelievable. People will lose homes and property and, with today’s escalating real estate market, will not be able
to fairly replace their homes even with compensation from eminent domain. This will displace and possibly cause homelessness for many families.
It is easy to approve something that is going to affect “other” people. How would you feel if this came through your and your family’s neighborhood? We urge you to prevent this wasteful and destructive
project from moving forward.
Thank you for taking our heartfelt concerns into consideration. We'd gratefully appreciate all of the help from EACH of you.

92 26-Aug-17 Website
I recently found out that this project was in existence. I live in the areas affected and never once heard a word that my neighborhood would be compromised. I am, as well as others in my area, are highly
against such a project.

93 27-Aug-17 Website NO MESSAGE PROVIDED

94 29-Aug-17 Website

I live in Bowie. My neighborhood is between the yellow and green alignments. Either of these alignments impacts my property values and the environment within. The State has failed to provide my
neighborhood any notification yet the scoping plan is now closed. This is unacceptable. I nor my neighborhood will benefit in any way by the SCMAGLEV system. Period. Does the Governor have any
responsibility to notify residents directly in the path of alignments about plans that will affect them so adversely? Why was our entire neighborhood of 90 + houses not included in any Scoping feedback?
We have been kept in the dark, while the planning continues on. Even as late as August 2017, we have not received any Government notification. Word of mouth is not notification. This has all the
appearances of a smoke screen project. I will meet with the board of Directors of our HOA in September. I will hand out names of Representatives in Government, including MTA reps. I will make sure to
emphasize the Governor's inaction on the part of our concerns. The time has past for any expectation that our concerns are on the Governor's mind.

95 30-Aug-17 Website NO MESSAGE PROVIDED

96 30-Aug-17 Website We need information concerning communities that allegedly will be acquired via eminent domain.

97 30-Aug-17 Website If this Maglev project is approved, will homeowners that live along the proposed route be bought out of their home and property?

98 30-Aug-17 Website I was wondering what the probability of my house being impacted by this mag lev train actually is? I live at 654 Donaldson Avenue Severn MD 21144.

99 30-Aug-17 Website

Regarding the maglev project, I am not sing the benefit to the local communities, and, as a Bowie resident, am concerned about the impact on the character of the city.
I would prefer to see investment in a Moe frequent MARC service between DC and the surrounding area.
Thank you

100 2-Sep-17 Website I hope your project is successful. When is this supposed to happen?

101 2-Sep-17 Website
The website states that there is an "Alternatives Meeting" that is upcoming in Fall 2017. It is now approaching Fall 2017. Can you please update this information with specific dates and locations for these
"Alternatives Meetings"?
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102 4-Sep-17 Website

Hello,
I just received information about the SC Maglev train that may be built in my neighborhood (I live in HighBridge Estates).The reason my family and I moved here three years ago is because we love the
community feel of Bowie. It reminds me of my hometown (Lynchburg, VA) and Bowie has such a rich history. If you build this train, not only are you taking away homes from people who work hard and raise
their families, but you are ending a community that keeps Bowie alive. Please if you have any compassion, please do not let SC Maglev come to our neighborhood or Bowie.
Thank you,
Rahnesha Mitchell
Bowie, MD

103 5-Sep-17 Website

I live in the Rockledge neighborhood of Bowie, MD. My house would be one taken if this project actually happens. I have just one question, why do we need this train when we already have amtrak which
gets me to NY in 3 hours or the high speed direct train that will get me to NY in 1 1/2 hrs. I used to commute from DC to NY every week for 4 years and can't figure out why I would need to be in NY in 20
mins. So please give me a reason for this train because I really don't see the advantage. The only thing I see is this is a new toy for some politician. I see no benefits for anyone in the effected areas between
Balt and DC. Not to mention from what I know PA, NJ, or NY aren't on board so now I ask why does someone need to get to Balt in 15 mins. from DC. This train DOES NOT benefit anyone in Bowie since we
would have to drive to DC to get the train, NEWS FLASH I can drive to Balt just as fast. So again why do I need this train?

104 6-Sep-17 Website

I am a resident of Bowie, Md. I am totally against this "train" to nowhere. It doesn't stop anywhere in Prince George's County. The vast amount of environmental and socio economic destruction alone
should stop this project in its tracks - no pun intended. NO ONE at any of the meetings - 3 of which I have personally attended, has ever presented anything to address the financial cost of the entire 40 mile
project or the ability of this high speed train to support itself. It will not. Your NEPA process should come to the immediate result of NO BUILD, and stop this ridiculous misuse of public funds.
Thank you.

105 8-Sep-17 Website
I was at Thursdays meeting at Charles Flowers High School. We live at 6913 Emerson St Hyattsville Md and like Bowie,Glenarden, Hyattsville does not want a MagLev train taking any property in our
neighborhood. So I vote NO to a train. Please understand we worked 40 plus years to make a home and have something to leave our children. Thanks

106 10-Sep-17 Website

What have you done in concerns to outreach about citizens/home owners that will be impacted by the development of this high speed rail that targets the rich and the wealthy living outside of these major
city hubs, but not the residents that it directly affects. How about those, like myself, that maybe displaced because of it. We moved into our first home in Odenton, MD last year in April 2016 and I have not
heard anything about this. What benefits does this have for any of the people between DC and Baltimore other than lost homes, a monstrosity in someones backyard, noise? and by the sound of it Maglev
isn't so successful so all this could be for nothing, and be left to waste. Would love to hear from you.

107 12-Sep-17 Website
My home and my community are in the path of the MAGLEV project, and I have not received any information from MTA regarding the project. Neither I nor my neighbors have been given the opportunity
to comment on the project or participate in the NEPA compliance process. I am formally requesting that MTA reopen the scoping period for this project.

108 13-Sep-17 Website

Our Washington Metro system is in need of extensive repair and upgrading. This will require millions of dollars and there is no dedicated funding for the system. Before any money is spend on this fantasy
rail project I recommend any funding be spent on the Metro which serves many more people every day . Lets fix what we have before we embark on new projects. This is consistent with current
government policy which projects billions in spending for infrastructure upgrading.
My second comment relates to possible route alignments. If the project does move forward the most practical route is the center strip on the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. No land need be purchased
and no homes are disrupted. A similar alignment route is now used in the Metro silver line out to Dulles airport. Thank you for your consideration.

109 14-Sep-17 Website

The proposed train system operating between Washington DC and Baltimore MD will utilize a high-speed superconducting magnetic levitation (SCMAGLEV) vehicle.
The trip between Washington, DC and Baltimore, MD (with an intermediate stop at BWI Airport) has been proposed as taking a time of only 10 minutes.
In this 40 mile trip, how does the train mitigate against breaking passenger's necks during starting and stopping time periods?
Please provide applicable performance and design specifications.

110 14-Sep-17 Website

I HAVE BEEN TALKING TO PEOPLE ABOUT THIS SNEAK PROJECT. I WAS SURPRISED AS TO HOW MANY PEOPLE WERE NOT AWARE THAT THEIR HOMES MIGHT BE TAKEN AWAY. I AM BUYING AND HAVE BEEN
HERE FOR 24 YEARS. I AM 75 AND THAT MEANS I MIGHT HAVE TO UPROOT AND FIND A PLACE TO LIVE. I HAVE PUT MY ENTIRE 24 YEARS INTO KEEPING MY PROPERTY UP. I AM SINGLE AND RETIRED BUT
BACK AT WORK TO MAKE SURE I CAN LIVE A DECENT LIFE AND NOW I AM BEING PUT THRU THESE CHANGES. I AM ALSO A TEN YR. BREAST CANCER SURVIVOR. I DONT NEED THIS STRESS. I HAVE NO FAMILY
IN THE AREA. I HAVE BEEN A NERVOUS WRECK SINCE HEARING ABOUT THIS POSSIBLE MOVE I MIGHT HAVE TO MAKE WHILE MINDS ARE BEING MADE UP ABOUT WHO THEY PUT OUT ON THE STREET. I
UNDERSTAND WE HAVE TO WAIT UNTIL MAY 2018 BEFORE WE ARE TOLD. HOW MUCH TIME IS THAT GOING TO GIVE US TO FIND A PLACE TO LIVE. I AM JUST SICK.

111 15-Sep-17 Website

This week is the first I've heard of this actually being considered and in the works. How are you even contemplating taking as many as 4000 homes or more for this. Why, since I am apparently one of those
homes, have I not personally been reached out to? This is my home since 1986. it's paid for and I intend to be able to retire here. You don't get to just dream up something as crazy as this and decide to
"make it happen"...

112 16-Sep-17 Website
I have just learned of this proposed project and want to know why residents that could possible be effected by this have never been notified. I live on Rita Drive in Odenton and it appears my home is in the
path of a couple of the options. This could possibly also effect my sons home on King Malcolm in Odenton and my daughters house on Monterey, also in Odenton.

113 18-Sep-17 Website Stop the train!!!

114 19-Sep-17 Website

I want to have this train follow existing railroad lines so that it will not impact my home and the
homes of my neighbors in Prince George's County.
If that is not possible, I will do all in my power to encourage my neighbors to oppose this train.

115 20-Sep-17 Website
What is the ultimate goal of the project since the Olympics will not be coming here, a faster commute to D.C.? I guess that is more important than the displaced families who will lose their homes, the
children that will have to relocate schools and the neighborhoods that will vanish. That is what is expected from the MTA, the same agency that has jeopardized neighborhoods with the light rail.
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116 20-Sep-17 Website
What is the time for the MAGLEV Open House in Gambrills?
Thanks!

117 21-Sep-17 Website

I think it is absolutely appalling that the neighborhoods that lie directly in the paths of the alternative routes have not received widespread notice of the possibility that their homes might be at risk for the
construction of this train. I have lived in Odenton Heights for nearly my entire life and bought a house there less than a year ago and now I'm finding out that I might lose it to a train that is only a small
piece of a project that has not even been initiated beyond MD & DC.
I am absolutely OPPOSED to this project.

118 21-Sep-17 Website
Please tell me what the format of the October 2017 open houses will be. I would like to know what to expect from the meetings. Will there be formal presentations and a question and answer session? Or, is
this another set of poster presentations like the April open houses?

119 21-Sep-17 Website glenarden donot need a high speed coming threw our town.the town is a black town we worked hard for our houses i am 66 years old where do i go!

120 22-Sep-17 Website

My name is Regina Carroll and my family and I live at 7933 Dellwood Avenue, Glenarden Maryland. I am writing in regard to the MAGLEV project that will affect 1,465 homes in Glenarden according to a flyer
that was distributed at a recent meeting. I have been a resident since 1966 and WE DO NOT WANT TO LOSE OUR HOMES. I have been to a meeting at Charles Herbert Flowers on Sept. 7 which was
orchestrated by Senator Benson and Glenarden Municipal Center on Sept. 20 which was orchestrated by the Glenarden Council members. We DO NOT WANT THIS TRAIN TO GO THROUGH OUR TOWN. This
study has been going on for a long time and the citizens of Glenarden are just hearing about it. We are highly offended with the way the information has not been made public to the citizens. Glenarden is a
black historic community in Prince George's County and we do not want it demolished for a MAGLEV train. This will not be an asset to our community. We are highly against it.

121 22-Sep-17 Website hummmm Why are there no scheduled meetings in the BWI region????

122 22-Sep-17 Website

1.What funding is the Japanese Government or JR Central providing? There have been conflicting reports over time.
2. The Governor announced a plan to acquire rights to build on the Baltimore/Washington Parkway. Yet a route alignment is not indicated in the BWRR proposal for the Parkway. If there is room for a four-
lane addition on the Parkway why is this not a suitable route for a project such as the SCMagLev? Geographically the train requires straight runs and subtle curves. This highway has been historically a green
Parkway. If that is going to change, it may serve the FRA better for this train than to add a toll road. Relieving traffic congestion is a stated purpose for building the Washington/Baltimore SCMagLev.

123 23-Sep-17 Website

What is the target date for the exact route?
What eminent domain acquisitions are planned and what is that target date?
Regards, Terry

124 25-Sep-17 Website

It is our understanding that POCA (Piney Orchard Community Association) has submitted their opposition to this project and that they have represented themselves on behalf of the 4,000 + residents of the
Piney Orchard Community. PLEASE be advised that POCA has never contacted any of the HOAs within their umbrella and that no feedback has been sought. As the V.P. of the HOA (The COURTS)
representing 198 homes let me state for the record that we do not join them in there position and that we have not taken a position on this matter as of this date. They have misrepresented their authority
to speak for us.
Ron Grossman, HOA, The COURTS - VP

125 25-Sep-17 Website

Please help me understand how both parties (homeowners and Maglev) gain. As a homeowner in Glenarden Maryland, I do not gain from a speed train going through my neighborhood. This is where I live
and I will not be relocated due to a few people thinking that it benefits them wanting to travel to New York in an hour.
I believe I speak for most if not all the residence in my community when I say I will not allow this structure to be built in or near the town of Glenarden. There is no gain in it for me only stress, heartache,
and confusion. All of which I want nothing to do with at this point in time.
I believe in God and I have prayed to the Most High God That this project be re-routed from my community. For the eyes of the Lord are over the righteous and his ears are open unto their prayers. 1 Peter
3:12  God says, My people will live in peaceful dwelling places, in secure homes, in undisturbed places of rest. Isaiah 32:18

126 26-Sep-17 Website

As a citizen of City of Glenarden and a home owner I'm against the Maglev Train from being considered to running thru Prince George's County especially thru or near the City of Glenarden. This train will
not stop anywhere in Prince George's County. If the two routes that impact the City of Glenarden are chosen then we would lose homes, businesses, churches, library, parks, recreation center and the newly
built Veteran Memorial Park.
The City of Glenarden is a Historical Africa American city with a rich history. This decision who destroy the city.

127 28-Sep-17 Website

I am wondering this project make any sense, in term of price. Currently, it only take 30 mins to commute from Baltimore to DC using Amtrak. Does any commuter take Amtrak at all due to price. Commuter
paid around $280 from Baltimore to DC a monthly. How much are you going to charge $500/month? Who will pay this price to ride?
All the construction and impact on housing prices near the proposed route, especially, E,H and G,I.
Politician really has to think twice; does it worth the price and cost of commuting? Tax payers eventually bail out the project?

128 28-Sep-17 Website

We have never been formally notified aboit this project, although our house lies directly in the path pf one of the proposed routes! How dare you make decisions about proposed routes that include my
home without ever having notified me! I only found out my home was in the path of a route by accident while speaking to someone informally. You should have covered our neighborhoods withh leaflets
and posters, and sent notifications by mail! Building this track would devastate whole communities and neighborhoods, destroying homes and lives of thousands of people. Bowie itself is a special place,
with interconnected neighborhoods, and spanning generations of friendships. Health concerns and environmental concerns are also of paramount concern to those who are left. Citizens bearing the
negative impacts of this proposed project have the right to be properly e informed about the proposal, and included in preliminary planning, which you completely ignored.

129 29-Sep-17 Website
I am 100% AGAINST the MAGLEV train proposal. The scoping process should be reopened since no one in my community was informed before the scoping process ended. The train is slated to destroy much
of Odenton. It doesn't make financial sense to our citizens. A dedicated rail for the next generation of Acela makes a lot more sense for everyone.
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130 29-Sep-17 Website I would like to understand better what routes are being discussed and how I can see what neighborhoods will be affected

131 29-Sep-17 Website

Hello, once again I'd like to express my opposition of this train coming through Prince Georges County and particulary Glenarden, MD and my concern around the lack of communication and transparency.
This project is adversely impacted and takes advantage of African Americans, seniors and many low income residents of Prince Georges County. How can you in good conscience rip through our county,
tearing it apart and offer no benefit to the residents. This project and the handling of it has been unethical and morally wrong considering the inaccurate, misleading and false information that is being
communicated.
At the the upcoming October 14th meeting, I am requesting that accommodations be provided to support our seniors. Specifically, shuttles or golf carts to transport them to the Student Center. As you
know, many of the Glenarden residents that came to the meeting Charles Flowers High School were seniors that were using walkers and canes. They will need help getting to the building. I look forward to
your support to our seniors who want to come out and express their thoughts on how this project will impact them.
Thank you

132 30-Sep-17 Website

Dear Sir.
I am writing in regards the construction of the MagLev Train. I am NOT in favor of this project coming to fruition due to the fact that it will not only destroy the City of Glenarden, but its surroundings as well.
This train project is in no way beneficial ecologically OR economically to the City of Glenarden and its residents who have been here for more than 30, 40, 50, or 60+ years. The fact that residents within the
City of Glenarden were not notified of this project is an insult at its best. Instead of trying to demolish a historically black community, why not use your project to help fix up the Metro system and/or
Amtrak, which by the way runs their railroad system via the northeast corridor. It will behoove MTA to carefully think of what they are determined to do to a black community just to make a dollar. Thank
You.

133 30-Sep-17 Website

SCMAGLEV project team - As a African-American citizen of Glenarden, MD, I do not support the SCMAGLEV train and the proposed routes. The SCMAGLEV train would service Washington, DC, BWI airport,
and Baltimore, MD without any stops in between. Virginia, Washington, DC, and Maryland have been recently identified as the worse areas for traffic congestion; however, the purpose of the SCMAGLEV
project would not help alleviate any existing or future traffic congestion in these areas. The SCMAGLEV travelers would pay "the same cost as an airline ticket" for daily travel, which is not the daily travel
audience for Virginia, Washington, DC, and Maryland roads to get to/from work. Additionally, two of the proposed SCMAGLEV project routes would directly impact me because I live next to the "existing
rights-of-way" Governor Hogan stated he would use for this project. I suggest the project team take a scenic drive along the existing rights-of-way to see how this project would really destroy the natural and
scenic environment as well as communities and homes. MDOT and MTA should use the EIS funds to help improve existing mass transportation for the larger population of travelers who walk, ride buses,
ride Metro, ride Amtrak, and ride the MARC train. I support the NEC Future project that supports the real daily travelers and not high income millionaires and billionaires. I do not believe the maglev
technology is proven technology, just like the Japanese Takata airbags with all of the airbag accidents, car airbag replacement recalls, and the Japanese Takata company filing bankruptcy; leaving someone
else holding the "bag". Maryland is being offered a technological unicorn that tax paying Marylanders could potentially have to pay the bill. Stop the SCMAGLEV train from coming to Maryland.

134 3-Oct-17 Website

Because I cant get to the meetings, I am submitting my comments and concerns.
I have been living in this house for 24 years, I am 75 and retired on a fixed income. I retired from IRS IN 1974. I live alone and I have no family in the area. I have been fixing my home up for years to make it
comfortable for me. Now tell me MDOT where am I suppose to go, if you come and take my home. I am a 10 yr. breast cancer survivor and all of my doctors are in this area. Why are you doing this to us. It
is such a ruthless thing to do. From what I have read you picked the most low-income and mixed areas to run your train. I don't care how much money you give me for my home (which will probably be
lower then what it is worth), I don't want to go into another 30 yr. mortgage. You have not thought about the lives that will be affected. All you can see is money that you might or might not make on your
project. What is being done is thoughtless and mean. I have worked so hard to keep a roof over my head with the little retirement and S.S, I get and now you want to take it away from the homeowners in
this area. That train will only be available to the rich. I want to see if I get any materials from your meetings. So far I have been getting nothing BUT lies and unreturned calls and emails from people in our
District.

135 4-Oct-17 Website
Is the technology planning for nationwide implementation to make train travel more efficient (similar to Europe, for ex.) and between city to city (DC to Atlanta)? Current train travel in the US is very slow
and antiquated. If the rail industry wants to compete with the airline industry, this must improve with new technology as the US lags far behind Europe . Thanks.

136 5-Oct-17 Website

I am writing in opposition to the Maglev high-speed train that is proposed to run from Washington to Baltimore and run directly through my neighborhood. This project would significantly disrupt our
neighborhood and/or cause my family to lose our home.
Thank you for your consideration of my concern.

137 5-Oct-17 Website 1

138 7-Oct-17 Website How come I and everyone I know, never heard about the 2016 Scoping meeting?

139 7-Oct-17 Website
I am opposed to having the Maglev train routed through Glenarden and many of the other surrounding communities being considered. The proposed routes will impact about 17 municipalities that have
been in existence for more than 50 years.

140 8-Oct-17 Website Why is a route directly along 295 not being evaluated? You already have the right away and infrastructure and it does destroy communities.

141 9-Oct-17 Website Our home in Coldwater Reserve Crossing is directly in the path of the yellow route alternative for the MagLev. If that route is chosen for this project, what happens to our home?

142 9-Oct-17 Website what is and why should there be a SCMAGLEV Project. Does it affect parts of PG COUNTY or the citizens who live in the city of Glenarden.

143 10-Oct-17 Website This is the first I'm hearing of this and I am afraid it will negatively affect our community
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144 10-Oct-17 Website
This project is ridiculous, and it must be stopped. Why would anyone think it’s a good idea to destroy our already developed communities?? The only benefit is to the builders. Those of us who live here
don’t reap any reward. We’re punished with disruption to our lives.

145 11-Oct-17 Website need more information

146 11-Oct-17 Website
Since the financial viability of this train is directly linked and dependent upon the development of the rest of the corridor how can you procede in direct violation of the EIS/NEPA guidelines for linked
projects?

147 11-Oct-17 Website
I do NOT support SCMAGLEV. This project will devastate homes, the environment, our tranquility. The cost to build and run the program will hurt our state and property tax revenues as well as driving down
the values of our homes (if they survive being destroyed/replaced by the train route).

148 11-Oct-17 Website I oppose the bwmaglev project.

149 11-Oct-17 Website What is the exact schedule for Mondays meeting? I only ask because I can not be there at 5pm. Maybe 6:40 - 7pm.

150 12-Oct-17 Website I would like more info on the path of the maglev as it unfolds.

151 13-Oct-17 Website

I would like to understand what it means by the "NEPA Scoping Process is closed" - and if this is in fact the case? Where in the NEPA process is this project in terms of the opportunity for citizens to submit
written comments and objects AND for those comments to be considered in the project review / approval process? Please respond back to me asap as I intend to draft and submit comments. I would like a
full NEPA process timeline to be sent as well. Thank you, Laura Riggs

152 13-Oct-17 Website
I think the Maglev is a great idea for the Bowie area, but I do want to make sure that the existing WB&A bike trail that runs in the spot where the train will go can be moved to run parallel to the train. Lots of
people in our area use the WB&A. I know Virginia is good about keeping their bike trails when they add new freeways/metro. So I think Maryland can do the same for this project.

153 13-Oct-17 Website

I'd like to request a list of each and every address, both residential and commercial in the 21113 zip code that would be slated for destruction by the construction of the SC Maglev project. Also, separately, I
would like to request a list of all other addresses, roadways etc that are known to be affected by the construction in the 21113 zip code. Please provide this list and related information in an excel format
and send via email. This request is submitted on 10/13/17.

154 13-Oct-17 Website Please don’t build this. It will split my community in half, and is made irrelevant by Musk’s planned transportation system for the eastern coast.

155 13-Oct-17 Website None of the links on your web site work, except that to "Contact Us" and "FAQs"

156 13-Oct-17 Website

My wife attended our HOA meeting last night and was told that our community of West Brooke in Severn, MD would be impacted by the new train system. This caused my first of many sleepless night if this
is true. I hope this project stops right where it is because I really would hate to move at this point. When a project like this comes along and home owners are forced to sale, it never works out for us
financially. Amtrac ticket prices are already to expensive and now you want to bring another high cost means of transportation to the area that people can't afford to use. I plan on attending the next
meeting in my area so I can get a better understanding of this project.

157 13-Oct-17 Website
It is very concerning, that these alternative routes would (if built) have such an adverse impact on such a vast number of single family detached residential homes. Is this mode of transportation worth, the
displacement of so many family homes?

158 13-Oct-17 Website

This whole project is disgraceful. There has been little concern shown in advance to the people impacted. I am on the blue line and it seems your intent is to plow right through my house and others and cut
up Bladensburg. Have you given any thought to where people are going to move after you give us "fair market value" for our homes and businesses? Many of us will not be able to afford to sustain
ourselves in other locations because we have been here for a long time. Prices to rent or own have gone up markedly. We do not need this train and it will not help our transportation needs. I thought our
governor was already taking care of that with the multiple road widenings and the Purple Line. This is only a pretty, shiny Jetsons' plaything for our government to tout and to serve the more affluent in the
community. What kind of deals are you cutting with Mr. Trump and other big companies so you can profit off the backs of the regular people?

159 13-Oct-17 Website
Stop this train on any of the routes. It is unnecessary with all of the other road widenings and the Purple Line. We do not want to and cannot afford to move/live elsewhere. The blue route where I live cuts
through a populous area and historic areas as well. The whole affair smells of avarice and greed.

160 13-Oct-17 Website The MAGLEV train will not service the area that it is destroying. We already have several alternative rail systems in place.

161 13-Oct-17 Website Is there some reason the train station in Laurel is not going to be utilized in the proposed rail line? DC to BWI then Baltimore? Need stop midway.

162 14-Oct-17 Website

This project is of no benefit to anyone and is fiscally irresponsible. Despite decades of research and development, maglev transport systems are in operation in just few countries. None of these have made a
profit, and the construction and maintenance cost have been prohibited. In Japan, JR Central states the costs to build their passenger system has ballooned to around ¥9tn including the cost of the trains.
Yes, that is 9 trillion yen, or more than 80 billion USD. This will also tear apart communities, and cause thousands of residents to lose their homes. The three routes proposed in October 2017 go directly
through 2,000 or more homes and businesses in Prince George's and Anne Arundel County. Please stop this project!

163 14-Oct-17 Website
I and most people in my community and surrounding communities would have no need for this high cost transportation. It would only be for the more financially able needing a daily/weekly trip. I
especially have many concerns to the eminent domain issues for this to become a reality.

164 14-Oct-17 Website

Do not put a train through Bladensburg.This will impact many people. Have you ever thought what would happen if the train malfunctioned?Have you taken into consideration how this would affect the
people living here. Im positive your fully aware of what happened to the bullet train in California. Many things went wrong and now the price for it has doubled and the legislators that were for the bullet
train are now against it. I am 13 years old and once I was informed this was happening I was infuriated because the people organizing this seem not to care.I live at 5507 Doris Court Bladensburg Maryland
which is a hop and a skip away from Elizabeth Seton.How do you think the parents of the kids who attend Seton will feel about a train going over 200 mph that runs right above the school. If you build this
train human lives may be endangered.
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165 14-Oct-17 Website

Hello,
You guys are awful when it comes to outreach. I have placed my name on the mailing list several times and I still get no emails. Absolutely nothing. So, what is the point of putting my name on the mailing
list. So send me something soon so I know there is someone alive at the other end actually taking note of my existence as a member of the mailing list. Or if you aren't going to use it, then take it off and
forget it and don't make a show of being responsive by having this capability to mail out when you don't do anything with it. It is indeed dishonest to say the least. Am I being too harsh? No, not at all. Send
me something and all will be well in Never Never Land. Use the email system, and do some outreach.

166 17-Oct-17 Website

My wife and I have lived in Delmont Station for over 27 years at 7901 Tressel Ct. Since one of the proposed lines for the SCMaglev train would run through our property, we are strongly oppposed to its
construction for the following reasons.
1) Cost - $10 billion - waste of tax payer's money.
2) SCMaglev technology has not been proven commercially viable anywhere in the world.
3) There would be a loss of property, property value, tax revenue, and habitat.
4) Its non-existent benefit to the average Maryland.
5) The fact that people in my community who work in Washington already are able to catch a train in Odenton and be in Washington in 35 minutes or less.
6) There was also a lack of proper notification about by the Maryland Transit Administration during the scoping phase of the project. Because of this, I request the scoping process of the feasibility study
(completed by MTA between November 2016 and January 2017) be re-opened due to insufficient public engagement.
For these reasons and more, this train should be stopped in its tracks before it starts.

167 17-Oct-17 Website I was told at last night’s open house meeting that the project video was on this website, but I do not seem to be able to find it here.

168 17-Oct-17 Website

This project will only benefit the few individuals who work in DC and live in the Baltimore area because it is so much cheaper. Those of us who stand to lose our homes will see absolutely no benefit; only
financial devistation and heartbreak over being forced from the homes which we worked so hard for. What about the elderly or infirm who will be pushed out? What about those who bought their homes
"at the top of the market" a few years ago and will now face financial ruin when they are paid less than what they still owe on their mortgage when they are kicked out? Many of those who may not actually
have their home taken from them will see their property values plummet dud to their proximity to this unwanted/unneeded "train". The existing modes of transport MARC,AMTRAK, and Acella are quite
adequate and more affordable than this white elephant known as MAGLEV will ever be. It is outrageous and IMMORAL to force this on the citizens of MD who will have no use or need for it. Those who do
not want it will be hurt the most and those in favor of it will suffer no consequences whatever. No one has the moral authority to expel people form their homes which they worked hard for to benefit a few
others who want to save money by taking up residence so far away from their place of employment. If the MAGLEV can be built with ruining anyone's life or community, and without taxpayer funds go for it.
Unfortunately it does not look like that is going to happen.

169 18-Oct-17 Website

While I see the congestion of the traffic between the growing, I don't see the need of a train of this magnitude needed. Especially at the cost of all the homes and families it will be displacing to build it. The
budget alone to buy out these homes to where the families can possibly afford to go into another house to suit them is high enough by itself. the cost to ride on such a train is far out of so many peoples
reach that I don't think it will be worth all the damage it will cost to build it. we definitely will not make the money back on it. The same trains sit over in Europe abandoned and not used in years for this
reason. No one could afford to use them. This area is a working class area and we all live pay check to pay check. Most of the time we don't know where we are getting the money for vacation next summer.
Most families have a parent or parents working multiple jobs just to get by. I don't think this is a reasonable option for us as travelers.

170 18-Oct-17 Website I do not like the E1 option , which would put a tunnel right under my house! How do you propose to build this tunnel without destroying the houses in the neighborhood first?

171 18-Oct-17 Website
I am not at all in support of this project. There are many more ways we can improve our current transportation without spending the money this project will cost. This is not going to make Amazon choose
MD for it’s headquarters. Spend the money fixing our current metro system.

172 19-Oct-17 Website How will the trains going 300+ mph through tunnels affect animals (wild and domestic) since they are so much more sensitive to vibrations than humans are?

173 19-Oct-17 Website How far apart will ventilation shafts be? What will they look like?

174 19-Oct-17 Website How deep will the tunnels be and what is the point of reference be (top of tunnel diameter, center or bottom)? In other words, how much ground will be between the top of the tunnels to the surface?

175 19-Oct-17 Website
In case of emergencies, how can you evacuate people anywhere from 1.5 to 2 miles from emergency access and then up 100 feet from the tunnels? What kind of training will local emergency personnel
receive for disasters?

176 19-Oct-17 Website When will the final route be decided?

177 19-Oct-17 Website How will this alleviate traffic? Inter city to intercity traffic doesn't alleviate the suburban traffic congestion.

178 19-Oct-17 Website
What is your plan for the train as it cuts through residential neighborhoods? I've heard no discussion about alleviating vibration, noise, ventilation, and other impacts to our quality of life. Have these been
thought through?

179 19-Oct-17 Website

I would like additional details regarding tunneling, emergency access to tunnels, eminent domain for land you will bore through (or are you digging a trench and then back-filling).
What water tables are being affected and how will you address vibrations in the soil around tunnels (changes to soil densities)? How will you deal with utilities and well water?
Thank you.

180 19-Oct-17 Website
I am a Prince George's County resident and would like to have more details about the tunneling process. How do you decide where to place tunnels and what are the risks or possible side effects for homes on top of
the tunnels.

181 19-Oct-17 Website The train is not needed in Maryland anywhere . The train will not be good for our environment , looking for to your response ,

January 2018 Page C-56



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

No. Date Forum Comment

182 19-Oct-17 Website

Good Evening, I live in the community of Linthicum. I would like to know how this is going to disrupt my neighborhood. I read a document that this will affect 500 homes in our community. This is not
acceptable. How will this affect the Colonial Pipeline that is in our neighborhood? Why hasn't there been a public forum for our community? For the record, I am opposed to this project. Any information is
greatly appreciated. Michelle Mills

183 19-Oct-17 Website
This project wastes MD dollars and will not actually address traffic congestion. The No Build Option is the best way to go. Use MD tax dollars for more efficient projects that are already in our long range
transportation plan.

184 20-Oct-17 Website
What is the potential impact to the soil and to water tables from underground train line vibrations potentially destabilizing below ground propane tanks such as the ones in all of the backyards in my
neighborhood?

185 20-Oct-17 Website

A document I have from TNEM states that "...magnetic fields and potential impacts will be evaluated in the EIS and by the FRA's Office of Safety." When will this evaluation be done? Will it include a
thorough scientific study of the effects of the generated electromagnetic fields on people living in close proximity to the tracks? EM radiation is especially dangerous because it is undetectable to human
senses, yet very real. What measures will be taken to prove that the radiation from these trains does not cause harm?
I challenge the basic premise that high speed travel is necessary. The same TNEM document- which seems little more than propaganda- states "We believe there is a pent-up demand for safe, reliable high-
speed travel for all manner of trip purposes, including commuters." Well whoever "we" is, a statement like that is merely an unsubstantiated opinion. I believe our state would be improved not by high
speed travel. The SCMAGLEV project is flawed at its core. If the TNEM claims are accurate, then there will be "spin-off industries." That means more people, more travel, and more congestion on the
highways. Building extra lanes on a highway does not alleviate traffic issues. You just get more people in the congestion until it gets to the point where, as my father would say, "No one goes there anymore
because it's always too crowded." Let's slow this growth and NOT let all of Mayland be swallowed by Baltimore and DC.
DO NOT BUILD.

186 20-Oct-17 Website

I was shocked to see the report on morning news (10/20/2017) that Governor Hogan had approved for Elon Musk to bore a ten (10) mile tunnel in preparation for the MAGLEV. I attended a MAGLEV
meeting at Arundel High School on Monday, October 16, 2017, and was told by officials no decision has been made and the environmental study, which is required, will not be completed until next year.
WHAT IS GOING ON??? I can’t believe anyone and my home is in the path of one of the remaining routes being considered. This train will not benefit my community only destroy it to the benefit of a few.
The affluent communities with political clout have been excluded from the path of the train and the remaining communities left in the path are small communities without established home owners’
associations. Who is looking out for our best interest? Who is telling the truth?
My husband and I are nearing retirement and planned to live peacefully in our home until our government gave permission for a multimillion dollar corporation to destroy our peace of mind, reduce our
property values and undermine our security.
STOP THE MAGLEV and save our peace of mind!!

187 20-Oct-17 Website How do I get copies of the proposed routes for the SCMaglev as changes occur and what is the best way to stay informed of how it will impact my home?

188 20-Oct-17 Website Given that the Governor has issued a permit for a Hyperloop project in Maryland, it would seem that your project is redundant. Are you abandoning your plan for Maryland?

189 20-Oct-17 Website I am OPPOSED to the SCMAGLEV project. Too many details are missing from your proposals and citizens questions are not being answered. It is not worth tearing up established communities for this.

190 21-Oct-17 Website

I am writing to express strong support for the proposed high-speed, magnetically suspended train project from Baltimore to Washington, D.C. with a stop at BWI Airport. Furthermore I would like to call your
attention to a technological approach to the project developed by a Maryland resident.
At this link you will find a description of U.S. Patent #7617779: "Linear Brushless D.C. Motor with Stationary Armature and Field and with Integratable Magnetic Suspension" (the patent summary is also
attached here). You will note that the system proposed is totally non-contacting, providing emission-free and nearly silent propulsion to minimize impact on surrounding right of way. Note also that the
inventor resides in Maryland and has made a patent assignment in the U.S. The assignee has made a working small-scale version of this system as proof of concept.
You will find that the system described therein employs the latest technology to achieve the fastest and most comfortable passenger ride at speeds comparable to aircraft, but avoids the need for extensive
and costly terminal and landing facilities. The routing should be accomplished without intersecting roadways.
Crucially, the concept, design and preliminary development of this technology have all been done in the United States.
Respectfully submitted,
[PATENT SENT IN SEPARATE PDF]

191 21-Oct-17 Website I live in the Woodlawn area in PG County. I m not for the bwmaglev.

192 21-Oct-17 Website There is already the Marc and Amtrak Train that goes to DC and NY. There is not a need for a third train to do what the other 2 trains are doing now.

193 22-Oct-17 Website This type of development will add more noise to the community. And it will lower property value in PG and AA Counties. We are committed to stopping this train!

194 22-Oct-17 Website

As a private citizen who owns a home within one of the proposed paths of MAGLEV, I very much oppose the train. My understanding is that this train would only serve higher income riders going between
Baltimore and DC and not relieve traffic in any significant want. Furthermore, I understand that all profits would benefit a private company whereas costs would fall onto the Maryland citizens for annual
maintenance.
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195 24-Oct-17 Website

Hello-
I would like to add my voice to the many that are opposed to bringing this train into the area. I appreciate the efforts that have been undertaken to educate us about the potential benefits and impacts of
this plan coming to fruition. As a result I continue to resist the notion that the proposed train and the 3 alternate routes for its location is a good idea.
The true environmental impact is not clearly stated, including the impact of vibration from tunneling and the effects on ground water tables. The ability for our area to handle the construction traffic and
safety needs during construction and operation is not clearly defined. Nor is the impact of an electro magnet field ever discussed.
Further, aside from the privately funded cost of the train the associated costs of construction and eventual operation of the train are not clear or the impact of those costs on our community.
We have a public transportation system in place from Baltimore to DC and although the proposed system will be faster, the actual benefits in NO WAY justify either the monetary or environmental impacts
on our community or the disruption in quality of life of our residents.
I STRONGLY oppose the Maglev coming to our area and will continue to fight it in any manner possible.
Thank you for taking my comments in consideration and know that one person that takes the time to comment represents a far greater number that actually feel the exact same way.
Cordially,
Kathy Hayes

196 24-Oct-17 Website NO MESSAGE PROVIDED

197 24-Oct-17 Website Not a fan of my property value going down or worse being forced out of it.

198 24-Oct-17 Website
I have intentionally avoided working and even traveling to Washinton, DC because of traffic congestion and metro transit issues. I would seriously consider working in and traveling to DC unrelated to work if
there were a reliable alternative to driving or metro

199 24-Oct-17 Website Please update your Public Meeting Materials with the posters that have been presented at the last several open houses that are not currently on the website. There are at least 7 missing posters.

200 24-Oct-17 Website

I would like to know why all of your communications have only been in English. We need to have ALL INFORMATION in English and in Spanish. A large part of the community being affected is the Spanish
community. I have been trying to explain to some of my neighbors exactly what is going on and they were not aware of the scam being put upon us. Stop trying to hide it from certain people. We need
everything in both languages. You put it in Spanish and I will make copies and send them out to Riverdale neighbors. If you don't do this then I will make sure it goes public. Enough is enough.

201 24-Oct-17 Website
Please provide Spanish translations for all of the posters you have on the october-2017-open-house-boards page along with any other material that you produce including the 7 missing board from this
page.

202 25-Oct-17 Website

Good afternoon
My name is Kimberly Sneed and I've been a home owner in South Laurel for over 20 years. Montpelier Hills is the development where my lovely town home is located. It's a diverse community of tax paying
voting residents who are deeply troubled by your proposal to possibly build a high speed light rail displacing over 200 residents for a project that won't benefit Laurel or any of the other proposed routes at
all.
What are you going to tell the first time homeowner who just bought their first home on Blue Moon Court last year after scrimping and saving to live the American Dream?
What are you going to tell the the homeowner who is rebounding from the mortgage crisis and currently owes more on their home than the home is worth?
What are you going to tell the empty nester who raised their kids, sent them to college and now hoped to retire and remain in Maryland?
Hopefully this train won't be built anywhere BUT if you MUST build it, it should be built where there is NO residential homes. Have you thought of what happens in a terrorist-incident or accident? An entire
community could be impacted.
In closing I hope you will reconsider your plan and leave the residents of South Laurel alone. We have already endured the mortgage crisis in disproportionate numbers. Even if our homes are not destroyed
the value of the property will decline due to the nature of a high speed rail so close to the homes -- not to mention potential health issues for people wearing pacemakers and/or hearing aids.
Thank you. It's not too late to reconsider.

203 25-Oct-17 Website
Where can I make a formal comment or send a letter for my feedback/comments? I did not have the chance to do it at the presentation yesterday 10/24 in Laurel High School. Your help is greatly
appreciated.
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204 26-Oct-17 Website

Superconducting Maglev was invented by Drs. James Powell and Gordon Danby in 1966. Since then the their system has been demonstrated by Japan at the Yamanashi Test Facility and Powell and Danby
have developed an improved design which is more capable than the design demonstrated by Japan. The more advanced SCMaglev is capable of operating in a planar mode as well as a monorail mode. As a
result it is is capable of electronically switching at high speeds making it much easier to switch off line to passenger stations and parallel guideways in freight terminals. The new magnet design also is
capable of lifting much heavier loads and is ideal for carrying freight trucks and delivery vans in roll-on, roll-off Maglev carriers, as well as passengers, at average speeds of 300 mph. We believe that this is
the ideal system for the US to build out its heavily traveled interstate/intercity corridors and will eventually be the basis for a national network. See www.magneticglide.com for the concept. We have
envisioned a system a 25,000 mile long network that could be built without public funds that could finance itself from lower cost fares and lower cost freight truck shipping from producer locations. Dr.
Powell and Danby's story and vision has been published in The Fight for Maglev and Maglev America, available on Amazon. SCMaglev has great potential as a new industry in the US and would be a job
creator. In Maglev America we describe a commuter subway Maglev system that could convert our steel wheel rail commuter systems to Maglev. Without rails and very efficient electric power
requirements this system could carry commuters at much lower fares than the rail systems currently in use because the operations and maintenance costs are much cheaper.
We recommend that the Maryland Transit Administration consider competing the Powell and Danby Maglev 2000 system with any other contenders.
You have our permission to release our request to the press and media.
James Jordan
Executive VP Maglev 2000

205 27-Oct-17 Website

Why our neighborhood? And it will cost us more to move than to stay, most of the families been here over 30 years, and or,on a fixed income, why this project can't be placed in one of the more upper class
neighborhood's. i'm not moving and we all feel the same, this Riverdale area where you all want to up root us is all we know. Please think about what and why you all are doing this, the bottom line is
money. Their is no affordable housing out here period, all the low income housing isn't fit for a dog to live in, you all want to spend a substantial amount of money,where here's a proposal, spend the money
on building more affordable housing for low to fixed income families, in decent neighborhoods.

206 29-Oct-17 Website

Do you really know how many people this is going to affect? Can't you guys get together and improve what is all ready here? Why must you do what other
countries are doing? We have a lot going for us. Let's take care of what is here. Please give this an honest thought. Think about the people.. Who can really afford to ride something like this. Thanks for
letting my voice my opinion

207 30-Oct-17 Website

As a resident of Halethorpe, MD (Baltimore Highlands neighborhood zip code 21227), where this route is scheduled to be built near, I would just like to formally issue my support for this project and have a
public comment on record in favor of the superconducting MAGLEV Project. From my understanding, a lot of the construction will be completed underground and the routes proposed look to avoid most
major residential/commercial areas. I support advancing the public transit options of this state and country and hope that this project moves forward. I take trips to both Washington D.C. and New York and
my quality of life would benefit greatly from reduced travel times. I support the development of public transit as it reduces the need for more roads and increases habitat and species protection, while
allowing me to personally reduce my own carbon footprint by taking a shared transit option that is convenient. This project will help put the U.S. on track with other advanced transit systems in other
countries and help us remain a competitive region of the world by attracting businesses and residents.

208 31-Oct-17 Website
Have lived on Longcrossd Rd. In linthicum since 1953 and Made future plans for my family Members. I have recently been Informed of plans to construct a high speed rail system in the vicinity of my
property and I am Very much concerned!

209 2-Nov-17 Website

Comment: I am completely opposed to the SCMAGLEV project proposal that a potential route would run directly through, above, under Severn, MD! How many homes would be impacted in some way, how
many schools, how many recreational areas? It is ridiculous to think that the impact on residents would be minimal regardless of where the routes are located, but in an area like Severn where there are
mostly middle class families, and many senior citizens who have resided in Severn for 30+ years, it would be difficult for those impacted to relocate to affordable housing elsewhere in AA County. The area of
Severn where the proposed route will travel is quiet, picturesque, and relatively safe. Bringing in the SCMAGLEV project will bring disruption via construction problems, traffic congestion, workers who don't
give a hoot about the people who live in the area, and more than likely a plethora of safety issues. We already live with the noise from the planes from BWI flying over our homes, and the rail trains that go
up and down the tracks along Rt. 170 - now you want to add to that with another train? I've lived in Severn a very long time and lived in homes that have stress fractures from those rail trains along Rt. 170.
The SCMAGLEV will also cause disturbances to structures along the routes, as well as wildlife, and the entire natural environment. How will the process impact our ground water? How will the process
impact the flooding we sometimes experience because over the past 30 years little has been done to improve rainwater run-off as more and more non-pervious surfaces are constructed with the building of
new homes, shopping areas, etc?
Many communities in Maryland with much greater (financial) resources and political clout than poor old Severn have already fought against SCMAGLEV and routes in those areas have been removed from
the proposal. Don't take advantage of an area that has fewer political and financial resources to further your own agenda, especially if you don't live in or near the area you're considering. Ask yourselves:
Would I want my child to attend a school where the SCMAGLEV will travel underneath? Would I want my elderly parents to live in a home where the SCMAGLEV will travel above or under? Do I want my
kids who play sports on fields at Severn-Danza exposed to any potential, long-term effects from the MAG (magnetic) in MAGLEV? Do I want my property values to plummet, and when the state/county or
whomever comes through buying up our properties for SCMAGLEV we lose the equity in homes that for decades have been lovingly cared for?
When I initially heard about this project, before I saw the proposed routes, I was sure that some common sense would prevail in designing a system of transportation that would not only serve the
community, the state and visitors to the area, but that would also respect the surrounding communities. As I study the information that is available, and listen to the (very little) news I get the idea that this
could be a something that's trying to be forced through before anyone realizes what's happening. Is it because it's being funded through sources other than government money? I understand that the
funding comes from a private organization...maybe I'm misinformed.
All I know is that this sounds a bit shady, under-handed, and covert (sort of like when the Colts left Baltimore).
Bottom Line: Don't ruin Severn, and the lives of the residents of that area. Respect, respect, respect those that have made their homes there. Put yourselves in our shoes.
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210 2-Nov-17 Website

Hi my neighbor went to a meeting held at Beacon Heights Elementary in Riverdale Maryland on Oct 26th that Senator Anthony Muse held. Hesaid that if the alternative route chosen comes thru here that
our homes would be destroyed, and that the would be looking at giving us double the market value. Can you confirm or deny that statement. I plan on going to the meeting November 9th at Parkdale High
school. I live at 6711 Furman Pkwy Riverdale MD 20737. I had not heard of this project until 2 weeks ago. So am concerned as to how this will be handled and the time line. We have lived here 38 years.

1 28-Mar-17 E-Mail Hi! Your site mentions that the open houses next week will have proposed routes for the maglev project. Can you tell me where on your site I can find maps with these routes?

2 29-Mar-17 E-Mail

Hello,
There is excellent reason to think that this proposed project will be more expensive than can be recovered by passenger fares (plus a reasonable 'public benefit' standard of taking cars off the highways.)
& there is excellent reason to think that it would be more expensive, by a large factor (multiplier) than an ordinary passenger train operating at normal or fast speeds.
(& excellent reason to think that building it would take much longer to build than any ordinary technology alternative.)
The Cato Institute, and other think tanks, can provide the argumentation against that I am leaving out.
Regards, David Olson
5445  85th Ave. #1 Lanham MD 20706
davidwmolson@aim.com
Opposed as a local taxpayer, and as a national taxpayer, since no doubt the builders are going to want Federal $$$. ($$$,$$$,$$$,$$$)

3 31-Mar-17 E-Mail

Folks,
    Have a comment on this MAGLEV train proposal.  Going to cost a lot of money and land just for 3 train stations.  Would be a lot cheaper to just add more trains to the existing MARC train line.  If you
wanted a few high speed trains then don't have them make all the stops between Baltimore & Washington and use the existing middle track.

4 5-Apr-17 E-Mail
I think there needs to be a station located in the Washington suburbs somewhere between I-95 and US 50 for it to be of any benefit to the residents of Montgomery and PG County.
 I would never go into DC to use it to get to BWI Airport, Baltimore city or perhaps future extensions further north.

5 6-Apr-17 E-Mail

To whom it may concern:
Could you please pass along a detailed map of the current routing alternatives? The maps available on your website are not interactive. I need a way to view in close detail where these routes would cut
through.  Thanks!

6 6-Apr-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr. Trueschler and Del. Valentino-Smith, Todd Turner, Eric Simms, and Lisa Tavares Bodiford,
Mr. Trueschler, it was nice meeting you at the Bowie open house yesterday. Thank you for taking the time to explain the project to me, and my neighbor, Eric Simms, who I am CC'ing. I am also CC'ing our
state delegate, Geraldine Valentino-Smith, and Todd Turner, our county councilman, to make they are aware of my primary concern, and another citizen, Lisa Tavares Bodiford, whose neighborhood is
directly on the WB&A trail.
In taking a close look at the website, starting with the first slide titled NEPA and Targeted Timeline, I am struck that the December meetings we were told happened last winter are not listed. The first public
meetings listed on the timeline slide are the April open houses, which we were told were the second round of meetings. There were never December meetings listed on the timeline, yet we were told they
occurred. If they did, I find it difficult to believe that state senators and delegates and communities were adequately informed. Those meetings were supposedly held in areas far from Bowie, so it is possible
the meetings were planned and held on short notice, without advertising them to those of us near the southern routes.
Many of us who attended yesterday only just heard about this issue. While I am composing comments to submit for your consideration, my first objection is that this process and timeline have been rushed
to the point that it would be impossible to think that all potentially affected towns and communities could have been informed and educated about the project. This is, in and of itself, a huge flaw, and
should be corrected asap. It is unreasonable to think that affected communities could, within less than  one month, have time to discuss pros and cons of proposed routes, and give adequate feedback.
Years ago I lived in Laurel, MD when Jack Kent Cooke wanted to build a football stadium at the racetrack. We had at least a year and a half of input before hearings were held. Our entire community had
time to learn about the pros and cons and weigh in. A matter of weeks is not enough time.
I strongly propose that the timeline be adjusted so that the review and comment period allowed communities be extended by several months at a minimum, before the project managers choose preferred
routes.
I appreciate the hard work that has gone into the planning process, but believe that to derive true community support for it, affected communities deserve adequate time to do their part.
I look forward to hearing from you and hope that the project managers will announce an extension of the comment time. Thank you very much.
Sincerely, Bonnie Roberts
13111 Martha's Choice Circle, Bowie, MD 20720

Comments from E-mail

January 2018 Page C-60



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

No. Date Forum Comment

7 6-Apr-17 E-Mail

Attention:  Mr. John Trueschler
Good morning, Mr. Trueschler:
I am Secretary of the Greenbelt, MD, Rotary Club, and we are very interested in the Magnetic Levitation project. Would you or someone from your organization be able to speak to our members about the
project?  We meet each Tuesday at the Greenbelt Marriott Hotel, 6400 Ivy Lane, Greenbelt, MD, over breakfast at 7:30 a.m.  Tentatively, I'd like to suggest possible dates of June 13 or June 20.
Please let us know about your availability.  Thank you, and I look forward to your reply.
Sincerely, Scott
Scott Sibley
Secretary

8 7-Apr-17 E-Mail

Operating of a high-speed superconducting magnetic levitation (SCMAGLEV) system between Washington, DC and Baltimore, MD (with an intermediate stop at BWI Airport) has been proposed as taking a
time of only 10 minutes.
In this 40 mile trip, how does the train mitigate against breaking passenger’s necks during starting and stopping time periods?
Please provide applicable performance and design specifications.
Thank you.
Respectfully,  ek

9 7-Apr-17 E-Mail

I am writing to oppose the build of the Baltimore-Washington SCMAGLEV.  My home is along one of the proposed routes (Alternative G - WBA Route).  In fact, if this alternative is selected there is a high
probability I would need to relinquish my home and property in order for the line to be built.  Please have this serve as a public record - I do not support the build of the Baltimore-Washington SCMAGLEV,
nor do I support the selection of the Alternative G route.

10 9-Apr-17 E-Mail

Dear Ms. Seckman:
We have received a letter from another "M" section resident.  The following is the response from the Mayor:
Thanks for the note and your thoughts and concerns about the proposed "MagLev" project. Rest assured you are not alone in your concerns.
Council has received some early documents regarding this proposal and we have initiated requests for a formal presentation to the city and the community in the coming months
This is, as you suggest, a plan that can significantly and adversely effect us - so we will follow it closely.
What we know at the moment is that the State of Maryland is supportive, that it proposes a public/private action with dollar cost projected at over 10 Billion with an as yet unidentified environmental
impact that will obviously generate serious concerns
I encourage you to stay engaged.  I do not as of today have a potential date for further public meetings and public hearings but they will come.  Please follow the city's web site as this progresses
Thanks again for the note and for your concerns.
Fred Robinson, Mayor
Diane M. Polangin
Councilmember, District 2
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11 9-Apr-17 E-Mail

Dear representatives and project officials,
I am writing to you as a Bowie resident who is deeply concerned about the proposed Maglev route through Bowie.
Let me say at the outset that I generally support public transit, but "public" is the key word in that phrase.  MARC and Metro are both underfunded and in need of maintenance.  They serve daily commuters
in Bowie and beyond.  As a taxpaying citizen, I would far prefer to see the MARC and Metro infrastructure improved and maintained than see a new system, one that will not even ease commuter traffic and
congestion in the region, be built.
The Maglev train will not really serve Maryland residents who are daily commuters.   The Acela already provides a faster option between Baltimore and D.C., but even Acela is cost-prohibitive for most
middle class commuters.  The Maglev will not have a stop in Bowie and will offer no benefit to Bowie residents.
The proposed route runs right through Bowie neighborhoods.   The map posted on the project website indicates a solid line through Bowie, meaning an aboveground train.  However, people affiliated with
the project have been misleading some residents by saying that the portion through Bowie will be underground.  The project website, however, does not reflect that.  Bowie residents deserve details about
how they will be affected.  A good start would be some clarity on whether the Bowie portion of the train route will be above or below ground.
Regardless of whether the train runs below or above ground, it will most certainly impact the neighborhoods in Bowie through which it runs.  Bowie homeowners are being asked to sacrifice and see harm to
their largest asset (their homes) for a project that has absolutely no benefit either to them personally or to the City of Bowie (or even the county, for that matter) in general.  In fact, the project has limited
benefit to most middle class commuters in the region.
Furthermore, while MARC and Metro are underfunded with no resolution in sight, we are looking at building a third system with less practical value that will still likely not pay for itself and there is little talk
of how the maintenance of that infrastructure will be maintained once it is built.
I am writing to voice my opposition to this project and my deep concern about its adverse impacts to my community.  I am also writing to express that little outreach has been made to the very residents
who will be most impacted if the yellow route goes forward: Bowie residents.  To date, there has been one information session in Bowie.  That session was held at 5:30 p.m. on a weekday.  Most working
(commuting) adults in Bowie can't make a 5:30 meeting.  The meeting was not heavily publicized.  And even the information provided at the meeting lacked details.  Neighbors of mine who were able to
attend left with more questions than answers.  Some were even given contradictory information.
I have a deep suspicion that we are being intentionally given vague and ambiguous information so that we are kept in the dark just long enough for the project to be approved, at which point we will have
little say over what happens to our neighborhoods.
Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,  Cristina L. Seckman
resident of the neighborhood of Meadowbrook (also known as the M Section) in Bowie, Maryland

12 11-Apr-17 E-Mail

Hello,
I believe I might live in the path of at least one of the proposed lines for the maglev project. It's hard to tell from this file I obtained from the website (attached).
Would it be possible to send me a kml or shapefile of this map?
Thanks! -marc
[Included pasted proposed alternatives map in email]

13 12-Apr-17 E-Mail
Hello, unfortunately, I could not make it to the recent April meeting. I noticed a couple of the routes use WB&A trail. Will the trail still be available for use?
Regards, Kim Lyon
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14 12-Apr-17 E-Mail

Hi, I am writing in regards to the proposed MAGLEV Project that has been proposed for the Baltimore Washington corridor.  After viewing the presentation last week (April 4, 2017 at Lindale Middle School),
I can appreciate that the proposed routes have been changed and it will now be underground, most likely in response to local protests about plunking this thing in the middle of a prosperous and well
maintained historical community – Linthicum.  However, the necessity of the ventilation buildings for an underground system like this is still an issue.  There is very little undeveloped property in the area –
someone is going to have to either surrender property under Eminent Domain, or learn to live with ungainly, unsightly buildings.
I cannot stress enough that we in Linthicum have already had to live with public projects that were unwanted, namely the walk-up light rail station in Linthicum (not the North Linthicum Station that has
parking).  The addition of this station to our neighborhood brought crime to our area that we didn’t have previously.  Thanks to our active citizenry and the Anne Arundel County Police, that has largely been
controlled.  I do not think it is in any way fair to penalize our community again with this unwanted (and from my point of view, unnecessary) infrastructure that has been proposed.  As a community, we
have worked hard through difficult economic times, as well as with the crime wave accompanying the Light Rail Station opening, to maintain our safe community and to thrive.  At last, we have rising real
estate values that are only good for those of us invested here, and who would lose everything if property values were to plummet.
Additionally, even if the funding for this wildly expensive project could be found, cost overruns seem to part of the equation, so to speak.  Along with that are the inevitable delays, all of which will have an
enormous impact on our community, with little or no upside for us.  One gentleman, David Henley of BWRR, explained to me that after the completion of the “Big Dig” in Boston, the area thrived.  I must
remind him and everyone else that there were nearly twenty years of construction mess as well as the eight- fold cost overruns to attain that.  That will kill a neighborhood such as ours, and will financially
destroy so many of us who have everything we own invested here in Linthicum.
In sum, I cannot support in any way an infrastructure project that will benefit so few – only the very wealthy or powerful government workers – at a cost to so many of us who are having to foot the bill, in
spite of reassurances otherwise.  I have heard too many of those unkept promises to not be completely skeptical.  Further, it is totally and utterly unfair to thrust this kind of project on a neighborhood that
is doing everything right in spite of difficult circumstances.
--
Kathy Strauss
kathystrauss.com

15 15-Apr-17 E-Mail

We are opposed to having MAGLEV installed, particularly along the WB&A Trail, for the following reasons:
1)The Trail is literally behind our house. It would be very disruptive to the quality of our lives if the MAGLEV was built along there. The value of houses dropped dramatically several years ago and if the
MAGLEV is installed, housing values will drop even more.  Homeowners will be unable to sell their homes without losing a significant amount of money. This is unacceptable and unfair to homeowners who
reside along the trail.
2) Having the MAGLEV near the trail will disrupt the peace of individuals and families seeking recreation and relaxation along the trail. Many people (including us) use the trail regularly and daily. The
MAGLEV barreling down at 311 mph near the trail will be extremely disruptive to the peace of the natural environment and the goal of connecting with nature as well as enjoying family or personal time on
the trail.
3) We already have the Metro, MARC and Amtrak-why do we need yet another train? It is not worth the money and the 15 minutes of time saved by speeding quickly from D.C. to Baltimore.
4) The MAGLEV uses magnetic forces, which will disrupt internet usage in the vicinity. We rely heavily on the internet to use our videophones, which is the only way we can make phone calls, including to
911 services. I use the videophone to communicate with my deaf clients and hearing individuals regarding business or personal concerns.  Disruption to internet services will be very crippling to us, as deaf
individuals residing near the Trail.
5) The MAGLEV will impact the environment, disrupting wildlife and reduce the flora and fauna in the area along the Trail.

16 21-Apr-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr. Smith,
We attended the recent informational meeting at the Bowie Community Center about the proposed Maglev train and were astonished by the lack of detailed information available on the potential impact
this line would have on Bowie neighborhoods and by the misrepresentation by Maglev of the potential benefits to the Bowie community.
We were fortunate to be able to meet and speak with many of our neighbors and fellow Bowie residents at the meeting, many of whom were hearing details of the proposed bullet train for the first time. All
were worried about the damage the train would cause to their neighborhoods. We met residents worried about declining property values as a result of a decade-long construction project outside their front
doors and of the resulting concrete elevated train line blighting their rural home. We met farm owners concerned about the impacts to their animals caused by a 300mph train whizzing by at all hours of the
day and night. We met outdoor enthusiasts concerned about damage to the Patuxent Research Refuge and about the threat of losing the solitude of the WB&A trail. In fact, we did not meet a single person
there with a vested interest in the location of the line who was happy about the possibility of its construction.
Maglev would like us to believe that Bowie will reap the benefits of a vast creator of local jobs, and that all we have to do in return is provide them with the land to build it on. The reality is that Bowie’s
community and landscape will be forever changed by a train line that does not stop here and is built and run by people from outside of our city. Please don’t allow Maglev to leave its enormous footprint on
Bowie’s future.
Sincerely, Peter and Naomi Crellin
Bowie
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17 21-Apr-17 E-Mail

My first comment is that until and unless the Washington Metro system funding problem is resolved (with a permanent budget and including the completion of the Purple line), the building of a Maglev
system is NOT warranted.
Assuming that is resolved, here are my comments on the proposed routes.  First it is worth noting that the maps that have been presented (both at the public presentations and on the web site) do NOT
have sufficient detail to seriously consider possible impacts.
Nevertheless, I am prepared to say that the alternatives which utilize the old WB&A route (alternatives G, H and I) have far too much impact on the city of Bowie and surrounding communities, not to
mention the impact on the bike/hiking paths which now follow that route.  I am therefore against alternatives G, H and I.
Following the existing Amtrak right of way (Alternative E) appears to be the most prudent approach.
The routes which utilize the Baltimore Washington parkway corridor (Alternatives F and J) would be a second choice with Alternative J which utilizes a tunnel to minimize impact as perhaps the better of
those two.
Thanks for your consideration of my thoughts.
Regards, Douglas Dearie
7309 Quantum Leap Lane, Bowie, MD

18 23-Apr-17 E-Mail

I absolutely believe that until the designated funding for the Washington Metro ( and this means a realistic amount of money for them to operated and maintain the system without having to struggle to get
more money),  and the money for THE Purple Line are in place, the building of the Maglev, should NOT proceed.
I also want to comment on the maps used on your website and at the public meetings.  They lacked detail and made it very difficult to be able to see, even in general, where the most impact would be.
So my initial recommendation would be the NO BUILD.
In general why should we support something like this going in our area, the city of Bowie and my neighborhood particularly, when our residents will get only minimal benefits.
But in particular I will say that I am absolutely against the alternatives which utilize the old WB&A route (alternatives G, H and I) and therefore impact the impact on the city of Bowie and surrounding
communities, not to mention the impact on the bike/hiking paths which now follow that route.  I am therefore against alternatives G, H and I.
Following the existing Amtrak right of way (Alternative E) makes the most sense to me.
I think the Baltimore Parkway route (Alternative J) would be a second choice because it utilizes a tunnel to minimize impact.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Christine T Dearie
7309 Quantum Leap Lane
Bowie, MD 20720
301 464-4432

19 24-Apr-17 E-Mail

Please do not destroy the beauty that is left of the Bowie area. I would prefer that you use the Baltimore Washington routs for your high-speed transit project.  Without any local stops in Bowie, I don’t
really see the point of going into Bowie.
Sometimes what we call “progress” isn’t.
Respectfully,
Anne Simonetti
12211 Round Tree Lane
Bowie, MD 20715
410-721-0936

20 26-Apr-17 E-Mail

Dear Sir or Madam,
I'm writing with a concern regarding the potential Maglev train plans. I'm sure you have heard the same from others but I am substantially concerned regarding the consideration of building the train line
along the Baltimore Washington Annapolis trail.
My home and many others are 500 feet from the trail and current tracks. These tracks run 3 trains per day. It is unacceptable to increase the train traffic in a long established residential neighborhood as it
will certainly decrease the property values substantially. It is far more logical to build along the current Amtrak and commuter tracks.
My questions are:
1.  What government agency will be involved in decision-making and have to sign off on this plan?  How can I get in contact with whomever is in charge?
2.  What are the plans to compensate home owners for the loss of property value or moving costs if they choose?
I would appreciate detailed responses. I just purchased this home 4 months ago and would be angry if my local government allowed such a disruption and financial sacrifice of its constituents.  I do not see
similar types of plans in other nearby counties.
Sincerely,
Aisha Barber
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21 26-Apr-17 E-Mail

To Whom It May Concern:
I have been researching the proposed Maglev project, including impacts on homeowners and its actual economic benefit.  Today I write to urge the corporate interests in this project (I’m well aware these
are the entities with the real power), the State of Maryland, and Prince George’s County to attempt to have some humanity about this project and to please think about the impact a through train would
have on the Bowie community.
This train will not stop in Bowie.  It will not actually bring jobs to Bowie; however, two of the proposed routes would destroy the peace, tranquility, and beauty of Old Town Bowie and its local parks and
trails.  It would cause home values to decrease as no one wants to own a house near a train capable of creating a sonic boom.  It is clear that the train should move through the existing BW Parkway, but for
some reason the option to hurt Bowie residents is still on the table.
I know it is attractive in today’s society to do the most harm and to convince oneself that hurting people is the only way to be successful; but, I assure any who receives this message that this is not the only
way to do things.  In fact, you can make immense amounts of money without harming actual human beings and their peaceful community.
I will be staying abreast of this project and doing everything in my power to ensure that Bowie is protected.  And I will use my rights as a citizen to ensure that any elected officials, whether state or local,
who work with any corporate interests to destroy Bowie will be held responsible by losing their elected positions.
Be responsible and, for once in your life, actually take into consideration the majority Black residents who are homeowners and doing what they need to do to good citizens - Keep the Maglev train out of
the Bowie!
-  Cherise Neville, Esq.

22 27-Apr-17 E-Mail
I do not support the high speed train---lets keep out neighborhoods.
Danny Lange, 2907 Blueberry Lane, Bowie, MD  20715

23 27-Apr-17 E-Mail
Hi, I'm writing to express my opposition to the Maglev project.
Thank you, Scott Vining

24 2-May-17 E-Mail

Respectfully, sir, I, and about 50 other persons at this meeting, were vehemently opposed to the above-mentioned Project.  I was surprised to learn that after this project is completed, it would have NO
VALUE to the community of Bowie.  It appears that this high-speed train would be "zooming" through Bowie.  So, it is not another option for cheap travel to avoid the many automobiles ALREADY plaguing
the Bowie highways.
Sincerely, Micky Noble
12600 Craft Lane, Bowie, MD 20715

25 2-May-17 E-Mail

To whom it may concern:
I am writing to express my concerns AGAINST the Maglev Train route through Bowie, MD.  Last week I learned that the preferred route for this new project is the yellow route which will go right through my
neighborhood and possibly my house.
Like many others in our neighborhood, we have worked so hard to pay for our home - our only home of 26 years. It will be paid off in one year and never in my wildest dreams did I think something like this
would happen to our 50 year old, established, quite, safe neighborhood complete with schools, churches, a golf course, and shopping.  Rockledge is an eclectic mix of young families to retirees all with the
same desire of affordable housing that is convenient to work.
I implore you to select another route and I ask that you acknowledge receipt of the email.  Thank you.
Gail Sinkovic
Raritan Lane, Bowie, MD  20715

26 6-May-17 E-Mail

Please leave Bowie out of your project plans! Residents are overwhelmingly against it.
Cynthia Cummings
3910 York Lane
Bowie, MD 20715

27 6-May-17 E-Mail

Possibly through my neighborhood of Kimberwick ....between Old Race Track and Bowie State....
I am very dismayed about the possibilities as we are upgrading our home at this time...
Where do we come for meetings on this subject?
Sharon Youngdahl
14817 Kimberwick Drive
Bowie

28 8-May-17 E-Mail

Hello,   I am checking on any update to the May meetings regarding alternative routes?   Can you please let us know when the next round of meetings is expected to be scheduled?
Thanks so much.
Sincerely,
Peggy Callahan
Legislative Director
Delegate Geraldine Valentino-Smith, District 23A
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29 8-May-17 E-Mail

Hello! I am reaching out because I know your mission is to meet the transportations needs of the growing markets you’re trying to connect and bringing the Northesast Maglev to reality.  As you likely know,
WTOP is a trusted and respected source for traffic, news, weather, & information in the DC Metro Market and a large portion of  WTOP’s audience, both on-air and online, would be prime consumers of the
TNEM.  (Must be why every time we carry a story about TNEM, the viewership numbers online are super high!)
I was hoping to set up a meeting with you.  I specialize in working with county governments & transportation organizations to educate and create awareness of their services and programs.  I noticed you
were recently holding ‘town hall’ public meetings- WTOP & WTOP.com were recently the only medium used for the Montgomery County Dept. of Transportation in promoting their town halls (as they try to
bring Bus Rapid Transit to reality), and the turnout for their multiple events were well attended beyond expectations as a result.
Typically, what we find works best, is to have an introductory meeting to find out the current goals of your organization and then share our capabilities that are relevant to those initiatives, both short and
long term.  I’m also happy to share with you all the great things we are doing with other similar organizations to help them to achieve their success.
Would you be open to meeting with me at some point over the next two weeks for about 30 minutes either in person or by phone?  Please let me know when you might be available to speak with me.
Thanks so much, Diane

30 9-May-17 E-Mail

To whom it may concern,
My name is Garin Sinkovic, I am a sophomore in high school, 16 years old, and a graduate of Youth Leadership Bowie. The reason I am writing this email is to voice my opinions AGAINST the Maglev Train
Project which has a preferred route through my hometown, Bowie. I have lived in Bowie, Md my entire life and it has been the best place to live. It's safe, quiet, modern, and a wonderful place to grow up. I
don’t want to see this train run right through my neighborhood, Rockledge, which would completely change Bowie in a negative way.
Bowie will not be the same if there is a big train running through it. It will no longer be safe and quiet with the train. There are already many cost effective ways of transportation such as cars, buses, and
other trains. In the world we live in today, where there are very few rich people, the hard working class will not be able to afford what this train will cost. If you must waste your money on this train, please
find another route that won't take away people's houses and property that they have worked so hard to pay for.  Please reconsider your thoughts and I would appreciate to hear back from the email as soon
as possible.
Sincerely, Garin Sinkovic

31 11-May-17 E-Mail

I am very concerned about the possibility of the MagLev high speed train coming through Prince George’s County, especially the yellow route through Bowie. Has anyone walked, driven by or inspected
these routes?  The yellow route runs right through my development which is relatively new, numerous neighborhoods, at least on elementary school, a golf course, soccer fields, and a medical facility in
Glenn Dale, just to name a few.  This project team needs to do a much better job at reaching out to residents and informing them of this threat to their homes, property values, and amenities like the
beautiful Washington, Baltimore & Annapolis Trail.  The vast majority of my neighbors have not heard about this threat. I will be knocking on doors and passing out flyers to help make people aware of what
is in jeopardy.
MagLev offers no benefit to our city or County. It also appears that the intent is to run this through areas that are primarily minority and/or low income. This is unacceptable.  I urge you to consider running
this train underground to minimize the impact on residents or utilize the existing Amtrak route or the BW Parkway. Doesn’t the government already own the rights-of-ways for these options? That should be
less expensive than acquiring the rights to tear down new homes, while displacing thousands upon thousands so the wealthy people who can afford tickets can travel faster.  Who is the ultimate decision
maker? Please provide me with that person’s name as soon as possible so I can reach out to them.
I would appreciate a reply with answers to my questions.
Letitia Carolina-Powell lcarolinapowell@msn.com
8107 River Gate Ln
Bowie, MD 20715

32 12-May-17 E-Mail

Hello John -
I understand from my elected representatives that I should be able to
get a higher resolution of the map posted on your public web site from
the project staff and was given your name as a contact.
Could you please forward a high res image, or give me the contact
information of who can provide this to me?  Thank you.
Sincerely,
Laurie Thompson
lauriejo@verizon.net
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33 14-May-17 E-Mail

I have attended a couple of meetings regarding this project; read the materials available on your website; and spoken to representatives from MTA, BWRR, FRA, and MDOT. I have to say, I am still baffled by
the purpose of this project. Everyone agrees that MAGLEV between DC and Baltimore will be for the “elite” business traveler and will do nothing to help the average commuter. The expense of the line will
be cost prohibitive for commuters. The impact on traffic will be negligible as very few individuals will actually use this train. Given that and the incredible opposition from the community, again I ask: “What
is the point?”
I am told that this is a first leg of a line connecting DC and NY and Boston. There is no evidence to support that this leg of the line will do anything for anyone in the DC/Baltimore corridor. If you are
interested in promoting this type of travel for the “elite” traveler, number one- run it through their homes and communities and leave the “average” commuter out of it and, number two- try starting the
line in Baltimore and go north to NY first.
In looking at the proposed routes between DC and Baltimore, there is no route that meets the criteria that does not impact communities negatively….and with no benefit. This is supposed to be a
democracy...shouldn't the needs of the many supersede the needs of the few (and wealthy)?
To date, I have heard no single individual other than those involved in building this ridiculous project support it. Again, I ask: “what is the point?”
I look forward to hearing a reasoned response to this email. Linthicum managed to defeat this once, please be prepared to be defeated again. You can not destroy homes and communities so that a few
wealthy individuals can get places faster. That is not the American way.
Shame on all of you.
Aviva Nebesky
8306 Laurel Bowie Road
Bowie, MD 20715
www.horsepenhill.com

34 20-May-17 E-Mail

My home backs the WB&A trail and I am in STRONG opposition to the idea of your taking away a bike/walking trail that I use weekly and replacing it with a high speed train!  Given that you have two other
options to route the train next to the Amtrak train or down the middle of the BW parkway....I'm outraged that you would even consider taking the WB&A trail from my community and routing a train
through a quiet residential neighborhood?  NO!  I have already contacted all of my local, state and federal politicians and will continue to fight your WB&A route!
Chad shumate

35 22-May-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr Trueschler,
I live in Bowie and met you at the meeting held there about the proposed demonstration sc Maglev. I am writing to find out from you if what I have heard is true that the chosen routes are along the WB&A
trail, rather than the BW Parkway or the Amtrak line.
Sincerely,
Bonnie Roberts

26-May-17
Dear Angela Jones,
Earlier this week I contacted John to find out the most recent info regarding proposed routes for the sc maglev. He directed my question to you. I had hoped to hear back already. I checked the website, but
cannot find anything new (not sure that I would be able to locate it, though, on the site).
I understand that everyone is busy these days, but if there is new info on the routes that are remaining as options, I really need to know since I am an impacted citizen. I attended the meeting in April, and
we were told that by May, routes would be eliminated. Surely it is time to share that information. Relying on hearsay is not helpful to or anyone.
Sincerely,
Bonnie Roberts
Bowie, MD

36 24-May-17 E-Mail

Hi - I am looking fir detailed information on the project. I'd like to know how the costs of the different alternatives were estimated, if you have any information in the # and/or locations of the properties
that will be impacted by the different route options, and the current schedule of the project.
Thank you,
Khristi

37 26-May-17 E-Mail

Does this process include public comment? Where can this be done? There seems to have been no follow up to the Open House comments. Will someone actually be walking/driving the proposed routes?
Is this something that the public can also do? The current maps are insufficient to give the detail necessary to see the line of travel and then to go 500 feet on either side to see the full impact.
Aviva Nebesky
Aviva Nebesky
www.horsepenhill.com

January 2018 Page C-67



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

No. Date Forum Comment

38 9-Jun-17 E-Mail

Hello,
I am writing to express my deep concern for the proposed routes for this train. As it stands, one of the proposed routes cuts through my neighborhood in Bowie, MD and would likely uproot the homes of
myself and my loved ones. I was raised in that neighborhood. There are still many people who both raise their families  and then retire there. I have no doubt that this train is wonderfully efficient at getting
people from point A to point B and so on. However, this neighborhood and the surrounding area are so precious to those of us who have worked hard to preserve it. Please reconsider the route for this
train. There is plenty of govt owned land in nearby jurisdictions that could easily support this project without sacrificing the livelihood of the working class. The residents of this particular section of Bowie
DO NOT WANT THIS. There will be no benefit to anyone living or working in Prince George's as there is no stop in our county. What is the point of uprooting the homes of innocent residents who want to
live the quiet life they have worked hard for so people from a completely different city (Baltimore) can get to another city (Wash DC) in under 15 minutes. That is unfair and not to mention outrageously
expensive for those who can otherwise afford the gas fair to make their way between said cities.
I know this a lengthy email but I just want our concerns to be heard. Please reconsider this route to someplace less devastating. We have history and culture and pride in our little corner of PG. Please don't
snuff us out..
Sincerely,
A concerned citizen.

39 11-Jun-17 E-Mail

No pressing need.  Overly expensive.  Promised, promises, promises but precious few facts.
My guess is that opposition will grow and citizen's objections will be systematically brushed aside.
John W. Waddell
CAPT, USN (ret)

40 12-Jun-17 E-Mail
I rode the high speed train in Europe recently.  It was all above ground, and traveled through open spaces.  This train should be routed over the B.W.I. Parkway, and NOT! through Bowie, a heavily densely
populated area where so many lives would be disrupted!!!

41 16-Jun-17 E-Mail I would like to know why no comments from the meetings in April were considered or reported?

42 3-Jul-17 E-Mail

Hello,
My name is Adam Zielonka and I’m a reporter for the Bowie Blade-News. I tried to reach John Trueschler by phone last Friday but I believe he was out.
I’m aware that SCMaglev officials will be making a presentation to the Bowie Mayor and City Council next week on the 10th. I’d like to know which specific officials will be present and what the presentation
will generally entail.
Thank you,
Adam
Bowie Blade-News

43 5-Jul-17 E-Mail

From Jacqueline Thorne (MDOT):
Brad,
John Cabala a resident along Alt G, has several inquires in regards to the Noise Level, imminent domain, standoff distance and home value etc.   Mr. Cabala works for FAA and is familiar with the NEPA
process.  Can someone get back to him or these inquires?  He can be reached by phone or email.
John Cabala
jrockjrock@comast.net

44 11-Jul-17 E-Mail This is a horrible idea…Vote NO

45 12-Jul-17 E-Mail Thank you very much for the info. Please keep me updated as you move forward.

46 14-Jul-17 E-Mail
Your contact at AECOM has NEVER responded to me. So much for transparency and open communication.....
Aviva Nebesky

47 15-Jul-17 E-Mail

Mr. Trueschler, Mr. Smith, and Mr. Bratcher,
We want to voice our strong opposition against the SCMAGLEV project that will negatively impact the Saddlebrook West area and the WB&A trails.  We moved here in 2003 and our family has grown to 5
since then.  My son recently completed his Eagle Scout project along the WB&A trail and we use the trail on a regular basis.  I personally ride over 1000 miles a year on this trail.  My regular rides and our
family walks help us alleviate the stresses in our lives.
We ask that you do everything in your power to prevent this SCMAGLEV project from occurring.  It will devastate our neighborhood and our quality of life.
Thank you,
Mike Shieh
Cassandra Shieh
Zachary Shieh
Brandon Shieh
Lauren Shieh
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48 19-Jul-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr. Trueschler,
Can you explain to me why the map has routes H, I, and J on it
http://baltimorewashingtonscmaglevproject.com/images/boards/april_2017/SCMAGLEV_Map_Board_April_2017_Page_15.jpg
But they are not listed on the screening level one summary?
http://baltimorewashingtonscmaglevproject.com/images/boards/april_2017/SCMAGLEV_Map_Board_April_2017_Page_16.jpg
Does this mean they have been ruled out as options?
Thanks

49 20-Jul-17 E-Mail

Dear Sir or Madam,
My name is Melissa Dolin and I currently reside in a house situated due north of the WB & A trail/railroad bed, just east of Rt. 197.      I have a variety of concerns regarding the possible construction of the
Maglev train along Alternative G, the WB & A trail.  My address is 8299 Laurel-Bowie Rd in Bowie.  Unfortunately, the house will not appear on google maps, nor on most physical maps.  The property is
owned by Tom and Joan Kay, and it wasn't until a few years ago that the postal service assigned physical addresses to the residences at this location.  All of which, are located in very, close proximity to the
WB & A.
Given that the houses in this rather small community are in such proximity to the trail, and the relatively narrow width of the trail at this location, I assume that we will no longer be able to reside here.  This
brings me to my first concern.  On the alternative routes table presented at your last public meeting, you listed the WB & A grade as "abandoned."  I am quite certain you have greatly oversimplified the
current surrounding environs along the WB & A.  Although, some of these issues may come forth during the NEPA process, I am concerned that there was, or is, an entirely erroneous assumption, during the
current, or previous, scoping processes that the trail is abandoned.  Not only have you presented oversimplified data to the public, you run the risk of wasting tax payer money in the process by completing
yet another EIS that will conclude major negative impacts to the surrounding communities.  I can't imagine what the cost to the taxpayer of even the attempt to mitigate those negative impacts could
eventually be.  That's not to mention the time it would take to document the previously unrecorded historic and prehistoric sites along this trail, which are numerous.  I think the MDOT, would be erroneous
in assuming that all of the areas along the trail have been disturbed to such an extent that would preclude a full investigation under Section 106.  There are prehistoric and historic sites located along private
property in proximity to the Horsepin Branch tributary.  Furthermore,  I am somewhat certain that the context of these prehistoric sites have remained relatively untouched by modern activities.  I suppose
the details that I include here are to highlight some of the potential negative impacts of the Maglev along alternative G, if constructed.
Secondly, I believe a simple viewshed analysis would demonstrate the negative visual impacts to the surrounding communities.  I am aware that the viewshed analysis will most likely come at a later date;
however, if it were to be completed now, I believe the communities involved would have a greater understanding of what the impacts to their communities may be.
I understand some of the concerns listed in this e-mail may come to light during the NEPA process.  However, I am greatly concerned that the information provided during the scoping process was not
accurate in terms of conveying the negative impacts to the surrounding communities.  By proclaiming that the trail is simply an abandoned railroad grade Sent from my iPhone

50 20-Jul-17 E-Mail Thank you for your robot message to a somewhat well thought out, human message.  Next time I'll bring the robot, auto messenger.

51 20-Jul-17 E-Mail

July 20, 2017
Messrs. Henley, Smith, and  MTA
I am a resident of the Saddlebrook West subdivision of Bowie since 2001.  My family and I live on Red Ridge Place in likely one of the first houses completed in this community.  I attended the July 10
MAGLEV presentation at Bowie City Hall because I was concerned about the proposal and what it would mean to my residence and community, especially since one of the proposed routes for the MAGLEV
train would essentially bisect our subdivision and another would abut the subdivision along the W, B, and A trail.  While I believe both routes may not directly cause the razing of my home to make way for
the overpass, a MAGLEV train going through my community would severely reduce the subdivision’s quality of life by negatively impacting properly values, creating a daily eyesore, causing construction
traffic nightmares for years to come, and raising the potential for environmental hazards to humans and animals that may not manifest themselves until years after completion.
I was heartened by the turnout at City Hall and the well-reasoned arguments against the proposal.  Though I understand the need for new transportation alternatives for the Eastern Seaboard, the impact of
the MAGLEV project on citizens of Bowie in terms of lost residences, businesses, schools, and greenspace is just too great and the benefits way too small.
I am writing this letter to as many officials with decision authority to make my voice heard.  This family is against the MAGLEV as it is currently proposed.  I also think that the people of this community
deserve to have this matter resolved as soon as possible, as it is unfair to have the MAGLEV issue hanging over our heads for x number of years.   Any effort you can make to bring an end to the speculation
on the MAGLEV routing would be most appreciated.  Thanks for your time.
Arnett Sanders, 15121 Red Ridge Place, Bowie MD, 20715, fourpt1@msn.com

52 20-Jul-17 E-Mail

Hello,
Although the proposed project may be appealing on paper, have the proposed above ground routes been studied from the perspective of how many homes and communities would real eminent domain?
The reason I bring up eminent domain is because this process hasn't been very well published and recently the word has spread and I think you are going to have a huge fight on your hands.
Has a totally underground route been proposed? Maybe in the Amtrak easement for cost savings?
Thanks.
-Shane
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53 21-Jul-17 E-Mail

I recently learned my house is located near 2 proposed routes for the MagLec train under consideration.  To my surprise and disbelief! Is there no standard of notification to affected residents on projects
under consideration when they directly impact their lives, their property?
I have not been contacted by local, state or Federal officials while these studies have been conducted. As a citizen of Maryland, I am shocked and angered. My opinions, my voice has been smothered by the
secrecy of the planning officials. This is totally unacceptable. I understand there were hearings. Why was this not published to the audience most affected by these propositions?
 Let's be plain spoken, this is an outrage. Shame on the responsible parties. I will start attending any and all meetings and public hearings. I will make a point of volunteering my time and resources to
expose this clandestine activity.

54 21-Jul-17 E-Mail No notification to residents. How does that work?

55 23-Jul-17 E-Mail HI, I am very interested in knowing what the proposed 6 routes of this high speed train might be, as well as the expected travel distance of the noise. Many thanks, Julie Mair

56 24-Jul-17 E-Mail

Sir/Madame:
Can you please provide the following information:
• verify the SCMaglev Project is still in the planning stage, and no location has been selected or confirmed as of today • provide a listing of neighborhoods in Bowie, Maryland that will be within the route
(affected by) this train • provide the date, time, and location of your next public hearing • provide a map with a level of detail showing the trains' proximity to each affected neighborhood (not the one from
your web site that does not provide residents enough information)
Please let me know, via reply, how soon I can anticipate this information.
Thank you, Donna Stevens, Bowie Resident

57 25-Jul-17 E-Mail

Dear Mssrs. Smith and Trueschler,  As there has been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens
along all of the potential alternative alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be
considered, and the scope of environmental studies and impact analyses.
In addition, the FRA and MTA have failed to publicize citizens’ rights to participate under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  We request that we be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of
all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
Despite the fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy greenspace, parks, and historic sites within our community, we nor anyone in our community have been notified in any manner of the proposed
project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have taken place.  We have spoken to residents in communities along the existing Amtrak line and along the WB&A trail.  We have spoken to stakeholders such as the Washington
Area Bicycle Association.  No one we have spoken with has been provided any notice of the project or the public meetings.  Rather than hearing from MTA, we learned about the MAGLEV project from a neighbor who learned about it
from a friend.  Citizen word of mouth has been the only outreach on this project.
Other agencies including the Maryland State Highway Administration routinely send thousands of post cards to all affected citizens prior to scoping and alternatives meetings.  MTA has failed to adequately notify citizens in this manner.
In addition, the copy of the post card shown on the MAGLEV website makes no mention of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act nor notify citizens that they will be able to comment on historic resource issues as part of
the scoping process.
According to the May 2017 scoping report (issued 6 months after the meetings and AFTER alternatives meetings were held), a cumulative total of 117 people attended the 5 scoping meetings that were held.  Only 7 people attended the
one meeting held in Prince George’s County.  This poor attendance for a project that will affect literally thousands of residents is proof that outreach for these meetings was utterly insufficient.  Had we or our neighbors been notified
about the meetings and that our community was in the cross hairs of this project, we would have been present and very vocal.  Instead, the meetings were held without adequate notice during the holiday season resulting in MTA failing
to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.
The sparse attendance at Prince George’s County public meeting is further evidence that low-income and minority populations located along the rail lines affected have been particularly excluded from the NEPA/EIS process.
Prince George’s County has a whole has been largely ignored in the MAGLEV NEPA/EIS process.  The May 2017 scoping report, pages 20 and 21, lists the agencies that were invited to participate in the project and invited to the agency
scoping meeting.  Not a single Prince George’s County agency is included (though the Howard County Planning Department was included, but the project does not affect Howard County).  In addition, there is no mention of the Prince
George’s County Council, local city councils or departments, or other stakeholder groups that must be given an adequate voice in the project.
• Flyer locations listed in the May 2017 scoping report do not include any locations in Bowie or Glen Dale, Crofton, Severn, Odenton, or other affected communities
• No notices were placed in newspapers serving much of the project area including the Washington Post, the Bowie Blade, the Capital Gazette, or the Sentinel
• Post cards were not distributed to communities directly affected by the proposed action including, but not limited to, Old Bowie, Rockledge, Northridge, Saddlebrook, Saddlebrook West, Two Rivers, Piney Orchard, Jason’s Landing,
Andorick Acres, or Pioneer City.  Close to 200 people attended the Bowie City Council meeting on July 10th to hear from MTA (a meeting MTA failed to show up to).  The public outcry demonstrated at this meeting is further evidence that
the public’s concerns have not been heard by MTA.  The overriding sentiment at this meeting was that citizens vehemently oppose the MAGLEV project and that the citizens of our communities have not received notices about this
project from MTA nor been provided the opportunity to comment on the scope of the alternatives and the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared.
Public involvement is the cornerstone of the National Environmental Policy Act, and MTA has completely failed to provide notice of this project and the opportunities to comment on the scope of the project.  Specifically:
•         40 CFR §1500.2, Policy (d) states that agencies must: “Encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.”
•         40 CFR §1501.7,Scoping states that “There shall be an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.”
•         40 CFR §1506.6, Public involvement states that “Agencies shall: (a) Make diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA procedures. (b) Provide public notice of NEPA-related hearings, public
meetings, and the availability of environmental documents so as to inform those persons and agencies who may be interested or affected.
•         The Council on Environmental Quality 40 Most Asked Questions (Q13) states “The regulations state that the scoping process is to be preceded by a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS. But that is only the minimum
requirement…” and scoping must have “appropriate public notice and enough information available on the proposal so that the public and relevant agencies can participate effectively.”
In closing, for your failure to properly notify the public that will be the most affected by this action, resulting in loss of homes, greenspace, and parks; and the destruction of our quality of life, we formally request the FRA and MTA reopen
the public scoping process to allow for public comment as afforded under the National Environmental Policy Act, so that FRA and MTA are able to make informed decisions regarding the MAGLEV project. In addition, we request that we
be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
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58 25-Jul-17 E-Mail

Dear Mssrs. Smith and Trueschler,
As there has been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens along all
of the potential alternative alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the
alternatives to be considered, and the scope of environmental studies and impact analyses.
In addition, the FRA and MTA have failed to publicize citizens’ rights to participate under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  We request that we be included as consulting parties under
Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
Despite the fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy greenspace, parks, and historic sites within our community, we nor anyone in our community have been notified
in any manner of the proposed project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have taken place.  We have spoken to residents in communities along the existing Amtrak line and along the WB&A trail.
We have spoken to stakeholders such as the Washington Area Bicycle Association.  No one we have spoken with has been provided any notice of the project or the public meetings.  Rather than hearing
from MTA, we learned about the MAGLEV project from a neighbor who learned about it from a friend.  Citizen word of mouth has been the only outreach on this project.
Other agencies including the Maryland State Highway Administration routinely send thousands of post cards to all affected citizens prior to scoping and alternatives meetings.  MTA has failed to adequately
notify citizens in this manner.
In addition, the copy of the post card shown on the MAGLEV website makes no mention of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act nor notify citizens that they will be able to comment on
historic resource issues as part of the scoping process.
According to the May 2017 scoping report (issued 6 months after the meetings and AFTER alternatives meetings were held), a cumulative total of 117 people attended the 5 scoping meetings that were
held.  Only 7 people attended the one meeting held in Prince George’s County.  This poor attendance for a project that will affect literally thousands of residents is proof that outreach for these meetings
was utterly insufficient.  Had we or our neighbors been notified about the meetings and that our community was in the cross hairs of this project, we would have been present and very vocal.  Instead, the
meetings were held without adequate notice during the holiday season resulting in MTA failing to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.
The sparse attendance at Prince George’s County public meeting is further evidence that low-income and minority populations located along the rail lines affected have been particularly excluded from the
NEPA/EIS process.
Prince George’s County has a whole has been largely ignored in the MAGLEV NEPA/EIS process.  The May 2017 scoping report, pages 20 and 21, lists the agencies that were invited to participate in the
project and invited to the agency scoping meeting.  Not a single Prince George’s County agency is included (though the Howard County Planning Department was included, but the project does not affect
Howard County).  In addition, there is no mention of the Prince George’s County Council, local city councils or departments, or other stakeholder groups that must be given an adequate voice in the project.
• Flyer locations listed in the May 2017 scoping report do not include any locations in Bowie or Glen Dale, Crofton, Severn, Odenton, or other affected communities
• No notices were placed in newspapers serving much of the project area including the Washington Post, the Bowie Blade, the Capital Gazette, or the Sentinel
• Post cards were not distributed to communities directly affected by the proposed action including, but not limited to, Old Bowie, Rockledge, Northridge, Saddlebrook, Saddlebrook West, Two Rivers, Piney
Orchard, Jason’s Landing, Andorick Acres, or Pioneer City.
Close to 200 people attended the Bowie City Council meeting on July 10th to hear from MTA (a meeting MTA failed to show up to).  The public outcry demonstrated at this meeting is further evidence that
the public’s concerns have not been heard by MTA.  The overriding sentiment at this meeting was that citizens vehemently oppose the MAGLEV project and that the citizens of our communities have not
received notices about this project from MTA nor been provided the opportunity to comment on the scope of the alternatives and the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared.
Public involvement is the cornerstone of the National Environmental Policy Act, and MTA has completely failed to provide notice of this project and the opportunities to comment on the scope of the
project.  Specifically:
• 40 CFR §1500.2, Policy (d) states that agencies must: “Encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.
• 40 CFR §1501.7,Scoping states that “There shall be an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.”

59 26-Jul-17 E-Mail

I am very much opposed to this as i live in the Chapelgate Comm. I bought my house 10 years ago and am under water. Doing this project would put me in quite a bind finacially and would be very difficult
for me to find another house with my low income. There are many many people who would be affected by this in a bad way.

Thanks,
Bonnie Sallet
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60 29-Jul-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr. Smith and Trueschler, I am a resident of Bowie, MD. My home is directly under the yellow corridor for the proposed MAGLEV. If these plans go through, my home will be taken and destroyed. I have worked hard for over 16
years to pay for my house, and this could destroy everything I have worked for. Bowie is a wonderful place to live. This MAGLEV would destroy our city, and provide zero benefits to residents. I strongly oppose the MAGLEV project in any
area of Maryland. Instead of a MAGLEV for the wealthy few traveling long distances, it would make much more sense to invest in updating our already existing MARC and Amtrak lines for the everyday commuters in our community. As
there has been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens along all of the potential alternative
alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of environmental
studies and impact analyses. In addition, the FRA and MTA have failed to publicize citizens’ rights to participate under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  We request that we be included as consulting parties under
Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
Despite the fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy greenspace, parks, and historic sites within our community, we nor anyone in our community have been notified in any manner of the proposed
project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have taken place.  We have spoken to residents in communities along the existing Amtrak line and along the WB&A trail.  We have spoken to stakeholders such as the Washington
Area Bicycle Association.  No one we have spoken with has been provided any notice of the project or the public meetings.  Rather than hearing from MTA, we learned about the MAGLEV project from a neighbor who learned about it
from a friend.  Citizen word of mouth has been the only outreach on this project.  Other agencies including the Maryland State Highway Administration routinely send thousands of post cards to all affected citizens prior to scoping and
alternatives meetings.  MTA has failed to adequately notify citizens in this manner.   In addition, the copy of the post card shown on the MAGLEV website makes no mention of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act nor
notify citizens that they will be able to comment on historic resource issues as part of the scoping process.  According to the May 2017 scoping report (issued 6 months after the meetings and AFTER alternatives meetings were held), a
cumulative total of 117 people attended the 5 scoping meetings that were held.  Only 7 people attended the one meeting held in Prince George’s County.  This poor attendance for a project that will affect literally thousands of residents
is proof that outreach for these meetings was utterly insufficient.  Had we or our neighbors been notified about the meetings and that our community was in the cross hairs of this project, we would have been present and very vocal.
Instead, the meetings were held without adequate notice during the holiday season resulting in MTA failing to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.
The sparse attendance at Prince George’s County public meeting is further evidence that low-income and minority populations located along the rail lines affected have been particularly excluded from the NEPA/EIS process.
Prince George’s County has a whole has been largely ignored in the MAGLEV NEPA/EIS process.  The May 2017 scoping report, pages 20 and 21, lists the agencies that were invited to participate in the project and invited to the agency
scoping meeting.  Not a single Prince George’s County agency is included (though the Howard County Planning Department was included, but the project does not affect Howard County).  In addition, there is no mention of the Prince
George’s County Council, local city councils or departments, or other stakeholder groups that must be given an adequate voice in the project.
•         Flyer locations listed in the May 2017 scoping report do not include any locations in Bowie or Glen Dale, Crofton, Severn, Odenton, or other affected communities
•         No notices were placed in newspapers serving much of the project area including the Washington Post, the Bowie Blade, the Capital Gazette, or the Sentinel
•         Post cards were not distributed to communities directly affected by the proposed action including, but not limited to, Old Bowie, Rockledge, Northridge, Saddlebrook, Saddlebrook West, Two Rivers, Piney Orchard, Jason’s Landing,
Andorick Acres, or Pioneer City.  Close to 200 people attended the Bowie City Council meeting on July 10th to hear from MTA (a meeting MTA failed to show up to).  The public outcry demonstrated at this meeting is further evidence that
the public’s concerns have not been heard by MTA.  The overriding sentiment at this meeting was that citizens vehemently oppose the MAGLEV project and that the citizens of our communities have not received notices about this
project from MTA nor been provided the opportunity to comment on the scope of the alternatives and the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared.
Public involvement is the cornerstone of the National Environmental Policy Act, and MTA has completely failed to provide notice of this project and the opportunities to comment on the scope of the project.  Specifically:
•         40 CFR §1500.2, Policy (d) states that agencies must: “Encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.”
•         40 CFR §1501.7,Scoping states that “There shall be an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.”
•         40 CFR §1506.6, Public involvement states that “Agencies shall: (a) Make diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA procedures. (b) Provide public notice of NEPA-related hearings, public
meetings, and the availability of environmental documents so as to inform those persons and agencies who may be interested or affected.
•         The Council on Environmental Quality 40 Most Asked Questions (Q13) states “The regulations state that the scoping process is to be preceded by a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS. But that is only the minimum
requirement…” and scoping must have “appropriate public notice and enough information available on the proposal so that the public and relevant agencies can participate effectively.”
In closing, for your failure to properly notify the public that will be the most affected by this action, resulting in loss of homes, greenspace, and parks; and the destruction of our quality of life, we formally request the FRA and MTA reopen
the public scoping process to allow for public comment as afforded under the National Environmental Policy Act, so that FRA and MTA are able to make informed decisions regarding the MAGLEV project. In addition, we request that we
be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
We await your response to these requests.    Regards, Jessica Phelan,  12013 Rockledge Drive,  Bowie, MD 20715

61 31-Jul-17 E-Mail

Hello,
Two of the proposed paths appear to go directly under the Piney Orchard residential area. Can you please point me to some information on how proceeding with either of those plans would impact my
community through construction and operation of the train?
Thanks, Courtney Dahlke
Piney Orchard Resident
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62 31-Jul-17 E-Mail

To whom it may concern,
I am writing to ask your support in stopping the SCMAGLEV project which appears to be on a “fast track” to begin construction in late 2019 even though most citizens in the “R” (Rockledge) section of Bowie
and Prince George’s county knew nothing of this project until this spring!
I am sure others have written citing the lack of benefit to Bowie or Prince George’s county, or the lost tax revenue if some 250+ homeowners in the R section are forced out of their homes to make way for
this pilot of a proposed New York to DC high speed train. I won’t elaborate on those issues because they don’t matter to me in the least if I am forced to move to allow this project to proceed. If they put a
stop in Bowie, so that Bowie benefits from the MAGLEV, I’m still forced out of my home!
I retired from the Air Force and federal government a few years ago, recently paid off my home, and looked forward to spending my retirement years in Bowie – without having another move hanging over
my head. Sadly, just a few months ago, I first learned of this SCMAGLEV project and the possibility that I might be forced to move again! Both of my daughters live in Bowie, and the eldest recently had twin
boys for which my wife and I babysit. Having to move will cause major disruptions to our lives.
What galls me is that this project is moving along quickly – like the trains – and yet the City of Bowie, Prince George’s county, and I expect other jurisdictions along the proposed route were not aware of this
project until recently and therefore were unable to weigh in on the impact to both their communities and their citizens until now. THIS IS UNACCEPTABLE!
For the federal government and the state of Maryland to be this far ahead on the project, while the city and county most directly impacted by the SCMAGLEV were not involved in the discussions is beyond
belief! Furthermore, the fact that most citizens – especially those in the R section of Bowie most likely to be directly impacted if the Yellow line is selected – only learned of this fiasco via word of mouth is
inconceivable.
If this pilot project that will cost billions of dollars to get into operation turns out to be impractical, the area will end up with eyesore trestles and bridges scattered from Baltimore to DC. Will the Northeast
MAGLEV program tear them down and rebuild the 250+ homes that they destroyed just to play with their trains?
I know others are writing about the lack of benefit to Bowie, but that is really a red herring. Whether the SCMAGLEV directly benefits Bowie or not is irrelevant to me and, I suspect most R section
homeowners. As many of us are elderly, likely with paid-off mortgages,  being forced out of our homes via eminent domain may force us to look at downsizing or moving into apartments or senior housing
much sooner than we had intended, when we had planned to remain in our mortgage-free homes as long as possible.
I urge you to take some time out of your work schedule to come to Bowie and take a ride around the R section that would be destroyed if this project went forward. You will see what a beautiful, peaceful
community it is. Then I ask that you support the citizens of the Rockledge section of Bowie and put a stop to this disaster!
Alan R. Kolski, Ph.D.
12306 Rolling Hill Lane
Bowie, MD 20715
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63 1-Aug-17 E-Mail

along all of the potential alternative alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be
considered, and the scope of environmental studies and impact analyses.
In addition, the FRA and MTA have failed to publicize citizens’ rights to participate under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  We request that we be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of
all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
Despite the fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy greenspace, parks, and historic sites within our community, we nor anyone in our community have been notified in any manner of the proposed
project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have taken place.  We have spoken to residents in communities along the existing Amtrak line and along the WB&A trail.  We have spoken to stakeholders such as the Washington
Area Bicycle Association.  No one we have spoken with has been provided any notice of the project or the public meetings.  Rather than hearing from MTA, we learned about the MAGLEV project from a neighbor who learned about it
from a friend.  Citizen word of mouth has been the only outreach on this project.
Other agencies including the Maryland State Highway Administration routinely send thousands of post cards to all affected citizens prior to scoping and alternatives meetings.  MTA has failed to adequately notify citizens in this manner.
In addition, the copy of the post card shown on the MAGLEV website makes no mention of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act nor notify citizens that they will be able to comment on historic resource issues as part of
the scoping process.
ccording to the May 2017 scoping report (issued 6 months after the meetings and AFTER alternatives meetings were held), a cumulative total of 117 people attended the 5 scoping meetings that were held.  Only 7 people attended the
one meeting held in Prince George’s County.  This poor attendance for a project that will affect literally thousands of residents is proof that outreach for these meetings was utterly insufficient.  Had we or our neighbors been notified
about the meetings and that our community was in the cross hairs of this project, we would have been present and very vocal.  Instead, the meetings were held without adequate notice during the holiday season resulting in MTA failing
to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.
The sparse attendance at Prince George’s County public meeting is further evidence that low-income and minority populations located along the rail lines affected have been particularly excluded from the NEPA/EIS process.
Prince George’s County has a whole has been largely ignored in the MAGLEV NEPA/EIS process.  The May 2017 scoping report, pages 20 and 21, lists the agencies that were invited to participate in the project and invited to the agency
scoping meeting.  Not a single Prince George’s County agency is included (though the Howard County Planning Department was included, but the project does not affect Howard County).  In addition, there is no mention of the Prince
George’s County Council, local city councils or departments, or other stakeholder groups that must be given an adequate voice in the project.
• Flyer locations listed in the May 2017 scoping report do not include any locations in Bowie or Glen Dale, Crofton, Severn, Odenton, or other affected communities
• No notices were placed in newspapers serving much of the project area including the Washington Post, the Bowie Blade, the Capital Gazette, or the Sentinel
• Post cards were not distributed to communities directly affected by the proposed action including, but not limited to, Old Bowie, Rockledge, Northridge, Saddlebrook, Saddlebrook West, Two Rivers, Piney Orchard, Jason’s Landing,
Andorick Acres, or Pioneer City.
Close to 200 people attended the Bowie City Council meeting on July 10th to hear from MTA (a meeting MTA failed to show up to).  The public outcry demonstrated at this meeting is further evidence that the public’s concerns have not
been heard by MTA.  The overriding sentiment at this meeting was that citizens vehemently oppose the MAGLEV project and that the citizens of our communities have not received notices about this project from MTA nor been provided
the opportunity to comment on the scope of the alternatives and the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared.
Public involvement is the cornerstone of the National Environmental Policy Act, and MTA has completely failed to provide notice of this project and the opportunities to comment on the scope of the project.  Specifically:
•         40 CFR §1500.2, Policy (d) states that agencies must: “Encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.”
•         40 CFR §1501.7,Scoping states that “There shall be an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.”
•         40 CFR §1506.6, Public involvement states that “Agencies shall: (a) Make diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA procedures. (b) Provide public notice of NEPA-related hearings, public
meetings, and the availability of environmental documents so as to inform those persons and agencies who may be interested or affected.
•         The Council on Environmental Quality 40 Most Asked Questions (Q13) states “The regulations state that the scoping process is to be preceded by a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS. But that is only the minimum
requirement…” and scoping must have “appropriate public notice and enough information available on the proposal so that the public and relevant agencies can participate effectively.”
In closing, for your failure to properly notify the public that will be the most affected by this action, resulting in loss of homes, greenspace, and parks; and the destruction of our quality of life, we formally request the FRA and MTA reopen
the public scoping process to allow for public comment as afforded under the National Environmental Policy Act, so that FRA and MTA are able to make informed decisions regarding the MAGLEV project. In addition, we request that we
be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.
We await your response to these requests. Regards,  Paul A Hubanks

64 1-Aug-17 E-Mail

Requesting questions and answers on this maglev project ?
Questions on the maglev in comparison also with hyperloop project?
As a resident how do you decide on who goes directly to New York from DC?
How soon will they be raising the prices on the ones that voted on this project and also that will be using this as their means of transportation on a daily basis?
How would they be configuring this transportation by using maglev opposed to the ones that drive not too far with the roads be more congested than what they are once this project is completed for
example BW Parkway and Route 50?
How would the owners of the property be reimbursed for their property, will they be appraising on the home value of the , buyers will stop buying property in the neighborhood,  the value will be dropping
in the neighborhood, or would we be getting back what we deserve as far as upgrades on our property and the value prior to the maglev project hitting the news in 2017?
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65 2-Aug-17 E-Mail

Good Afternoon MAGLEV Project Planning Representative,
As a resident of the Glenn Dale community that will be impacted by the plans to route the MAGLE project within close proximity to my home, I do have a few concerns and also some ideas to suggest.
CONCERNS -
The sound of the MARC train horn, screeching brakes, and movement on the track can be heard from inside my home and the MAGLEV location is planned in a location that is even closer.  I am concerned
about the possibility of additional noise as well as vibration or movement felt at my home that would be disturbing/disruptive to sleep and daily solace.
The blockage of Glenn Dale Rd during the construction and project completion as currently planned, would negatively impact the traffic flow in my community, especially during rush hour and in a possible
emergency situation.
IDEAS/SUGGESTIONS -
If tunnels or overpasses can be built with soundproofing construct for the MAGLEV train, perhaps Glenn Dale Road traffic patterns could remain intact.  Sound proofing barriers would eliminate the concern
for noise pollution.
Otherwise, plan tunnels or overpasses that maintain the current transportation connections in Glenn Dale for automobiles, bicycles and pedestrians.   Also explore alternative vibration/sound proofing
prototypes that could be selected for a peaceful residential solution.
If the WB&A route options are used, planning should include a hiker / biker bridge for the WB&A trail across the Patuxent River into Anne Arundel county.
If the AM Track rail options are used, planning should include a separate pedestrian overpass / underpass allowing access to Rt. 564 so that pedestrians and bicyclists don't have to use the shoulder of Rt.
193.
Any route for the train should include adequate wildlife overpass / underpass areas.
Thank you very much for considering the previously mentioned concerns, ideas, and suggestions to be incorporated into the current project plans.
Mrs. Karen Barnes
Strawberry Glenn Community

66 3-Aug-17 E-Mail

Good afternoon.  I wanted to find out who I can contact for more information regarding the Maglev Project.  I am the Association Manager for the Patuxent Glen Homeowners Association in Severn, MD and
I am concerned that I am only just now hearing anything about this project.  It appears that “alternative G” is going right through our community and I am shocked that this information has not made it to
my office or to anyone in the community prior to this point.  Please contact me as soon as possible with some information on how this will impact our community and when the next public forum is to
discuss this project.  Thanks so much,

67 3-Aug-17 E-Mail

Dear John Trueschler,
On behalf of the residents of Saddlebrook West, I'm writing to voice my strong opposition to the proposed construction and operation of a high-speed superconducting magnetic levitation (SCMAGLEV)
train system between Baltimore, MD and Washington D.C.
The proposed routes adjacent to Saddlebrook West will be devastating to our COMMUNITY.  Please see my attached e-mail and I hope you will remove our community as an option.
Best,
Millissa S. Hare

68 5-Aug-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr. Trueschler:
As homeowners in Bowie, MD for 39 years, we are appalled at the proposal of the SCMAGLEV Project through our community. We truly were blindsided by this project. We did not receive information on it
until much after the fact. We were not contacted on the scoping meetings. We were not given the opportunity to comment on the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We are formally
requesting that the scoping period of the SCMAGLEV EIS be reopened.
Certainly a major concern of ours is the environmental impact of magnetic levitation. The exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) is unacceptable. Then there is the economic impact of this project
which drastically lowers the value of our home. We have planned on the equity in our home to be a huge portion of our retirement. This seriously undermines these plans.
We are in limbo one way or the other: If the proposal proceeds with destroying our neighborhood, our home value greatly diminishes. If the proposal is held up for years of seemingly endless debate and
studies, our home value is diminished due to a lack of resolution. Either way, our home’s value and our quality of life are greatly compromised.
We respectfully request your input into cancellation of this project and in a timely manner. Please consider the financial and health future of not just us, but of all of our neighbors on which this will have a
devastating impact.
Sincerely,
Chris Connolly
Mary Pat Connolly
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69 7-Aug-17 E-Mail

To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing to you as a concerned homeowner that has just been made aware of the possible plans to put in a Superconducting Maglev (SCMAGLEV) Train between Washington D.C. and Baltimore with a
possible stop at BWI Airport.
I was surprised to learn that the area of study included my neighborhood, and shocked to see that 2 of the proposed routes actually would require the demolishing of my neighborhood and home as I did
not receive any information on the scoping meetings and I have lived at my current address since 2004.
The fact that I had to learn of this once the study was complete is unfortunate, as there was seemingly little to no public input sought during the scoping process.  I certainly did not have the opportunity to
comment on the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and would formally request that the scoping period for the SCMAGLEV EIS be reopened.
The fact that there were only 75 comments regarding the project when there would be more than 75 homes in my neighborhood alone that would need to be leveled to make room for this project is very
telling.  I am appalled that there was only 1 flyer location in all of Anne Arundel County where much of the proposed route would follow and no less than 17 locations in Baltimore City, 19 locations in
Washington D.C. and 18 locations in Prince George’s County.  Shame on you for not providing mailers to every possible homeowner in the affected study area.  You also should be ashamed for not making
homeowners aware in the areas that actually might care to see this project not move forward, and could actually organize against it.
I seriously question the need for a multi-billion infrastructure development project with minimal to no gain for the commuters between Baltimore and Washington D.C that the project is intended to benefit.
I would welcome the opportunity to see the studies that show that this train would actually benefit the lives of the commuters between Baltimore and Washington D.C.
There is already an existing MARC commuter train that serves this purpose with a regular schedule and is reasonably priced for ~$7 each way.  The competing AMTRAK train has significantly less passengers
than MARC and has a value fare of ~$16+ each way, and the higher speed ACELA has even less passengers and charges ~$40+ Each way. I fail to understand how a super high speed train will attract more
passengers that the current Acela train or Amtrak that are already both operating at much less than full capacity.  It will certainly not do it if the price for a one way ticket is more than the Amtrak.
Even if a project would improve the lives of Maryland Commuters, there seems to be sufficient land already owned by the State and Federal government that would more than suffice to run the maglev train
between Washington DC and Baltimore with a stop at BWI airport.  These routes should be chosen first before displacing thousands of families from their homes and communities.
It would also make better use of the taxpayer’s money to improve the existing commuter service between Baltimore and Washington DC by adding more tracks and train service along the existing Penn and
Camden lines or widening the BW Parkway to accommodate 3 lanes of traffic each way.
Best regards,  Brian Bohs
8203 West Hatton Court
Severn, MD 21144

70 7-Aug-17 E-Mail

 Hello,
   I am the Council Vice President in the City of Glenarden.  I am writing because I just recently learned about the proposed MagLev project.  I happened to attend a community meeting on July 15, 2017
hosted by my 24th district legislative representatives and it was mentioned in their meeting.  It was also brought to my attention by a Bowie Maryland resident.
   I am very disturbed about this project because two of the 6 proposed routes go directly through the middle of my community along route 704.  The routes would literally cut the City of Glenarden in half
while also displacing some
citizens homes, maybe two churches and City Hall.  It will leave an elevated track that will definitely destroy whatever equity that the homeowners may have in their homes.
  I see that there were community meetings held in Cheverly and West Lanham Hills, two areas that would have minimal impact, but not in Glenarden where there could be a major impact.  The notification
cards must have only been mailed out to Cheverly and West Lanham residents because no one in my community have heard anything about it.
   Information is now getting out and citizens are very worried about their homes and how this project will affect them.  What I would like to know is if you can come out and give the citizens in my
community a presentation of this project?  I think this would clear up any misconceptions the citizens may have.
Thank you,
James Herring, Council Vice President
8600 Glenarden Parkway
Glenarden MD 20706

71 9-Aug-17 E-Mail

Hello Baltimore-Washington Maglev,
I’m writing from the Volpe Center in Cambridge, MA. I am working with a client on an FRA report that looks at shared track systems and the potential impacts of high-speed trains on those systems. We
would like to use an image that I believe your firm created – see attached. The image was used in a story written by Martin Di Caro that appeared on wamu.org -
http://wamu.org/story/15/07/24/maryland_proposes_maglev_marriage_between_dc_baltimore/
Could we have your permission to use this image in our report in a non-commercial capacity? The report is essentially a top level literature review of current research being done in this area. We would cite
your organization and give proper credit.
Kind regards,
Nathan Grace

72 10-Aug-17 E-Mail
STOP THE TRAIN!!!
Anne Simonetti
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73 5-Sep-17 E-Mail

John Trueschler,
What is the benefit to Prince Georges County with a superconducting magnetic levitation high speed rail system? This out of touch with our community needs.   The MARC train and Amtrak move fast
enough.  Who will own this high tech mode of transportation? A  I vote no to the superconducting magnetic levitation high speed rail system.  Stay away with this crap.... Everyone works remotely and
families on vacation are not in a hurry.  Take this to another county in Maryland and stay out of Prince Georges County with this non-sense.
Springdale Resident,
Denise K. Bush

74 5-Sep-17 E-Mail

John Trueschler,
What is the benefit to Prince Georges County with a superconducting magnetic levitation high speed rail system? This out of touch with our community needs.   The MARC train and Amtrak move fast
enough.  Who will own this high tech mode of transportation? A  I vote no to the superconducting magnetic levitation high speed rail system.  Stay away with this crap.... Everyone works remotely and
families on vacation are not in a hurry.  Take this to another county in Maryland and stay out of Prince Georges County with this non-sense.
Springdale Resident,
Denise K. Bush

75 5-Sep-17 E-Mail

To whom it may concern,
I am writing to express my concerns and opposition to the Baltimore-Washington SCMAGLEV project.  Both the Alternative G (yellow on map) and Alternative I (red on map) routes cut through exiting
established neighborhoods and will cause the destruction of churches, businesses, schools, veterans institutions, and many other buildings.  I do not understand how those routes could have been chosen
as there is currently no right of way for railroads along Quaterfield Road in Severn Maryland and will only cause the destruction of homes.
Additionally I am concerned about the environmental impact of this project.  This project will destroy the limited wooded area within Anne Arundel County and severely impact the wildlife in the area.  They
are already stressed by the continued development and this project will further impact them.  The Alternative G (yellow on map) and Alternative I (red on map) routes will severely impact the severn river
watershed.  Also I worried about the electromagnetic radiation that will be emitted from this train that will impact not only the natural wildlife but also the people that live around the area.
Thank you,
Tom Edwards

76 6-Sep-17 E-Mail

To Whom It May Concern,
During last night's town hall meeting at the City of Bowie, Maryland officials indicated the project has developed a Purpose and Need statement for the BW Maglev Project. Please provide me the Purpose
and Need Statement for the project as referenced in last nights town hall meeting.

77 6-Sep-17 E-Mail I was not providing a comment.  I was requesting information.

78 6-Sep-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr. Trueschler:
My neighborhood, the W section in Bowie, will be directly affected by the proposed MagLev train route, and I am asking you to strop threatening my community.
I just want to remind you that behind every "number" and "figure" of the houses and properties being destroyed due to the construction of this unnecessary train, you are talking about upsetting the lives
of real people, real families, real neighborhoods. It's not just "one school." It's a school that my neighbors send their children to learn and grow, to make friends and make life-long memories. It's not just
"one playground." It's a playground I walk to with a neighbor, so our kids can play together, learn real life lessons and be kids.
I'm tired of my community being destroyed by unneeded and unwanted construction. Please stop considering this project.
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79 6-Sep-17 E-Mail

I can understand why Japan would like to showcase their maglev technology in the highly visible dc corridor since they sunk 40 billion dollars into something they have not been able to sell. I CANNOT
however understand why anyone in this region would think jamming something this huge through a highly congested corridor is a good idea – maglev works as a long haul transport between metroplexes,
not THROUGH them. Maglev sounds all gee whiz and tommorrowland but in reality the technology is 40 years old and maglev projects are being scuttled all around the world in favor of more flexible
alternatives like the french TGV and other high speed rail options. Even our own Acela could travel at comparable speeds in this corridor if a dedicated fourth line was built at an estimated 15% of the cost.
The CURRENT rail service can get from BWI to DC in 25 minutes – the maglev would take 9. The Japanese and their lobbyists would like us to believe that we should spend 10 billion dollars to save 15
minutes in travel time.
Oh but it is going to go to New York you say! That's the big advantage! But where is the buy in from the rest of the region? Where is the plan for developing the rest of the route? What is the timeline for the
other phases? Is it contingent on this leg being financially successful?
Extending the train to NYC would take massive amounts of federal dollars – 100 billion in todays dollars – where is the buy in from the rest of the country to fund this? Without a firm commitment to extend
the train beyond baltimore or dc - Maryland could be stuck maintaining a train to nowhere that decimates the eastern baltimore dc corridor for the benefit of the elite business traveler and project
investors. To start this project without solid buyin from New Jersey and New York, not to mention the country, is absolute folly.
The comparable maglev train in china can only fill about 20% of its seats and is operating at a significant deficit because the train doesn't go where people want to go, and the end to end travel time getting
to the airport is comparable to taking a taxi. The maglev trip itself takes 10 minutes, but the combined time of getting to the station, parking, waiting for the next train, often takes an hour or more. Things
will be similar here – if I as a Bowie resident wanted to say take the maglev to BWI, I would need to drive half an hour to get to Union Station, park, pay for parking, wait for the next train, and then pay
airline prices for a 10 minute ride to BWI. I would do this exactly once.
Should the project go forward it would sap funds from Amtrak's high speed Northeast Corridor - the agency's major source of revenue for maintaining the rest of the country's less populated but
indispensable routes.
It is also not clear that this is the correct technology for the problem.
Recent developments of high speed rail have reduced the advantage of Maglev in higher speeds, so that the differences in travel times are small especially in smaller corridors like this one. High speed rail
has a huge advantage of Maglev due to its compabilility with existing rail networks. High speed rail involves lower investment cost.  Operating costs on Maglev are still uncertain. Energy consumption is
estimated to be lower for high speed rail.
If there is money for improving rail transit, it should first go towards upgrading existing infrastructure and enhancing commuter options in one of the most congested regions of the country – and not be
used to support a Japanese enterprise desperate to demonstrate their technology by bisecting entire neighborhoods that will gain nothing from the project.
Eminent domain is supposed to be for the common good. This train will serve the elite traveler, the investors, and the Japanese. Interesting choice of technology given the Trump era buy america first
campaign. It a clear abuse of eminent domain by the politically connected taking advantage of the politically weak.

80 7-Sep-17 E-Mail
Wow. I am sending this from the meeting. You got played. Folks think you are going to take their churches and homes. That is all they care about. Need to plus up your presentation. I will send tips
tomorrow.  Goodness, you need to a FAQ as a handout.
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81 10-Sep-17 E-Mail

Dear Sir,
First, congratulations on your new position at MDOT.  I am contacting you for your help with a project that will destroy the lives of many families, including mine.
Please stop the unnecessary destruction of our communities, thousands of residences, seniors/retirees, historic places (and the obvious paths, all proposed to go through the black communities) for a train
we CAN'T EVEN AFFORD TO RIDE, according to proposed fares! Why would you want to sacrifice our citizens to copy a transit system that is a failure in Japan?! “Taiwan's high-speed rail system, which uses
Japanese shinkansen bullet-train technology, is caught in a financial crunch after eight years of service. High depreciation expenses and interest payments have left the company deep in the red.” (Nikkei
Asian Review, Feb. 13, 2015)
I respectfully request that Washington-Baltimore MagLev Train Project be terminated before it needlessly ruins the lives of many Maryland citizens.  I am speaking on behalf of many in my community
would feel that this MagLev Train Project is a slap in the face to residents for even considering taking this private funding to uproot over 4000 homes, and an appalling waste of whatever valuable tax dollars
are spent towards it, similar to the much-ridiculed streetcar project in NE Washington. If this train were such a good idea, then why is it such a failure in Japan? It has been and is continuing to lose revenue
there! And to spend this amount of money, as well as uproot entire families and communities, when AMTRAK is in desperate need for capital improvements, is unbelievable.  People will lose homes and
property and, with today’s escalating real estate market, will not be able to fairly replace their homes even with compensation from eminent domain. This will displace and possibly cause homelessness for
many families.
Background

The Federal Railway Administration and the Maryland Transit Authority have quietly implemented a $28 million study to eventually build a $10 to $20 billion Super-Conducting (SC) Magnetic-Levitation
(MAGLEV) train from Baltimore to Washington DC (with a single stop in-between at the Baltimore-Washington (BWI) airport). This train is being built and promoted for the "elite business traveler" and not
for the masses due to limited access stations (just 3 access points, with 2 terminus stations and 1 intermediate station) and very high ticket prices. As currently proposed, the train will destroy historic
Maryland communities, businesses, churches, schools, farms, and green spaces in Prince George's and Anne Arundel counties and force thousands of residents from their homes through eminent domain.

The damage from the SCMaglev Train will be severe. It will cut densely-populated, quiet, well-established neighborhoods in two, demolish historic, religious, and civic buildings, isolate local businesses,
wreak havoc on fragile ecosystems, and destroy precious open space. Thousands of homes will be forcibly taken from longtime residents through eminent domain. And in the end, it will put State and
Federal taxpayers at risk for exorbitant maintenance and repair costs -- and if the project fails, it will fall on taxpayers to clean up the mess through State and Federal bailouts.

MAGLEV projects around the world have failed miserably, either going bankrupt or being abandoned in development, leaving the governments that contributed funds holding the bag. For example, the
State of Virginia is owed $7 million for a loan to the American Maglev company on a 2.2 mile train at Old Dominion University that failed as soon as it was complete. There is little chance Virginia will ever
see its money.

The Japanese company that makes MAGLEV systems can't sell them at home or abroad, so the Bank of Japan is bailing it out by pledging a $5 billion loan to Maryland to finance construction.

The Maryland MAGLEV development process has been pushed along with very little notice to residents and very little stakeholder input. Only 16 residents were present at the first and only stakeholder
meeting in Prince George's county because the administration mailed out about 600 postcards statewide and failed to advertise the meetings in major newspapers and social media sites.  I found out about
this project 2 weeks ago when a child put a flyer in my door requesting my attendance at a community meeting! And, as you may know, the project is in its final phase of the Environmental Study.

It is easy to approve something that is going to affect “other” people.  How would you feel if this came through your and your family’s neighborhood?  It IS slated to come through mine in Springdale (see

82 12-Sep-17 E-Mail
I strongly believe this type of project is wrong for Bowie. Many homeowner move to Bowie to get away from this type of noise and hassle of the city life. If a project like that ever gain traction Bowie will
loose many of great residents who made this area great to be in!

83 12-Sep-17 E-Mail

Gentlemen:
  Requesting time and date of all up and coming meets for train projects. we live in Beacon Heights area 6900 Block of Emerson st. And we are not looking forward to any lose of homes in our neighborhood.
So please keep us imformed of all meeting and times.
 Sincerely Concerned Home Owners

84 15-Sep-17 E-Mail

Is there a meeting on MAGLEV at Bowie State University September 23rd?
Thank you
Marianne Baird, Administrative Assistant
City of Bowie, Planning and Economic Development Department
15901 Excalibur Road, Suite 230
Bowie, MD 20716

85 15-Sep-17 E-Mail

I am very angry that my parents and the other residents of Prince George's county were not warned that this route could take their homes! How dare you! We are seethe world! I find it interesting that
black neighborhoods were not told of this maglev train! You should be ashamed of yourselves! I will spread the word to whoever needs to be told to put a stop to this! I will not let you take the home I grew
up in! I will not stand for this! How dare you!
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86 15-Sep-17 E-Mail

Your website links do not wotk. No information available.   However, seeing notes from recent community meetings to which your reps were invited, the communities are being fed patronizing platitudes,
like it will bring jobs and "benefits" to Maryland. So far it looks like lots of public finance for a  private project, no help to residents other that DC and Baltimore who might be able to afford it. For anyone
with property anywhere near the proposed routes, their property values have already probably dropped. All of the proposed routes go through well established middleclass neighborhoods, which once
again shafts hardworking families to benefit rich people.  Anyone with common sense can see this will be a huge cost to all taxpayers of Maryland.  Is there even one successful, financially viable maglev
existing anywhere in the world?  I see big business trying to make money while trying to hornswaggle ordinary citizens.  I hope our politicians don't get dazzled by the promise of a forward looking,  but so
far unproven, failed fiasco.  In order to change the minds of the voting and taxpaying public you're going to have to give some very specific benefits that outweigh the devastation to many communities.

87 19-Sep-17 E-Mail

Hello,
Is it possible to get the details on this fall meeting so that I may be present. My neighborhood and the home of myself, along with two of my children's homes are in two of the proposed routes and we
would like to know how our lives may be effected.
Thank you,
Paul Bednarik
Rita Drive, Odenton, Maryland

88 19-Sep-17 E-Mail

Good Morning,
My name is Kenneth Howell and I am a concerned homeowner in Laurel, Maryland.  The majority of the routes go through Bowie, however there are 2 that come through South Laurel.  My home is 11509
Laurelwalk Drive Laurel, MD 20708.  It appears on the map that the section of Alternative Route J and F are above ground and at the point it will reach the BW Pkwy the line particularly for route J goes
straight through my condo association.  Can you please provide more details on this if this is truly the case?

89 19-Sep-17 E-Mail

When are the next Open House dates and locations?  We were unable to find them on your website.
Thank You
Justin Szech
Board of Directors
Linthicum-Shipley Improvement Association

90 19-Sep-17 E-Mail

Good afternoon,
Please provide details regarding the exact times and locations (building, room #, etc.) for the MAGLEV project planning meeting on 10/14 at Bowie State University.
Citizens have been advised to attend as a part of community outreach, but no details regarding the meeting have been provided, and the school advises they have no knowledge of such a meeting.  Your
website also offers no details.
Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

91 1-Oct-17 E-Mail

Greetings:
As a result of visits to the Web site, the following are requested:
1. A list of purpose(s) for which the SCMAGLEV is designed.
2. A complete (paper) printed document and the source for others should the need arise.
3. A complete list of MD/DC current government (local, city, state, US) proponents of the project, and those who are NOT in favor.
Thanks for the information.
Regards,
Terry Hoebeke
District 2 – J. Grasso
Severn, MD

92 2-Oct-17 E-Mail

If you want to improve MARC train service have at it. At a fraction of the cost.
Keep this thing out of Bowie.  Keep it out of Maryland governor.  And I voted for you.  I am very sorry I did.
Leave my home alone.  Leave my neighbors and community alone.  Many who are active duty or retired military.
I did not serve 10 years in the Navy and Army for this extremely dumb idea that costs way too much.
So let’ s see.  I lose my home at a fraction of its value.  So this veteran is now living on the street.
I certainly won’t be taking the Maglev.
Have New Jersey and New Your even signed up for this thing?
Eminent Domain is fascism.  Fascism is defined that the power of the State trumps the rights of the individual.
Well governor do you and your friends meet this definition?  Think about it.
NO MAGLEV GET OVER YOUR TOY TRAIN SET!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
I send you on for Christmas if that is what you really want.
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93 3-Oct-17 E-Mail

I am against the Maglev entering Bowie through and around the Patuxent/Horsepen Branch/WB&A all of which are spurs that go into our great Chesapeake Bay. The area is also full of wetlands and full of all
kinds of wildlife. There is not much open space left in Bowie for wildlife to roam free. I live on almost six acres next to the WB&A trail and do not want to see nor hear a train come by every few minutes. I
love the peaceful trail that Park & Planning built it’s a one of a kind. It would be horrible to have a train over top of you, that is not getting away from the hustle and bustle of the city while you take a quiet
walk. This train does nothing for our city, no jobs, brings us no business and by no means makes us look beautiful, so we really don’t want it here. Go find a nice highway that is already noisy and looks bad
to run next to. Stay away from our homes, parks, and open space. Hit the highway or train tracks!

94 3-Oct-17 E-Mail

To Whom It May Concern:
I looked at the maps of the proposed though not yet finalized lines for the maglev trains.  I am against any plan that would take my property and it looks like these lines will be coming through my
neighborhood in Landover Hills.
Are there any plans to upgrade the existing train tracks that exist between Baltimore and Washington?   Also, instead of spending billions on this maglev option are there any plans to just run trains more
frequently between Baltimore and Washington?   There needs to be more trains heading north towards Baltimore.  I commute between Baltimore and Landover Hills and I would much rather keep my
house and catch the MARC train.  But the MARC's current lines run so infrequently that it is faster for me to drive.
I think the maglev is better left alone since it would be standalone technology.  If the Washington, DC area will be the only place in the country with this technology then it will be expensive to maintain and
keep up-to-date.  I have lived in the area for 30 years and one thing that I have learned is that none of levels of government wants to pay for maintenance for anything -- "costs too much" is the perennial
refrain.
I think if it could be guaranteed that I would not lose my home and that maglev technology was being adopted by more than just this area I would be interested.  Right now I am not hearing anything that
encourages me that this will be good for the region or my neighborhood.

95 4-Oct-17 E-Mail

Dear Sirs,
As a homeowner along the proposed MAGLEV train route I am shocked and appalled that I am only now hearing about this project.
I did not receive any notification of the proposed project or of the scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. Outreach for these meetings was insufficient if communities in the crosshairs of this
project are only learning of it now. Had I been notified, I would have been present and very vocal. This would have entailed a significant effort as my husband is in the US Army and we are currently
stationed overseas.
The home we own in Bowie, MD was purchased because we love the close access to the rail trail, for running and biking, and the variety of wildlife, as well as our beautiful historic home and quiet
neighborhood. We have been looking forward to our soon approaching return, only to receive the news from friends that 3 of your proposed routes significantly impact our home.
I realize that you have not yet completed the environmental impact study, but I fear that the limited methods used to notify citizens and property owners in the affected study area of the project reflects a
hasty and slipshod approach to the entire project. I question the need to create a new system of rail, when the available already interconnected means of public transit is under utilized and poorly
maintained.
Respectfully,
Kirstin Camp

96 4-Oct-17 E-Mail

We do not need this high speed train coming through our Community.  This train will force folks to leave their home and their communities.  Why can't this train go through Virginia or Montgomery County.
It is apparent that this is nothing but GREED on your part.  SHAME ON YOUR for being so GREEDY.  This is not going to go well in OUR NEIGHBORHOOD.  LEAVE US ALONE and route that train somewhere
else!!!!

97 6-Oct-17 E-Mail

As a longtime resident of Prince Georges County Maryland, residing in the town of Bowie, MD, I DO NOT SUPPORT THE MAGLEV TRAIN GOING THROUGH BOWIE.
Not part of the deal moving to PG County, find somewhere where people do not live.  Or use the Amtrack tracks already established and does not involve imminent domain need.
Concerned Resident

98 6-Oct-17 E-Mail

Dear Concerned,
MTA said the documents for the upcoming meeting would be available prior to the meeting.  When will they be available?
Thanks

99 7-Oct-17 E-Mail How come I and everyone else I know in Bowie never heard anything about the 2016 Scoping meeting?

100 7-Oct-17 E-Mail
How come the Maryland MTA did not attend the July meeting at the Bowie City Hall? If you need our input you would have been there. So far this MagLev  project has been a huge attempt to keep the
citizens of Prince George’s and Anne Arundel Counties in the dark.
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101 9-Oct-17 E-Mail

Mr. Smith, et al.,
I am formally requesting the scoping period for the SCMagLev Environmental Impact Study be reopened.  My community would be impacted by this project and yet I, and my neighbors, only recently
learned of the SCMagLev project and the proposed routes through our homes in Linthicum and Linthicum Heights.  Neither I, nor my neighbors, received any notification of the proposed project or of the
scoping and alternatives meetings that took place.  No meetings to present this project and to receive feedback were held in our community.  Outreach for these meetings was insufficient and apparently
nearly absent if communities in the crosshairs of this project, such as ours, are only now learning of this project.  Had the Linthicum community been notified, I (and many of my neighbors) would have been
present to share our significant concerns and alternative ideas.  I request that we be given the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for this project, the alternatives to be considered, and the
scope of the environmental studies and impact analyses.  MTA has failed to hear and consider the issues and concerns of the affected public.
Regards,  Daniel E. Woomer & Patricia E. Filaseta
6242 Woodland Road
Linthicum Heights, MD 21090

102 9-Oct-17 E-Mail

Mr.  Al Khatib and Colleagues:
I see the obvious benefits of having such a rapid transit system in place between Washington and Baltimore and support studying the feasibility of placing along the BWI Parkway, if environmental, cultural,
and other concerns can be mitigated appropriately.  However, my neighbors and I VEHEMENTLY OPPOSE ANY effort to place SCMAGLEV right away through Odenton, be it the WBA option or along the
existing Amtrak corridor.  The noise and vibration of a 300+ mile per hour bullet train will be highly unacceptable, not to mention unknown effect of high powered magnets in proximity to organic matter
(humans especially), and other dangers of such a high speed projectile like object transiting residential areas.
Sincerely,
Richard E Barrett Jr, MSIT
Captain, United States Air Force

103 10-Oct-17 E-Mail

Request to Reopen the Scoping Phase. Mr. Smith, et al., I am formally requesting the scoping period for the SCMagLev Environmental Impact Study be reopened.
My community would be impacted by this project and yet I, and my neighbors, only recently learned of the SCMagLev project and the proposed routes through our homes in Linthicum and Linthicum
Heights.  My neighbors and I have been lied to and taken advantage of before with the MTA’s  Light Rail Project,, and with the Casino Projects in the State of Maryland.  We will not be taken advantage of
yet again.  My Community of Ferndale has suffered and is now paying the price of the aforementioned projects,  destroying our neighborhoods, our shopping, our personal safety,,   and we will not submit
to further degradation by the SCMAGLEV  project.   Our Community,,,  the Linthicum / Ferndale  populations must have our say to the possible destruction of our homes, our neighborhoods and the
degradation of our communities!
Neither I, nor my neighbors, received any notification of the proposed project or of the scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. No meetings to present this project and to receive feedback were
held in our community. Outreach for these meetings was insufficient and apparently nearly absent if communities in the crosshairs of this project, such as ours, are only now learning of this project. Had the
Linthicum community been notified, I (and many of my neighbors) would have been present to share our significant concerns and alternative ideas.
I request that we be given the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for this project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of the environmental studies and impact analyses. MTA
has failed to hear and consider the issues and concerns of the affected public.
Regards,  Don and Bonnie Bender

104 10-Oct-17 E-Mail I  am asking that the scoping process be reopened due to lack of notification.

105 10-Oct-17 E-Mail

Mr. Nissenbaum:
We are formally requesting the scoping period for the SCMagLev Environmental Impact Study be reopened. My community would be impacted by this project and yet I, and my neighbors, only recently
learned of the SCMagLev project and the proposed routes through our homes in Linthicum and Linthicum Heights. Neither I, nor my neighbors, received any notification of the proposed project or of the
scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. No meetings to present this project and to receive feedback were held in our community. Outreach for these meetings was insufficient and apparently
nearly absent if communities in the crosshairs of this project, such as ours, are only now learning of this project. Had the Linthicum community been notified, I (and many of my neighbors) would have been
present to share our significant concerns and alternative ideas.
We request that we be given the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for this project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of the environmental studies and impact analyses. MTA
has failed to hear and consider the issues and concerns of the affected public.
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106 10-Oct-17 E-Mail

To Suhair Al Khatib,
I am writing to today to express my concern for our historical structures, for our environment and finally the administrative process that followed that can loosely be defined as “scoping”.
On the planned routes lies vast stretches of mature vegetation containing thousands of animals.  On the proposed route, lies many structures that could be defined as historical structures.
It is on most concern for me that a decision of this magnitude.--A decision affecting my family and countless families like mine took place without me being informed of the plan.  It came as a surprise to
myself and my neighbors that the scoping process had opened and closed without our knowledge during a holiday week in 2016.  We were not given notice of the Scoping Meeting or an opportunity to
comment.  I believe that the timing and limited notification to the affected parties (people like myself) was an attempt to circumvent due process.  I ask that the scoping period for SCMAGLEV EIS be re-
opened, allowing for true due process to occur.
On a personal note, I cannot fully comprehend how a project whose price makes it destined for failure followed by decades of state and local subsidies all at the tax payer’s expense would be considered in
the first place.  I question whether the devastation that this project would cause to the hard working families of Maryland directly in the line of MAGLEV and the families whose property values would be
greatly diminished due to the proximity of their property(effectively eliminating the vast majority of their life savings) to the MAGLEV was considered.  I question whether the property taxes caused by the
reduction in property values was considered.
I question why a project with no redeemable financial incentive whose building would do immeasurable harm would even be considered.
Thank you for your consideration.

107 10-Oct-17 E-Mail I do not want the Bowie routed chosen for the high speed train.

108 12-Oct-17 E-Mail We do not need this train coming through BOWIE or any of the surrounding areas.  Take this train to Montgomery County and/or Virginia.  WE DON'T WANT THE TRAIN

109 12-Oct-17 E-Mail

I grew up in Lanham, I attend church in Landover and was educated at Bowie University receiving my BS and MBA. In fact while attending Bowie I had to write a paper on the radar. I found out that based on
census data PG county has had the highest concentration of Black Wealth for many years. Montgomery County was added the last census. I have traveled by car and train many times to NY and fact every
northern with the exception of Rhode Island. So I am not understanding how engineers have designed the route to leave DC going to NY and you go through Springdale then veer left and go through
Mitchellville and then veer right and go through Bowie.  When it makes more sense to go from DC through Montgomery and Howard county, which are north of PG county. Also, why would you think that it
would be alright and that it would make any sense to destroy land that has housed a Historical Black College or University (HBCU) that has been around and educating people for over 150 years.
The meetings you have been having not one single person has been able to answer to anyone's satisfaction how this was pushed through prior to any meeting with the community.

110 12-Oct-17 E-Mail We do not need this train coming through BOWIE or any of the surrounding areas.  Take this train to Montgomery County and/or Virginia.  WE DON'T WANT THE TRAIN!!

111 12-Oct-17 E-Mail

Are you seriously considering taking out entire neighborhoods in Severn and reducing the housing values of entire communities for this MagLev train?
We already have to deal with airplane noise as BWI grows and grows and are now subject to this behemoth.   I suggest you seriously consider the costs, both in human terms with people being uprooted
and in financial terms with so many people being directly impacted financially by a MagLev running near their neighborhood.   The new highway improvements and widening should be enough.  Please
don't "railroad" your citizens.

112 13-Oct-17 E-Mail

Can you tell an "innocent" citizen, but caring for the neighborhood - what this tongue twister headline means -
In simple sentences and maybe just pros and cons?
I have no clue and coming to a session probably is above my head.....
Thank you,
Christine

113 13-Oct-17 E-Mail how can you thank you for my input when I had none and why do you not read the question so we can get an answer from a "human" and not a push-button response?
114 13-Oct-17 E-Mail Send me a comment form on the proposed high speed rail line. Just email it to me, please. Thank you. Spencer McNeil.

115 13-Oct-17 E-Mail

Hi,
I live in College Park MD, and while I am an extremely avid supporter of passenger rail and especially high speed rail, the MAGLEV proposal between D.C. and Baltimore is completely unrealistic and a poor
idea. The distance of just D.C. to Baltimore is extremely short and would simply not justify any sort of MAGLEV line due to the extremely high cost per mile to build. Having a MAGLEV line to a city farther
away, most likely up the northeast corridor, would be great, although still most likely cost prohibitive without heavy federal subsidy. Overall I would highly discourage the MTA going ahead with this
proposal due to the lack of financial viability for the extremely short distance.
Thank you,  Jasper Shapiro
College Park, MD

116 13-Oct-17 E-Mail

Hi,
I would also like to add that we already have MARC providing nearly identical service to the proposed MAGLEV service. The infrastructure is there for the Marc Penn and Camden line and the state should
simply increase funding and improve service.
Thanks,  Jasper
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117 13-Oct-17 E-Mail

Good afternoon,
Is there a reason why there won't be a public meeting in the Linthicum region for the upcoming alternatives and screening meetings?  There have been past meetings in this location.  I'm sure the local
community would appreciate it since they would be affected by any of the 3 proposals.
Thank you,  Charles

118 14-Oct-17 E-Mail The Baltimore - Washington SuperConducting MAGLEV PROJECT would help to reduce the use of fossil fuels.

119 14-Oct-17 E-Mail I’m out of town but can u send some info

120 15-Oct-17 E-Mail

We area new to the whole issue… by virtue of a neighbor cruising the area to announce the high probability of our residences being absorbed under the assumption that the project will benefit our
community(s).
Understanding exactly what benefit(s) will accrue is important.  Who will benefit?  Are the routes going to apply rules to compel the sale of our life-long family property(s)?  How far ahead are those
decisions?  Will litigation against eminent domain cause extensions of deadlines and jeopardize completion?
It is difficult to see cost-effective travel on MAGLEV… particularly on a single two-station route from BWI Thurgood Marshall Airport to Washington, DC.  Noticing the current DC Metro finance concerns and
shortfalls, a hint about who/what will absorb the shortages for sure is of interest… short and long term, is vital information effecting the case for transportation “overkill”  People always bring in the notion
that our Balt/Wash infrastructure as a whole needs primary consideration as it is still/will contain the primary media for a long time to come.  The SCMAGLEV plan seems like unwarranted competition.
Finally, it appears from cursory study that foreign enterprises are not only financing, but encouraging lobbying of federal, state, and local governments.  What effects will that have on US citizens who may
have to sacrifice family locations and settle elsewhere… perhaps even at very late stages of life?
I hope this helps answer your question,
Terry
On behalf of our Severn, MD neighborhood

121 15-Oct-17 E-Mail
This better not happen over or under my home.  We live in communities having paid $300-600k.  You are not building this monstrosity in my community!  Whoever came up with this ridiculous idea is an
idiot!  You will be devaluing thousands of properties....but I guess that's the gov't and big business' plan! I will be at the meeting in Laurel on 24th.

122 15-Oct-17 E-Mail
Thank you for sending information about October meetings.
It is truly a shame that none of the meetings are near Cheverly, one of the areas that may be impacted.

123 17-Oct-17 E-Mail

Hello!
I am a student living in DC, and I personally think the estimated cost of $10-15 billion would be much better spent upgrading and improving existing rail infrastructure. New Carrollton is a major chokepoint
for both MARC and Amtrak trains leaving and departing DC. The station and surrounding areas should be upgraded to a four-track mainline instead of two. This allows faster express trains to bypass others
making their station stops at New Carrollton and other MARC stations between DC and Baltimore. This money will also be more than enough to build the Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel.
Thanks for your consideration.
Best,  David

124 17-Oct-17 E-Mail

To whom it may concern:
I am writing about my concern about the proposed SCMaglev Project.  I recently heard of the project through an email from a concerned parent at Eleanor Roosevelt High School.  I currently teach and
coach within Prince George's County Public Schools.
I am very concerned about the potential harm this project could have environmentally and physically for residents of the county and students of our school systems.  I also feel that more public awareness
should come forth before any decisions are made on this project.
I hope that you and those you work with will carefully look into this project and its' potential cons before any decisions are made on it.  I hope that our future and the potential risk for our students and
children are taken into account as well.
Sincerely yours,
Ian Gleason
Concerned Resident, teacher, and coach

125 17-Oct-17 E-Mail

Dear SCMaglevProject team,
I am writing out of concern for the NEPA process.  One of the current proposed routes would go within 25 yards of my property or closer, the J1-BWP Modified West alternative.  Yet, the residents of my
neighborhood are under-informed about the project and unaware of the public meetings which are now being conducted.  If more people knew of the potential impact, the meetings would have far more
attendees.  In particular, it appears that one of the routes goes right through Hebron-Harmans elementary school, the most highly populated elementary school in Anne Arundel County.  This is the assigned
school for my children and I wonder the impact that would have on their learning environment.
I would urge greater effort to notify the public, particularly those who are directly in the path of the 3 alternate routes.  I would like see to see an additional meeting scheduled as far north as Harmans as it
has the potential to be greatly affected by the project.
-Greg Werner
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126 18-Oct-17 E-Mail

Good Morning-
I would like to schedule a meeting with your marketing team to discuss ways to get information out to the community about the Maglev Project.  I grew up in the Linthicum Ferndale area my entire life. My
family is a railroad family, my dad worked for Amtrak for over 40 years.  I knew about the possibility of this train when I was younger and was completely amazed about the project… but it never got off the
ground.  I think there was a lot of confusion in the community about the project back then and I believe the community is still confused.  While information is easily and quickly received through social
media… so are untruths and fear.  I am very excited to work with your team in promoting and educating the communities about the positives that the Maglev Project will bring.

127 18-Oct-17 E-Mail
Why would you destroy peoples homes and lives in Linthicum when you can go along or near the path of the Amtrak line where there are no houses. I’ve been in Linthicum for 58 years since I was 5, stayed
there, bought and paid for a home and now you are going to destroy our lifestyles and property values? Unnacceptable!

128 19-Oct-17 E-Mail Please reconsider this project as to the impact on lost taxable revenues due to lost homes. How will this be replaced

129 19-Oct-17 E-Mail

John:
Our crew numbered about 150.  The rooms were packed.  Consultants ate first then opened the doors to the crowd, right on time, 1700 hrs.
Toward to end of the 3-hour session… people were still asking questions.  The project director, Furgan Siddiqi, was interesting conversation… he is candid but without trading his obligations.  He is well-
travelled, having visited the overseas MAGLEV projects, and seems well-versed in Governor Hogan’s approach to the local Baltimore-DC plans.
Last, but encouraging, is the diminished number of routes being considered.
The MTA was represented as well as perhaps one or two members of the Maryland Legislature.
Hopefully, the 1900-2330 conflicting council meeting was as productive and challenging as our constituent get-together!  Three more are scheduled in the very near future.
Regards,  Terry Hoebeke

130 19-Oct-17 E-Mail

To whom it may concern,
I have engendered a steep interest in the SCMAGLEV project. As I graduate in May 2018, I would love to learn how joining in such an effort would be possible. If any information can be provided as to how
this may be achieved, please contact me, or redirect me.
Please see attached for my credentials and recommendations.

131 20-Oct-17 E-Mail How cam ypu justify this considering it will not be for the average commuter. Who is your target and what will tje ride cost.

132 21-Oct-17 E-Mail

Good morning,
I’m just seeing this information this morning about a train coming through my negbohood. When were you going to inform everyone? When the dump trucks were parked on the streets!!!! No information
was mailed or reports.
WOW

133 21-Oct-17 E-Mail

My name is Charmane Croll and I live in the affected (Woodlawn) area where the Bwmaglev project is being proposed.  I am not for this project.  There is already a purple line coming to our area, we do not
need a high powered train to come to PG county.  Why do you want to put a high powered train in a low to mid income area. If this train is approved, where are you going to place these folks? Some already
cannot afford housing.  NO BWMAGLEV IN PG County.

134 21-Oct-17 E-Mail I was wondering if you could tell me why the Hyperloop project did not have to go under the NEPA process like the MAGLEV train?

135 21-Oct-17 E-Mail

Dear Ma'am or Sir,
I am writing to express strong support for the proposed high-speed, magnetically suspended train project from Baltimore to Washington, D.C. with a stop at BWI Airport. Furthermore I would like to call your
attention to a technological approach to the project developed by a Maryland resident.
At this link you will find a description of U.S. Patent #7617779: "Linear Brushless D.C. Motor with Stationary Armature and Field and with Integratable Magnetic Suspension" (the patent summary is also
attached here). You will note that the system proposed is totally non-contacting, providing emission-free and nearly silent propulsion to minimize impact on surrounding right of way.  Note also that the
inventor resides in Maryland and has made a patent assignment in the U.S.  The assignee has made a working small-scale version of this system as proof of concept.
You will find that the system described therein employs the latest technology to achieve the fastest and most comfortable passenger ride at speeds comparable to aircraft, but avoids the need for extensive
and costly terminal and landing facilities.  The routing should be accomplished without intersecting roadways.
Crucially, the concept, design and preliminary development of this technology have all been done in the United States.
Respectfully submitted,  Philip A. Studer,  3126 Gracefield Rd. #209,  Silver Spring, MD 20904

January 2018 Page C-85



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT

No. Date Forum Comment

136 22-Oct-17 E-Mail

Mr. Trueschler, I am formally providing  my opposition to the SCMAGLEV project.  In addition to all of the points provided in the form letters you have already received, the project does nothing to alleviate
daily commuter issues.  (Nor do I believe will Mr. Hogan's proposal for more toll roads, but that's another letter.)  I believe the information provided to the public only shows how it negatively impacts us.   I
have seen no good justification for this project. The benefits will be to the builders and the politicians.  All this does for citizens is destroy the communities and friendships we've built.  I have never had to
rely on public transportation, and honestly, don't think I every would. I hear too many stories of unreliability and personal danger.
As a supporter of StopThisTrain.org, we haven't even hit on all of the health and environmental dangers inherent to drilling underground around our homes, schools and roads.  All I can envision is breaking
news stories about sinkholes that 'appear out of nowhere'.  Is the need for this project really worth this risk?
Maryland has been my home all my life, specifically Anne Arundel County for the last 40 years.  I have seen unprecedented growth, and no plans in place to control it.  All of these new efforts for increased
roads haven't even considered cause and effect.  It is extremely distressing to see new homes pop up in every available spec of land, and in some instances, 2 homes pop up in a lot that used to contain only
1 house.
Where are our standards??  I would like to believe politicians are working for my best interest, but in this instance, this isn't it.  Curtail new home growth for the time being, watch traffic normalize, and then
see if there really is a need for this.
I thank you for your time, and consideration of utilizing your influence to stop this train.

137 23-Oct-17 E-Mail
You are not going to put a high speed train through our neighborhoods from Washington, D.C. to BWI.   You are not going to tear down our homes, schools and historical sites for this over priced costly
train.  I will vote any political official out of office that supports this train construction.

138 25-Oct-17 E-Mail

Hi I live in Northwood Estates off of WBA  Road. I have lived here for 30 years and don’t plan on moving ever. We took almost 10 years and finally found a place that had at least 1 acre of ground to build our
dream home. There is plenty of land next to the Marc train tracks on the west side of RT 170, Camp Meade Road. You do not need to up root hard working people who are retired or getting ready to retire.
All the people here in Northwood Estates are either retired or getting ready to retire! It would make no sense to make people who are late in life to make them move. I highly oppose any thoughts of
running this train under or near Northwood Estates. Sincerely,  Danny Riggin SR. 410-761-8505  7606 Northwood Estates Court Severn MD. 21144

139 25-Oct-17 E-Mail

Good afternoon
My name is Kimberly Sneed and I've been a home owner in South Laurel for over 20 years.  Montpelier Hills is the development where my lovely town home is located.  It's a diverse community of tax
paying voting residents who are deeply troubled by your proposal to possibly build a high speed light rail displacing over 200 residents for a project that won't benefit Laurel or any of the other proposed
routes at all.
What are you going to tell the first time homeowner who just bought their first home on Blue Moon Court last year after scrimping and saving to live the American Dream?
What are you going to tell the the homeowner who is rebounding from the mortgage crisis and currently owes more on their home than the home is worth?
What are you going to tell the empty nester who raised their kids, sent them to college and now hoped to retire and remain in Maryland?
Hopefully this train won't be built anywhere BUT if you MUST build it, it should be built where there is NO residential homes.  Have you thought of what happens in a terrorist-incident or accident? An entire
community could be impacted.
In closing I hope you will reconsider your plan and leave the residents of South Laurel alone.  We have already endured the mortgage crisis in disproportionate numbers.  Even if our homes are not
destroyed the value of the property will decline due to the nature of a high speed rail so close to the homes -- not to mention potential health issues for people wearing pacemakers and/or hearing aids.
Thank you

140 25-Oct-17 E-Mail

The MagLev train, which is proposed to run in parallel with the BW Parkway, is likely to produce noise equally annoying as road traffic, and significantly worse than a standard intercity train.  At high speeds,
the MagLev apparently can produce noise as great as some aircraft.  This issue has been ignored, probably because most people assume that a levitated train would produce less noise.
Any plan for the train would require noise abatement planning, especially as the noise will be added to the existing traffic noise.  I do not support construction of the train.
Ref:  Vos J.  Annoyance caused by sounds of a magnetic levitation train.  J Acoust Soc Am. 2004 Apr: 115(4): 1597.
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2004/apr/15/research.science
Christina M. Yuan,  Laurel, MD
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141 25-Oct-17 E-Mail

I have reviewed the maps showing the 2 proposed MagLev tracks paralleling the BW Parkway, and the alternative track that is shifted eastward.
All of the proposed track and maintenance yards abut, and in some cases appear to be inside the borders of the Patuxent Environmental Science Center and the Research Refuge.  They impinge the grounds
of the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, the Montpelier Historic Site, Maryland City Park, Patuxent River Park, and the wetlands surrounding the Patuxent River—most significantly in the areas north
and south of the 197/BW interchange.  These consist of areas of special concern and Chesapeake Bay critical areas.
It would be impossible for this project not to adversely impact precious green space and wetlands—and in areas specially set aside to protect them.  Not only that, the electrical power needed to operate
the trains (the system is cryogenically cooled) and the infrastructure to deliver it are also likely to adversely affect the environment.  This is the antithesis of a “green” project.
Not only that, these proposed routes are also likely to impinge on/impact schools (notably Maryland City School, Eleanor Roosevelt High School, and Bowie State University), as well as impacting Ft Meade,
the NSA, the FBI, NASA Goddard, and the WSSC water treatment plant.  Many neighborhoods will be fragmented (particularly Maryland City and Russet), and some will lose their homes/or their homes will
be less valuable and less livable.  Roads that cross the track, and some interchanges of the BW parkway will have to be rebuilt (their ramps would cross the MagLev)—and access to areas “across” the track
will likely to be complex.  Who is going to pay for all of the roadwork?  How will that impact the environment?.
Quality of life for residents and business along the track will deteriorate.  There will be increased noise, pollution, and years of road/track and electrical infrastructure building that will interfere with/and
likely worsen traffic flow.
The MagLev Project has not demonstrated any general public benefit that would compensate for the social disruption, environmental loss, and energy/financial expenditure that will be caused. This is not
public transportation—there are no stops in Prince Georges’s county.  The only travelers to benefit will be those traveling between Washington DC and BWI Airport/Baltimore.  The citizens who bear the
burden of the construction will not benefit in any way.   At worst, the citizens who would lose their property to eminent domain, or suffer a loss in the value of their property, will experience no
commensurate general benefit to the community or improvement in local transportation.  The reverse is likely.
This is a vanity project, which has not even been shown to be economically viable as public transportation, and will have severe adverse environmental and transportation impacts.  It should be abandoned.
Christina M. Yuan,  Laurel, MD

142 26-Oct-17 E-Mail

I'm a resident of Laurel, Md Sumner Grove neighborhood along I-295 south bound side.  The MagLev project speaks in great detail about the environmental impact of this undesirable project.  However, I'm
struggling to find any data on the site that speaks to the human impact of this project.  Similar to any other details, the potential impact on displaced humans.  Neighborhoods, businesses, grocery stories,
gas stations, apartment building, parks, habitats, etc, that will be impacted this project.  Please direct me to this data.

143 26-Oct-17 E-Mail

My family and I live at 9010 Sumner Grove Dr, Laurel, Maryland in the Sumner Grove housing development.  This development runs parallel
to BW Parkway on the southbound side, just north of Power Mill Road and south of Route 197.  The project has failed to properly notify
Prince George county citizens of the ongoing study.

144 26-Oct-17 E-Mail

I am writing on behalf of the City of Greenbelt. In reviewing the interactive map of the route alternatives being considered there appears to be some errors.  Greenbelt Parks are not shown on the parks map
layer.  There is land shown on the west side of the BW Parkway in Greenbelt as Federally owned land which I believed is owned by the City of Greenbelt.  Also, the map should have a layer that shows
historic designations (i.e., National Historic Landmark, National Historic District, Designated historic sites, etc.)
Thank You,  Terri Hruby
Terri Hruby, AICP
Acting Director of Planning and Community Development
City of Greenbelt,  15 Crescent Road, Ste. 200,  Greenbelt, MD 20770

145 26-Oct-17 E-Mail

All,
I sent the following to the Baltimorewashingtonscmaglevproject:
Superconducting Maglev was invented by Drs. James Powell and Gordon Danby in 1966.  Since then the their system has been demonstrated by Japan at the Yamanashi Test Facility and Powell and Danby
have developed an improved design which is more capable than the design demonstrated by Japan.  The more advanced SCMaglev is capable of operating in a planar mode as well as a monorail mode. As a
result it is is capable of electronically switching at high speeds making it much easier to switch off line to passenger stations and parallel guideways in freight terminals.  The new magnet design also is
capable of lifting much heavier loads and is ideal for carrying freight trucks and delivery vans in roll-on, roll-off Maglev carriers, as well as passengers, at average speeds of 300 mph.  We believe that this is
the ideal system for the US to build out its heavily traveled interstate/intercity corridors and will  eventually be the basis for a national network.  See www.magneticglide.com for the concept.  We have
envisioned a system a 25,000 mile long network that could be built without public funds that could finance itself from lower cost fares and lower cost freight truck shipping from producer locations.  Dr.
Powell and Danby's story and vision has been published in The Fight for Maglev and Maglev America, available on Amazon.  SCMaglev has great potential as a new industry in the US and would be a job
creator.  In Maglev America we describe a commuter subway Maglev system that could convert our steel wheel rail commuter systems to Maglev.  Without rails and very efficient electric power
requirements this system could carry commuters at much lower fares than the rail systems currently in use because the operations and maintenance costs are much cheaper.
We recommend that the Maryland Transit Administration consider competing the Powell and Danby Maglev 2000 system with any other contenders.
You have our permission to release our request to the press and media.
James Jordan
Executive VP Maglev 2000
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146 26-Oct-17 E-Mail

Hi,
I was informed by my Maryland representative regarding a community meeting about the MagLev train this coming November 9th.  This was the first that I had even heard about this train.  I intend to
attend that meeting, but I have several questions regarding the proposed routes for the MagLev train in the meantime.  I looked on your three possible routes on your website, and my street is included in
one of them for a proposed tunnel route underneath.  On the tunnel routes, am I correct in assuming that the houses above the tunnel will not be taken by eminent domain or be forced to sell at fair
market value?  I am assuming this because these areas are heavily populated by residential homes, businesses, schools, and churches.  Please let me know if my assumption is not correct.  If my assumption
is correct, what safety measures will be put in place to assure that our foundations and sewer, water, and gas lines will not be cracked when boring begins.  We had sewer lines replaced a couple of years
ago, and it was as if there was an earthquake every day they were working on them.  What about the safety of residents living above such a widespread magnetic field.  Will this affect our health and our
appliances and devices?  Are there going to be vibrations felt in the house every time a train passes underneath?  There have been reports that when Metro switched over to the newer train cars, residents
above the Metro tunnels now feel their houses shake when a train goes underneath.  This is unacceptable.  I need some answers regarding these specific questions, and please don't just send a scripted
generalized response.  Surely you must have someone dealing with responding to individual questions such as mine.  I imagine that as more people learn of this train in the community, you will be getting
many more questions such as these.  No one in my neighborhood had even heard about this train proposal yet.
Thanks,
Anita Melichar

147 26-Oct-17 E-Mail

Please make sure the ESIS evaluates the impacts of construction works, including traffic, laydown yards, camps, and associated facilities.  For example, the road 197 near Bowie State University is the main
corridor from Bowie to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway—and is a two lane road that is very congested at several times of day (making a left turn nearly impossible, at times).  If you have a maintenance
depot on the Jericho Park side of Bowie State University, not only does it show that it cuts off 4 baseball fields for the community, but the traffic to and from the maintenance yards would be devastating to
this little two lane road—you would need to widen the road and have an overpass or exit to the maintenance yards to allow traffic flow.
I’ve been working in the area of ESIA and stakeholder engagement on infrastructure projects for 25 years, and the biggest deficiency in ESIAs that I see are the failure to assess community impacts, to
evaluate ancillary facilities and construction impacts—all too often, they focus on the impacts of the operational stage of the project (e.g., train noise, vibrations, route), and completely ignore laydown
yards, temporary or permanent traffic flow changes, etc.  I hope that there has been a detailed scoping exercise of the ESIA, so that none of these associated (direct or indirect) impacts are
omitted—whether the maintenance yard is near Bowie State University or elsewhere, all of these impacts should also be assessed.
Best regards, Elizabeth Smith
Elizabeth Temple Smith
Etemplesmith@aol.com

148 26-Oct-17 E-Mail Please use the home e-mail address I included, and not a work one.  etemplesmith@aol.com

149 27-Oct-17 E-Mail

What is the date by which comments should be submitted
for input to the next phase of the process?
thanks

150 28-Oct-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr. Al Khatib,
I write to oppose SCMagLev even though my property and my neighborhood aren't threatened. There are many issues, to the best of my knowledge,  that haven't been addressed, for example, emergency
management issue regarding fire and/or other emergencies requiring passenger evacuation. It seems to me that access points should have 100 ft of a buffer within which all buildings must be made of fire-
resistant materials. The shafts have to be ventilated and should be wide enough to extricate passengers in case of emergency. Seems to me that even the tunnels will have a severe impact on the
neighborhoods above.
I have another concern regarding the financial viability of the project during its operational phase. It's not clear there will be enough demand for the service to pay for the operational costs. Even Amtrak
needs constant public funding to stay afloat. Who is going to pay for the deficit in the operational costs, not to mention the depreciation of the capital assets?
Given the expected cost of travel $1-$2/mile between DC and Baltimore, I wonder how many commuters will be willing to pay for the ride. In my honest opinion, there aren't too many commuters between
DC and Baltimore for whom SCMagLev will be a viable option. Most commuters drive from somewhere between DC and Baltimore to DC or to Baltimore. Since having a stop in Anne Arundel County (other
than BWI) or PG County defeats the purpose of high-speed rail, this proposal offers no benefit to either of these two counties while severely impacting these counties in terms of neighborhood dislocation,
quality of life given electromagnetic radiation and noise level associated with high-speed trains.
I am also concerned about the impact of this train on falling value of the property near and above the track resulting in the loss of property tax revenue for Anne Arundel & PG counties. Citizens of these
counties will be asked to bear the cost of this rail without any benefit.
Amtrak is planning to upgrade its Acela trains which will significantly lower the travel time. There are already MARC trains as well as Metro rails that take commuters to DC. I, for one, travel on Metro rail
every day from Bowie to DC. In the end, I don't see any benefit to the citizens in Anne Arundel and PG counties but a potential higher taxes to fund the deficit in the operating costs of SCMagLev and loss of
tax base.
To summarize, I am opposed to SCMagLev. Please count me out as far as SCMagLev is concerned.
Sincerely,  Sujit Ray,   13315 Yarland Lane, Bowie MD 20715

151 28-Oct-17 E-Mail

While public transporation options are an important part of reducing congestion and pollution, I oppose all current MAGLEV proposals.  They do not serve Prince George's county as there will be no stop
located here.  But the MAGLEV train will be above ground increasing noise pollution and congestion.  It is below ground both inside the district and in Anne Arundel county.  Secure the financing to put it
underground in Prince George's county too and please don't base your cost savings plan on race and class.
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152 29-Oct-17 E-Mail
I am greatly opposed to the MAGLEV train running through the Greenbelt Forest Preserve. My family, friends and my Girl Scouts enjoy taking walks through the forest.  We are also concerned about the
added noise level in our community.  This project will not benefit me or my neighbors but we will be greatly effected by its development.

153 30-Oct-17 E-Mail

I have been a resident of Greenbelt since 2006, and I am writing to oppose the proposed Maglev Line that would cut through Greenbelt Woods. The woods are an important part of our community and have
been fought for by members of our community again and again over time. I do not see this line as a potential benefit to our area, and it is not a resource that serve a significant portion of our community. As
someone who lives bordering the woods and chose to buy here for that reason, I am opposed to the destruction of the Greenbelt Woods for this project.

154 31-Oct-17 E-Mail

The bullet points should be changed to what is actually needed - several of the bullet points are existing issues.  If the poster is read as is, as an example, it is saying that the region needs decreasing
mobility.  This is not true and is a concern based on how the poster is presented.
The bullet points should either be changed to discuss the needs and not deficiencies, or it should separate needs from existing issues.
Thank you,  Adam Greenstein,  Laurel, MD

155 31-Oct-17 E-Mail

Hi there,
This is Andrew Zaleski, a freelance reporter with CityLab, the city-focused news site published by The Atlantic in D.C. Is there someone at BWRR I could get on the phone tomorrow? I have a few questions
about the maps released last week showing potential routes of a maglev train between Baltimore and D.C., and I also have some questions about how the environmental impact study is progressing. Just
looking for about 15 minutes by phone. Tomorrow I'm free between 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. EST, and again from 3 p.m. EST on.
Best,
Andrew

156 1-Nov-17 E-Mail

R U kidding me? Insane project uprooting so many of us who have lived our entire lives in this area. U gotta do some more thinking on this one and come up with an alternative route WITHOUT disrupting
our lives.
For the record, I am OPPOSED to this project.

157 1-Nov-17 E-Mail

Good Morning,
My name is Nyla Howell, I am a student Journalist for my schools newspaper at Eleanor Roosevelt High School. I am writing an article concerning the plans for
MAGLEV Train for the city of Greenbelt. I have a few questions on how it will affect our community and what benefits would come from the construction of this train. I look forward to hearing from you,
thank you for your time.
Sincerely,  Nyla Howell

158 1-Nov-17 E-Mail

Hi, Just following up about speaking with someone at the BWRR about the maglev project. I caught the Sun piece from today, but wanted to ask some questions of a BWRR rep directly. Tomorrow my day is
open from 11 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. EST.
Best,
Andrew

159 31-Oct-17 E-Mail

Dear Mr Khatib:
I would like to suggest we elevate urban ecology by constructing vertical gardens on the MAGLEV pillars near our most populated areas.  It has successfully been done in Mexico City, Mexico.  Their
greenway project has transformed hundreds of pillars supporting flyovers and elevated roads into vertical gardens in order to reduce pollution while improving the cityscape.
The process includes placing metal frames and cloth on top of the pillars to avoid damage to the concrete structures.  This cloth has pockets and a special density that allows the root of the plants to
interweave into this cloth.  Each column has an automatic watering system that also works together with rain water.
The urban vertical garden will lift the air quality and the mood of the people passing by!
To view a video:  www.mobile.reuters.com
Thank you for all your efforts in this matter!
Best regards,  Lori Obispo,  2930 Levee Dr,  Odenton, MD 21113

160 11/1/2017 E-Mail Is the project really a super conductor?  What is the science behind this?

161 2-Nov-17 E-Mail I would to know if there will be any more town hall meetings on the high speed rail?

1 16-Apr-17 Gov. Office

Good evening, I'm trying to understand your thinking to place the Meglev train replacing the WBA trail
and destroying green space. Why not use the current Amtrak Acela tracks? Acela loses money so this route offers
current infrastructure with a viable way to make money. Out of curiosity, what trade deals are you making with Japan for
this system that benefits you? Also, how much is Japan contributing to your next campaign? I look forward to speaking
with you. I am a three war vet, clergy person and federal constituent. I deserve a response and honest conversation with
you. Dr. Karis Graham 2029051713

2 21-Apr-17 Gov. Office

I am writing AGAIN. Still no response other than the auto response that comes seconds after I hit send. I would APPRECIATE a real response. The proposed MAGLEV train has 6 routes under discussion. Two
of them will run through my farm and destroy my business. A third will significantly impact my community (Bowie). I would like to know the Governor's stand on this ridiculous project and what he will do to
protect our community.

Comments to Governor's Office
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3 28-Apr-17 Gov. Office

Please stop this train from coming anywhere near Bowie or destroying anyone's neighborhoods. This will be detriment to the neighborhoods wherever is built. The only people that would benefit from this
is Washington DC and the rich who would use it to go back and forth. It would not serve your average marylander so why ruin our homes for this. I have supported most of your initiatives and I voted for
you and I'm not happy that this is even being considered in our state.

4 2-May-17 Gov. Office

I am writing to express my concerns AGAINST the Maglev Train route through Bowie, MD. Last week I learned that the preferred route for this new project is the yellow route which will go right through my
neighborhood and possibly my house. Like many others in our neighborhood, we have worked so hard to pay for our home -- our only home of 26 years. It will be paid off in one year and never in my
wildest dreams did I think something like this would happen to our 50 year old, established, quite, safe neighborhood complete with schools, churches, a golf course, and shopping. Rockledge is an eclectic
mix of young families to retirees all with the same need for affordable housing that is convenient to work. Governor Hogan, I implore you to recommend that this development be routed AWAY FROM
BOWIE and my home that I'm in danger of losing if this happens. Thank you and I would appreciate that you acknowledge receipt of this email. Gail Sinkovic

5 5-May-17 Gov. Office

As a constituent and as a person likely to be closely affected by the proposed maglev train I urge you to
shelve this project. This train would benefit a small number of elites while imposing heavy costs on the communities
along the route, both in the construction and operation. This is not how a governor of ALL the people should govern.
Thank you for your attention, Andrew McIntire

6 9-May-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan, My name is Garin Sinkovic, I am a sophomore in high school, 16 years old, and a graduate of Youth Leadership Bowie. The reason I am writing this email is to voice my opinions
AGAINST the Maglev Train Project which has a preferred route through my hometown, Bowie. I have lived in Bowie, Md my entire life and it has been the best place to live. It's safe, quiet, modern, and a
wonderful place to grow up. I donâ?Tt want to see this train run right through my neighborhood, Rockledge, which would completely change Bowie in a negative way. Bowie will not be the same if there is a
big train running through it. It will no longer be safe and quiet with the train. There are already many cost effective ways of transportation such as cars, buses, and other trains. In the world we
live in today, where there are very few rich people, the hard working class will not be able to afford what this train will cost. If you must waste your money on this train, please find another route that won't
take away people's houses and property that they have worked so hard to pay for. Please reconsider your thoughts and I would appreciate to hear back from the email as soon as possible. Sincerely, Garin
Sinkovic

7 11-May-17 Gov. Office

I am very concerned about the possibility of the MagLev high speed train coming through Prince Georgeā?Ts County, especially the yellow route through Bowie. Has anyone walked, driven by or inspected
these routes? The yellow route runs right through my development which is relatively new, numerous neighborhoods, at least one elementary school, a golf course, soccer fields, and a medical facility in
Glenn Dale, just to name a few. This project
team needs to do a much better job at reaching out to residents and informing them of this threat to their homes, property values, and amenities like the beautiful Washington, Baltimore & Annapolis Trail.
The vast majority of my neighbors have not heard about this threat. MagLev offers no benefit to our city or County. It also appears that the intent is to run this through areas that are primarily minority
and/or low income. This is unacceptable. I respectfully ask for your assistance in having the project team consider running this train
underground to minimize the impact on residents or utilize the existing Amtrak route or the BW Parkway. Doesnā?Tt the government already own the rights-of-ways for these options? That should be less
expensive than acquiring the rights to tear down new homes, while displacing thousands upon thousands so the wealthy people who can afford tickets can travel faster. Please provide me with the name of
the ultimate decision maker as soon as possible so I can reach out to them as well as answers to my questions. I would appreciate a reply. Best regards, Letitia Carolina-Powell

8 17-May-17 Gov. Office
To Governor Larry Hogan I am opposed to the Superconducting MagLev Project being built through Bowie, MD. The MagLev line will not benefit the community, and will greatly devalue homes in the area.
Please do everything you can to make sure the MagLev project does not come through Bowie. Sincerely, Patricia Grossmann

9 23-May-17 Gov. Office

I am opposed to the NEmeg lev project and want you to stop supporting it for the following reasons: 1. De-Rails needed funding for current highway,bridges,tunnels, subway and Amtrak's Avelia project. 2.
Takes private property 3. Destroys the environment, historical areas, recreational areas, property values. 4. Life cycle cost is not beneficial to citizens 5. Too costly in terms of tax dollars. Baltimore to DC line
$250 million/ mile and Baltimore to NYC line at $48 trillon. 6. Why did Montgomery and Howard county turn project down ? 7. Will not achieve claimed speeds in the Baltimore-BWI-DC section. 8. You were
sold a "bill of goods" by Japan

10 26-May-17 Gov. Office

Did you know the SCMAGLEV project will do nothing for relieving commuter pressure? You can pay for a limo with a driver for the same trip for less than they're proposing and still have change left over for
coffee! Don't destroy tax generating homes and businesses for this project. ALSO YOUR FORM EMAIL BOUNCES THIS IS WHY YOU AREN'T GETTING COMMENTS 5.3.0 - Other mail system problem 550-"5.7.1
Unauthenticated email from yahoo.com is not accepted due to
domain's\n5.7.1 DMARC policy.

11 29-May-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan,
Consider speaking out about one essential fact: before any high speed train is possible, a straight line right of way between Washington and Baltimore is necessary. IF fixed, Acela, now constrained to "slow,"
could then offer high speed travel between subway serviced city centers using existing resources, including the new B&P tunnel. Without it, there will be no city center to city center high speed train.
Edison, also greatly respected, championed DC. He did not prevail. Special interest groups tried to push Boeing into building "America's" supersonic transatlantic aircraft. Boeing, evaluating the economics,
said no, leaving only the Concorde as a continuing economic burden on the taxpayers for the benefit of the few. By remaining quiet, people may associate you with Edison.
For your benefit, you should stop the neeless MAGLEV hysteria starting because of you MAGLEV train ride and statements. Public concerns are also about a private consortium promoting that Maryland tax
payers pay for building and subsiding MAGLEV train, which they - the taxpayers - don't want and don't need. Because of today's economy, and denied federal funds, the time for Maryland to lead in
MAGLEV is long past.
Respectfully, Bob Schunemann,  Odenton, Maryland
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12 31-May-17 Gov. Office

Governor Hogan: I sent this email below to info@BaltimoreWashingtonSCMaglevProject.com and received no response. I believe my question was a reasonable engineering query! Please try to speed up a
response! Thank you. Respectfully, From: EHK Sent: Friday, April 7, 2017 7:55 PM To: info@BaltimoreWashingtonSCMaglevProject.com Subject:
SCMAGLEV System between Washington DC and Baltimore MD Operating of a high-speed superconducting magnetic levitation (SCMAGLEV) system between Washington, DC and Baltimore, MD
(with an intermediate stop at BWI Airport) has been proposed as taking a time of only 10 minutes. In this 40 mile trip, how does the train mitigate against breaking passengerā?Ts necks during starting and
stopping time periods? Please provide applicable performance and design specifications. Thank you. Respectfully,
ek

13 21-Jun-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Tracy Thompson
Content_2017-06-21.pdf

14 11-Jul-17 Gov. Office
This is being submitted on behalf of Home Owmer. My relationship to the organization is Member. Original Message: This BWRR MagLev project is a very bad idea & destructive to the Bowie community. If
this goes through you will not be on the top of my list during the next election. And I hope all the Bowie residence feel the same when its time to elect a governor for Maryland.

15 11-Jul-17 Gov. Office

I attended an overflow meeting in Bowie City Hall last night where Bowie learned about a more then potential plan to build a MagLev line between DC and Baltimore. We learned that a potential route
through Bowie would require the destruction of over 250 homes and a grade school in the Rockledge section of the city. Obviously more home would be destroyed in Anne Arundel County in Odenton and
elsewhere to build this line. There is no intrinsic benefit to Prince Georges and Anne Arundel County if the line is built. What was most disturbing about this is that there have been multiple approvals
granted for this line and an obvious attempt to keep the information on the line quiet so that opposition would be too late and futile. This plan would make it impossible for the home owners to do anything
with their property as the planned transport line would essentially freeze their properties. Of the more than 25 people who spoke only one was in favor. When the audience was polled everyone stood up in
opposition to the Mag Lev Line.

16 11-Jul-17 Gov. Office

I am contacting you to ask that you NOT support the proposed smaglev train from Baltimore to Washington DC. At a time when the state of Maryland is struggling to pay for schools, roads and healthcare I
think it is fiscally reckless and irresponsible to finance a $5-10 billion magnetic train. This proposed train will harm the environment and displace hundreds of homes, local business' and schools. Please
respond and let me know what your position is. I voted for you and I am hopeful that you will Change your mind and NOT support this project! Thank you

17 12-Jul-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Bob
Schunemann_2017-07-12.pdf

18 19-Jul-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan,
I have attached an image overlay which will allow you to zoom in and see the potential impact of the MAGLEV preferred yellow line on your constituents. It is not precisely aligned but very close. This will
enable you to launch google earth in a chrome browser, load the overlay and zoom in to your area of interest to view the enormous housing impact to communities in Prince Georges and Anne Arundel
Counties.
Instructions:
Download attached kmz
launch google earth in a chrome browser
Enable kml import in settings (It should prompt you if
not go to settings)
Go to my places and add MaglevOverlay.kmz
Zoom to area of interest
If I have time I will try make a more precisely aligned map.
The Maglev train will destroy the homes of thousands of your constituents in Bowie and Piney Orchard communities that helped vote you into office along with many other communities. You have enjoyed
great popularity thus far in your term. The word is starting to get out about the impact of this project however, and your popularity will most certainly be tarnished. Please reconsider your support for this ill
conceived show case for Japanese technology. A high speed rail on a dedicated track would offer comparable speeds for a fraction of the cost and much less disruption.

19 22-Jul-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Lawrence Hogan, I am writing to you regarding the Yellow (Alternative G) SCMAGLEV train route proposed through Bowie, Maryland. One of the proposed routes which is Yellow (Alternative
G) comes through our wonderful Rockledge neighborhood here in Bowie, Maryland. I just purchased my 'forever' home here in April of 2016 and plan on retiring here. I enjoy my home very much and love
my neighborhood. If this proposed route (Yellow Alternative G) comes through our Rockledge neighborhood me and all my neighbors will be displaced by eminent domain. Please Governor Hogan, do not
allow this Yellow Alternative G route to run through Bowie, Maryland.

20 22-Jul-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Andrew
McIntire_2017-07-22.pdf

21 23-Jul-17 Gov. Office

Please consider your concerned citizens and loyal Republican voters when determining where or if this train will be installed in Anne Arundel County. From the research that I have done, this train will
devalue many homes in the Piney Orchard, Odenton and Gambrills area. It will not alleviate traffic for those citizens since the only way to use this train will be to drive to D.C. Or Baltimore. This issue could
really lose the next election for you.
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22 23-Jul-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan â?" As one of the many members of the Odenton/Gambrills/Piney Orchard Communities we are incensed with your support of the Mag Lev proposal. We in these communities surely
belief we will suffer the many physical, economic, and emotional externalities inflicted by the Meg Lev Train. In fact we already have â?" the masses are upset, houses are beginning to go up for sale and the
result will be declining property values. Many residents are concerned about eminent domain. The others fear that will be in shadow of the Mag Lev and will get nothing except a reduced home value and a
future of financial turmoil if they are just in the wake of this albatross. In the last election you received 67% of the vote in Anne Arundel County. Generally, people here have liked and supported you â?"
however, when you go the various community meetings or talks with our neighbors the sentiment has vastly changed â?othe pitchforks have come outâ?ť. You and the administration are simply seen as the
enemy. We can guarantee you the entire corridor between Linthicum, Severn, Odenton, Gambrills, Piney Orchard through Bowie and into Prince Georges County will be well organized going into the 2018
election and will oppose any and all candidates or administration supporting the Mag Lev. Our homes and families are too important not to. I very much believe that you or other high officials in your
organization need to get involved, feel our pain, and hear our concerns because we are very angry. As a starter I suggest that you or your representatives begin to attend the Bowie Town Hall Mag Lev
Meetings. They meet every other Thursday at 7:30 PM with the next meeting scheduled for 8/3/17. Additionally I am adding a link to the initial grass root site http://stopthistrain.org/ which opposes the
Mag Lev proposal.

23 24-Jul-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Marsha
Salzberg_2017-07-24.pdf

24 24-Jul-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Arnett
Sanders_2017-07-24.pdf

25 25-Jul-17 Gov. Office

As there has been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens along all
of the potential alternative alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the
alternatives to be considered, and the scope of environmental studies and impact analyses. In addition, the FRA and MTA have failed to publicize citizens' rights to participate under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act. We request that we be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project. Despite the
fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy greenspace, parks, and historic sites within our community, we nor anyone in our community have been notified in any
manner of the proposed project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have taken place. We have spoken to residents in communities along the existing Amtrak line and along the WB&A trail. We
have spoken to stakeholders such as the Washington Area Bicycle Association. No one we have spoken with has been provided any notice of the project or the public meetings. Rather than hearing from
MTA, we learned about the MAGLEV project from a neighbor who learned about it from a friend. Citizen word of mouth has been the only outreach on this project. Other agencies including the Maryland
State Highway Administration routinely send thousands of post cards to all affected citizens prior to scoping and alternatives meetings. MTA has failed to adequately notify citizens in this manner.

26 25-Jul-17 Gov. Office

This is a letter of Protest. I am a 22 year resident of Bowie. In the last couple of weeks, I was told by a neighbor about the Governors support for a MagLev passing through my neighborhood. Surprise. That
is a gross understatement. There was supposedly a public hearing on this proposal? I want to know why My neighbors and I were not notified about any of this. The impact of the proposed routes is
significantly negative to my property value, my neighborhood as a whole. There is no benefit of this plan to my city. Why has the Governor failed to notify people affected? Is this a back door deal? As a
public servant, this is a betrayal of trust, with deep
personal implications. Why was I not notified of public hearings!

27 28-Jul-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Rose Smith_2017-
07-28.pdf

28 29-Jul-17 Gov. Office

I am a resident of Bowie, MD. My home is directly under the yellow corridor for the proposed MAGLEV. If these plans go through, my home will be taken and destroyed. I have worked hard for over 16 years
to pay for my house, and this could destroy everything I have worked for. Bowie is a wonderful place to live. This MAGLEV would destroy our city, and provide zero benefits to residents. I strongly oppose
the MAGLEV project in any area of Maryland. Instead of a MAGLEV for the wealthy few traveling long distances, it would make much more sense to invest in updating our already existing MARC and Amtrak
lines for the everyday commuters in our community. As
there has been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens along all of
the potential alternative alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the
alternatives to be considered, and the scope of environmental studies and impact analyses. Prince George's County has a whole has been largely ignored in the MAGLEV NEPA/EIS process. The May 2017
scoping report, pages 20 and 21, lists the agencies that were invited to participate in the project and invited to the agency scoping meeting. Not a single Prince George's County agency is included (though
the Howard County Planning Department was included, but the project does not affect Howard County). In addition, there is no mention of the Prince George's County Council, local city councils or
departments, or other stakeholder groups that must be given an adequate voice in the project.

29 29-Jul-17 Gov. Office

I am protesting the way in which the entire Mag Lev transportation project is being foisted on the Maryland public. Bowie is in the path of this nongovernmental private project and the citizens of Bowie
seem to have little say in the future of the project. Meanwhile home values are being distorted and the ability to make decisions about future life events are being seriously affected. We should not be the
objects of private experimentation with transportation.
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30 31-Jul-17 Gov. Office

Please be advised you will receive a hard copy of this email via US Mail July 31, 2017 Maryland Department of Transportation Bradley Smith, Director of Office of Freight and Multimodalism 7201 Corporate
Center Drive, Hanover, MD 21076 SCMAGLEV Project, c/o John G. Trueschler Maryland Transit Administration 6 Saint Paul Street, Baltimore, MD 21202 RE: SCMAGLEV ā?" Compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act Dear Mssrs. Smith and Trueschler, As there has been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are
formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens along all of the potential alternative alignments, and that citizens, as required under the
National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of environmental studies and impact
analyses. In addition, the FRA
and MTA have failed to publicize citizensā?T rights to participate under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. We request that we be included as consulting parties under Section 106 and be
informed of all Section 106 activities and meetings associated with this project.We await your response to these requests.

31 31-Jul-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor, Thank you for your service to our great state of Maryland. As a Democrat, I have been pretty pleased with how you have worked for all of its citizens, and I was thinking you'd have my vote
in the next elections. However, recently I've heard details of the MAGLEV high speed train that would cut through Odenton. I've recently learned that two of the proposed routes would have severe
negative impacts on me and my neighbors. My family often walks along the WB&A walking trail. It is beautiful with thriving plants and animals and it's well used by Odenton citizens, both for exercise and to
get to work and shops. By building the MAGLEV train along that path, people and animals would lose their homes and our property values would plummet. The other proposed path is even worse for my
community because it goes right down my street, meaning my neighbors and I would all lose our homes. I purchased my home for around $660,000 in 2005. After various expensive projects, we've put in
around $750,000 into this house. The housing market tanked, but we didn't worry because we would be in this home until we retired, and by then the property values would certainly recover. But if the
MAGLEV train is built on either of these paths, there is no hope for us to recover from the purchase of our home. Are you prepared to pay $750,000 or more for all of the homes in Chapel Grove that would
be destroyed? My final point is that this train would almost exclusively benefit corporations and the wealthy. Amtrack is already out of reach for the middle class, and this train will be much more expensive.
We already have the Acela high speed train in place. Is this really worth the billions of dollars of taxpayer money to benefit the wealthy and corporations? Please look at the real impact on your citizens, and
reject the MAGLEV train. If you do the right thing and reject the train, I will be a true Hogan supporter.

32 31-Jul-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Alan Kolski_2017-
07-31.pdf

33 1-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Dear Mssrs. Smith and Trueschler: As there has been no public notice about the MAGLEV project, we are formally requesting that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to
all citizens along all of the potential alternative alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for
the project. In addition, the FRA and MTA have failed to publicize citizensâ?T rights to participate under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. My home and my community are in the path of
the MAGLEV project, and I have not received any information from MTA regarding the project. Neither I nor my neighbors have been given the opportunity to comment on the project or participate in the
NEPA compliance process. I am formally requesting that MTA reopen the scoping period for this project. Despite the fact that the MAGLEV project will require the demolition of homes and destroy
greenspace, parks, and historic sites within our community, we nor anyone in our community have been notified in any manner of the proposed project or the scoping and alternatives meetings that have
taken place. I heard of the MAGLEV project from a neighbor and friend. Citizen word of mouth has been the only outreach on this project. This entire thought is all about the high classed dollar bill and not
about your citizens of Maryland. To even think to uproot hundreds of families for a high speed train that the lower class and blue collar worker could never afford is absolutely ridiculous and
unconscionable.

34 1-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan, You have been a refreshing change in leadership and I appreciate your efforts. I must urge you to not support Maglev development which would cause the destruction of many homes
and neighborhoods in Bowie. Technology is great but not when it comes at the expense of one's home or hometown, the cost is outrageously out of sync. Very little benefit accrues to Bowie itself but to
relatively affluent outside travelers. I can not support a decision that has middle class citizens of Bowie pay a price to mainly benefit more well to do travelers. Nor will I be able to support an elected official
who does not realize that cost is unfair. It is a completely different story if the Maglev is only considered being built along the existing Amtrak right of way.

35 1-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Why are residents just finding out that their houses, their neighborhoods, their property values are at risk for a local experimental train? More than a year has passed and people in this area are left groping
in the dark. Does the Governor understand that proper notification was not given to thousands of residents within the proposed routing? Does the Governor have time to talk to the residents of Bowie? Will
he be able to promise that property values will be subsidized by the state if they are devalued as a result of this
proposal?

36 2-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Good Afternoon. I have recently become aware of a project that could possible affect my family, my home, and my community. After doing a bit of research, it has become clear to me that the steps that
have been made thus far, have been done in a way, so that our community has not been involved, nor had a say in this enormous proposition. I live lived in Anne Arundel for 30+ years. I have raised a family
in our current home for 16 years, and the idea that a train could possible be at my back door is very scary. The idea that I may lose my home is even scarier. I have a special needs child, that his wheelchair
bound, and our house was built to accommodate him. I can't imagine having to leave here. If our house would not be taken, the value would surely go down, because no one would want to live here. I live
in Four Seasons, and we will directly be affected, along with a new community Piney Orchard. I ask you from the bottom of my heart.....please do not let them build a train near our home or our community.
There is more to life then how fast we can get from one city to another. This project will severely affect lives. Please, do not give the budge approval for this project. I ask of you...please do not.

37 3-Aug-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Kim
Vejarano_2017-08-03.pdf

38 3-Aug-17 Gov. Office

As a concerned Bowie resident, I am writing to you about the proposed maglev train. One major thing that concerns me is the estimated cost of $10-$12 billion dollars. Recently, there was a feature on
Public Television about Japanā? Ts effort to expand its maglev train system. The cost estimate was $1 Trillion ( thatā?Ts a T) dollars for every 10 miles. This is a far cry from the estimates for our train. Given
all of the concerns for the disruption this project will entail and whoā?Ts going to ride this train, we are against this project. William & Gail Bagaria
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39 3-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Understand you met with Bowie City Council re Maglev train "plans". Their current "preferred" route runs thru my house and 300 others in Bowie. There's no reason to build this, no possible profit, and
great risk for the state. But my concern is our homes. Most think this is a pipe dream that will never happen. Meanwhile, our property values will take a hit and sales will be nearly impossible until this is
resolved. I am a retiree who has lived in my home for 45 years. Please end this nonsense quickly. Japan still has this train on a test track. Send them back for more testing! Thanks.

40 5-Aug-17 Gov. Office

As a concerned Bowie resident, I am writing to you about the proposed maglev train. My house is in the path of one of the
proposed sites. I do not want to lose my home. One major thing that concerns me is the estimated cost of $10-$12 billion dollars. Recently, there was a feature on Public Television about Japanā?Ts eļ¬?ort
to expand its maglev train system. The cost estimate was $1 Trillion ( thatā?Ts a T) dollars for every 10 miles. This is a far cry from the estimates for our train. Given all of the concerns for the disruption this
project will entail and whoā?Ts going to ride this train, we are against this project.

41 7-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan,
I am writing to you as a concerned homeowner that has just been made aware of the possible plans to put in a Superconducting Maglev (SCMAGLEV) Train between Washington D.C. and Baltimore with a
possible stop at BWI Airport.
I was surprised to learn that the area of study included my neighborhood, and shocked to see that 2 of the proposed routes
actually would require the demolishing of my neighborhood and home as I did not receive any information on the scoping meetings and I have lived at my current address since 2004.
The fact that I had to learn of this once the study was complete is unfortunate, as there was seemingly little to no public input sought during the scoping process. I certainly did not have the opportunity to
comment on the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and would formally request that the scoping period for the SCMAGLEV EIS be reopened.
The fact that there were only 75 comments regarding the project when there would be more than 75 homes in my neighborhood
alone that would need to be leveled to make room for this project is very telling. I am appalled that there was only 1 flyer location in all of Anne Arundel County where much of the proposed route would
follow and no less than 17 locations in Baltimore City, 19 locations in Washington D.C. and 18 locations in Prince George’s County. I am shocked that the project did not provide mailers to every possible
homeowner in the affected study area. I was also surprised see that homeowners in the areas that actually might care to see this project not move forward, and could actually organize against it were not
made more aware.
I seriously question the need for a multibillion infrastructure development project with minimal to no gain for the commuters between Baltimore and Washington D.C that the project is intended to benefit.
I would welcome the opportunity to see the studies that show that this train would actually benefit the lives of the commuters between Baltimore and Washington D.C.
There is already an existing MARC commuter train that serves this purpose with a regular schedule and is reasonably priced for ~$7 each way. The competing AMTRAK train has significantly less passengers
than MARC and has a value fare of ~$16+ each way, and the higher speed ACELA has even less passengers and charges ~$40+ Each way. I fail to understand how a super high speed train will attract more
passengers that the current Acela train or Amtrak that are already both operating at much less than full capacity. It will certainly not do it if the price for a one way ticket is more than the Amtrak. Even if a
project would improve the lives of Maryland Commuters, there seems to be sufficient land already owned by the State and Federal government that would more than suffice to run the maglev train
between Washington DC and Baltimore with a stop at BWI airport. These routes should be chosen first before displacing thousands of families from their homes and communities.
It would also make better use of the taxpayer’s money to improve the existing commuter service between Baltimore and Washington DC by adding more tracks and train service along the existing Penn and
Camden lines or widening the BW Parkway to accommodate 3 lanes of traffic each way.

42 7-Aug-17 Gov. Office

We are against the SCMaglev. Those of us living in Odenton do not want our homes sold nor do we want our properties to decrease in value. None of us would even benefit from this train. It would only
serve those in Baltimore and DC. Why should our homes and neighborhoods be destroyed for a high speed train tearing our town apart. The almighty dollar should not take precedence over families and
their homes. Stop this train.

43 7-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan,
I am a resident of Glenn Dale, Maryland. I am very upset to read about the plans for the new MAGLEV. This is not something the residents of Maryland need. We need to help to ease the traffic congestion
within the Beltway and surrounding areas. It can take 45 minutes just to go 10 miles on the 495 Beltway during rush hour. This high speed train will not make our life any better.. It will destroy thousands of
homes. It is a HUGE waste of money. I hope the project will never see realization.

44 8-Aug-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Kathryn
Paolucci_2017-08-08.pdf

45 9-Aug-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Richard
Barrett_2017-08-09.pdf

46 12-Aug-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Julie
Nauroth_2017-08-12.pdf
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47 13-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Recently I learned of the possible impact of the MAGLEV Train to our Bowie neighborhood of nearly 33 years. I feel there has been insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project, and I am requesting
that the scoping process be reopened, that appropriate public notice be sent to all citizens along all of the potential alternative alignments, and that citizens, as required under the National Environmental
Policy Act, be afforded the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of environmental studies and impact analysis. Personally, I feel
that there has been an injustice here. Most people I have spoken to know very little, if anything at all, about the impact this train may have to their home or the community of Bowie. In closing, my husband
and I learned that our home was one in the path of possible destruction. We have lived in Bowie nearly 33 years and raised our three children in this town. The Acela Express runs on the already existing
tracks. The need for a train that travels from Washington, DC to Baltimore quickly will not serve those living in Bowie or nearby communities. The plan to build a faster train to serve few is not in the interest
of the people who live here in Bowie or the surrounding areas. The plan as Iâ?Tve seen it will destroy neighborhoods, family homes, and more. I ask, if this train were coming thru your own backyard would
you take more care in the process, would you even consider such a thing? I donâ?Tt believe so. I would like it to be noted that I am totally against the MAGLEV train coming through our neighborhood of
Bowie, Maryland. Thank you. "The sacred is in the ordinary...it is to be found in one's daily life, in one's neighbors, friends, and family, in one's own backyardâ?ť ~ Abraham H. Maslow

48 15-Aug-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_John
Lawson_2017-08-15.pdf

49 22-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Sir; I am a home owner in Odenton, Maryland. Yesterday, I found out that one of the proposed routes for the SCMAGLEV run through my home. Literally, the western edge of the Red Line Option runs
through my backyard. I bought my house brand new in 1994. I raised my four kids in that house. Over the twenty-three years, my wife and I have worked and improved this house so that it is now perfect
for us. To find out that a bunch of high rollers, foreign interests and politicians are considering taking that away from us is more then a little distressing. Particularly upsetting it that I had to find out from a
neighbor months after the NEPA Scoping Process was already closed. Tens of thousands of people are going to be impacted no matter which route is chosen and the vast majority of us did not even know it
was going to happen. At the very least, the NEPA Scoping process needs to be reopened. Further, the people in the proposed path of the SCMEGLEV need to be informed that their homes, business, church
and schools are in jeopardy. I am joining the "Stop This Train" organization and I am going to do all I can to make sure that my neighbors are aware of this property grab.
Respectfully, Richard Jacobs

50 23-Aug-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Anne
Simonetti_2017-08-23.pdf

51 26-Aug-17 Gov. Office

I have recently found out that there is a proposition to build a SMAGLEV system from Baltimore to Washington right through my area. I never once received any word that such a project was underway if it
weren't for people in my community trying to put a stop to it. I find it a horrible idea to build such a system through so many people's home, business, parks, etc. I would like to add my voice to those that
oppose such an undertaking. Sincerely, Larry Burris

52 27-Aug-17 Gov. Office

Governor Larry Hogan, I am writing you today to express my concern about the proposed routes chosen for the Superconducting MAGLEV project. Those limited routes proposed all appear to run through
established neighborhoods, requiring the destruction of thousands of state resident's homes, as well as numerous schools, churches, and businesses. In addition to the thousands of homes,
schools, churches, and other buildings that would need to be destroyed, many more thousands will experience their property value significantly drop. Most of those affected would not even benefit from
such a project. None of the routs appear to minimize this destruction by utilizing existing highways (I-95, MD- 205), not exiting land dedicated to rail lines. Additionally, I am concerned that with several
commuter trains that already service transportation between Baltimore, BWI, and Washington, that such a project would be able to cover the costs and be profitable long term. For these reasons I urge you
to request a reexamination of the proposed routes, as well as the economic impact and burden such a project would place on the citizens of this state. Sincerely, Tom Edwards

53 28-Aug-17 Gov. Office

There needs to be a county wide or at least the jurisdictions impacted meeting held on a Saturday to review the project status.
Each individual jurisdiction is having different meetings and it would be helpful and informative for ALL stakeholders to have
one joint meeting.

54 1-Sep-17 Gov. Office

Thank you for taking the time to read my email. I am formally requesting that the scoping period for the Super Conducting Magnetic Levitation (SCMAGLEV) Environmental Impact Study be reopened. My
community would be severely impacted by this project, yet I only learned of it yesterday by means of Facebook. Do you think that a project of this magnitude should be discovered while scrolling through
Facebook? Is that the appropriate way to inform the general public? I did not receive any notification of the proposed project or of the scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. Outreach for these
meetings was insufficient! Most of my neighbors have been living in their homes since this community was established in 1969 and have no idea about this proposal. I am requesting that I be given the
opportunity to comment on the purpose for the project, need, alternatives to be considered, the scope of the environmental studies and the overall impact analysis. Currently, the Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) is failing to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.

55 1-Sep-17 Gov. Office

Thank you for taking the time to read my email. I am formally requesting that the scoping period for the Super Conducting Magnetic Levitation (SCMAGLEV) Environmental Impact Study be reopened. My
community would be severely impacted by this project, yet I only learned of it yesterday by means of Facebook. Do you think that a project of this magnitude should be discovered while scrolling through
Facebook? Is that the appropriate way to inform the general public? I did not receive any notification of the proposed project or of the scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. Outreach for these
meetings was insufficient! Most of my neighbors have been living in their homes since this community was established in 1969 and have no idea about this proposal. I am requesting that I be given the
opportunity to comment on the purpose for the project, need, alternatives to be considered, the scope of the environmental studies and the overall impact analysis. Currently, the Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) is failing to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.

56 5-Sep-17 Gov. Office

I am a resident of Bowie, Maryland and am concerned about the MAGLEV project. I support mass transit and show this commitment by commuting every day on the MARC Penn line. I am concerned on the
impact the MAGLEV on the communities in Maryland. I am also concerned about the potential diversion of funds from MTA to support operating costs of the MAGLEV train. I would ask that State consider
these impacts and engage the Federal Railroad Administration to put a stop to the MAGLEV project. Thank you for listening to this feedback and providing to the appropriate member of the staff.
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57 6-Sep-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor, I had the pleasure of meeting you during the Brothers Osborne concert at the Calvert Marine Museum a couple weeks ago. I told you that I had never voted Republican in my life until I voted
for you, a decision I stand by. I appreciate your common sense approach to things. That's why I am sending you this note to state that I am firmly in opposition to the proposed SCMAGLEV project. I could
go into much detail as to why I am against this project, but I am sure you have heard from many others in my community as to the lack of need, lack of benefit, and the level of disturbance and disruption
associated with it. If this unnecessary joint Public/Private venture between BWRR and the Federal Government is to come to fruition, it should be located on federal land and aligned with the existing
Baltimore Washington Parkway, which is of course on national parkland. Please take these comments into consideration when deliberating on this matter. Thank you.

58 6-Sep-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Susan Boyd_2017-
09-06.pdf

59 12-Sep-17 Gov. Office
I am writing in opposition to the Maglev high-speed train that is proposed to run from Washington to Baltimore and run directly through my neighborhood. This project would significantly disrupt our
neighborhood and/or cause my family to lose our home.

60 13-Sep-17 Gov. Office

Mr Hogan, I voted for you and I have been a vocal supporter of yours and all that you and your team has done. That streak will end if you support the SCMaglev train. I haven't spoken to one person that is
in favor of this project and I would venture a guess that nobody that's not on the payroll supports this idea. This train will destroy my neighborhood and many others in Bowie thus destroying the legacy that
I have bought and paid for over the past 20+ years for my children. You have proven to be the guy that stands up for the little guy so please hear our calls for help in this matter. Thank you

61 16-Sep-17 Gov. Office

To whom it may concern I am a resident and community leader in Seat Pleasant, MD. Please say NO to the latest proposal for a high speed train designed to come through our community. There are tons of
things the MD DC area could benefit from but I assure you a high speed train is not one of them. Please Say NO to the outside investors who are not invested in our community. They do not share the
valued interest of the community residents and stakeholders. I appreciate your time and considering my viewpoint.

62 18-Sep-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Greg
Klinger_2017-09-18.pdf

63 18-Sep-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Maria Delores
Sasso_2017-09-18.pdf

64 20-Sep-17 Gov. Office \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office

65 21-Sep-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan, I know you can't make everybody happy but I wanted to let you know that there are some of us that approve of this new train system. The yellow line on the plans represent where I
live. I live in an old drug infested area that is not easy to sell homes in. I would not be upset at all if that line went right through my home! I've lived in this neighborhood for over 30 years and have watched
it decline. Please do consider this route for the train. Thank you!

66 24-Sep-17 Gov. Office

Please do everything in your power to stop the Maglev train project from destroying our community. It is not wanted or needed. It will not only destroy a way of life that is disappearing in our country, but
will also also do irreparable damage to the environment. If we, the consituents of Anne Arundel County, must have it, use the Amtrak route which is already in place. That SHOULD be the most logical
approach. Many of us in the Ches Mar community, have lived here for more than 40 years. We are a tight-knit community, and do not want our homes, our schools and, churches and sports areas
destroyed, for the convenience of a relatively small number of people who MIGHT use this system. New churches, and (new) Ridgeway Elementary School have already become assets to the area, and a new
Old Mill High School is being planned for our burgeoning area. Do not let this part fo the
"American Dream" be destroyed.

67 25-Sep-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Beverly
Maliner_2017-09-25.pdf

68 25-Sep-17 Gov. Office

You are proposing to destroy my neighborhood and at least 268 other single family homes in my neighborhood. You are wasting taxpayer funds by spending $20 plus million on a failed technology that will
only serve to enrich consultants, developers and politicians.which has failed in Europe and Japan. Even though you apparently had a nice ride in Japan it is highly subsidized by their government. Do not
destroy our homes, lives, busineses. And please do not respond to this with a "it's only in the exploratory stages" type of response. You will lose at least a minimum of 10,000 votes if you do not take routes
through Maryland neighborhoods off the MagLev proposal. I and many, many others will work diligently to insure those votes are lost to you. Spend the money on improving the AmTrak line-an intelligent
move.

69 26-Sep-17 Gov. Office

Good afternoon Mr Rahn,
My name is Paul Bednarik and I live at 564 Rita Drive in Odenton Maryland and I am very concerned about this maglev train that I have just now been made aware of. My wife and I have lived here since
March of 1986, raised three children here and intend to retire and spend the rest of our life right here. Also our daughter and her husband and our son and his wife have also purchased a houses on
Monterey and Avenue and King Malcolm Avenue and are beginning their life and families in the same community that they grew up in. To find out that we have been overlooked in this entire procedure is
very disheartening and we have no intention of relinquishing our homes and community without being heard.
Some of my concerns:
- Being forced from our homes and community.
- There has been no notice provided to our community at any point that our homes and neighborhood may be taken from us.
- There is no updated information as to current meetings being posted or being made available to the public.
Feel free to contact me at any time by email or my cell phone, 301-325-7400
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70 27-Sep-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Jim Cawleys_2017-
09-27.pdf

71 30-Sep-17 Gov. Office

I am writing you to express my opposition of the high speed magnetic train that is expected to come through Prince Georges County and particulary the historic town of Glenarden, MD. I am concerned
about the lack of communication and transparency regarding this federally funded project that adversely impacts and takes advantage of African Americans, seniors and economically disadvantaged
residents of Prince Georges County. This project rips through our county offering no benefit to the residents. The handling of this project has been unethical and morally wrong considering the inaccurate,
misleading, and false information that is being communicated.
At the the upcoming October 14th meeting at Bowie State University, I am requesting that accommodations be provided to accommodate our seniors and disabled residents. Specifically, shuttles or golf
carts to transport them from the parking lot to the Student Center. Most of the Glenarden residents that came to the meeting at Herbert Charles Flowers High School were seniors that were using walkers
and canes. They will need help navigating the campus and getting to right building. I look forward to your support in stopping this train from coming through Glenarden and for providing assistance to our
seniors who want to come out and express their thoughts on how this project will impact them.
Thank you

72 1-Oct-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Anna
Lawson_2017-10-01.pdf

73 2-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Gov. Hogan, Below is the text of an email sent to Rep. Pam Beidle. I
encourage you to discuss the issues about MAGLEV with her. "Of all State Government Agencies-MDOT has absolutely NO INTEREST or thought of responsibility to the citizens of this state. They are not
elected and think the general public are a nuisance that they must put up with. Public meetings are only to TELL the public what MDOT WILL DO. Unless you and the rest of "OUR " (sic) ELECTED
REPRESENTATIVES get off your high horses and start to truly work together to represent the people who elected you there will be no democracy. The entirety of elected officials will be no better than the
two unacceptable candidates we were left to vote for the last presidential election. The Governor has demonstrated a reasonable ability to make informed decisions rather that exercise blind stupidity. Ask
him to direct his MDOT to not only hold a public meeting in Linthicum, but ask him to show up and hear what the people have to say. There are available underutilized major rail rightaways already existing.
Why screw up other communities? One even goes by the Airport and MDOT Headquarters!

74 4-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Good evening Governor, I hope today finds you well! Myself and many other citizens in the area are deeply concerned about the idea of the MAGLEV train running through our neighborhood as well as
destroying our home values. Would you be able to tell me what your stance is on the MAGLEV? And what you'll do to support the citizens in the area that vehemently oppose this new train system?
Additionally, would you be willing to attend A town hall style meeting with a local citizens can voice our opinion is to you? Thank you in advance

75 5-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan. I respectfully request you please put a stop to the Meglev train that is posing significant displacement of thousands of Marylanders if allowed to be built. Maryland simply does not
have the open space to accommodate this project without impacting the citizens of Maryland at their very core, their homes. I invite you to attend a meeting at Arundel High school on October 16 at 5pm
where Odenton residents and surrounding community members will discuss these impacts. Thank you.

76 6-Oct-17 Gov. Office
Dear Governor Hogan, How about sending the bowie residents a update on the SCmaglev train?
Respectfully

77 7-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Please find the attached letter that is being sent. This matter is of great concern to me because my home of the past 24 years is in one of the proposed direct routes. This makes me sick. I am very unnerved
by the fact that meetings have taken place with out public notice and invitation. This matter needs to be reopened and addressed publicly. I am begging you to keep this plan that will affect thousands of
homeowners and families from happening. Please fight for us and keep us publicly informed. Sincerely, Susan Stepp Bradley Smith, Director of Office of Freight and Multimodalism 7201 Corporate Center
Drive, Hanover, MD 21076 SCMAGLEV Project, c/o John G. Trueschler Maryland Transit Administration 6 Saint Paul Street, Baltimore, MD 21202 Office of Railroad Policy & Development Federal Railroad
Administration 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE Washington, DC 20590 RE: SCMAGLEV â?" Request to Reopen the scoping period Dear Mr. Smith and Mr. Trueschler, I am formally requesting that the scoping
period for the SCMAGLEV Environmental Impact Study be reopened. My community would be impacted by this project, yet I only learned of it recently. I did not receive any notification of the proposed
project or of the scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. Outreach for these meetings was insufficient if communities in the crosshairs of this project are only learning of it now. Had I been
notified, I would have been present and very vocal. I request that I be given the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of the
environmental studies and impact analyses. Currently, MTA is failing to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public. Regards

78 7-Oct-17 Gov. Office

I am writing to voice my opposition to the MAGLEV project. The project will negatively impact the communities in Prince Georges and Anne Arundel counties both environmentally and financially. I do not
want the communities where I live and work to be demolished and altered both physically and emotionally. Each day I take two walks through my peaceful beautiful neighborhood. One in the morning to
set my intention for the day, and one in the evening to give thanks for all that I am grateful for that day. The serenity that my neighborhood brings to all who live there is priceless. I ask that the MAGLEV
project be abandoned.

79 7-Oct-17 Gov. Office
Governor, I know Del. Pam in charge of transportation has requested a meeting here in Linthicum about this and I am hearing you are saying no. We in Linthicum want a meeting and want to know what is
going on with this from you.
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80 7-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan, You are, I believe, being unwittingly extremely careless with my life and the life of the community I live in. I live in Linthicum. And I am a republican and I voted for you because as a
Republican you support more of what matters as a Christian. My very big problem is this: you are supporting the destruction of my town and the very neighborhood I have lived in since 2002 and a very
historic town in order to save commuters 15 minutes travel time between NYC and Washington, DC via the proposed MAGLEV. Shameful, if you only appreciated how significant the destruction of our town
is and our neighborhoods and our property values and homes and years of investments in our homes just to save some people 15 minutes commute time. Unthinkable really. Shame on you if you allow it.
And, do you realize this is a heavily republican community in a heavily democratic state? Even for selfish reasons I would think you would not allow the destruction of our town. What do you have to say for
yourself? Praying you will have a change of heart and mind and not support and not allow the MAGLEV to be built. It's sinful honestly to destroy whole communities for 15 minute saving in commute time.
We don't need to create jobs. Are you willing to destroy my town for no good reason. I'm 54 years old with a wife a two children. I've worked 29 years in D.C. I commute via the MARC Train. Do you know
that it only takes 23 minutes for the express MARC train to travel from Union Station to BWI Station? I am angry. This is an inexcusable way to treat people.

81 7-Oct-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Natalie
Murray_2017-10-07.pdf

82 9-Oct-17 Gov. Office

I am formally requesting that you advocate for reopening the scoping period for the SCMAGLEV Environmental Impact Study. I request that those in the crosshairs of the MAGLEV be given the opportunity
to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of the environmental studies and impact analyses.
I am a resident of Colonial Park, a subdivision within Anne Arundel County (District 33), that according to the maps located on the Baltimore –Washington Superconducting MAGLEV Project website, is in two
of the potential paths of the SCMAGLEV route and within close proximity of two other routes. The news of this project came as a surprise to me and my neighbors, as we did not receive any notification of
the proposed project or of the scoping and alternatives meetings that took place – meetings that took place in December 2016 while many were focused on holiday activities, winter graduations/school
schedules, and weather. The lack of proper notice and timing are without a doubt disturbing, and are viewed as underhanded and meant to prevent community input.
Though I support progress and that of better transportation options, my view is that we should invest in improving the current infrastructure. You have recently identified improvements to I270,
I495, MD 295, MD 32, and MD 50, all projects that will positively impact the region. THANK YOU!!! I ask that you extend your efforts of improving transportation congestion by supporting the improvement
of the existing rail lines and that of the AMTRAK Northeast Corridor highspeed train modernization effort. For the past three years I have used the MARC Penn Line train between Odenton, MD and Union
Station, Washington D.C. as a primary means of commuting to/from home and work. I can attest that making the much needed improvements to the MARC/AMTRAK rail lines, stations (local), roads and
parking will benefit the local and regional community – something that the MAGLEV project does not do. Done well, these improvements could save billions in costs and will address the need for reliable
mass transit, safety, and convenience needed in the BaltimoreWashington corridor.
Given the AMTRAK modernization effort that makes use of existing rail routes and improve infrastructure and traveler experience, the MAGLEV project isn’t warranted and the expense severely outweighs
any perceived benefit. The selected MAGLEV route will grossly and negatively impact citizen’s homes, schools, churches and businesses and will disturb historic sites, conservation areas, and green space.
Additionally, whereas AMTRAK is accessible to tourists, commuters, government personnel, and locals, the MAGLEV will only be affordable to the elite or specialized traveler. The communities disrupted
during construction and then bypassed without stops/stations will not recover economically. Moreover, I do not support foreign investment in this particular project.Thank you for consideration of this
matter.

83 9-Oct-17 Gov. Office

I am formally requesting the scoping period for the SCMagLev Environmental Impact Study be reopened. My community would be impacted by this project and yet I, and my neighbors, only recently
learned of the SCMagLev project and the proposed routes through our homes in Linthicum and Linthicum Heights. Neither I, nor my neighbors, received any notification of the proposed project or of the
scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. No meetings to present this project and to receive feedback were held in our community. Outreach for these meetings was insufficient and apparently
nearly absent if communities in the crosshairs of this project, such as ours, are only now learning of this project. Had the Linthicum community been notified, I (and many of my neighbors) would have been
present to share our significant concerns and alternative ideas. I request that we be given the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for this project, the alternatives to be considered, and the
scope of the environmental studies and impact analyses. MTA has failed to hear and consider the issues and concerns of the affected public.

84 9-Oct-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Elinora
Wixon_2017-10-09.pdf

85 9-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor, My name is Edward Vesely. I live in an over 55 community in Odenton MD. A few weeks ago our HOA board was informed that there may be a very real possibility of a "Bullet Train" route to
be constructed approximately 300 to 500 yards away from our house! When we purchased our house 12 years ago we had absolutely no idea that some day we would be able to feel our house vibrate every
time a "Bullet Train" sped past. I am writing to you to let you know my wife and I are VEHEMENTLY opposed to this idea. I certainly hope you will veto this idea before it actually becomes a nightmare for
our community.
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86 10-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Request to Reopen the Scoping Phase. Mr. Smith, et al., I am formally requesting the scoping period for the SCMagLev Environmental Impact Study be reopened.
My community would be impacted by this project and yet I, and my neighbors, only recently learned of the SCMagLev project and the proposed routes through our homes in Linthicum and Linthicum
Heights. My neighbors and I have been lied to and taken advantage of before with the MTA’s Light Rail Project,, and with the Casino Projects in the State of Maryland. We will not be taken advantage of yet
again. My Community of Ferndale has suffered and is now paying the price of the aforementioned projects, destroying our neighborhoods, our shopping, our personal safety,, and we will not
submit to further degradation by the SCMAGLEV project. Our Community,,, the Linthicum / Ferndale populations must have our say to the possible destruction of our homes, our neighborhoods and the
degradation of our communities!
Neither I, nor my neighbors, received any notification of the proposed project or of the scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. No meetings to present this project and to receive feedback were
held in our community. Outreach for these meetings was insufficient and apparently nearly absent if communities in the crosshairs of this project, such as ours, are only now learning of this project. Had the
Linthicum community been notified, I (and many of my neighbors) would have been present to share our significant concerns and alternative ideas.
I request that we be given the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for this project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of the environmental studies and impact analyses. MTA
has failed to hear and consider the issues and concerns of the affected public.

87 10-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Governor Hogan:
We are formally requesting the scoping period for the SCMagLev Environmental Impact Study be reopened. My community would be impacted by this project and yet I, and my neighbors, only recently
learned of the SCMagLev project and the proposed routes through our homes in Linthicum and Linthicum Heights. Neither I, nor my neighbors, received any notification of the proposed project or of the
scoping and alternatives meetings that took place. No meetings to present this project and to receive feedback were held in our community. Outreach for these meetings was insufficient and apparently
nearly absent if communities in the crosshairs of this project, such as ours, are only now learning of this project. Had the Linthicum community been notified, I (and many of my neighbors) would have been
present to share our significant concerns and alternative ideas.
We request that we be given the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for this project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of the environmental studies and impact analyses. MTA
has failed to hear and consider the issues and concerns of the affected public.

88 10-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan I am opposed to the possibility of the SCMAGLEV project becoming a reality. The proposals are so very close to family homes, there seems to be no concern for our homes or lives. At
this stage of our lives, it would make a great impact on our life. With the noise, sacrificing the green space, and decrease of our home value, you must consider the benefits of going faster between two
cities.

89 10-Oct-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Linda
Thompson_2017-10-10.pdf

90 11-Oct-17 Gov. Office

I have been a lifelong Anne Arundel County resident. Bringing this train through my community would be devastating to my family. I am a few years from retirement and am counting On the equity of my
home for retirement. If the train comes through and I'm forced to sell my home for less than what it's worth it would jeopardize my retirement. I can't sell my home now because it is well known that my
area is the favored route for the train.
We have always been a supporter of you as our governor please support us and stop this train.

91 11-Oct-17 Gov. Office

Dear Governor Hogan, I'm a lifelong Republican and proud Hogan voter. I greatly appreciate your leadership and dedication to the people of Maryland. However, I am also a homeowner in Linthicum Heights
and am deeply concerned about the proposed Maglev project. Of the proposed routes, all of them go through my town. Several go through the ball fields where my kids learned to play ball and the
community pool where all they learned to swim. Two of the proposed routes cut directly through my neighborhood, directly overlaying my street, and would likely result in the demolition of the home
where we have raised our five children. While we are told the Maglev won't be built for years and perhaps decades, this is not comforting to us, as we have a 3-month-old baby and planned to grow old
together in this house and this neighborhood. The Maglev debate is a passionate one, but I believe it is important to have a respectful and cordial discussion on all sides. In that spirit, I would like to extend
a friendly invitation to you, and any members of your transportation staff who'd like to come, to come have dinner with us at our home on any day that works for you. As the Maglev discussions continue,
we'd really appreciate the opportunity to show you our beautiful street and our beautiful town, which will be affected no matter which routes are selected. I can be reached at 4109673346 or
pricedoran@gmail.com. I look forward to hearing from you and, again, would welcome you and anyone from your office to visit, meet our family, and see our lovely neighborhood which this project has
potential to place at risk.

92 12-Oct-17 Gov. Office

I am formally requesting that the scoping period for the SCMAGLEV Environmental Impact Study be reopened. My community would be impacted by this project, yet I only learned of it recently. There has
been grossly insufficient public notice about the MAGLEV project. Outreach for these meetings was insufficient if communities in the crosshairs of this project are only learning of it now. Had I been notified,
I would have been present and very vocal. I request that I be given the opportunity to comment on the purpose and need for the project, the alternatives to be considered, and the scope of the
environmental studies and impact analyses. Currently, MTA is failing to hear the issues and concerns of the affected public.

93 12-Oct-17 Gov. Office

I WILL TRY TO MAKE IT SHORT. WHY ARE YOU GOING ALONG WITH THIS PROJECT? I AM 75 AND LIVING ON A FIX INCOME, BUYING MY HOME, TRYING TO WORK TO MAKE ENDS MEET. RETIRED FROM IRS
AFTER 32 YEARS. 10 YR. BREAST CANCER SURVIVOR. YOU TAKE MY HOME WHAT AM I GOING TO DO SIR? HAVE YOU THOUGHT ABOUT US AT ALL? I AM TOO OLD TO START OVER AGAIN. I HAVE LIVED HERE
FOR 25 YRS. I CANT AFFORD ANOTHER 30 YR. MORT. RIGHT NOW I AM A NERVOUS WRECK. WONDERING WHAT AM I GOING TO DO. I WORK AS A SUBSTITUTE TEACHER IN PGCPS. I HAVE TO WORK TO
MAINTAIN MY HOME AND I LIVE ALONE. I HAVE BUILT MY LIFE AROUND MY HOME TO MAKE SURE I HAVE A DECENT PLACE TO LIVE. WHY ARE YOU GOING TO TAKE IT AWAY FROM ME? MY GOD SIR,
PLEASE THINK ABOUT WHAT IS BEING DONE. I STILL HAVE A MORT. TO PAY AND HAVE NEVER BEEN LATE IN 24 YRS. WHAT IS THIS GOING TO DO TO ME AND OTHER PEOPLE. DONT TOSS THIS ASIDE OR
HAVE A REPRESENTIVE ANSWER. I WANT TO HEAR FROM YOU.

94 12-Oct-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_Leah
Bonistalli_2017-10-12.pdf
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95 13-Oct-17 Gov. Office I fail to see advantages for this train, either locally, statewide, or nationally. Plus the expense is too way too high. Please vote against it.

96 14-Oct-17 Gov. Office
See PDF: \\USBAL1FP001\Data\Data\Departmental Shares\Pm\60485181 - MAGLEV\300-Communications\330 External\Comments Received\Governor's Office\Correspondence_MAGLEV_LaJuan
Graham_2017-10-14.pdf

97 17-Oct-17 Gov. Office

I am writing about my concern about the proposed SCMaglev Project. I recently heard of the project through an email from a concerned parent at Eleanor Roosevelt High School. I currently teach and coach
within Prince George's County Public Schools. I am very concerned about the potential harm this project could have environmentally and physically for residents of the county and students of our school
systems. I also feel that more public awareness should come forth before any decisions are made on this project. I hope that you and those you work with will carefully look into this project and its'
potential cons before any decisions are made on it. I hope that our future and the potential risk for our students and children are taken into account as well.

98 21-Oct-17 Gov. Office

I am writing to express strong support for the proposed high-speed, magnetically suspended train project from Baltimore to Washington, D.C. with a stop at BWI Airport. Furthermore I would like to call your
attention to a technological approach to the project developed by a Maryland resident.
At this link you will find a description of U.S. Patent #7617779: "Linear Brushless D.C. Motor with Stationary Armature and Field and with Integratable Magnetic Suspension" (the patent summary is also
attached here). You will note that the system proposed is totally non-contacting, providing emission-free and nearly silent propulsion to minimize impact on surrounding right of way. Note also that the
inventor resides in Maryland and has made a patent assignment in the U.S. The assignee has made a working small-scale version of this system as proof of concept.
You will find that the system described therein employs the latest technology to achieve the fastest and most comfortable passenger ride at speeds comparable to aircraft, but avoids the need for extensive
and costly terminal and landing facilities. The routing should be accomplished without intersecting roadways.
Crucially, the concept, design and preliminary development of this technology have all been done in the United States.
Respectfully submitted,  [PATENT SENT IN SEPARATE PDF]

99 24-Oct-17 Gov. Office
I may have voted for you in the last election, but the lack of consideration for those of us who have resided along the BW Parkway (almost 50 years in my case) for the purpose of encouraging the MAGLEV
and/or HyperLoop trains without our input, absolutely means I won't vote for you next election.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY The purpose of this technical memorandum is to provide
support for the operational and safety metrics detailed in the design criteria that are
required to achieve the optimal speed of the SCMAGLEV technology and avoid the
need for reduction in speed other than that imposed by the 1) normal acceleration
and braking into/out of curves and 2) normal acceleration and braking into/out of
stations. The SCMAGLEV project purpose is to evaluate and ultimately construct and
operate a safe revenue producing, high-speed ground transportation system that
achieves the optimal operating speed of the SCMAGLEV technology. The optimal
speed of 500km/h will be used as a screening criterion in the evaluation of proposed
alignments within the project study area.

Highest Optimal/Practical Operating Speed of 500km/h

The SCMAGLEV technology is capable of achieving a maximum speed of 600km/h.
A number of factors impact the determination of the optimal speed under the
circumstances found in the 40-mile corridor between Washington, DC and Baltimore,
MD with 3 station locations.

1. Acceleration/Deceleration:  SCMAGLEV can accelerate to 500km/h in two
minutes at a rate of 0.1g with no adverse impact on passenger comfort.  With
approximately 49 km between the yet to be proposed DC terminal station and
Baltimore Washington International Airport (BWI) station, the train will travel
about 4.1 minutes at the optimum speed after accelerating, and before
deceleration is required to stop at the next station.  On the BWI-Baltimore
segment, the quick acceleration rate results in a travel time of 3.9 minutes; the
train will not attain the cruising speed of 500km/h before having to decelerate.

2. Energy Consumption:  Acceleration consumes the largest amount of energy.
Achieving an optimal cruising speed of 500km/h within two minutes provides
the most efficient, consistent run speed per megawatt of power over the
distance between stations.

3. Geometry: Horizontal and vertical geometry has been developed and
operationally established by the Central Japan Railway Company (JRC)
through extensive research and testing over a 50-year period, resulting in
minimum alignment radii of 8,000m horizontal and 40,000m vertical to permit
the optimal operating speed. Any suboptimal geometry will require speed
reductions, resulting in additional time and energy consumption for
deceleration and acceleration, to ensure safe and comfortable operation.

4. Passenger Comfort:  JRC confirmed through extensive testing on a 42.8km
initial segment that the minimum geometry specified above resulted in a
comfortable passenger experience at the optimal speed of 500km/h.

5. Aerodynamics:  Factors such as air-friction between passing trains and tunnel
pressure have been factored into the operational and safety metrics of the
project achieve to an optimal speed of 500km/h.

The entire SCMAGLEV system – guideway geometry, tunnel configuration, power
requirements, vehicle design, train control system, etc. – has been designed to
operate at a maximum practical speed of 500km/h.
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Economics

This is a privately sponsored project intended to meet the challenge under the
Maglev Deployment Program (MDP) and Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) to
deliver, through SCMAGLEV technology, a transportation system with the highest
practical speed that results in dramatically improved runtimes between stations. Any
suboptimal conditions that negatively impact a 500km/h cruising speed will adversely
affect the economic viability of the project. Falling short of producing the optimal
capacity of the SCMAGLEV system would result in the private project sponsor’s
(Baltimore Washington Rapid Rail (BWRR)) withdrawal from the project.

Background   Over the past 25 years, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)
and the State of Maryland have been studying a maglev service between
Baltimore, MD and Washington, DC and advancing it into successive phases of
development from feasibility assessment, to a demonstration project, and to the
current development of a commercial system.

The National Maglev Initiative was established under the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991.  In 1994, a report entitled “Baltimore-
Washington Corridor Maglev Feasibility Study” was prepared by the Maryland
Transit Administration (MTA). The goal of the study was to assess the feasibility
of maglev between Baltimore and Washington, DC. The criteria used required
the alignment to allow a top speed of 483 km/h (300 mph).  The study concluded
that a maglev system connecting Baltimore and Washington, DC was feasible,
and alignment and station options for such a system were identified.

Subsequently, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century of 1998
established the Maglev Deployment Program (MDP) with the purpose of
demonstrating the use of maglev.  Through a nationwide competition, FRA
selected seven states (including Maryland) to receive grants for pre-construction
planning. The projects proposed by the seven states were considered the action
alternative in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the
MDP.  In support of FRA’s PEIS for the MDP, on behalf of Maryland, MTA
undertook a second study to analyze alternatives between the two cities.  The
criteria employed by MTA for this demonstration project included a requirement
of achieving a minimum top speed of 386 km/h (240 mph), and the alternatives
not meeting the horizontal curvature requirement to attain such speed were
dismissed.  The three alternatives retained for the DEIS all met the speed
criteria.  The Maryland project was selected for continued evaluation and initial
project development, including engineering design and analysis.  In 2001, FRA
published a Record of Decision (ROD) following completion of the PEIS.  The
purpose of this action was to demonstrate maglev technology by identifying a
viable Maglev project in the US, and assisting a public/private partnership with
the planning, financing, construction, and operation of a project. As published in
the ROD, FRA concluded that Maglev was an appropriate technology for use as
a new transportation option in Maryland and should be further studied at the
project level.

Following the selection of Maryland in the MDP PEIS, in coordination with the
MTA, FRA prepared and circulated a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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(DEIS) in 2003, for a demonstration project linking downtown Baltimore, BWI
Marshall Airport, and Union Station in Washington, DC. The criteria used by MTA
for this project included attaining a minimum top speed of 386 km/h (240 mph).
The DEIS documented project needs, including transportation demand, regional
economic growth, and reducing corridor congestion. The DEIS also documented
feasible mitigation measures for the environmental impacts as well as the
benefits of the project alternatives.  In 2007, FRA prepared a Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS); however, the FEIS was not finalized.

In regard to the Baltimore-Washington SCMAGLEV Project, as was the case with
the MDP PEIS, 2003 DEIS, and California High Speed Rail (CAHSR)
environmental impact statements, speed has been used by FRA as an
alternatives screening criterion in preparing NEPA documents. In fact, CAHSR
NEPA documents cite the need to attain and maintain maximum operating
cruising speeds of high speed rail between stations.

Why 500 km/h (311 mph)?

The system will utilize SCMAGLEV technology as developed by JRC. SCMAGLEV
technology allows for much faster speeds than the maglev technology existing at the
time of the FRA MDP PEIS and the 2003 DEIS.1

SCMAGLEV service and runtimes need to be substantially better than other travel
options in order to provide the mobility improvement at a level that will attract riders.
At a cruising speed of 500 km/h, SCMAGLEV will be capable of 15-minute travel
times between Baltimore and Washington, which is approximately two times faster
than fastest intercity passenger rail travel time between the cities, approximately
three times faster than the regional intercity passenger rail service, and
approximately four times faster than commuter rail service between the cities.

Consistent with plans and goals of the Maryland Aviation Administration for BWI, and
to adequately serve the mobility need that would be addressed by SCMAGLEV, the
BWI station needs to be directly beneath the airport’s central terminal area. Because
not all SCMAGLEV trains will stop at BWI, the alignment needs to have express
through-train geometry.

The SCMAGLEV system is able to achieve trip time goals in large part due to
extremely quick acceleration of 0.01g, achieving full speed of 500 km/h in two
minutes.  By offering a substantially faster travel option between the cities, as
compared with other options, SCMAGLEV will also address a key project need:
reduce congestion on the roadways between the cities.

1 SCMAGLEV uses the principle of magnetic repulsion between sets of magnetic coils on the side of the u-
shaped guideway and the vehicle for levitation, guidance, and propulsion.  Maglev, as developed by Transrapid
and considered in the 2003 DEIS, applies the principle of magnetic attraction between sets of coils on the
guideway and the vehicle for levitation and with propulsion via a linear traveling electric field in the guideway
on which vehicle rides, similar to a monorail.  Due to technological limitations, Maglev can attain a maximum
operating speed of approximately 431 km/h (268 mph).  The SCMAGLEV system is able to attain higher speeds
than Maglev because superconducting magnetism is much stronger than ordinary normal conducting
electromagnets. Additionally, SCMAGLEV uses inductive magnetic reactions with no active control and rides
in a U-shaped guideway; whereas, the German Transrapid system uses attractive reactions that need active
controls and rides in a T-shaped guideway.
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Development and Testing of SCMAGLEV JRC and its predecessor, Japan
National Railways (JNR), have been researching and developing SCMAGLEV
technology for over 50 years.  JRC’s 18.4 km (11.4 miles) Yamanashi test line, the
most recent SCMAGLEV testing facility in Japan, opened in 1997.  JRC constructed
the Yamanashi line to be able to better test SCMAGLEV with tunnels, steeper
gradients, and curves.  MLX01 trains were tested on the Yamanashi test line from
1997 to 2011.  The Yamanashi line was extended to 42.8 km (26.6 miles) and
upgraded to commercial specifications, and re-opened in 2013 to test the L0 train,
the vehicle planned for use when the 286 km Tokyo-Nagoya SCMAGLEV (Chuo
Shinkansen) line commences revenue service in 2027. Since November 2014, JRC
has operated passenger service on the Yamanashi line to preview SCMAGLEV with
the public as the initial leg of Chou Shinkansen.

The decades of testing and empirical research have enabled JRC to develop
commercial specifications (maximum operating speed and corresponding design
criteria) for optimal performance of SCMAGLEV technology accounting for such
considerations as aerodynamics, energy consumption, and passenger comfort.
Based on the testing and research, which has been reviewed and accepted by the
Maglev Technological Practicality Evaluation committee (MTPEC) under the
Japanese Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism (MLIT), JRC has
found that a speed of 500 km/h is the maximum operating speed for optimal
performance.   This speed corresponds with required minimum radii of 8,000 meters
horizontal and 40,000 meters vertical.

Geometry Requirements   The horizontal and vertical geometry of the SCMAGLEV
technology developed by JRC correspond to an alignment that allows the optimum
speed of 500km/h for SCMAGLEV technology and avoids the need for reduction in
speed other than that imposed by the normal acceleration and braking curves into
and out of stations.  As has been operationally established through extensive
research and testing of the SCMAGLEV technology, shifting direction at top speed
must be safely and comfortably accommodated over a long and gradual geometry.
This is one of the key factors in determining whether a future alignment is suitable for
safe operation.  If tighter curvature were to be introduced in order to avoid a specific
impact, not only would speed be negatively impacted, it would increase maintenance
requirements due to the enhanced geometric requirements of the guideway
itself.  For example, the length of the sidewall panels is reduced by about half for an
8000m curve compared to a tangent section.  That means twice as many panels,
which adds to both capital and maintenance costs.  The panels contain the
propulsion and levitation coils, which represent a significant cost component of the
entire system.

Passenger Comfort Rider comfort is a critical factor underlying the geometric
requirements.  Passengers are sensitive to geometry changes including suboptimal
banks, shifts in direction or changes in acceleration. As such, these have been
minimized to the extent possible.  The maximum allowable cant (super elevation) at
high speed on a curve is 10 degrees.  If the train has to slow down in a canted
section, the motion of this shift will be perceptible and uncomfortable for passengers.
An optimal system will not introduce substandard conditions because it is not
commercially acceptable to have passengers discomforted by the effects of speed.
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The proposed alignments selected for future alternatives analysis in the current
NEPA process all meet minimum geometry requirements.

Design Criteria The following design criteria were established to guide the geometry of the
alignments and are based on established minimum geometric and operating standards
developed by JRC including such factors as passenger comfort and aerodynamics.

Element Criteria

Minimum radius2 16,000m (10 mi)

Minimum radius for top speed operation3 8000m (5mi)

Minimum radius for slow speeds 800m (2600 ft)

Minimum tangent section length at stations 1000m (3300 ft)

Maximum grade 4%

Minimum vertical curve radius for top speed operation4 40,000m (25 mi)

Minimum vertical curve radius at slow speeds 3000m (1.9 mi)

Maximum super elevation 10 degrees

Center-to-center spacing of guideways 5.8m (19 ft)

Out-to-out dimension of elevated guideway (approx.) 14m (46 ft)

Internal tunnel diameter for two guideways (approx.) 13m (43 ft)

Minimum internal tunnel cross-sectional area above the
guideways (governed by aerodynamic requirements)

74m2 (800 sf)

ROW limits for elevated structure 22m (72 ft)

Conclusion The ability of SCMAGLEV to achieve mobility, revenue-generation,
and other objectives of the purpose and need is linked directly or indirectly to speed.
The project depends on operating SCMAGLEV at a continuous cruising speed of 500
km/h accounting for such factors as power consumption, aerodynamics, and human
comfort. The 15-minute runtime associated with 500 km/h provides travelers in the
Baltimore-Washington region an option that is approximately two times faster than
the current fastest option for travel between the cities and with a service frequency to
provide substantial new travel capacity. In addition, the substantially short time may
divert a segment of travelers in the Baltimore Washington region from travelling by
automobile, and is expected to help reduce congestion on the region’s roadways.

2 SCMAGLEV uses circular curves with parabolic transition curves for horizontal geometry.  A horizontal curve
radius exceeding 16,000m provides an efficient operation.
3 The minimum horizontal radius of 8000m requires 10% super elevation and shorter sidewall panels on the
guideway resulting in higher capital and maintenance costs. The transition curve from an 8000m radius curve to
a tangent section is 1100m long
4 SCMAGLEV uses circular curves for vertical geometry. Vertical curves with radius of less than 30,000m
require parabolic transition curves.  No transition curves are needed for vertical curves with 40,000m radius.  A
40,000m vertical curve that transitions from 0% to 4.0% grade is 1600m long.
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