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Baltimore Red Line Comments 

1  Supports the inclusion and associated funding of the 
Baltimore Red Line project in the 2012 – 2015 
Transportation Improvement Program 

Greater 
Baltimore 
Committee 

The BRTB appreciates your participation in the Transportation 
Improvement Program amendment process. 

2  Supports the inclusion and associated funding of the 
Baltimore Red Line project in the 2012 – 2015 
Transportation Improvement Program 

The Central 
Maryland 
Transportation 
Alliance 

The BRTB appreciates your participation in the Transportation 
Improvement Program amendment process. 

3  Supports the inclusion and associated funding of the 
Baltimore Red Line project in the 2012 – 2015 
Transportation Improvement Program 

Baltimore 
Neighborhood 
Collaborative 

The BRTB appreciates your participation in the Transportation 
Improvement Program amendment process. 

4  Opposed to the Baltimore Red Line connecting to 
the Dundalk area based on a potential for an 
increase of crime in Dundalk. 

Diane Vermette The MTA appreciates the opportunity to respond to comments 
from Ms. Vermette regarding the Red Line. While building an 
extension to Dundalk has been considered as a future option for 
the Red Line, those plans are not included in the current project. 
The proposed Red Line alignment will terminate on the north 
side of Lombard Street near the intersection with Bayview Blvd.  

There is no timeline for future plans to extend the alignment. 
Should the concepts for a Red Line extension to Dundalk ever 
materialize the project would undergo a comprehensive planning 
and environmental review process. This process may resemble 
planning efforts that have been performed for the existing Red 
Line project and would include the opportunity for the public to 
comment on any issues of concern, including crime.  

The safety and security of our passengers and transit systems is 
the MTA’s top priority. The MTA monitors trends in criminal 
activity and re-deploys our resources in response. Despite 
common perceptions, criminal activity associated with MTA 
services is very uncommon and has fallen steadily over the past 
several years. This is also true in the communities around our 
stations. 
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4 (continued) 

 

(continued) 

 

(continued) 

The Red Line is also being designed with safety and security as 
a top priority. MTA is currently assessing the need for additional 
police personnel, including sworn officers and civilian staff, 
equipment and office space to be able to provide a high level of 
security for riders and employees on trains and in surrounding 
station areas.  

Further, as part of the process for obtaining federal funding for 
the project, MTA is required to prepare detailed safety and 
security plans that are reviewed by federal agencies. MTA is 
planning to include features along the Red Line that inhibit 
criminal activity such as lighting, cameras, public announcement 
systems, and police call boxes. 

5  MTA has not provided a right of way and property 
line map of Edmondson Avenue between Hilton 
Parkway and Wildwood Parkway. 

 

 

 MTA’s traffic study of Edmondson Avenue is invalid, 
because subsequent to that study a bike lane was 
added to Frederick Avenue (the primary alternative 
route expected to carry some of the motor vehicle 
traffic presently on Edmondson Avenue), and the 
added bike lane has taken away a lane of traffic in 
the peak direction on Frederick Avenue. 

Edward Cohen  MTA does not agree with this characterization. MTA has 
provided mapping showing current right-of-way lines and 
project alignment as requested. Mapping has become more 
precise as engineering has progressed, and up to date plans 
will be available as part of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS). 

 MTA’s traffic impact studies use the latest available information 
about the transportation network at the time the study is 
undertaken. The current BMC travel demand model does not 
include the bike lanes on Frederick Avenue per se, but it 
includes one travel lane on Frederick Avenue per direction 
west of Athol Street, and also east of Hilton Street. With these 
capacity-constrained sections in the model, the traffic 
diversions were determined to be reasonable, and sufficiently 
account for the capacity constraints along Frederick Avenue as 
a result of the bike lane system. 
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 MTA’s study of air quality dealt with the region as a 
whole. It has not done an air quality study localized 
to the streets on which the proposed Red Line will 
operate and to which motor vehicle traffic will be 
diverted. Further, the study that MTA has done is 
invalid, because the traffic study has become 
invalid. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 By removing a proposed crossover inside the 
downtown tunnel to save money, MTA has removed 
the best way of dealing with backups caused by a 
disabled train inside or just outside the tunnel. 

 

 

 There is no detailed description of how MTA would 
protect the Red Line Light Rail and Metro subway 
downtown tunnels in the event of a storm surge of 
the type experienced from Hurricane Isabel in 
September 2003. 
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 A PM2.5 conformity analysis has been conducted, following 
the guidelines in EPA’s Transportation Conformity Guidance 
for Qualitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 
Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas (March 29, 2006, 
referred to as “PM2.5/10 Guidance”). Applying the PM2.5/10 
Guidance, a PM2.5 hot-spot analysis was conducted. 
Following the guidance set forth in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(iv), it 
was determined that this project is not a project of air quality 
concern regarding PM2.5 emissions. This finding was 
presented to the Interagency Consultant Group (ICG) at the 
Baltimore Metropolitan Council on October 3, 2012. This 
finding has been confirmed by the ICG through the interagency 
consultation process finalized on November 14, 2012. The 
findings of the air quality analysis for the project will be 
provided in the FEIS which is anticipated to be available for 
public review in mid-December. 

 We have studied the operations of the 3-mile downtown 
segment without a crossover and have determined that the 
system can continue to operate using a single track for the 
disabled train scenario. We are in the Preliminary Engineering 
phase of the project approaching 30% design and will refine 
our operations planning as the design progresses further. 

 The flood elevations being established are based on the best 
available current data and forecasts, and regulatory guidance, 
considering the 100 year event and the 500 year event as 
appropriate for riverine flooding, tidal surge and potential wind 
driven wave action and the application of freeboard (factor of 
safety). Although it is possible that these events may be 
exceeded, there is inadequate statistical data available on 
which to base investment in additional protection. The station 
entrances will be protected from flooding by raising the 
entrances above the predicted flood elevation. ADA-compliant 
ramps will be provided. At tunnel portals, the track profiles will 
be raised above the predicted flood elevation. 
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5 

 

 

 The transfer to and from buses at the Red Line’s 
Highlandtown station will be difficult at best. 

 
 

 Is it possible to build a Red Line that can be 
operated safely? The Red Line is expected to carry 
57,000 riders a day, twice the 26,000 passengers 
per day carried by the existing Central Light Rail, 
which averages one accident every 10 days. 

 

 
 
 

 

 MTA’s cost-effectiveness numbers are invalid 
because they have not done a study of the buses 
that will be rerouted to connect with the proposed 
Red Line stations. 

 

 The two-car trains proposed for the Red Line will be 
near capacity for the projected 57,000 passengers 
per day. MTA has not studied whether they will be 
able to handle the ridership load when the 
remainder of Baltimore’s rail plan is built out. 

 The 104-inch width of the proposed Red Line cars is 
no wider than the 102-inch width of a bus. Query: 
are similar cars in actual use on a radial trunk line of 
any other city’s Light Rail system? 

 

(continued) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The Highlandtown/Greektown Station, as planned, will not 
have space for surface (e.g. bus and ride) facilities and thus no 
bus loop transfer. As at other stations along the alignment, bus 
transfer will be accommodated with curbside stops. 

 The Red Line will be state of the art, code-compliant, and will 
use best light rail system practices also compliant with FTA, 
Department of Homeland Security, MDOT, Code of Federal 
Regulations, MOSHA/OSHA, NFPA, ADA, etc. requirements. 
Safety features related to the train- auto interfaces that are 
built in include such things as signage, signals, traffic lane 
designations, etc. Furthermore, the Red Line is in a tunnel in 
downtown Baltimore City whereas the Central Light Rail line 
runs at grade in Howard Street in downtown, crossing many 
heavily traveled east-west city arterials, thus increasing the risk 
of train-auto accidents. 

 MTA used the FTA’s accepted practice for determining cost 
effectiveness which is determined based on assumptions 
about future operating costs, including the introduction of the 
Red Line and resulting modifications to the local bus network. 
A more detailed plan for modifications to the local bus network 
will be developed in subsequent phases of work. 

 The cited ridership forecast is for 2035. MTA has studied 
options for providing additional capacity. The system has 
flexibility to accommodate ridership growth by reducing 
headways to less than the planned 2035 year, 7-minute 
headway. 

 Yes, this is a standard width vehicle widely utilized throughout 
the country in similar applications such as Charlotte, Houston, 
Minneapolis, Norfolk, Salt Lake City and Atlanta. 
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6  Recommends approval of the resolution; however 
the CAC has concerns regarding ultimate funding 
availability for this project. If implementation funding 
is not possible, the monies expended to date will be 
wasted. 

Citizen Advisory 
Committee 

The BRTB has included this project as Regionally Significant in 
the most recent financially constrained long range plan and 
expects the state with local partners will address a funding 
approach to the project. 

 

MARC Bayview Comments 

7  Recommends approval. In general, the CAC 
supports transit projects such as this that foster 
smart growth and conserve land and environmental 
resources. 

Citizen Advisory 
Committee 

The BRTB appreciates your participation in the Transportation 
Improvement Program amendment process. 

    

Areawide Environmental Projects 

8  Recommends approval. In general, the CAC 
supports projects such as this that conserve land, 
water and environmental resources. 

Citizen Advisory 
Committee 

The BRTB appreciates your participation in the Transportation 
Improvement Program amendment process. 

 

I-695: MD 41 to MD 147 

9  CAC recommends approval since the project is in 
the Long-Range Transportation Plan. 

Citizen Advisory 
Committee 

The BRTB appreciates your participation in the Transportation 
Improvement Program amendment process. 
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Replacement of I-695 Bridge over Milford Mill Road 

10  Recommends approval with significant minority vote 
recommending rejection. As presented, this project 
proposes I-695 bridge reconstruction to 
accommodate future I-695 capacity. Although this 
project may be identified in the TIP and Long Range 
Plan, the I-695 expansion is not. The CAC 
recommends that short range planning TIP projects 
shall not accommodate future projects if there is a 
high marginal cost with doing so, unless they are 
identified in the Long Range Plan. The CAC 
generally supports projects to replace failing 
infrastructure. 

Citizen Advisory 
Committee 

The BRTB appreciates the concerns raised by the CAC. It is 
important to remember that the life of a bridge is approximately 
70 years. Therefore, consideration of future needs is necessary 
and financially prudent. 

 

Areawide Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement 

11  See comments on the Replacement of I-695 Bridge 
over Milford Mill Road project. 

Citizen Advisory 
Committee 

The BRTB supports the use of bridge rehab funds to address 
concerns with this bridge and the inclusion of features consistent 
with future needs. 
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