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Suggested Action:
 
Council letter 10-24-18

 SCMaglev_IRMPPT_6-23-2020_Final.pdf
 MAGLEV NHPA Consulting Parties Mtg 3 notes_20 July 2020.pdf

SPECIAL MEETING - CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
Proposed MAGLEV Project

COUNCIL MEETINGS WILL BE ONLINE

Due to the COVID-19 precautions, the Council Meetings will be held online and is
planned to be cablecast on Verizon 21, Comcast 71 and 996 and streamed to

www.greenbeltmd.gov/municipaltv. 

Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89825802278?pwd=Nm1UMFc0ejdHK2lLcTlsTkxRQnhlUT09

Passcode: 736144

Resident participation:
Join By phone: (301) 715-8592

Meeting ID: 898 2580 2278
Password (if needed): 736144

In advance the hearing impaired is advised to use MD RELAY at 711 to submit your
questions/comments or contact the City Clerk at (301) 474-8000 or email

banderson@greenbeltmd.gov.
Tuesday, September 8, 2020

8:00 PM 
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BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON 

SUPERCONDUCTING MAGLEV PROJECT

INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETING

SCMAGLEV EIS 

June 23, 2020
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INTRODUCTIONS

 NEPA Lead, Cooperating and Participating Agencies

 Lead Agencies (3)

 FRA, MDOT, MDOT-MTA

 Cooperating Agencies (11)

 EPA, FAA, FTA, NASA-Goddard, NCPC, NPS, NSA, STB, USACE, USDA-
BARC, USFWS

 Participating Agencies (26)

 Federal (7): CFA, DGS, FEMA, FHWA, Fort Meade, NMFS-NOAA, Secret 
Service 

 State (8): BMC, DNR, MAA, MDE, MDOT-SHA, MDP, MHT, WMATA

 Local (11): AA Co Transportation, BCDOT, BMC, DC-SHPO, DCOP, DDOT, 
DOEE, DPW, Howard Co DPZ, Prince George’s Co DPWT, M-NCPPC
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AGENDA

 Introductions

 DEIS Update 

 Summer 2019

 Pause (August 2019 - May 2020)

 Reason for Pause

 BWRR Reassessed Critical Design Elements

 Specific Changes 

 Milestone Schedule

 Next Steps and Action Items
3

6



STUDY TEAM OVERVIEW

 The purpose of this meeting is to discuss the DEIS pause 

& restart and provide an update on the latest changes 

and next steps for the study
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DEIS UPDATE

 Status change on Federal Permitting 

Dashboard from “Pause” to “In-Progress”

 Agency review of DEIS and Draft Section 

4(f) expected December 2020

 Previous Milestones (Nov 2016 - Aug 2019)
 NOI - November 2016

 Purpose and Need - October 2017

 PASR - January 2018

 Alternatives Report - November 2018

 Agency DEIS - scheduled Summer 2019 but 

paused (August 2019 to May 2020)
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DEIS UPDATE

 Recap of Previous Alternatives 

Retained:
 Alignment J (East of BW-Parkway)

 Alignment J1 (West of BW-Parkway)

 Mount Vernon East Station (DC)

 Mount Vernon West Station (DC)

 BWI Station

 Cherry Hill Station

 Camden Yards Station

 MD 198 TMF

 Patapsco Ave TMF (added Dec. 2018)
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REASON FOR PAUSE – DESIGN 
REASSESSMENT 

 The EIS pause facilitated a 

reassessment of critical design 

elements which will be fully 

addressed in the DEIS. 

 BWRR reassessed:
 Engineering

 Operations

 Vehicle (Trainset) Design

 Real-World Japan Central Railway 

Company (JRC) Construction 
Experience

7

JRC SCMAGLEV Project Tokyo to Nagoya
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BWRR REASSESSMENT OF CRITICAL DESIGN 

ELEMENTS – OVERVIEW

8

Critical Design Element Previous Assumption Current

Alignment BWP East/West ( J and J1)
Same general alignment, shifts in 

alignment to meet geometric designs 
standards

Stations
2 DC stations, 1 BWI station, 2 

Baltimore stations
1 DC station, 1 BWI station, 2 

Baltimore stations

Trainset 12 Car trains 16 Car trains

TMF
Patapsco Ave and MD 198 
(approximately 150 acres)

BARC West, BARC Airstrip, redesigned 
MD 198 (approximately 175 acres)

Ancillary Facilities
Portals, Fresh Air/Emergency Egress, 
substations, MOW facilities, system 

components

Changes in size/locations to be 
consistent with redesigned trainset, 

stations, TMF assumptions

11



BWRR REASSESSMENT OF CRITICAL DESIGN 

ELEMENTS – OVERVIEW

 New 16-car Trainset (up 

from 12-car)

 New Trainset 

Maintenance Facility 

(TMF) Design

 New TMF Locations on 

BARC

 New Alignment shifts and 

Modified Viaduct LOD

 New Fresh Air/Emergency 

Egress locations

 New Stormwater 

Management and 

Systems Facilities

 New Maintenance of Way 

(MOW) locations

 Patapsco Ave TMF 

Dropped

9
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BWRR REASSESSMENT OF CRITICAL DESIGN 

ELEMENTS - TMF

 TMF wedge shape area of approximately 142 acres.  

 Each substation of approximately 5 acres. 

 MOW facility of approximately 12 acres. 

 Parking of approximately 6 acres.  

 Ramps to the mainline of approximately 10 acres.

10

The two substations would 
be optimally sited on the 
long side of the TMF, with 
one located near the 
entrance and the second 
substation approximately 
halfway along the length. 
For an optimal design, the 
parking area would be 
located with easy access 
to the roadway network, 
and the MOW facility 
would positioned be as 
close to the mainline as 
possible.
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BWRR REASSESSMENT OF CRITICAL DESIGN 

ELEMENTS – ANCILLARY FACILITIES

12

 Alignments/Portals - To accommodate geometric requirements for turnouts for the 
proposed TMF locations on BARC, alignments have shifted laterally, and portal 
locations have been adjusted and modified to be open cut rather than cut/cover 
to increase ventilation.  

 Stations – Footprints increased for all stations.   

 Fresh Air/Emergency Egress – Locations for FA/EEs were updated and increased 
corresponding to the alignment changes and to avoid wetland impacts.   

 Substations – Locations were updated for proximity to existing power infrastructure, 
and footprints were enlarged based on operational analysis.

 MOW Facilities – Two MOW facilities are required.  For BARC TMFs, one will be co-
located with the BARC TMF and is shown on that footprint. The second facility will 
be adjacent to the Cherry Hill portal for the Cherry Hill station alternative (similar to 
original design) or on the Westport property for the Camden Yards station 
alternative. For MD 198 TMF, one will be located just north of the BARC property, 
the second will be adjacent to the Cherry Hill Portal or on Westport property.

 SCMAGLEV Facilities – The LODs for miscellaneous small facilities that will house 
SCMAGLEV systems components, such as induction power distribution equipment, 
have been added.  They vary in size from ½ acre to 2 acres.    

 Emergency Egress Stairs – Stairwells will be installed at one or more locations along 
the viaduct from guideway level to the ground within the right-of-way.  Locations 
will be coordinated with FRA Office of Safety and local emergency response 
providers. 
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PROPOSED CHANGES – DC STATION

15

Underground connection to DC  
Convention Center

Construction Laydown

DC Station Headhouse and 
Parking and Laydown

Alignment J and J1 
Elements

Mt. Vernon SQ

DC Station Cavern

Temporary Access to I-395 and 
Laydown

Construction Laydown

Switchbox to Deep Tunnel
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PROPOSED CHANGES – MD 410 FA/EE

16

Realigned Access to Riverdale Rd

Construction Laydown Area

Alignment J and J1 
Elements

Alignment J1 FA/EE 

USDA BARC

Alignment J FA/EE 

Alignment J1 Deep Tunnel 

Alignment J Deep Tunnel 
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PROPOSED CHANGES – ALT J/BARC AIRSTRIP TMF

17

Alignment J Tunnel Portal and 
Explorer Road Reconstruction

Alignment J & BARC 
Airstrip TMF 

Elements

Electric Transmission Corridor

USDA BARC
Powder Mill Road Interchange 

Reconstruction

Alignment J Viaduct & Ramp to 
MD 198 MOW

MD 198 MOW Alignment J

BARC Airstrip TMF Ramps

Springfield Road Realignment

BARC Airstrip TMF

NASA Goddard

NASA GGAO

Alignment J Viaduct
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PROPOSED CHANGES – ALT J/BARC WEST TMF

18

Alignment J1 Tunnel Portal, 
SWM, and Laydown Area

Alignment J1 & 
BARC West TMF 

Elements

Electric Transmission Corridor

USDA BARC

Alignment J1 Viaduct & Ramp to 
MD 198 MOW

MD 198 MOW Alignment J1
BARC West TMF Ramps

BARC West TMF

NASA Goddard

Alignment J1 Viaduct

Electric Transmission Modification

Construction Laydown Area

Powder Mill Road Interchange 
Reconstruction
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PROPOSED CHANGES – PATUXENT AREA

19

Patuxent Research Refuge

Alignment J & J1 and 
MD 198 TMF  

Elements

Alignment J1 Tunnel Portal, 
SWM, and Laydown Area

Alignment J1 MD 198 TMF 
Ramps

Alignment J1 Viaduct

Electric Transmission Modification

Substation and Construction 
Laydown Area

Alignment J Viaduct

MD City Park

Brock Bridge Elementary
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PROPOSED CHANGES – MD 198 TMF

20

DC Children’s Center

Patuxent Research Refuge

Alignment J & J1 and 
MD 198 TMF  

Elements

Construction Laydown AreaAlignment J1 MD 198 TMF 
Ramps

Alignment J1 Deep Tunnel

Electric Transmission Modification

MD 198 TMF

Alignment J MD 198 TMF Ramps

Construction Laydown Area

Alignment J Viaduct

NSA/Fort Meade
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PROPOSED CHANGES – BWI AREA

21

BWI-MARSHALL

Alignment J & J1 FA/EE and 
Construction Laydown Area

Alignment J and J1 
Elements

Alignment J & J1 FA/EE Alignment J & J1 Deep Tunnel 

Alignment J & J1 FA/EE and 
Construction Laydown Area 
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PROPOSED CHANGES – CHERRY HILL AREA

22

Cherry Hill

Westport

Construction Laydown Area

Alignment J & J1 and 
Cherry Hill Station 

Elements

Reconstructed Annapolis Road 
and Patapsco Ave Intersection

Cherry Hill Station

Alignment J & J1 SCMAGLEV Systems

Station Facilities, Parking and 
Construction Laydown AreaAlignment J & J1 Tunnel Portal
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MILESTONE SCHEDULE

24

Milestone Original Anticipated Completion Date
Revised Actual/Expected Completion Date

(green text is expected completion date)

PreparationofDraftEnvironmental ImpactStatement

(DEIS)
Winter 2018 – Summer 2019 Spring 2018 – Spring 2021

Environmental Evaluations/Technical Reports February 2018 - June 2018 May 13, 2020 – September 14, 2020

Admin Draft DEIS completed August 2018 December 28, 2020

Admin DEIS sent to [participating] agencies for review 

(30-day comment period)
October 2018 December 28, 2020

Comment Period Ends January 30, 2021

DEIS Completed; Publish Draft EIS Notice of Availability January 2019 March 26, 2021

DEIS Public Hearings February 2019 April 26, 2021 – April 30, 2021

DEIS Public Comment Period (45 days)/Close of Availability April 2019 March 26, 2021 – May 10, 2021

Section 106 Coordination Winter 2018 – Summer 2019 Fall 2020 – Spring 2021

Draft Resource Reports (Above-Ground Determinations of 

Eligibility and Phase IA Archaeological Assessments): 
October 2018 September 2020

Draft Effects Determination Report April 2019 March 2021

Preparation of Final Environmental Impact 

Statement/Record

of Decision (FEIS/ROD)

Summer 2019 – Winter 2019 Spring 2021 – Winter 2022

Admin FEIS sent to [participating] agencies for review (30-day 

comment period)
September 2019 October 15, 2021

Notice of Availability of FEIS/ROD November 2019 January 28, 2022
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NEXT STEPS/ACTION ITEMS

 Continue coordination with Agencies

 Field review work underway to delineate natural and cultural resources with 
modified and new limits of disturbance

 Continue to identify measures to minimize impacts and potential mitigation 
options

 Conduct monthly Interagency Review Meetings (as needed)

 Alternatives Report will not be revised, but environmental evaluation/technical 
reports are being drafted for submittal in September 2020

 Project Website – revised to reflect status. Updating content and mapping to 
reflect modified design

 Continue Section 106 Consultation including identification, evaluation and 
assessment of effects, as well as the drafting of the Programmatic Agreement

 Agency review of DEIS and Draft Section 4(f) in December 2020

25
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QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Thank You

Brandon L. Bratcher

Environmental Protection Specialist

U.S. Department of Transportation

Email: brandon.bratcher@dot.gov

Office: (202) 493-0844

Jacqueline Thorne

Project Manager Priority Projects

Office of Freight and Multimodalism

Maryland Department of Transportation

Email: jthorne@mdot.state.md.us

Office: 410-684-6417

26 25

mailto:brandon.bratcher@dot.gov
mailto:jthorne@mdot.state.md.us


 
Scott Siebel AECOM leading mtg (he is now in charge of AECOM’s Sec 106  part of this, since Mark 
Edwards retired) 
 
Recording to produce accurate mtg minutes 
 

26



 
 

 

27



 

28



 
 

 
 

29



 

30



31



32



 

33



 
 

34



 

35



 
 

36



 

37



 

38



 

39



 
 
 

40



 
 

 

41



 

 
 
 

42



 
Archeo APE is still project LOD 
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Captured within the PA 
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SHPO concurrence and consulting parties  
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Scott S nswered:  maybe between DEIS and FEIS…no illusion that all can be done then 
PA will assure post-FEIS and POST-ROD is properly done 
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SCMAGLEV Interagency Review Meeting 
June 23, 2020 

9:00-10:00 

Meeting Notes 

 
Teams meeting with representatives from the following agencies and organizations: 

• Lead Agencies – FRA, MDOT, MDOT-MTA 

• Cooperating Agencies – EPA, FAA, NASA-Goddard, NCPC, NPS, NSA, STB, USACE, USDA-BARC, 
USFWS. 

• Participating Agencies – CFA, DGS, Fort Meade, NMFS-NOAA, US Secret Service, MAA, MDE, MDP, 
MHT, Anne Arundel Co. Transportation, Baltimore City Dept of Planning, DC Office of Planning, 
Prince George’s Co Dept of Public Works and Transportation, M-NCPPC. 

 

This is a summary of the Questions and Answers discussion, not a direct transcript. Please notify the project 

manager of any changes or corrections needed. The presentation prior to the Q&A is attached. 

o Jennifer Greiner (USFWS) – Will the TMF LOD expand over time, especially if the system expands 

further? ANSWER: The TMF is sized for 16-car trainsets. This is the standard going forward and there 

are no plans to expand the TMF footprint.  

o Eric Harris (DGS)- What is the timeline for when these actions will occur? ANSWER: BWRR noted the 

construction timeframe is projected for 2022 and construction until 2029, if everything works on 

schedule.  Operations by third quarter of 2029. 

o Crystal Hancock (MNCPPC) – Specifically, how will this project team engage citizens along the 

corridor? ANSWER: MTA noted the public hearing and commenting application on the project 

website will be available.   

o Daniel Fox (CFA) – Please give a fuller description of the proposed station in D.C. including any 

above ground structures. ANSWER: BWRR said the information will be provided in the DEIS.  Detail 

and renderings will be included in the DEIS. 

o Scott Hansen (MDP) – What precipitated these design changes? ANSWER: BWRR said as they went 

through design aspects, we realized we need to define the design elements better.  BWRR had JRC 

look at every aspect of the Baltimore to DC project.  Changes needed because of operational 

efficiency. BWRR stated they have a better project now because of it.  
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o Martha Arzu McIntosh (AA Co Transportation) – When will the team be returning to the public for 

comments? ANSWER: MTA explained that Public Hearings will occur in April 2020 for the DEIS.  We 

have also discussed uploading the commenting map on the project website.  

o Andrew Brooks (FAA) – Please elaborate on the lay down area on BWI property and the anticipated 

proximity to the runway. ANSWER: BWRR said the laydown areas are a projected need for 

construction and details being provided within DEIS drawings.  BWRR can arrange a meeting with 

MAA, FAA, any agency to discuss details.  

o Lauren Evans (USSS) – What was the reason for changing the train size? ANSWER: BWRR said when 

the ridership study was updated, BWRR realized there was a need to cater to riders interested in 

using the train.  That revised ridership study was based on 16-car trainset. This 16-car trainset can 

meet future expansion and carry ridership all the way to New York City.  

o Martha Arzu McIntosh (AA Co Transportation) – Are there any more details of impacts on MD 198 

TMF? ANSWER: MTA said there is a field team currently gathering information that will be shared in 

the Admin. DEIS.  FRA also added that we are taking the design changes that BWRR brought to the 

team and are currently in the evaluation process.  The NEPA team has met with several agencies but 

we are in the process of understanding the critical design changes shared with us.   

o Sandy Spencer (USFWS) – Will the TMF for MD 198 be accessed by J and J-1 alternatives? ANSWER: 

AECOM said yes, all the components work together.  J-1 does drop into deep tunnel after ramp 

daylights.  FRA also said these are interchangeable components and we have 12 combinations or 12 

end-to-end alternatives.   

o Crystal Hancock (MNCPPC) – Will all vent shaft sizes be increased? ANSWER: BWRR said the vent 

shaft size will not increase.  

o Jon Chapman (MD Env. Trust) – I would appreciate a copy of the 198/DC Children’s Center TMF 

layout to assess probable impacts to the Conservation Easement area. ANSWER: Please reach out to 

MTA to arrange a meeting to share files.  

o Martha Arzu McIntosh (AA Co Transportation) – There is a MD 198 NEPA Study and we are 

interested in knowing how that was taken into consideration. ANSWER: Please reach out to MTA to 

arrange a meeting.  

o Rogelio Flores (DC Office of Planning) – For the DC Station, can you provide an update on expected 

ridership? Also, can you confirm the horizon year for the EIS? ANSWER: BWRR noted details will be 

provided in the DEIS.  

o Amanda Sigillito (MDE) – When do you expect to submit the Joint Federal/State Application for 

wetland and waterway impacts to MDE and the Army Corps? ANSWER: BWRR said the plan for 

permitting is as soon as the DEIS is ready to be submitted to agencies, BWRR will be submitting the 

application simultaneously.  
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o Andrew Brooks (FAA) – How close is it to the runway though? And how long is it needed for? The 

laydown area at BWI? ANSWER: MTA said we need to have a separate meeting with FAA and MAA.  

FAA would like to request a full meeting with the NEPA team as soon as possible.  BWRR will reach 

out to FAA and arrange a meeting quickly.  

o Kristen Calkins (DC Office of Planning) – Will the justifications for eliminating the second DC station 

alternative be discussed in the DEIS? ANSWER: MTA said “Yes.”  

o Jennifer Greiner (USFWS) – Mark mentioned protected easement near RT 198 TMF. Please 

elaborate. ANSWER: AECOM said they are still in the data collection phase and welcome any 

information to better understand proposed impacts or ways to reduce impacts. Sandy Spenser 

(USFWS) said she has info to share with AECOM and the NEPA Team. 

o Kevin Clarke (MAA) – Recommend joint meeting with FAA and MAA to keep both parties on the 

same page. ANSWER: MTA said a meeting will be arranged soon. 

o Rogelio Flores (DC Office of Planning) – Will today’s presentation be available to meeting 

participants? ANSWER: Yes, the presentation was distributed with the meeting invite. Please let the 

NEPA Team know if you need another copy. 

o Crystal Hancock (MNCPPC) – Kelly, will the size of all vent shafts be increased? Throughout the 

system? ANSWER: BWRR said they do not anticipate larger vent shafts at this time, but detailed 

design will be coming shortly. 

o Andy Belfield (MDE Tidal) – Recommend request a Joint Evaluation Meeting closer to completion of 

Envi Analysis and the end of the year. ANSWER:  MTA said we will arrange a meeting with MDE, 

USACOE and BWRR. 

o Adam Assenza (STB) – Will update map files or shape files be available? ANSWER: BWRR said they 

provided files to the NEPA team and it is FRA’s decision if files may be shared.  FRA said we can 

understand and work with folks on information needed.   

o Rogelio Flores (DC Office of Planning) – Will this project require NCPC review and approval (i.e. due 

to potential federal interests – esp within the District)? ANSWER: AECOM said they have been and 

will continue to coordinate with NCPC.  Mike Weil (NCPC) said any property would require NCPC 

review and they have been coordinating with AECOM and FRA.   

o Kyle Leggs (Baltimore City Dept. of Planning) - Can you clarify if the Baltimore/Cherry Hill Patapsco 

TMF will remain or not? ANSWER: MTA answered that Patapsco TMF will not remain and the 

explanation will be in the DEIS.  

o Jennifer Greiner (USFWS) -Request that updated maps/shape files be shared with Cooperating 

Agencies prior to release of the DEIS. ANSWER: FRA said the NEPA team will work with agencies to 

better understand data needs.  
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o Lauren Evans (USSS) – Follow on question re: train size – given the trains have been increased in size 

to accommodate the ridership to NY, please comment on the schedule and financing of the portion 

of the project that continues to NY. ANSWER: BWRR said they don’t have information available 

because they are currently working on the DC to Baltimore project. BWRR offered to meet and give 

projected estimates to USSS if requested.  

o Crystal Hancock (MNCPPC) – Specifically, how will this project team engage citizens, impacted 

residents along the corridor? ANSWER: MTA noted the public hearings will take place with the 

release of the DEIS.  It was also noted that the GIS commenting map on the project website may also 

be available.   

o Jonathan Watson (NOAA-NMFS) – Please be sure to include full consideration of impacts to surface 

waters and potential anadromous fish spawning areas in the DEIS.  I am happy to provide guidance 

about how to identify potential fish spawning areas, if needed. Thanks! ANSWER: AECOM said all 

information helps at this stage. 

o Victor Weissberg (Prince George's County Dept. of Public Works and Transportation) – Earlier the 

BARC site is now on the airstrip had previously been eliminated from consideration. Can you 

elaborate from what was said earlier as to what has changed? ANSWER: BWRR said the Alternative 

Report had a BARC TMF site and there were concerns about that site.  They then looked at other 

locations near Patapsco Avenue.  Eventually they realized it doesn’t work so the engineering team 

looked at every potential site available (14 difference sites) and went through the process.  The new 

sites on USDA property - USDA BARC east and USDA BARC west - make the most sense from 

proximity to the alignment and from an operations standpoint. The NEPA Team is looking into 

impacts of each and will have a decision.  We have three TMF options currently.  USDA BARC east – 

airstrip location – has less tree impacts and talks of a solar farm in this location.  BWRR can place the 

TMF to have less deforestation.  

o Rogelio Flores (DC Office of Planning) – For the proposed DC Station, are land uses other than the 

station/station platform proposed, including above- or below-ground parking and retail? ANSWER: 

BWRR noted this will be included in the conceptual component of the DEIS.  

o Beth Montgomery (NASA-Goddard) – The site on USDS BARC was eliminated because of impacts on 

NASA facility and will have detrimental effects on NASA activities. See follow-up email from NASA-

Goddard (attached). 

o Victor Weissberg (Prince George's County Dept. of Public Works and Transportation) – Prince 

George’s County will want to meet with the team regarding Springfield road would be impacted and 

what is proposed with regards to that element of the airstrip TMF proposal. Please elaborate if more 

can be said now. ANSWER: Please reach out to MTA to arrange a meeting.  

o Laurel Hammig (NPS) – When will the team identify the preferred alternative and how will that be 

communicated to the agencies? ANSWER: FRA said a preferred alternative is anticipated in DEIS and 

in the process of understanding design changes and potential impacts.   

67



5 
 

o Kyle Leggs (Baltimore City Dept. of Planning) – Will there be a Depot Site area or is that the same as 

the TMF? ANSWER: MTA explained the Depot Site (Rolling Stock Depot) is now call the Trainset 

Maintenance Facility (TMF).  

o Martha Arzu Mcintosh (AA Co Transportation) – Anne Arundel County would like to request a 

coordination meeting to discuss how these revised Maglev plan align with our GPD and 

transportation functional plans. Thanks in advance. ANSWER: Please reach out to MTA to arrange a 

meeting.  

o Jennifer Greiner (USFWS) – So public-facing website will be updated to reflect modifications? When 

is this expected to occur? ANSWER: MTA noted the public website has been updated.  The GIS 

Commenting Map on the website is currently being updated with new files and anticipate July 

launch.   
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Forest Preserve Advisory Board 

Report to Council 

Date: 25 January 2018 

Report# 2018-01 

Legal Protections against the Construction of the 
BWRR Superconducting Maglev 

within the Greenbelt Forest Preserve 

The Forest Preserve Advisory Board (FP AB) recommends that the City Council submit 

additional information regarding legal protections of the Forest Preserve to the National 

Environmental Policy Act review process for Baltimore Washington Rapid Rail's (BWRR) 

proposed superconducting maglev (SCMaglev) routes J1 and J. The city property known as the 

Forest Preserve, specifically the several parcels that malce up the No1ih Woods Tract and 

Hamilton Woods Tract, 1 is protected by laws, covenants, and easements at the municipal, county, 

state, and federal levels, which limit or prohibit construction within the Forest Preserve. Some of 

these protections also prohibit any construction outside of the Forest Preserve that would be 

close enough to impact the Forest Preserve's ecosystem or the public enjoyment of the Forest 

Preserve. FP AB recommends that the City Council submit the following comments to BWRR, 

Maryland Depaiiment of Transportation, and the Federal Railroad Administration as a follow-up 

to comments that Council has already submitted as part of the NEPA review process. 

Background 
The legal protections listed on the following pages expand on the items mentioned in the 

City Council's October 2017 letter to the Environmental Impact Study. The October 2017 letter 

was the City Council's immediate response to BWRR's armouncement of alternatives J1 and J, 

the two alternatives for the SCMaglev route alignment that pass through the City of Greenbelt. 

Among the two alternatives, Alternative J1 would be the more destructive to the City­

owned Greenbelt Forest Preserve. First, Alternative J1 would involve the construction of a cut­

and-cover tunnel tlu·ough the Hamilton Woods Tract of the Forest Preserve that would destroy a 

wide swath of the forest. Second, Alternative JI would have a tunnel entrance close to the City's 

astronomical observatory. Any lighting associated with the SCMaglev project and the vibrations 

of the train would preclude the use of the astronomical equipment. Third, Alternative J1 would 

exist as an elevated viaduct along the wetlands of the Goddard Creek floodplain in the North 

Woods Tract. This floodplain forest is likely to be more than 100 years old, and the canopy trees 

are 100-120 feet tall. Alternative J1 would require that these canopy trees be cut down in a 

swath at least 250-feet wide to ensure clearstory for the 46-foot-wide viaduct.2 Additionally, the 

1 The North Woods Tract includes Parcel I. The Hamilton Woods Tract is also known as the South Woods. 
2 

46-foot width stated on a poster displayed in October 2017 at public meetings hosted by the SCMaglev 
Environmental Impact Study, available online athttp://www.bwmaglev.info/index.php/october-2017-open-house­
boards. 

1 
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passage of the 300-mph maglev trains would create a noise nuisance that would impact the 
public's ability to enjoy recreational visits to the Forest Preserve. The noise nuisance could 
extend 1,900 to 3,000 feet on either side of the elevated viaduct according to Federal Railroad 
Adminish·ation guidelines. 3 

In contrast to Alternative Jl, Alternative J would not pass through the Greenbelt Forest 
Preserve, but it would parallel the Forest Preserve's eastern border, passing 800 feet to the east. 
As currently configured, Alternative J is aboveground to the north of the Forest Preserve while 
remaining underground where closest to the Forest Preserve. If alternative J were to become an 
elevated viaduct near the Forest Preserve (rather than an underground track), then a noise 
nuisance would extend into the Forest Preserve, impacting the public's ability to enjoy 
recreational visits to the Forest Preserve. 

Municipal Protection 

1. The Greenbelt Forest Preserve is city-owned property. The City Council's October 2017 
letter asserts the City Council's intent that these lands remain protected green space. 
Furthermore, Greenbelt City Code protects the Forest Preserve by stipulating that the land can 
only be removed from the Fores! Preserve by a public referendum. 4 

County Protection 

2. Prince George's County has an interest in the Greenbelt Forest Preserve remammg 
protected green space. In 1990 the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
(M-NCPPC), purchased a woodland covenant on Parcel 1 within the Forest Preserve.5 

Alternative Jl would violate this covenant by converting covenanted woodland to transportation 
infrastructure. The noise from the maglev train's passage would also violate the covenant by 
diminishing public enjoyment of the natural setting. 

3. In 2017, the M-NCPPC renewed its commitment to the Greenbelt Forest Preserve when 
it published the Prince George's County Resource Conservation Plan, a document that functions 
as a county-wide master plan. This master plan locates the Greenbelt Forest Preserve within a 
M-NCPPC-designated Special Conservation Area that also includes Greenbelt National Park, the 
Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, and the Patuxent Wildlife Research Refuge.6 

3 Estimate based on an elevated track, a 300-mph train speed, and either 4 or 8 train passbys per hour using the 
general-assessment methodology in Federal Railroad Administration, 2012, High-speed Ground Transportation 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, DOT/FRA/ORD-12/15, available online at 
https://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/details/L04090 . 

4 Greenbelt City Code, Chapter 12, Article 9, Section 12-154(c). 
5 The City of Greenbelt and MNCPPC entered into a woodland covenant after MNCPPC provided $1,250,478 of 

Program Open Space funds to assist the City with purchasing Parcel I (Maryland Land Records, liber 7967, folio 
441-445). 

6 Map 3 in section 2 ofMNCPPC, 2017, PG County Resource Conservation Plan, A Countywide Functional Master 
Plan, pg. 32, available online at http://www.pgplanning.org/944/Publications. 
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State Protection 

4. In 1990 the City of Greenbelt used state funds from Maryland's Program Open Space 

(POS) to purchase Parcel 1.7 By Maryland state law, land purchased using POS funds means 

shall be perpetually-protected green space. Additionally, because POS also uses federal funds, 

this portion of the Forest Preserve is protected by federal statute, namely section 6(£)(3) of the 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965.8 

5. The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has designated 6.5 acres of the 

12 acres of wetlands within the Greenbelt Forest Preserve as "Wetlands of Special State 

Concern". 9 Alternative J1 would damage this state-protected wetland within the Forest Preserve 

by removing a swath of canopy trees and the underlying ecosystem. 

6. The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) designated the N01th Woods 

Tract of the Greenbelt Forest Preserve in 2005 as pait of a hub in the state's green infrastructure. 

The state intends this determination to guide land-conservation efforts. The hub that contains the 

Greenbelt Forest Preserve is a contiguous forest that includes the Beltsville Agricultural 

Research Center and the Patuxent Wildlife Research Refuge. Reinforcing this designation in 

2011, the Maryland DNR determined that this land is a Targeted Ecological Area, i.e., an area of 

"high ecological value that has been identified as a conservation priority." 10 

7. The Maryland Natural Heritage Service has provided the City of Greenbelt with a letter 

that states that the Maryland DNR is aware of at least one state-listed species in the Greenbelt 

Forest Preserve. 

8. The Maryland Historic Trust has determined that NASA Goddard Space Flight Center is 

a historic district. This historic district abuts the Northway athletic field and the Greenbelt Forest 

Preserve. Alternative J tunnels under this historic district and Alternative J1 has a tunnel 

entrance within a few hundred feet of it. 11 In addition, there ai·e several structures just no1th of 

the Greenbelt Forest Preserve within the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center that are listed as 

historical resources by the State of Maryland. The Mai·yland Historic Trust also recognizes the 

federally-designated Greenbelt National Historic Landmark, which includes the Greenbelt Forest 

Preserve as discussed in item #12, below. The proposed Maglev track's proximity to these 

historical resources may require the Maryland Historic Trust to review the impact of the 

proposed maglev line. 

7 Program Open Space funds from FYl990: Maryland Land Records, liber 7967, folio 441-445. 
8 Maryland DNR, 2006, Local Program Open Space Manual, available online at http://dnr. 

maryland.gov/land/Pages/ProgramOpenSpace/Program-Open-Space-How-to-Apply.aspx . 
9 Wetland acreage measured using the Prince George's County Atlas, http://www.pgatlas.com . 

'° Hubs: DNR, 2005, Maryland GIS Data Catalog, http://data.imap.maryland.gov/datasets/maryland-green­
infrastructure-green-infrastructure-hubs-and-corridors. Targeted Ecological Areas: DNR, 201 I, GreenPrint Map, 
available online at http://geodata.md.gov/greenprint/. 

" Historic significance: https://mht.maryland.gov/secure/Medusa/PDF/Prince Georges/PG;64-19.pdf. Geographic 
boundary: http://dnrweb.dnr.state.md.us/MERLIN/. 
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Federal Protection 

9. An active bald-eagle nest is located near the Greenbelt Forest Preserve, which means that 

there are federal restrictions on construction and associated tree removal within 660 feet of the 

nest. 12 This nest is located on Research Road at Beaverdam Creek, near the northwest portion of 

the Forest Preserve. 13 Other bald-eagle nests may exist in the area, and bald eagles are known to 

fly over various properties adjacent to the North Woods and Hamilton Woods tracts of the 

Greenbelt Forest Preserve. 14 Because of the known bald eagle nest, the Maglev project may be 

encumbered by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. The Greenbelt Forest Preserve and 

surrounding forest is also an excellent habitat for the northern long-eared bat Myotis 

septentrionalis and rusty-patch bumble bee Bombus afjinis, both federally protected species. 15 

10. In 1972, the federal government transferred ownership of a 13.9-acre forested parcel to 

the City of Greenbelt under the Legacy of Parks Program. 16 This federal program assisted states 

and local governments with acquiring parkland, forest, and wilderness located near densely 

populated areas because of the societal benefit of easy access to green space. 17 The 13.9-acre 

parcel is part of the Greenbelt Forest Preserve. Alternative J1 would pass through this 13.9-acre 

parcel, negatively impacting its ecosystem and its use for outdoor recreation. 

11. In 1995, the federal government purchased a scenic easement from the City of 

Greenbelt for Parcel 1 within the Greenbelt Forest Preserve. The City of Greenbelt sold this 

scenic easement in exchange for the financial assistance that the federal government provided in 

1990 so that the City could purchase Parcel 1 from private developers. In addition, the federal 

government purchased a scenic easement in 1991 on the 13.9 acres of City-owned land in the 

northeast comer of the Greenbelt Forest Preserve. Both of these scenic easements prohibit 

construction. 18 Both scenic easements are deeds that establish a federal interest in the green 

space, although the City of Greenbelt retains ownership of the land itself. Due to these 

easements, this land falls within the legal boundaries of the Ba)timore-Washington Parkway, a 

12 In 2007, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service developed guidelines that include the 660-foot buffer based on the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Available at 
https://www.fws.gov/southdakotafieldoffice/NationalBaldEagleManagementGuidelines.pdf. 

" Active nest: Greenbelt News Review, 21 May 2017, 21 Jan 2016, pg. 21; 21 April 2016, pg. 1; Jamie Jorgensen 
and Donn Ahearn, Greenbelt Biota, 24 Jan 2017, 04 Jan 2017, 27 Nov 2016, 17 Nov 2016, 19 April 2016, 
https://www.facebook.com/groups/325927877605844. 

14 Eagle in flight near Hamilton Woods Tract: Greenbelt News Review, 21 Dec 2017, pg. 8. Eagle near North Woods 
Tract: Dawn LaRae-Deya, Greenbelt Biota, 20 Dec 2016. 

15 Federal and state rare, threatened, endangered (RTE) species: http://dnr.maryland.gov/wildlife 
/Documents/rte_Animal_List.pdf. Rusty-patch bumble bee found in Prince George's County and Northern long­
eared bat found in Montgomery County: Maryland Biodiversity Project, https://www.marylandbiodiversity.com . 

16 Greenbelt News Review, 25 May 1972, pg. 1; 19 Oct 1972, pg. l; 1 Jan 1998, pages 1,12. 
17 Jim Byron, 14 June 2010, Legacy of Parks, available online at https://www.nixonfoundation .org/2010/06/Iegacy­

of-parks/. EPA, 1973, Legal Compilation, pg. 3058, available online at 
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/200158MI.PDF?Dockey=200158MI.PDF. 

18 1995 easement on Parcel 1 (Maryland Land Records, liber 8015, folio 867-874). 1991 easement on the 13.9-acre 
parcel (liber 10,374, folio 347-359). 
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unit of the National Park Service, even though the City of Greenbelt retains ownership of the 
land. 19 Alternative JI would violate both scenic easements. 

12. The North Woods and Hamilton Woods tracts are contributing resources to the 
Greenbelt National Historic Landmark listed in the National Registry of Historic Places.20 These 
tracts are part of the original "belt of green" surrounding the planned community that was 
designed, built, and administered by the federal government during the New Deal. The plan 
developed during the New Deal called for the belt of green to be owned by the community in 
perpetuity (1) to avoid encroachment by any development that would be out of character with the 
residential community, (2) to provide recreation, and (3) to enable residents to enjoy a beautiful, 
natural setting at their doorsteps.21 The forest destruction associated with the construction of 
Alternative JI and the noise associated with the operation of the 300-mph train would be 
detrimental to the continued functioning of this resource within this National Historic Landmark. 

13. Section 4(f) of the 1966 U.S. Department of Transportation Act prohibits the 
construction of transportation projects within protected green space or historical landmarks 
unless it is shown that no "feasible or prudent" alternative exists that would avoid impact to these 
resources and also that all possible steps will be taken to "minimize harm" if no zero-impact 
alternative exists.22 This level of federal projection and review applies to the Greenbelt Forest 
Preserve because it is both protected green space and also part of a National Historic Landmark, 
as describe in detail above. 

19 Online GIS: NPS Land Resources Division's Tract and Boundary MapServer, 
https://mapservices.nps.gov/arcgis/rest/services/LandResourcesDivision TractAndBoundaryService/MapServer and 
http://www.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?url=https 
%3A%2F%2Fmapservices.nps.gov%2Farcgis%2Frest%2Fservices%2FLandResourcesDivisionTractAndBoundar 
yService%2FMapServer . 

20 On 25 November l 980, the Greenbelt Historic District was added to the National Registry of Historic Places. 
National Historic Landmark status granted on 18 February l 997. NPS, 2017, Spreadsheet ofNHLs, Excel 
spreadsheet, national-historic-landmarks-20171201.xlsx, available online at https://www.nps.gov/nr/research/. 

21 Belt of green permanent: Resettlement Administration, 1936, Greenbelt Towns, pg. 9. Belt to provide recreation: 
Tugwell, R. G., 13 May 1936, Resettlement Administration program: Letter from the administrator of the 
resettlement program transmitted in response to Senate resolution No. 295, 74th Congress, 2nd session, Senate 
Doc. No. 213, pg. 7. Belt to prevent encroachment: Larsen, C., August 1938, Greenbelt, MD: federal planned 
community, National Municipal Review, 27, 413-420; Fulmer, 0. K., 1941, Greenbelt, Am. Council on Public 
Affairs. Garden-city concept promotes the experience of the beauty of nature, including of forests: Howard, E., 
1902, Garden Cities a/Tomorrow, Swan Sonnenschein & Co., pp. 17-18, 130, Fig. 2. 

22 Quotes from the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) title 23 section 774, which codifies Section 4(f) of the 1966 
Department of Transportation Act. CFR text available online at https://www.law.comell.edu/cfr/text/23/part-774. 
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Evaluating the Economic Impact and Financial Viability 
of the Proposed Baltimore Washington Maglev 
Owen Kelley (okelley@gmu.edu)  September 2,  2020  
 
It is difficult to evaluate the merits 
of the proposed, magnetically levi-
tated (maglev) train between 
Baltimore and Washington because 
BWRR has not published in one 
place all of the relevant financial 
figures or the details of how these 
figures were calculated. A compila-
tion of this information would make 
it easier to evaluate both economic 
benefit and financial viability. 
(BWRR stands for Baltimore 
Washington Rapid Rail and it is the 
company seeking to build and oper-
ate this maglev.) 

To partially address this infor-
mation deficit, the present essay 
collects some of the financial and 
economic figures that can be found 
scattered, here and there, in some of 
BWRR's presentations and affili-
ated websites. Performing some 
simple arithmetic on these pub-
lished values, one finds 
inconsistencies (item #4, below). 

Further doubts about economic 
benefit and financial viability come 
from comparing BWRR's figures 
with information on corporate or 
government websites (item #2) or in 
peer-reviewed journals. In one case, 
BWRR fails to provided an essen-
tial high-level data value, but 
independent sources make it possi-
ble to estimate a range for this value 
(item #1). 

It is tempted to rely on the cost-

                                                                                                               
1 In 2020, O. Kelley estimated trip 
duration by considering Baltimore 
locations 2–4 miles from the maglev 
station: John Hopkins Homewood 
campus, Canton, Riverside, and Lo-
cust Point. The inside-the-DC-
Beltway locations considered were 
College Park, Bethesda, and Crystal 
City. Downtown Baltimore driving 
times from https://maps.google.com. 

benefit analyses in the maglev's up-
coming Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). The cost estimates 
in EISs, however, are unreliable 
(item #5), so it is vital that elected 
officials and the public engage in 
their own fact-finding and analysis. 

1. For most people, the maglev 
would be slower than driving 

BWRR advertises that the mag-
lev would take 15 minutes station-
to-station to go from Baltimore to 
Washington, but BWRR never 
mentions a vastly more important 
number, the average travel time 
door-to-door for real destinations in 
the maglev's target market. Using 
various sources that are independ-
ent of BWRR, one finds that despite 
the speed of the maglev train itself, 
most people would find it faster to 
drive rather than ride the maglev. 

As we know from our train or 
planes trips, it takes time to travel 
from home to either train station or 
airport and then more time to travel 
from the final station or airport to 
our real destination. 

The table on the next page sug-
gests that the total duration of a trip 
via maglev would be about 80 
minutes starting from various loca-
tions 2 to 4 miles from the 
Baltimore maglev station and end-
ing at one of several locations 
within the DC beltway. In contrast, 

Estimated wait for the maglev as-
sumes rush-hour and midday service 
every 8 or 30 minutes in each direc-
tion. Average wait time is half of the 
time between trains. DC subway-ride 
duration and wait time from Union 
Station, https://www.wmata.com/ 
schedules/trip-planner/. The 8-
minutes post-DC-Metro represents 
either a half-mile walk or driving 

driving between these locations 
would take only 50 or 65 minutes 
during midday or rush hour, respec-
tively, according to Google Maps.1 

Anyone could repeat or expand 
this simple analysis using the online 
resources provided in the footnote. 
There is no evidence that the mag-
lev's upcoming Environmental 
Impact Statement will analyze aver-
age trip duration and describe the 
analysis method in sufficient detail 
that the public can check the math. 
The average trip duration for likely 
riders of the Baltimore Washington 
maglev would, ideally, be analyzed 
in a peer-reviewed journal. 

2. The maglev ticket price 
would limit ridership 

After years of promoting the 
idea of a malgev between Baltimore 
and Washington, BWRR has not yet 
identified in public documents who 
exactly would be willing to pay 
$80–$160 round trip to travel be-
tween these two city centers, which 
are separated by only 40 miles. 
Common sense suggests that the 
ticket price is too high to be attrac-
tive to many commuters, for family 
outings, or for the typical tourist.2 

Were the average round-trip 
ticket to cost $100, a commuter 
would pay $24,000 a year to ride the 
maglev. This would be $12,900 

conditions and distances similar to 
those of the midday downtown Balti-
more trip segment. 
2 one-way $40–80 ticket price stated 
by Wayne Rogers on 9 July 2015 be-
fore the MD Public Service 
Commission, as cited on pg. 5 of 
Judge T. Romine’s Proposed Order 
for case #9363 on 14 Oct 2015.  
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more than the annual cost of com-
muting by car between Baltimore 
and Washington based on the IRS's 
estimate of the per-mile cost of 
driving. Most American families 
have trouble saving for the future, 
so would they really choose to 
spend an extra $12,900 a year to up-
grade from car commuting to 
maglev commuting?3 

For most families, the maglev 
would be an unattractive option on 
a family outing. A DC-area family 
of four going to a downtown Balti-
more attraction would expect to pay 
$60–$140 for the entire family to 
get in. They would probably not 
want to pay an extra $100 per per-
son or $400 for the whole family to 
make the trip via maglev.4 

Washington DC attracts tour-
ists, but for most of these families, 
a side trip to Baltimore would not 
seem more attractive were the mag-
lev built. Some studies estimate that 
the average American family 
spends $2,000 on its annual vaca-
tion. If an out-of-state family 
visited DC for their vacation, would 
the family be willing to spend an 

                                                                                                               
3 In 2020, the cost of commuting by 
car is 58 cents per mile according to 
the IRS, and one might assume an 
80-mile round trip, DC to Baltimore. 
A 48-week work-year is 240 days. 
By car, $0.58/mile ´ 80 mile/day ´ 
240 day/year.  By maglev, $100/day 
´ 240 day/year. 
4 At Fort McHenry National 

extra $400 on transportation if they 
decided to make a side trip to Balti-
more? In contrast, the existing bus 
and commuter-rail service costs un-
der $10 one-way, and renting a car 
for a whole week can cost under 
$500.5 

3. The maglev is unlikely to 
create thousands of jobs, 
post-construction 

Everyone is sympathetic with 
Baltimore's desire to attract people 
to its downtown, to revive its econ-
omy, and to create jobs, but the 
chances are slim that operating a 
maglev line from DC will do the 
trick. 

As discussed in items #1 and #2 
above, the maglev would be slower 
and more expensive than driving, 
leading to the conclusion that the 
maglev is unlikely to greatly in-
crease travel between Baltimore 
and Washington. If travel does not 
increase, then operating the maglev 
would fail to create thousands of 
jobs the way that BWRR advertises 
it would. 

In 2015, in a filing before the 

Monument, Port Discovery Chil-
dren’s Museum, Maryland Science 
Center, and National Aquarium ad-
mission for 2 adults and 2 children is 
approximately $30–$60, $72, $96, 
and $140, respectively. 
5 $2,000 annual vacation: Business 
Insider 9 August 2019, https://www. 
businessinsider.in/miscellane-
ous/people-spend-an-average-of-

Maryland Public Services Commis-
sion, BWRR claimed that the 
maglev would generate "economic 
activity previously not conceiva-
ble." They claimed that maglev 
operation would create 6,800 to 
8,300 jobs in the Baltimore Wash-
ington region contingent on the 
maglev line being extended to New 
York City.6 

More optimistically in 2020, 
the BWRR website claims that, 
post-construction, the maglev 
would create 14,600 jobs per year. 
The BWRR website provides no 
market analysis to back up this job-
creation claim.7 

4. The maglev could not repay 
its construction loans even if 
millions of trips were taken 
each year 

Working with BWRR's own 
figures, it appears that revenue from 
operating the Baltimore Washing-
ton maglev would be insufficient to 
repay its construction loans. If the 
maglev went bankrupt, one would 
expect service to be reduced or 

1979-annually-on-summer-vaca-
tions-here-are-4-ways-to-save-
money-on-your-next-trip/slidel-
ist/70609380.cms. 
6 "previously not conceivable" quote 
and jobs created: Rogers, W., 2015, 
testimony, MD Public Service Com-
mission, case #9363, pg. 17–18, 13. 
7 14.6k jobs/year: https://bwrapid-
rail.com/project/benefits/. 

 Approximate Duration in Minutes: Baltimore-to-Washington Maglev Trip 

Trip segment Rush hour Midday 
2-to-4-mile drive to downtown Baltimore maglev station 14 7 
Wait for maglev train 4 15 
Ride on a maglev train that skips the BWI station 15 15 
5-minute walk to Union Station Metro platform + wait for train 5+4 5+6 
Ride on DC Metro train 26 26 
Walk or drive from Metro station to inside-the-Beltway destination 8 8 
Total travel time 76 82 
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terminated, further reducing the 
chance that thousands of jobs would 
be created by maglev operation. 

BWRR has stated that con-
structing the Baltimore Washington 
maglev may cost $15 billion. This 
$15-billion estimate might be low 
considering the notorious tendency 
of large transportation projects to 
exceed the cost estimates made 
prior to the start of construction 
(item #5, below), but for now, let us 
suppose that $15 billion is accu-
rate.8 

Assuming a fairly low interest 
rate of 3.25%, the principal and in-
terest on a $15-billion 30-year  loan 
would total $23.5 billion.9  

Figures published by BWRR 
suggest that Baltimore Washington 
maglev ticket sales will generate 
$15 to $22.5 billion of revenue in 30 
years. This revenue range is implied 
by BWRR's projection of 10–15 
million one-way trips per year and 
their plan to charge about $50 on 
average, one-way.10 

The $23.5-billion construction-
loan repayment exceeds by at least 
$1 billion the projected revenue of 
$15–$22.5 billion. But the suppos-
edly for-profit BWRR would have 
additional expenses to pay such as 
the electric bill, employee salaries, 
insurance, equipment maintenance, 
and costs associated with any 

                                                                                                               
8 "Rough construction estimates de-
veloped by BWRR at this early stage 
are $10 billion to $15 billion depend-
ing on the construction methodology, 
e.g. the proportion of higher-cost tun-
neling versus elevated structure.": 
FAQ on https://bwmaglev.info, 1 
Sept 2020.  
9 The interest and principal on a $15-
billion 3.25%-interest 30-year loan 
from npr / (1-(1+r) -n) where n = 
30´12, p = $15e6, and r = 0.0325/12, 
or use an online mortgage calculator. 
10 10.2 to 15.4 million one-way trips 
annually (Rogers, W., 2015: testi-
mony, Public Service Commission of 
MD, pg. 17, line 9). bwrapidrail.com 

accidents. 

5. The cost-benefit analysis in 
an Environmental Impact 
Statement is unreliable 

If the cost of constructing a 
maglev between Baltimore and 
Washington exceeds BWRR's cur-
rent $15-billion estimate, it would 
decrease the chance that maglev 
would avoid bankruptcy, let alone 
create an economic boom. 

A number of studies find that 
construction costs for rail projects 
end up, on average, about 50% 
higher than estimated prior to con-
struction beginning. Various 
theories have been advanced to ex-
plain why cost estimates continue to 
have a low bias in Environmental 
Impact Statements even after re-
searchers have published evidence 
that the bias exists.11 

Projects similar to the proposed 
Baltimore Washington maglev tend 
to have higher-than-average cost 
overruns, more than double the ini-
tial estimate in one case. 

Before construction began, the 
California high-speed rail from An-
aheim to San Francisco was 
expected to cost $33.6 billion in 
2008, but today, with the track par-
tially built, the estimate has more 
than doubled to $80 billion. The 
maglev planned in Munich was 

and northeastmaglev.com say that the 
ticket price will be competitive with 
existing express-rail service. One 
might take this to mean a price simi-
lar to a 1-way Amtrak Acela ticket in 
2020: $35–$80, DC to Baltimore. 
See footnote #2 of the present docu-
ment for a $40–$80 ticket price. 
11 50%  cost overrun for rail pro-
jects: http://americandream 
coalition.org/?page_id=3813. 45% 
average cost overrun in rail projects: 
Prieumus et al. (Eds), 2008: Deci-
sion-Making on Mega-Projects, pg. 
7. Persistence of low bias in EIS cost 
estimates: Sturm, J., et al., 2011, 
Analysis of cost estimation 

initially expected to cost 1.85 bil-
lion euros but it was canceled in 
2008 as construction was about to 
begin because the cost estimate had 
risen to 3 billion euros. The Tokyo-
Osaka maglev was expected to cost 
5.1 trillion yen in 2007, but as con-
struction proceeded, estimates rose 
to 9.1 trillion yen.12 

Conclusion 
BWRR predicts that job growth 

and other economic benefits will 
flow from operating a maglev be-
tween Baltimore and Washington. 
Based on these predictions, BWRR 
asserts that the benefits outweigh 
any harm that the maglev might 
cause to the environment, to histor-
ical resources, or to the quality of 
life of residents along the track. It is 
in the public's interest to determine 
if BWRR's financial numbers are 
plausible and to avoid the trap of fo-
cusing exclusively on potential 
hazards and nuisances from build-
ing or operating the maglev. 
 
Disclaimer: This analysis should 
be subjected to critical examination 
as should claims from other 
sources. This essay represents a 
good-faith effort on the part of the 
author to gather relevant facts and 
to analyze an issue of concern to 
his community. 

disclosure in EIS for surface trans-
portation projects, Transportation, 
38, 525–544. 
12 California high-speed rail esti-
mate of $33 then $80 billion: 
Editorial, Los Angeles Times, 17 June 
2020. Munich Link Transrapid mag-
lev cost overrun: https://en. 
wikipedia.org/wiki /Transrapid. The 
Tokyo-Osaka line is a superconduct-
ing maglev and is called the Chuo 
Shinkansen. Wikipedia.org states the 
5.1 to 9.1 trillion yen cost estimate. 
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