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The other revenue source that has provided General Fund revenue growth is the
recordation tax, a tax levied on instruments transferring title to real or personal property
recorded with the Clerk of the Circuit Court. This revenue source is sensitive to the level
of housing activity. As noted, there has been some slowdown in the level of housing
activity, this revenue declined in the current year. In general, based on discussions with
economists, business leaders and representatives of the real estate industry, it is expected
that while the rate of growth of housing activity has slowed it appears that the market has

leveled and will remain positive in FY2008.

Revenue Estimates

Property Tax - Real Property
Property tax growth is governed by growth in the assessable base of the county.
Maryland uses a triennial assessment process. In that process one third of the county is
reassessed each year and the assessment adjustment increase is phased in over a three-
year period. This means any change in the base occurs in a predictable manner. For the
upcoming fiscal year, the properties were assessed in the second assessment area
covering the western section of the county west of Columbia and south to Laurel. The
county has in place a five percent annual growth cap on assessment increases that can be
taxed in any one year for homeowner occupied properties. If a triennial reassessment
increase on a property is more than 15 percent, it will take more than three years to fully
phase in the increase. This year the residential portion of the assessable base in the first
reassessment area grew by an average of 55 percent from reassessments. This growth
will be phased in at 5 percent a year. If these properties remain with the same owner, it
will take fifteen years for most of those properties to be fully phased in. During this same
time those properties will be assessed up to three more time before this assessment
increase is fully implemented. This means the county can expect about a 5 percent
increase in the assessable base of this area for at least the next fifteen fiscal years and
probably longer. The outlook is for housing prices to continue to increase because of
continued low interest rates, and excess demand for housing but at a single digit pace as

opposed to the double digit pace of the past several years.

Because the reassessments of existing property for Fiscal 2008 are already complete,
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most of the real property assessable base has already been determined. The only
unknown factor is the amount of new construction that will bé added to the base between
now and July 1, 2007. Based on a projection of that new growth, the reassessments of
existing property, the phase in of reassessed property from previous years, and the new
construction that has been added to the base during the past year, the County Budget
Office is projecting a full value real property assessable base of $39.4 billion. Thisisa
17.9 percent increase over last year’s base. However, because of the five percent cap on
assessment increases the county’s revenue growth will not reach these levels. The chart
below shows the effect of the five percent cap. It shows how much revenue is being
deferred into a future fiscal year as a result of taxes paid at the lower cap adjusted level

rather than the full phased in value. The amounts shown for Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009

are estimates.

Cost of the Assessment Cap Tax Credit
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B. Corporate Personal Property
Corporate Personal Property is the depreciated value of equipment of businesses in the

county and the value of property and equipment for railroads and public utilities such as



telephone and energy. Corporate spending for new equipment is the largest driving factor
of this revenue. Past history indicates this to be a volatile revenue source with large |
spikes in growth followed by a more normal growth pattern. Because of the economic
uncertainty during the past year, corporate spending for new equipment was deferred.
This resulted in lower personal property assessments as older equipment continued to
depreciate. While corporate spending on replacement equipment is projected to increase
as the economy improves, the resulting increase in personal property assessments are
expected to lag into the future. Personal property growth for utilities, particularly those
associated with telecommunications and long distance markets, has in faét shown
declining values. Consequently the Budget Office is projecting that revenue from

personal property taxes will grow by only 3.9 percent in Fiscal Year 2008.

Summary- Property Taxes .

Overall the total assessable base is projected to increase by 17.9 percent — from $34.7
billion to $40.9 billion. However, because of the phase in of thé 5 percent cap, revenues
from property taxes are projected to grow by 6.8 percent. A one-cent increase in the tax
rate on real property with an equivalent increase in the corporate rate of 2.5 cents will

generate an additional $4,323,000 in revenue.

Local Income Tax

The local income tax is the most difﬁéult revenue to project and, at the same time, one of
the most important. This tax is the second largest revenue source in the county and the
most economically sensitive. Most of the surpluses the county generated several years
ago came from the income tax. Conversely, the revenue shortfalls the county has

experienced have occurred because of shortfalls in income tax collections.

Revenue from income tax is derived primarily from two different sources. The first is
wages, salaries and commissions paid to Howard County residents, including transfer
payments such as social security and pension payments. These types of income are
included in the calculation of personal income and are more predictable and easier to
project than the other sources. Other sources include interest income, business profits,
and capital gains from the sale of property and stocks. These are not included in the

calculation of personal income and are more volatile.




In large measure, the budget challenges the county faced during several recent fiscal
years were caused by the large decrease in capital gains. The “capital gains bubble” of
the 1990’s is ﬁnally gone, and growth in personal income again primarily drives growth

in the income tax.

Presented below are two projections for personal income growth in Howard County. The
first projection was developed by RESI, and the second by Economy.com. This data
includes the last few years of personal income growth in the county and the state. The
following chart shows the actual and projected growth in personal income by these two

firms.

Personal Income Growth in Howard County
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Based on the available data, the estimate is that personal income in Howard County will
grow an average of between 5 percent and 7 percent per year. The revenue model

presented to the committee assumes income tax growth of 6.49% in FY08.

D. Other Revenues
Property and income taxes make up about 85 pércent of the county's general fund
revenues. Other local taxes, state revenues, licenses, permits, bharges for services, and

investment income account for most of the remaining revenues. Over the past several



years these other revenues have been relatively stable, and they generally grow as the
county expands and with the rate of inflation. There are two exceptions to this rule in
recent years - recordation tax and interest income. However, with the recent slowdown
in the housing market recordation tax revenue has declined. This decline in recordation

* tax in FY2007 was offset by an increase in interest income. These changes were
included in the estimates for these other revenues and the county is projecting this

category of Other Revenues will grow at about 4 percent a year.

Revenue Summary

Following is a summary of revenues projected for both Fiscal Year 2007 and Fiscal Year 2008.
The long-term projections for revenue are shown on the summary page of the model listed in

Appendix II.

Summary of Revenue Projections
(Numbers are shown in thousands)

FY 2007 | FY 2007 FY 2008 Percent

Budget Estimated Projected Change*
Property Tax $321,052 $334,604 $356,323 6.49%
Income Tax 293,637 293,637 312,723 6.49%
Other Local Taxes 31,688 28,500 - 25,775 -9.56%
State Share Tax 16,797 16,797 17,070 1.60%
Other — see below 26,561 26,623 28,261 6.15%
Investment Income 4,940 8,650 9,750 12.72%
Inter-fund 18,213 18,213 20,177 10.78%
Subtotal 712,888 727,024 770,079 5.92%
Prior Years 21,282 21,282 37,740 77.33%
Total $734,170 $748,306 807,818 7.95%

*FY 2007 Estimate to FY 2008 Projected Other includes Licenses & Permits, Funds from Other Agencies, Charges,

Fines, and miscellaneous.

V. Projected Operating Budget Expenditures
The committee did not consider specific budget requests or requests to fund unmet operating

budget needs from agencies. The committee understands that inflationary and growth
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pressures for increases in employee salaries and for increases in operating costs will impact
on next year’s budget. However, the committee realizes the decision on how to allocate
available resources is not its mission. That is the role the County Executive and County

Council play in the budget process.

Instead, the committee reviewed the Budget Office’s growth assumptions and projections
for operating budget spending through Fiscal Year 2015 and used those assumptions in a

model to project expenditures. Those assumptions are as follows:

Education spending Wéuld grow at an average pacé of seveﬁ pérc‘ent a year.

2. Non-education employee costs would increase at an average pace of five percent

per year including cost of living, annual step increase and benefit costs.
Costs other than salary and debt service would grow at 4.0 percent a year.

4. Debt Service costs based on a 4.3% interest rate will grow depending on the
amount of bonds included in the budget as projected in the model shown in
Appendix II. Costs include a bond sale of $100 million in FY08.

5. The County maintains a fund balance sufficient to fill the Rainy Day Fund to

mandated levels.

One new item that has been added into the FY 2008 and future expenditure estimates is an
amount to begin the funding for Other Post Employment Benefits (OPEB). The committee
reviewed various scenarios to fund OPEB annual contribution from a large initial contribution to
phasing in funding over a number of years. The committee reviewed these OPEB contributions
along with different amounts of bond authorization to determine an amount of bonding the

county could afford.

The projection of expenditures and revenues appears on Appendix II. The Committee
understands these projections are based on broad assumptions and the actual amount included in
the budget for these purposes in any year may be different. Overall, the county will have to keep
total spending within these broad projected amounts if the level of bond funding recommended

in this report is to be affordable without tax increases.
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V1. Conclusions and Recommendations

In the near term, the economic news for Howard County appears to be very good. Economic
expansion is taking place, and the housing market remains stable. Driven by government
spending on homeland security and defense, and by strong private sector spending led by the
expansion of the Dreyer’s ice cream plant, commercial real estate construction has continued at a
strong pace of growth. Commercial real estate vacancy rates have dropped to previous low
levels, and the unemployment rate is so low that a shortage of labor is noted as a potential
problem in the county. BRAC related employment should begin in the next few years. All of

this economic activity should translate into strong revenue growth for the county.

One message that the committee would like to make is that while the economic news may be
good today, the county should not and cannot assume that this level of growth will remain at this
level for the longer term. Over that longer-term period, the county must make assumptions on
what revenue growth is likely to be and then keep spending within those bounds. There still are
limited resources available to fund the county’s needs. The committee understands tough
choices and decisions must be made about the capital and operating budgets so affordable levels
are maintained. The county has real needs to build, renovate and expand schools and to maintain
its infrastructure of roads, storm drains, buildings, facilities and parks. At the same time the
county needs to fund operating costs of schools, libraries, parks, public safety serVices, and
public transportation and to pay county employees reasonable and competitive wages. The new
added costs to fund the county’s OPEB liability will continue for the foreseeable future. The
committee understands that the more bonds the county issues, the higher debt service payments

will be; consequently, fewer funds will be available to pay for those operating costs.

The county has a strong, well-balanced economy that plays a leadership role in the State of
Maryland. Factors such as location, wealth, a low crime rate, and a robust quality of life should
help to maintain that position. Individuals and families move to the county and pay premium

house prices because of the schools and quality of life in Howard County.

Thus the question remains of how to continue the balance between resources and demands, what

11




level of debt can the county afford and how does that translate into bonds authorized in the
budget? Using the model in Appendix II, the committee looked at several different scenarios for
future debt levels. | » |

The committee conéluded that the county’s economy remains strong and as interest rates remain
relatively low, it is possible to increase the level of debt authorized in the budget in order to help
maintain the high levels of service and quality of life the County now enjoys. However, it was
also the clear message of the Committee to the County Executive and County Council that this
situation will not exist forever, and future economic changes may require the County to reduce
future bond expenses. After looking at several levels of bond authorizations in the model, it
became clear that one hundred million dollars of new bonds each year supported by general fund
revenues was an affordable level if it can keep other current operating spending to the levels
projected in the model. The expenditure model is especially sensitive to changes in the level of
spending for the Board of Education, the biggest component (54%) of the county budget. The
model is based on 7% increases in the Board of Education budget each year and the amount of
OPEB funding from F Y2008-2015. F urthermore, the projected revenues do not provide much of
a “cushion” in future years when compared to the pfoj ected expenditures. The projections
provide enough to contribute to the Rainy Day Fund, but very little excess revenue capacity
exists. Based on all of the factors considered, including the county’s capital needs, the
committee concluded that there was no significant reasoﬁ not to allow this increase to $100

million in bonds.

The Spending Affordability Committee makes the following recommendations for Fiscal Year
2008:

e Based on reasonable economic projections, the county’s revenues will continue to grow in
the long term by between five and seven percent a year. The county needs to keep average

overall annual spending increases within the parameters of these revenues.

oThe county must continue to carefully monitor expenditures to ensure that spending stays
within budgeted levels, and must also continuously monitor revenues to identify any
variations from projected levels. The county must continue to provide OPEB funding and

determining the effect of that funding on the funding available for debt service.
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oTo the extent there are changes in economic conditions, the assumptions underlying the
committee’s recommendations also may change. Consequently, the county must continue

to closely monitor economic conditions and to evaluate revenue and expenditures on an

ongoing basis.

eThe committee wishes to make a strong statement on spending, that is, the premise of the
recommendation on a bond funding level of $100 million is that the other spending
assumptions are adhered to. To the extent that those levels deviate from what is assumed

in the model, the debt service on the bonds becomes more of an issue in terms of overall
affordability.

o If overall spending can be kept to these levels, then the county can authorize up to one
hundred million dollars in bonds supported by general revenues in the budget each year.
The committee does not see any significant changes in economic conditions which would

necessitate deviating from this recommendation.

o These recommendations need to be re-evaluated each year. As the economy cycles
through periods of growth and recession, these levels of funding will have to be re-
evaluated. The committee believes that next year we will again want to reconsider the

assumptions and potentially the recommendations.
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Received
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Mr. Harvey S. Bloom, Director
Transportation Planning Division PLANNING DIVISION
Baltimore Metropolitan Council

2700 Lighthouse Point East. Suite 310
Baltimore MD 21224

Re: FY 2008-2012 Baltimore Region Transportation Improvement Program

Dear Mr. Bloom:

The accompanying document is provided to complete this Department’s
submission of materials for inclusion in the above referenced TIP.

At this time it is expected that all of the projects are to have funds available for
their implementation. These statements address flexibility in the use of federal funds and
the fiscal reasonableness of the program.

Should you need any further information please contact me by phone at 410-865-
1295 or by e-mail at mnixon@mdot.state.md.us.

Sincerely,

Wi 0. Vo

Michael W. Nixon, Manager
Office of Planning

Attachments: Submission of Projects for inclusion in the
FY 2008-12 November 2008 Baltimore Region Transportation Improvement Program

cc: Mr. Samuel F. Minnitte, Office of Planning, Maryland Department of Transportation

My telephone numberis . . _
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414, TTY Users Call Via MD Relay
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076




MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Submission of Projects for inclusion in the
Baltimore Region Transportation Improvement Programs FY 2008-12
November, 2008

Fiscal Reasonableness of the MDOT Program

The accompanying chart details a summary of the Maryland Department of
Transportation’s (MDOT) Operating and Capital Program. All MDOT projects included
in this FY 2008-12 TIP are part of the MDOT Consolidated Transportation Program. The
“accompanying table demonstrates that the MDOT program is fiscally reasonable, since
programmed outlays do not exceed projected available revenues for the program period.

Exereising Flexibility in the use of Federal Funds

The MDOT in its submission to the Baltimore Region TIP is exercising the funding
flexibility provisions possible under SAFETEA-LU. MDOT has responsibility for a mix
of transportation facilities throughout the state that includes highways, transit, port,
aviation, as well as bicycle and pedestrian trails. This assures that intermodal
opportunities are considered during all phases of project development.

All activities of MDOT are funded from the Transportation Trust Fund (TTF). This fund
combines transportation user fees, licensing and registration fees, motor fuel taxes, bond
proceeds, and federal grants into a source that permits maximum flexibility in addressing
intermodal transportation needs. Therefore, there are no administrative barriers to
programming TTF money on whatever type of project best meets a particular need.
MDOT’s organizational structure and TTF make it simple to consider all possible
applications of Federal fund categories.



CAPITAL PROGRAM

The Secretary's Office #

Motor Vehicle Administration
Maryland Aviation Administration £
Maryland Port Administration
Maryland Transit Administration E
WMATA Grants (WMATA) ADPE
State Highway Administration ©

TOTAL CAPITAL
Special Funds
Federal Funds
Other Funds ¢
OPERATING PROGRAM
The Secretary's Office 4

Motor Vehicle Administration
Maryland Aviation Administration
Maryland Port Administration
Maryland Transit Administration
WMATA Grants (WMATA) A
State Highway Administration B

TOTAL OPERATING

Special Funds
Federal Funds
Reimbursable Funds

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OPERATING AND CAPITAL PROGRAM SUMMARY
BY FISCAL YEAR

(8 MILLIONS)

" CURRENT BUDGET

Planning Years

YEAR YEAR
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

374 20.4 10.1 9.8 9.2 8.7
244 344 34.8 35.7 353 355
157.3 119.1 128.1 L7 95.2 66.1
144.5 136.9 86.2 73.4 86.8 64.9
258.2 3235 3151 284.6 204.3 135.1
135.8 174.9 175.5 189.0 192.0 202.0
986.4 1,045.1 855.2 738.7 603.0 620.7
1,744.0 1,854.3 1,605.0 1,442.9 1,225.8 1,133.0
883.6 961.5 864.9 785.5 672.1 668.0
687.3 730.7 600.5 514.5 428.7 3584
173.1 162.1 139.6 142.9 125.0 106.6
78.0 75.1 76.0 78.0 80.0 82.0
140.1 146.0 151.0 155.0 160.0 165.0
171.0 183.6 189.0 194.0 200.0 206.0
97.7 106.3 108.0 110.0 112.0 114.0
467.5 513.5 531.0 549.0 566.0 583.0
174.5 1912 208.0 227.0 247.0 269.0
197.6 210.7 221.0 227.0 234.0 242.0
1,326.4 1,426.4 1,484.0 1,540.0 1,599.0 1,661.0
1,248.9 1,348.5 1,416.0 1,472.0 1,531.0 1,593.0
71.6 78.0 68.0 68.0 68.0 68.0

SIX - YEAR
TOTAL

95.6
200.1
677.5
592.7

1,520.8
1,069.2
4,849.1

9,005.0

4,835.6
3,320.1
849.3

469.1
917.1
1,143.6
648.0
3,210.0
1,316.7
1,332.3

9,036.8

8,609.4
427.6




CURRENT BUDGET

Planning Years

YEAR YEAR SIX - YEAR
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 TOTAL
DISTRIBUTION OF SHARED REVENUES

County and Municipality Program B 584.9 595.1 594.1 603.5 611.2 620.2 3,609.0
County and Municipality Capital © 54.6 60.7 - - - - 1153
TOTAL DISTRIBUTION OF SHARED REVENUES 639.5 655.8 594.1 603.5 611.2 620.2 3,724.3
Special Funds 584.9 595.1 594.1 603.5 611.2 620.2 3,609.0
Federal Funds 54.6 60.7 - - - - 115.3

DEBT SERVICE REQUIREMENTS :
Debt Service Requirements F 119.9 128.3 134.0 149.0 160.0 173.0 864.2
Special Funds 119.9 128.3 134.0 149.0 160.0 173.0 864.2
DEPARTMENT TOTAL 3.829.8 4.064.8 3.817.1 3.735.4 3.5%6.0 3.587.2 22,6303
Special Funds 2,837.3 3,0334 3,009.0 3,010.0 2,974.3 3,054.2 17,918.2
Federal Funds 819.5 869.4 668.5 582.5 496.7 4264 3,863.0
Other Funds 173.1 162.1 139.6 142.9 125.0 106.6 849.3

Reimbursable Funds

~ "Other" funds are included in the totals for MAA, MPA, MTA and W

= Debt Service for County Bonds is not included in FY 2009 - FY 2012

MATA

{COPs), County participation, and Federal funds received by WMATA directly

Capital program WMATA Grants line inludes Federal funds received by WMATA directly

County and Municipality transfer fund from the Federal government are not included in FY 2009 - FY 2012

WMATA capital and operating grants in the Secretary's Office budget are shown separately for informational purposes

Funds not received through the Trust Fund. Includes some funds from Passenger Facility Charges (PFC), Maryland Transportation Authority (MdTA) funds,

The County and Municipality Funds (Highway User Revenues) in the State Highway Administration's budget are shown separately for informational purposes.

Certificates of Participation




APPENDIX C

AREAWIDE PROJECTS



KNOWN AREAWIDE PROJECTS AT TIME OF SUBMITTAL

Areawide Environmental Projects

Funding Route Termini Description of Improvements
Source
360 feet S. of Belfast Road to 2650 feet
NHS 1-83 S. of Belfast Road Noise abatement
O.L. From Chesaco Ave. to the Bridge
NHS MD 695 over AmTrak Noise abatement
1850 feet S. of Windsor Mill Road to
NHS 1-695 Windsor Mill Road Noise abatement
NHS 1-97 MD 648 to Welham Avenue Noise abatement
Areawide Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Projects
Funding Route Termini Description of Improvements
Source
BH 1-695 Baltimore Beltway and Southwest Blvd.|Clean and Paint various bridges
BH N/A Various Bridges in Baltimore County Clean and Paint various bridges
Areawide Resurfacing and Rehabilitation
Funding - _
Route Termini Description of Improvements
Source
STP MD 170 MD 648 to MD 2 Streetscape Improvements
HPP N/A Repair and resurface
Patuxent Research Refuge Road -
repair and resurface roads of the North
Tract of the Patuxent Research Refuge.
Areawide Safety and Spot Improvements
Funding Route Termini Description of Improvements
Source
Reistertown Road - Rail Crossing CSX .
STP MD 140 Transp. 831657X Reconstruct R/R crossing
N/A MD 24 CSX R/R Structure 140810C to S. of Repair Slopes
MD 7
Areawide Urban Reconstruction
Funding Route Termini Description of Improvements
Source

No projects at this time.




Areawide Congestion Mana

gement

Funding

Route Termini Description of Improvements
Source
CMAQ MD 175 MD 170 to MD 713 Signal Systemization
Study Greater Towson Area traffic flow and
HPP N/A Study Greater Towson Area Traffic future needs
Areawide Enhancement Projects
Funding Route Termini Description of Improvements
Source
HPP Broadneck Peninsula Trail Construct Phase | of multi-use trail
HPP South Shore Trail Construct Phase | of multi-use trail
HPP Fort McHenry Construct Fort McHenry Visitors Center and
related parking facilities
HPP Construct Safety and Oerations
improvements at MLK, Jr. Boulevard  [Make improvements to way finding and
and West Baltimore Street in Baltimore |pedestrian movements for the University of
Maryland - Baltimore Campus
HPP Construct pedestrian bridge and garage|Design and construct a multi-story parking

at Coppin State University in Baltimore

structure, with approximately 500 spaces on
the north side of North Aveneue (US 1). The
structure will be connected to the new Health
and Human Services building on the south
side of 2600 North Avenue via a 161 foot long
by 11 foot wide pedestrian bridge. The
structure will also connect to Grace Hill
Jacobs building and provide an access point
for service vehicles.




APPENDIX D

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION COMPONENT

May 24, 2007 Public Meeting
August 21, 2007 Public Meeting
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First Draft Baltimore Region TIP 2008-2012 Available for
Public Review

Open for Public Review: First Draft of FY 2008-2012 Transportation
Improvement Program

The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) has released a first
draft list of projects submitted for the FY 2008-2012 Transportation
Improvement Program. The TIP is a list of transportation priorities and
projects that are requesting federal funding over the next 5 years.

Examples of projects listed in this database include:

0 Road resurfacing and bridge repairs, rehabilitation, and painting

O The creation of pedestrian overpasses near schools and the building
of pedestrian/bicycle trails

0 The acquisition of wheelchair accessible buses and other vehicles

o Evaluation of current traffic command and control systems and the
installation of new traffic signal detection systems

0 Funding for the New Freedom and Job Access and Reverse Commute
Programs, assisting people with disabilities, seniors, and low-income
individuals access to employment and other opportunities.

The full list of proposed projects can be viewed in our online database at:
bmc.baltometro.org/tips_web. Visitors to the website can review draft
projects near their home or in the region. Included with the project
descriptions are funding requests and a map showing the location of the
project (if appropriate). This database also lists all project information from
the past several TIPs.

Public Review and Comment
A public review and comment period will be held from April 27 to May
29, 2007.

The activities funded by the BRTB are supported primarily through federal
dollars. Public participation is extremely beneficial in making sound
decisions. Transportation affects most of us every single day, so public input
is crucial. The public is encouraged to visit the TIP database at
http://bmc.baltometro.org/tips_web and submit comments by Tuesday, May
29, 2007.

Share Your Thoughts

The public is invited to review and
comment on the proposed 2008-2012 TIP
projects. To share your thoughts and
ideas, please submit all comments in
writing to the address below or online using
our public comment form.

Please send all comments to: The
Baltimore Regional Transportation Board,
2700 Lighthouse Point East, Suite 310,
Baltimore, MD 21224, by fax to 410-732-8248, or by e-mail to
mhaines@baltometro.org.

All comments must be received by 4:30 p.m. on May 29, 2007.

Site Map |

Email this page

Download a flyer

TIP Online Database

2007-2011 TIP

TIP Project Database Guide

Get Involved

) 4

TRAMNSPORTATION

OUTLOOK

Transportation Outlook 2035

Get Adobe
Reader

For more information: Tyson Byrne, tbyrne@baltometro.org or 410-732-0500 x1048.



Open for Public Review

Transportation 5010: D

Improvement Frogram
2006-2012

The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) has
ased a draft list of projects submitted for the FY 2008-
ransportation Improvement Program. The TIP is a list
rtation priorities and projects that are requesting

Ing over the next 5 years.

of draft projects, visit the online database
Qltips web.

Public Review and Comment
A public review and comment period will be held from April 27 to May 29, 2007.

The activities funded by the BRTB are supported primarily through federal dollars. Public participation is
extremely beneficial in making sound decisions. The public is encouraged to visit the TIP database at
http://bmc.baltometro.org/tips web and submit comments by the close of business on Tuesday, May 29™.

Share Your Thoughts

The public is invited to review and comment on the proposed 2008-2012 TIP projects. To share your
thoughts and ideas, please submit all comments in writing to the address below or online using our public
comment for. The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board, 2700 Lighthouse Point East, Suite 310,
Baltimore, MD 21224, by fax to 410-732-8248, or by e-mail to mhaines@baltometro.org.

For more information
Visit www.baltometro.org or contact Tyson Byrne at thyrne@baltometro.org or 401-732-0500 x1048.




Balfimore Regional Transportation Board

For Immediatfe Release
Contact: Barbara Herron, 410-732-9564

THE BRTB INVITES THE PUBLIC TO VIEW
PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS ON THE WEB, SUBMIT COMMENTS

BALTIMORE (May 1, 2007) — Finding out about what’ s being done to improve
transportation in your community over the next five years just got alittle easier. A web
site hosted by the Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) puts information about
proposed transportation projects in the Baltimore metropolitan area at your fingertips.
Visitors to http://bmc.baltometro.org/tips web can review draft projects near their home
or anywhere in the region. Included with the project descriptions are projected costs and a
map showing the location of the project, if appropriate.

The information includes a detailed listing of projects included in the metropolitan area
Baltimore Transportation Improvement Program (T1P). Projects are drawn from
recommendations in the long-range transportation plan for the Baltimore region. The TIP
documents the anticipated timing, cost, and rationale for transportation improvementsin
the Baltimore region over the next five years.

The TIP includes:

Road resurfacing

Bridge repairs, rehabilitation, and painting
Pedestrian overpasses near schools
Pedestrian/bicycle trails

Wheel chair-accessible buses and other vehicles

A new park-and-ride facility

Additional surface parking at local MARC stations
New traffic signal detection systems

The projectsincluded in the TIP serve as the basis for requesting federal transportation
fundsin fiscal years 2008 through 20012.

Since the activities included in the TIP by the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
(BRTB) are supported primarily through federal dollars, public participation isinvaluable
in making sound fiscal decisions. Transportation affects each of us every single day.
Public input ensures that our transportation network truly serves our needs.

-- more —


http://bmc.baltometro.org/tips_web

Page 2

The public is encouraged to visit the TIP database at http://bmc.baltometro.org/tips web
and submit comments by to Baltimore Regional Transportation Board, (Attention: Public
Involvement Coordinator) 2700 Lighthouse Point East, Suite 310, Baltimore, MD 21224-
4774, fax # 410-732-8248, or e-mail: mhaines@baltometro.org. Comments may also be
submitted using the public comment form on www.baltometro.org. The public review
and comment period will run through May 29.

For more information on the TIP, contact Tyson Byrne at tbyrne@baltometro.org or 410-
732-0500 x1048.

HH##

The Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) is the organization of the region’s elected
executives who are committed to identifying regional interests and developing
collaborative strategies, plans and programs which will improve the quality of life and
economic vitality throughout the region. The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
(BRTB) isthe federally-recognized Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for
transportation in the Baltimore region. BMC provides technical and staff support to the
BRTB.


http://bmc.baltometro.org/tips_web
mailto:mhaines@baltometro.org
http://www.baltometro.org/

PRESS RELEASE

Baltimore Regional Transportation Board

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

The BRTB invites the public to view proposed transportation projects on the web,
submit comments

(May 4, 2007 - Baltimore, MD) Finding out about what's being done to improve transportation in your community over the
next five years just got a little easier. A web site hosted by the Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) puts information
about proposed transportation projects in the Baltimore metropolitan area at your fingertips.

Visitors to bmc.baltometro.org/tips_web can review draft projects near their home or anywhere in the region. Included
with the project descriptions are projected costs and a map showing the location of the project, if appropriate. The
information includes a detailed listing of projects included in the metropolitan area Baltimore Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP).

Projects are drawn from recommendations in the long-range transportation plan for the Baltimore region. The TIP
documents the anticipated timing, cost, and rationale for transportation improvements in the Baltimore region over the
next five years.

The TIP includes:

Road resurfacing

Bridge repairs, rehabilitation, and painting
Pedestrian overpasses near schools
Pedestrian/bicycle trails

Wheelchair-accessible buses and other vehicles
A new park-and-ride facility

Additional surface parking at local MARC stations
New traffic signal detection systems

The projects included in the TIP serve as the basis for requesting federal transportation funds in fiscal years 2008
through 20012. Since the activities included in the TIP by the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) are
supported primarily through federal dollars, public participation is invaluable in making sound fiscal decisions.
Transportation affects each of us every single day. Public input ensures that our transportation network truly serves our
needs.

The public is encouraged to visit the TIP database at http://bmc.baltometro.org/tips_web and submit comments by to
Baltimore Regional Transportation Board, (Attention: Public Involvement Coordinator) 2700 Lighthouse Point East, Suite
310, Baltimore, MD 21224-4774, fax # 410-732-8248, or e-mail: mhaines@baltometro.org.

Comments may also be submitted using the public comment form on www.baltometro.org. The public review and
comment period will run through May 29.

For more information on the TIP, contact Tyson Byrne at tbyrne@baltometro.org or 410-732-0500 x1048.

Hit#

Baltimore Regional Transportation Board | Baltimore Metropolitan Council

Working to improve the quality of life in the Baltimore region.
www.baltometro.org

The Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) is the organization of the region's elected executives who are committed to identifying
regional interests and developing collaborative strategies, plans and programs which will improve the quality of life and economic
vitality throughout the region. The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) is the federally- recognized Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) for transportation in the Baltimore region. BMC provides technical and staff support to the BRTB.

For more Barbara Herron, Communications Officer
information: email: bherron@baltometro.org phone: 410-732-9564




Public input sought on transportation projects

Staff reports, The Examiner
May 3, 2007 3:00 AM (5 days ago)

BALTIMORE -

The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board is inviting the public to comment online on a detailed
list of proposed transportation projects. Projects for comment in the metropolitan area include road
resurfacing; bridge repairs, rehabilitation and painting; pedestrian overpasses near schools; bicycle
trails; wheelchair-accessible buses; a new park-and-ride facility; additional surface parking at local
MARC stations and new traffic signal detection systems. Visit bmc.baltometro.org/tips web to
review the draft projects.

Examiner



Want to tell traffic planners where to go?

- Chris Murino, The Examiner
{ May 4, 2007 2:11 PM (4 days ago)

== BALTIMORE -

Sick and tired of the traffic headaches in the area? Want to tell
somebody off?

(Greg Whitesell/Examiner) Here’s your chance —really.

Traffic makes its way across  The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board is now giving the

the Chesapeake Bay Bridge  public the opportunity yell at them - through cyberspace.
between Annapolis and Kent
Island in this recent photo. A Web site hosted by the Baltimore Metropolitan Council is

releasing proposed transportation projects in the Baltimore area for
everyone to view. People can look at and comment on maps, projected costs and descriptions of the
projects.

Included on the site is a listing of projects in the Baltimore Transportation Improvement Program.
These include projects such as road resurfacing, bridge repairs, rehabilitation, and painting,
pedestrian overpasses near schools, pedestrian and bicycle trails, wheelchair-accessible buses and
other vehicles, a new park-and-ride facility, additional surface parking at local MARC stations and
new traffic signal detection systems.

The Maryland Department of Transportation is on schedule to spend $3.58 million in federal funds
through 2011, so the public’s input is important.

Click here to view the plans for solving transportation woes, and to voice your opinion.

Examiner


http://baltometro.org/tips_web

http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/local/carroll/bal-ca.shorts13may13,0,6811435.story

From the Baltimore Sun

Carroll Digest

May 13, 2007

Web siteliststraffic issues

The Baltimore Metropolitan Council has set up a Web site for citizens to learn about planned transportation
improvements in their community. At http://bmc.baltometro.org/tips, citizens can view draft projects planned
near their home or anywhere in the region. Detailed lists of the Transportation Improvement Program include
road surfacing, bridge repairs, pedestrian overpasses, pedestrian and bicycle trails, park and ride lots, traffic
signals and more. Projects included are for federal funding requests for fiscal years 2008 to 2012.
Information: 410-732-0500, ext. 1048.
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Environmental Planning -
Draft 2008-2012 TIP

Transportation Planning

» About the BRTB On April 27, 2007 the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) has
released a first draft list of projects submitted for the FY 2008-2012 J))
* Plans Transportation Improvement Program. The TIP is a list of transportation
+ Context for Metropoli priorities and projects that are requesting federal funding over the next 5 TRANSPORTATION
Transportation Planning Trans smseeneie—-t—— 2035

Examples of projects listed in the TIP include:

¥ History and Legislation TIP Online Database

.- 0 Road resurfacing and bridge repairs, rehabilitation, and painting
¥ Vision 2030 . . 2 _
o The creation of pedestrian overpasses near schools and the building 20072011 TP
; of pedestrian/bicycle trails . )
> Long Range Transportation 0 The acquisition of wheelchair accessible buses and other vehicles ! oject Database Guide
Planning O Evaluation of current traffic command and control systems and the Getinvotved—————————
installation of new traffic signal detection systems
» Short Range Transportation o Funding for the New Freedom and Job Access and Reverse -
Planning Commute Programs, assisting people with disabilities, seniors, and Let us knoyv what you think! Use
low-income individuals access to employment and other our Public Comment Form to
» 2008-2012 TIP opportunities. Submityour eomments:

» TIPS Database Guide The current list of proposed projects can be viewed in our online database

+ UPWP at: bmc.baltometro.org/tips_web. Visitors to the web site can review draft
projects near their home or in the region. Included with the project
: descriptions are funding requests and a map showing the location of the
[ 3 -
Local Planning project (if appropriate). This database also lists all project information from Gﬂﬂjﬁ;' 1
* Regional Data and Forecasting the past several TIPs. — )
» Multi-Modal Planning A final draft list of projects and full documentation will be released for public

review in July 2007.
¥ Transportation Management

Public Review
¥ Transportation Equity A public review period was held from April 27 to May 29, 2007. View all
public comments received during this comment period (pdf)

Regional Information Center

Maps and Data . .
For more information:

Publications Tyson Byrne, tbyrne@baltometro.org or 410-732-0500 x1048.
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¥ Public Comment
. We want to know what you think!
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Comment Forms 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program

Commuter Options

Subject: 2008-2012 TIP
Emergency Preparedness
Environmental Planning Comments: Yesterday, May 27, | sent it as a PDF attachment below some pre-formatted
Transportation Planning comments. Today | discovered a small error on the second line of my comments: what should
have read 2007-2011 TIP was written as 2007-2011 "DIP." Attached below is a corrected

Regional Information Center . - ’
version. Please substitute this for the May 27 copy. Thank you.

Maps and Data

Publications - Art Cohen

: b'more mobile
Enter your e-mail address below

to receive news from BMC. Learn
more... Pre-formatted comments: 2008-2012 TIP comments - corrected.pdf, 47K document.

e-mail: |:| Name: Art Cohen

Agency/Organization: b'more mobile

Join S S
Submitting for: Organization
| Location: Baltimore, MD.
— Date: May 28, 2007
» See recent comments
©2006 Baltimore Metropolitan Council Designed by Mango Jar Media Privacy Policy | Site Map | Disclaimer | Back to Top

http://www.bal tometro.org/bboard/shortpl an/408?msgCount=0 5/29/2007



May 28, 2007-corrected version

Public Comment on the 2008-2012 TIP

Public comment on the BRTB's 2008-2012 TIP is a daunting task. First, the TIP documents
are extremely large (e.g. the 2007-2011 TIP is 402 pages!). Second, for the 2008-2012 TIP
we only have access to the project database, and there are no funding figures whatsoever
included in that database, at least for the "guest” visitor (the login reserved for the public).
Even given such problems, however, it is possible to make the following observations:

1) Of the 155 total projects for the 2008-2012 period, only 27 of them seem to relate to
public transit (under the database Project Category headings here listed alphabetically):

"Commuter Rail"
“Emission Reduction Strategy”

4 projects)
5 projects)

(

(
"Enhancement Program” (1 project)
"MTA-Transit" (1 project)
“Miscellaneous” (3 projects)
“Transit” (13 projects)

2) Referring to the 2007-2011 TIP, which contains some general funding information, only
one quarter of the federal funds (the primary funding source) appear to go to transit, with
well over half going to highways (or an even larger proportion? - it's hard to tell within the
“local project” designation).

In light of the above observations and difficulties, our comment is as follows:

A) Far too large a proportion (3:1 or 2:1?) of the Baltimore Metro Area's transportation
funding is directed at highways and personal automobiles compared to public transit.
From the point of view of transportation policy (that is, in terms of pollution prevention,
passenger safety, land use, regional economic development, efficiency of moving people
around the area, convenience, avoidance of stress from congestion, etc.), it makes much
more sense to plan for greatly increased public transit in and around the Baltimore Metro
Area Region.

B) Even though "public review and comment” about the 2008-2012 TIP is highly encouraged,
it is not really possible for the public to provide thorough or fully-informed comments
because of the lack of information about proposed funding for the 2008-2012 period.
Without such information, it is not possible to know the relative magnitude of any of the
projects being proposed.

Sincerely -
Art Cohenw

Art Cohen, Convenor
b'more mobile
www.bmoremobile.org
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Monica Haines

From: James S Leanos, SIOR
Sent: Monday, May 28, 2007 9:16 PM
Subject: Comments related to the 2008-2012 TIP

Attachments: 2008-12 TIP Letter_Logo.doc

Monica and Fellow Members of the CAC,

Herewith is my letter containing comments related to the 2008-12 TIP. The focus is the broad aspects of the TIP and the process
which produced it.

Your comments are welcome.
Monica, a hard copy will follow by mail to you and the elected representatives of the BRTB Board.
Jim

James S. Leanos, SIOR

CORPORATE PROPERTY SOLUTIONS, L.L.C.
Baltimore, MD

5/29/2007



May 28, 2007

Ms. MonicaHaines

Public Involvement Coordinator
Baltimore Metropolitan Council
2700 Lighthouse Point East
Suite 310

Batimore, MD 21224-4774

Re: Comments on the 2008-2012 TIP

| am writing as a Baltimore County resident and member of the BRTB Citizen's
Advisory Committee in my capacity as representative of the Greater Baltimore Board of
Realtors. | offer the following comments, which | believe deserve urgent attention from
the elected representatives serving on the BRTB:

1.

The TIP contains only alimited segment of projects related to our region, to the
extent it only appears to identify projects are eligible for federal funds. Therefore,
this does not provide a full picture of the alocation of federal, state and local
funds related to transportation projects.

While one-quarter of the federal funds appear to be allocated to non-POV
transportation modes, e.g., public transit, the percentage allocation of all fundsto
transit, bike and pedestrian modesis likely far smaller, both within Baltimore
County, and within al of the region’sjurisdictions.

The TIP does not seem to have any effective guiding principles or vision which
could provide a metric against which the region’s projects could be ranked, taking
into account Greenhouse Gas Emissions, unstable, expensive and limited energy
resources, and related economic development and land use reforms (e.g., a
compact region, mixed-use communities, transit-oriented development, carbon
emissions, etc.).

Transit, in particular, seems to have very little priority for funding—witness the
small federal share and the smaller state and local shares.

It is not evident, either at the BRTB level, or at any open meetings at the
county/city level, including meetings of the Baltimore County Council, that the
public has had arole in the prioritization of spending, except viathe traditional
processes in which too many road projects are proposed by local public works or
transportation departmentsin relation to too few funds from all sources.

Tel: 410-XXX-XXXX

Baltimore, MD 21286-1414 Fax: 410-xxXX-XXXX



Ms. MonicaHaines
May 28, 2007
Page Two

6. While Baltimore County has generally excellent roads, with sufficient funds to
maintain its road base, the county has placed very little priority on pedestrian-
friendly and bike friendly roads and transit within the county, largely because it
has not dedicated funds to these areas.

7. Taken together, in Baltimore County, and apparently throughout the Baltimore
region, the TIP seems to use the same formul as that were used before it became
apparent that the nation’ s energy resources are limited, that greenhouse
gas emissions from transportation are the major contributor to the aggregate
production of carbon dioxide, and that transit, bike and pedestrian improvements
are a necessary component of aregional strategy to reduce dependence on the
automobile.

A concluding observation is that as blue-collar jobs have moved further from the region’s
blue collar population, the inadequacy of public transportation has assured increased
automobile dependency among the portion of the population that is least capable of
absorbing the great cost increases associated with the automobile. Theresult isless
access to the job market and increased poverty in the affected neighborhoods.

Furthermore, our region’s large aging population and its large youthful and limited-
income populations have available public transit resources only in very limited areas of
the region, and in many cases the service provided is too time-limited or geography-
limited to be considered as aviable alternative. The result isthese groupslivein
considerably greater isolation and more limited mobility than existsin many similar
regionsin the United States. Without a change in funding priorities and scale (much of
which likely must come from local government sources in light of limited federal and
state resources for the foreseeabl e future) this condition will only deteriorate further.

Because a broad-based, reliable, and speedy public transportation system takes time to
develop, especialy in the face of unstable and expensive energy resources, the Baltimore
region risks substantially greater economic dislocation should “peak oil’s” effects
suddenly manifest themselves than would occur if we raised the level of local
government transportation investment while rebalancing our spending to reduce
dependence on the automobile.

Tel: 410-XXX-XXXX
Baltimore, MD 21286-1414 Fax: 410-xxXX-XXXX



Ms. MonicaHaines
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As compared with other mid-Atlantic regions, not to mention leading US regions, the
Baltimore region is far behind the othersin establishing and maintaining a comprehensive
transit network to serve the entire region. This places our economic well-being at greater
risk than is faced in our competing regions (particularly among our least-privileged
population), and provides an increasingly powerful disincentive for firms, concerned
about the availability of a sufficient reliable workforce, to locate to or remain in the
Baltimore region.

As members of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee, we are dedicated to addressing the
issues identified in this letter, and we trust the BRTB will work with us and provide
sufficient staff and financial resources to develop solutions to the problemsidentified in
this letter so that our future TIPs can provide a more realistic and less risky scenario than
the 2008-2012 TIP provides.

Sincerely,
1S/ J. S. Leanos
James S. Leanos
Cc:.  Members of the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
Members of the BRTB Citizens Advisory Committee

Secretary John Porcari
Mr. Joseph T. “Jody” Landers

Tel: 410-XXX-XXXX
Baltimore, MD 21286-1414 Fax: 410-xxXX-XXXX
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A Division of AutoFlex. Inc.

August 28, 2007

Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
2700 Lighthouse Point East, Suite 310
Baltimore, MD. 21224

Subject: 2008-2012 T1P and Air Quality Expansion Fundsfor L ow Speed Electric Vehicle Programs

Honorable Members of the BRTB:

For the record my nameis Luis D. MacDonald, president of AutoFlex, Inc. aminority and veteran-owned small
business that was incorporated in the State of Maryland in 1987. Approximately three years ago, we moved our
headquarters to 1206 Ridgley Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21230, and are currently doing business under our
registered trademark: “Clean Cities’. Clean Cities was formed to promote and encourage the market devel opment
of Alternative Fueled Vehicles & Electric-Powered Vehicles within Government and Commercial Fleets.

Today, Clean Citiesis aso the first minority-owned low speed electric car dealership in the State of Maryland where
we feature Global Electric Motorcars (GEM) manufactured and warranted by the new Chrysler corporation.

As amember of the automotive industry and the Maryland business community, | appreciate this opportunity to
express my support for the mission and goals of the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board. My testimony today
isfor the purpose of bringing to your attention a new alternative in transportation and mobility that should receive
your considerations and approval for TIP and Air Quality Expansion Funding during fiscal years 2008 thru 2012.

The newest dternative in mobility and transportation — are Low Speed Electric Vehicles, also known as,
Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEV), Zero-Emission and Environmentally-Friendly Vehicles. The State of
Maryland recently passed L egislation (House Bill 316) to permit the general public to title, tag and operate Low
Speed Electric Vehicles on public roads with posted speed limits under 30mph. According to a Maryland
Department of Transportation Task Force the proliferation of Low Speed Electric Vehicles in the State of Maryland
has an estimated outlook in the coming years of approximately 15,000 electric vehicles being operated on campuses,
business parks, urban neighborhoods and other low speed communities. Inthat light, | strongly believe that Low
Speed Electric Vehicles will offer the following benefits to the Baltimore Region:

1) Economic Development through the creation of jobs and infrastructure for the new technology;
2) Reduced levels of air and noise pollution from the use of zero-emission electric vehicles;

3) Opportunity to reduce traffic and parking congestion on low speed community streets; and

4) Assist the Baltimore Region to achieve its Transportation Mobility and Environmental Goals.

In closing | would like to further encourage all of the elected members of the Baltimore Regional Transportation
Board to assure that TIP and Air Quality Expansion Funding will be provided in 2008 to new transportation projects,
such as, -- transit-based neighborhood electric station car programs -- to help in the advancement of the newest
alternative in zero-emission mobhility for the citizens of Maryland.

Sincerely,

Luis D. MacDonald
President

www.cleancities.com 410 1-800-922-7999
410-528-0152 FAX

1206 Ridgely Street, Baltimore, MD 21230

V1
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Clean Cities

By any measuremenl. the Greater Baltimore
region ranks among the worst urban arcas
for air pollution in the United States. The
Maryland Public Interest Research Group
reported this year that the Ballimore metro-
politan area had the 12 highest level of
sool pollution among major US citics in
2003, The Washington DC metro had the
13™ highest level of smog pollution. The
American Lung Association places the Bal-
timore- Washington-Northern  Virginia - as
the 18" most polluled arca in the US by
short-lerm particles and 21" by year-round
particle pollution,

According to the Maryland Department of
the Environment. about a third of the 351
tons of volatile organic chemicals emitted
into Ballimore™s air every day comes lrom
gasoline trucks and vehicles,

Yo we're encouraged by Luis  Mac-
Donald’s introduction of Global Electric
Motorcars (GEM) Lo Ballimore,  Mr. Mac-
Donald, a long-time auto fleet manager and
leader in the city's IHispanic community,
has established “Cleancities.com™ (a divi-
sion of his Auollex corporation) in a for-
mer broom lactory on Ridgely Street in
Southwest Baltimore. About 30 GEM ve-
hicles are garaged there and are currently
being promoted as mobile advertising units.

Aboul 26,000 of these wvehicles have been
manufactured since 1998, when the factory
in Fargo, ND produced its first vehicle. a 2-
passenger car powercd by batleries that
moved il at a top speed of 25 mph.  Daim-
lerChrvsler hought the infant enterprise in
2000, Now they come in 2-amd-4-
passenger models that can travel 35 miles at
15 mph on one charge.  Although not yet
licensed [or road use in Maryland, the GEM
has heen tested by the Mational Highway

—d

REVEAL

Chet-Mow 2004

Latis Mee Pevneded poses in the fnner Hearbor with one
af s (rEMy that DPW has converted infa a litier

| pickup vehicle. The Police Depariment i CHNE) Ty

e of By eleciric cars to patrol along the promende,

Traflic Safety Administration and approved
in a number ol states as a Low-Speed/
Neighborhood Flectric Vehicle (NEV), in-
cluding Virginia, where Mr. MacDonald
has registered his cars.

Cleancities.com bas become a member ol
the Reveal collaboralive and is positioning
itself as “a leader in the supply and markel
development of Clean-Emission Vehicles™.

Such vehicles have many applications in
congested urban arcas, and we plan to en-
courage their use. They re quiet, relatively
incxpensive and clean, Imagine a city that
not only reads, cleans and greens bul has
fun in the process.



Testimony from, Friends of Gwynns Falls/Leakin Park
1920 Eagle Drive, Baltimore MD 21207
President@] eakinpark.com

Accurate Data
In the 2005 and 2006 TIP, an item appears for the Franklintown Road bridge over the Gwynns
Falls. According to the item, the bridge has a BSR of 34.5%, funds scheduled fo 2007.

The item does not appear in the current TIP, having been removed “for lack of funds”

According to Baltimore City Bridge Engineering “nothing is wrong with that bridge, maybe
someone mistook it for the Dead Run bridge, or possibly Fort Avenue.”

The subject bridge is relatively new, and a visual inspection of the bridge by non-experts shows
no obvious defects in the deck or piers.

In FY 2004 or 2005, contracts were let to replace another bridge in Franklintown Road, a small
bridge over the Dead Run. Mistaking the subject bridge for this bridge would be more likely if
the dates and disposal matched up.

We are left with the following questions:

1) What bridge were they referring to?

2) What happened to it?

3) Is a bridge with a rating of 34.5still out there?. Possibly on another road over the Gwynns
Falls?

and, most important

How many other inaccurate items are there in the TIP?

We stumbled across this one by accident. Is it an anomaly, or the tip of the iceberg?.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act of JARC Job Access and Reverse Commute
1990

BMC Baltimore Metropolitan Council MARC Maryland Commuter Ralil

B-ROC | Baltimore Regional Operations MDE Maryland Department of the Environment
Coordination

BRTB Baltimore Regional Transportation MDOT Maryland Department of Transportation
Board

BRTP Baltimore Regional Transportation MMTIS Multi-modal Traveler Information System
Plan

CAAA | Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 M&O Management and Operations

CAC Citizens Advisory Committee MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

CO Carbon Monoxide MTA Maryland Transit Administration

CFR Congressional Federal Register NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

CIP Capital Improvement Program NHS National Highway System Act of 1995

CMAQ | Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality | NOx Oxides of Nitrogen

CMP Congestion Management Program PC Programmatically Conforming

CTP Consolidated Transportation Program | SAFETEA-LU | Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient

Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users

DOT Department of Transportation SHA State Highway Administration

EJ Environmental Justice SIP State Implementation Plan

EPA Environmental Protection Agency STIP State Transportation Improvement Program

ERS Emission Reduction Strategy

FHWA | Federal Highway Administration TIP Transportation Improvement Program

FTA Federal Transit Administration TMA Transportation Management Association

ICG Interagency Consultation Group USC United States Code

ITS Intelligent Transportation Systems






