STATEMENT OF THE OAKS VILLAS RESIDENTS’ CONCERNS AND

SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS TO THE CONSULTANT’S RECOMMENDED
SOUTHWEST DURHAM COLLECTYOR STREET PLAN

We have two serious concerns about the recommended plan and corresponding
suggestions for solutions.

#1 We are concerned that George King Road is proposed to be paved by developers in
bits-and pieces as developments are approved one by one over a long period of time. That
will cause traffic from the initial developments to be diverted for years onto existing
neighborhood streets -Lancaster, Nottingham, Donegal, and New Castle, and eventually
to Pinehurst and Burning Tree Drives in the Oaks. Those streets will become de facto
mini-thoroughfares for many years.

Thus we urge two modifications to the plan to solve this problem:
A. Early in the development of the area, pave the entire length of George King Rd
- from Ephesus Church Rd. to Hwy 54 and improve the intersections at both ends
of George King Road. The plan will not work if you depend on piecemeal
- implementation of that critical collector street by developers.
B. Limit connections from new developments to Lancaster and other existing
- neighborhood streets to emergency vehicles until such time as George King Road
provides collector street service across the entire area.

#2  The plan provides no implementation component to retrofit existing streets that are

incorporated irito the collector street system, so that our nexghborhood streets
approxnnate the standards proposed for new streets.

A. Thus, we urge modification of the plan to incorporate a capital improvement
funding program by local governments, particularly the Town of Chapel Hill and
Durham County or the MPO, to bring existing streets to the approximate
standards of the new streets. Retrofitting cannot be feasibly implemented through
subdivision and other development regulations.
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| am presenting a petition signed by residents of 27 households in Eastwood
Park to voice our objection to the proposed Collector Street Plan. We consider
any collector or arterial road system connecting Farrington Road to Highway 54
via Eastwood Park to be detrimental to the quality of life and property values in
our neighborhood.

Residents of Eastwood Park have participated in the collector street plan
community workshops and our input is not reflected in the final plan. There are
alternative road systems that will not destroy residential units, and these have not
been adequately considered. Modifications to the CSP have been made to
preserve an arboretum on George King Road, but no modifications have been
made to accommodate the people who live in Eastwood Park and pay property
taxes. :

Preserving affordable housing in Eastwood Park is an issue that should be
relevant to all members of the TAC. Many of the residents of our neighborhood
work in Chapel Hill, for employers including the University of North Carolina and
the Chapel Hill-Carrboro school system. Our neighborhood is neither large nor
wealthy, but our concerns are relevant and should be addressed. | respectfully
request that you take these issues into consideration when voting on the
Collector Street Plan.



Eastwood Park Petition to DCHCMPO
RE: Collector Street Plan
Date: May 29, 2006

To: The Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization;
the City of Chapel Hill; the counties of Orange and Durham; the North
Carolina Department of Transportation; and all agencies and individuals
associated with the Southwest Durham Collector Street Plan:

We, the residents of Eastwood Park, petition the above agencies and individuals
to remove all new streets within the boundaries of Eastwood Park, and all local
streets that have been incorrectly labeled as existing collector streets, from any
consideration pertaining to the Southwest Durham Collector or Arterial Street
Plan. We wish to maintain the character of Eastwood Park and Celeste Circle as
is, without upgrades designed to handle collector or arterial traffic.

We, as residents, consider any collector or arterial road system connecting
Farrington Road to Highway 54 via Eastwood Park to be in direct conflict with
preserving the neighborhood as an affordable residential community, or as a
viable commercial site in the long term.

More specifically, we as residents believe there are alternative road systems that
will not:

» jeopardize the safety and welfare of Eastwood Park homeowners and their
families as they walk or drive through a low density neighborhood.

* generate noise and sound pollution associated with significantly increased
traffic flow through narrow streets.

« destroy the quality of life and residential property values in Eastwood Park.

+ destroy residential units, when less complicated and intrusive infrastructure is
possible.

As residents of Eastwood Park, Durham City and County, we encourage the
above agencies to consider placing any connecting, or arterial roads through less
developed areas of Durham County, and to remove all streets in Eastwood Park
from any proposed connector or arterial plan.

Respectfully Submitted,

The signatures on the attached pages are intended to be an integral part of this
document.




Eastwood Park Petition to DCHCMPO
RE: Collector Street Plan
Date: May 29, 2006
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Eastwood Park Petition to DCHCMPO
RE: Collector Street Plan
Date: May 29, 2006
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Eastwood Park Petition to DCHCMPO
RE: Collector Street Plan
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TAC Meeting ~ Collector Street Plan 6-14-06

Public comment from Chris Selby, resident of Eastwood Park:

Six of my neighbors from Eastwood Park are signed up to Speak
immediately after me, and they plan to cede their time to me, with the
permission of the Chair.

At the May 10t meeting here, when Mr. Henderson presented the CSP, he
said that the residents of Eastwood Park got a real double whammy. The
first whammy was finding out that we had been placed in a commercial land
use area in the Durham Comprehensive Plan. The second whammy, was '
finding out about all of the streets crossing our neighborhood in the CSP.
Mr. Henderson was correct. We were unaware of the change in long-term
land use designation from residential to commercial. We are content living
in a residential area where we enjoy affordable housing on half-acre lots,
with a good location. We are looking into amending the Comprehensive
Plan to locate us in a residential use area. We are currently zoned as
residential.

We are here to respond to the second Whammy, the CSP. On this map I'd
like to note that the plan is for medians to be erected, to prevent traffic from
crossing Highway 54 here at Farrington and at Celeste. At Huntingridge, a
light is being put up by the state. Also, roads are to replace residential
properties here (Huntingridge to Celeste), and here (New Farrington to
Celeste). Finally, Farrington Road is rerouted to connect with Celeste from
2 directions, and Celeste is to be upgraded from a local to a collector street.
Consequently, motorists traveling between Farrington road on the north, to
points south including 1-40, Highway 54 and Farrington Road south, will
need to travel through the light at Huntingridge, and along Celeste. Now,
before development, Farrington handles over 9,000 trips per day. Running
this heavy traffic of Farrington down Celeste will destroy the character of
our community. It is NOT SAFE, NOT EFFICIENT, AND NOT
CONSIDERATE TO THE RESIDENTS!

Other reasons the Plan is a whammy are the re-routing of George King to

~ cross our neighborhood, and the requirement to bulldoze homes to provide
right-of-way. We realize that new roads will be built only after we sell to -
developers, and that we do not have to sell However, our community is
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vulnerably to a real whammy, if only a few select residents sell their
properties to provide right-of-way.

Opposition of Eastwood Park to the Street Plan is stated in the petition that
has been presented.

Among the errors in the Street Plan map that you have been provided, we
note that Celeste is currently a local street, not a collector. Also, Farrington
is a minor thoroughfare, not a collector. Re-routing of Farrington, like
Southwest Durham Drive, should actually be considered not here but at the
review of the Long Range Transportation Plan.

At the Street Plan Workshops, Alternative Plans A, B, and C were presented,
discussed, and voted on. These Alternatives are in Chapter 4 of the Plan
document. From our perspective, either A, B, or C is better than the
recommended plan, which incorporates the worst features of each, and turns
Celeste into a major east-west corridor. Two positive attributes of A, B, and
C, which are omitted from the recommended plan, include a collector that
borders Celeste properties to the north, which carries east-west traffic.
Another big positive is the rerouting of George King through the stubout at
Crossland Drive, with an intersection of Crossland and NC 54. Each of
these features reduce the need to bulldoze housing, and the use of stubouts is
required by Durham’s UDO.

We also have 3 alternatives, that try to reduce the whammy. The first
‘assumes the worst case scenario, that the new Farrington and George King
Roads traverse Eastwood Park, (and as shown here and here). The
alternative is simply DO NOT UPGRADE CELESTE TO A
COLLECTOR TO ENCOURAGE OR ATTEMPT TO ,
ACCOMMODATE REROUTED FARRINGTON TRAFFIC. Already,
alternatives are in the plan, the service road for local traffic, and east-west
collectors to the north for more distant Farrington traffic. Also note here
that the previously mentioned east-west collector just north of Celeste,
would function very nicely here. If anything, traffic calming may be needed
on Celeste.

Alternative #2 is based upon information from staff. For permits to be
issued, to allow the complete development of this large area of land (here),
at least 2 collector streets will need to run north/south from Ephesus Church
to Highway 54. The recommended CSP map shows that Old Farrington and




George King are both collector streets to be included in the plan. They both
run N/S and connect Ephesus with 54, so it is not necessary to create or
divert new roads that cross Eastwood Park. Alternative #2, is stick with the
old Farrington and George King Roads. If there are problems upgrading the
southern end of George King, through wetlands, it could be rerouted through
the Crossland drive stubout.

A drawback to Alternative #2 is that there is only one real access point along
Highway 54, at the Huntingridge light. The intersections at Celeste and
Farrington will be atrophied. This one light seems inadequate, though it is
the same level of access provided by the recommended Street Plan.
Considering that 3 lights on NC 54 service Meadowmont, and 2 lights

~ service the Oaks and Glen Lennox, more access here seems appropriate.

Alternative #3 proposes another intersection with a light, located (here)
where George King currently comes within feet of 54. There would be
options as to where this intersection on 54 could connect to the north. We
suggest that it cross E/W where there is an unmapped roadbed, and connect
with the new Farrington Road near the proposed transit station. Again, if
there are problems with wetlands, use the Crossland Drive stubout.

A road linking an NC 54 intersection at the south, in the area of George
King, with Farrington Road to the north, would make many people happy. It
would provide the new developments with an attractive, functional, southern
entry. When the long-range plan is reviewed, it could provide a new path
for the Southwest Durham Drive, which will make the Meadowmont
residents very happy. It will make the transportation people happy, because
it will replace the current Farrington Road light at NC 54, which is too close
to the interstate, with a light as far as possible from 1-40, and allow for
maximal traffic mixing. It will make us happy because it diverts arterial
traffic from our neighborhood. Also, it should make the TAC happy,
because it will have avoided destroying the character of our community, and
the destruction of affordable housing, and it will have acted consistently
with its role to create roads that enhance the livability of all communities.

As a comparison, the intersection constructed at I-40 and Fayeteville Road,

~ to service Southpoint Mall, has improved the community at large, and we

believe that an intersection at or near NC 54 and George King, while being

much more modest in scale, will have a similar positive impact. One of the
guidelines used to create the CSP, was that roads were to stay away from




Corp of Engineers land. Preserving affordable housing and the character of
communities were not guidelines of the consultant. However, they are
guidelines for the TAC and the Comprehensive Plan, and they are reasons to
seriously consider the popular George King option.

In summary, we feel that it is not appropriate for our neighborhood to be
whammied, and that the Street Plan should be modified so that CELESTE
IS NOT UPGRADED to handle heavy traffic. We have noted the positive
ideas from the workshops that were not incorporated, including the routing
of George King to the Crossland Drive stubout, and a collector that would
parallel Celeste just to the north.

In our alternatives, CELESTE IS NOT UPGRADED to handle heavy
traffic. We note that east-west traffic may use any of several east-west
collectors that parallel Celeste. We note that Farrington and George King
Roads, in their current locations, could satisfy the requirement for north-
south collectors to service future development. Finally, we suggest that an
intersection with a light be located where George King or Crossland Drive
approach Highway 54. This southern intersection could connect with
Farrington Road to the north.

‘We believe that unbiased, critical review, and incorporation of our

suggestions, which has not been done to date, can lead to an improved Street
Plan.

We also have an emotional message. Many of us are terrified of the
opportunity here for our lives to be made miserable. Please do not be
insensitive in your decision.




MEMORANDUM

TO: . Transportation Advisory Corﬁnﬁttee (T AC)
FROM: Chris Selby, 138 Celeste Circle, City of Durham |
DATE: June 13, 2006

RE: : Lead Planniﬁg Agency (LPA) Memo to the TAC

Dated June 14, 2006

Background

A memo dated June 14, from the LPA to the TAC, provided clarifications to
several issues raised when the Collector Street Plan was presented on May

10. This memo offers further clarification and also responds to the memo
from the LPA

George King Road

Two very popular ideas among the residents who attended the Collector
Street Plan Workshops and the TAC meeting on May 10, were (1) the
upgrading of the southern end of George King Road, and (2) the upgrading
of George King plus an intersection of George King with NC 54 with a light.
The LPA offers three reasons for its objection to both of these uses of
George King,

The first reason is that “the southern segment runs along and crosses U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers property, and thus there might be delays or
permanent barriers to receiving a permit to make improvements...” By
accessing the Corps of Engineers website, the question and answer section,
one finds that the permitting process normally takes 3 to 4 months, that less
than 3 percent of all permits are dechned and that when declined, an
applicant may re-submit.

Permitting may require justification on the basis of need, demonstration of a
lack of alternatives, and w111 require cooperation with the NCDOT. The




TAC is the deciding body charged with determining need and alternatives,
and with coordinating local and state transportation planning in the MPO
area. Since this potential route is highly popular among residents in the
Meadowmont and Eastwood Park neighborhoods, and would have broad
positive impact, the TAC should be compelled to involve the state DOT and
to study the feasibility of this route, rather than “throw the baby out with the
bathwater” and anticipate its own failure. The permitting required to
upgrade southern George King and to create an intersection with NC 54 is-
likely to be of a level of difficulty comparable to the process involved in
upgrading Stagecoach Road, and therefore is likely to be doable. '

Flgure 3.3 of the CSP shows features of the Corps of Engmeers land in
relation to George King. An 1mportant determinant of success in an effort to
permit the upgrade of George King is how much wetland does the road
cross. Figure 3.3 shows very little.

Figure 3.3 also shows that Crossland Drive, with a stubout, is close to and
parallel to George King, and is not near wetlands. Stubouts are required to.
be used, as described in the Durham Unified Development Ordinance. Re-
routing George King through the Crossland Drive stubout offers an excellent
alternative in the event that difficulties do arise in permitting George King.
As the CSP document shows, the rerouting of George King to the stubout
was in fact proposed in Alternative “A” (Fig. 4.2), which also included an
intersection of Crossland Drive and NC 54 with a light (p. 4-11).

Alternative “B” (Fig. 4.3) also re-routed George King to join the stubout at
Crossland, and included an intersection between Crossland and NC 54 (p. 4-
13).

The second reason for objecting is the probable need for earth moving to
create an acceptable grade, if an intersection were to be constructed.
Fortunately, developers, who would be the ones to undertake such a task, are
generally capable of moving and grading earth. It is not as though bankers

or school teachers would be asked to move earth, and this objection does not -
constitute a serious obstacle.

The final objection, is that development could not occur on the Corps land
that George King passes through. While this is probably true, there are
compensatory advantages to this popular route. For one, such a planned
entrance to a community, through a beautiful, natural area such as southern
George King would be esoterically pleasing and would likely increase the
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livability of the new developments that would be served by an upgraded
George King. Since southern George King is sparsely populated, there
would be minimal disruption to current residents. In contrast, the
alternative, the re-routing of George King proposed in the CSP, involves
bulldozing affordable housing and deteriorating the character of a

- community. Already, George King Road functions to allow traffic to flow
from Ephesus Church and NC 54, and points between, thus, it is functional,

- and traffic is increasing since Creekside Elementary was built. The fact that
the southern end of George King is located where development cannot
occur, also has advantages for developers. With George King as a collector |
already in place, the CSP map will not require as many collectors that will

- have to be incorporated in the site plans of developers, so they will be less
constrained. Also, by needing only narrower local streets on their land, and
fewer wide collectors, they can locate more units per acre.

Other advantages exist to the use of southern George King (or George King
re-routed through Crossland Drive) that are more global. It could connect to
- New Farrington Road to the North. Regarding this scenario, a major
objective of the State is to atrophy the intersection of Farrington and relocate
it at a site more distant from the [-40. The George King (or Crossland
Drive) site would be the most distant site possible, and would allow for more

complete traffic mixing on NC 54 between the George King intersection and
1-40. :

NC 54 Service Road

The Service Road is not included in the CSP as a collector street Celeste is.
At the May 10 meeting, it was noted that the NC 54 Service road is already a
collector street that could function in the CSP in place of Celeste.

The LPA states that the Service Road is not designated as a collector street
in the CSP because it creates intersections with other collectors within 60
feet of NC 54 that would not be optimal for safety and efficiency reasons. In
particular, the LPA is referring to the intersections of (1) the Service Road
with Celeste, and (2), the Service Road with Huntingridge.

The Service Road will remain a collector after adoption of the CSP, since it
links numerous businesses and local streets to NC 54. The CSP is the entity
that creates the two suboptimal collector-collector intersections, by making

upgrades to Celeste and across from Huntingridge. Furthermore, the CSP




reroutes the heavy traffic of Farrington Road through these two suboptimal
Intersections, creating even less safety and efficiency.

If the new Farrington is joined to Celeste first, and there are delays in
constructing the Celeste-Huntington Road, then the all of the heavy traffic
from Farrington will have to use the Service Road as a collector, passing
through both of these suboptimal intersections. Therefore it seems that if
New Farrington is linked to Celeste before the Celeste — Huntington Ridge
light connection is made, a potentially serious situation will arise that is not
addressed by the CSP.

If Farrington is rerouted to join Celeste, as dictated by the CSP, travel
between Farrington and the light at Huntingridge is to travel along an
upgraded Celeste and along a new road that joins Celeste with the planned
light at Huntingridge. The plan thus proposes to have the traffic of a minor
thoroughfare, Farrington, travel along a future collector street, Celeste.
Already one can reasonably predict that collector street Celeste will not have
the capacity to carry the thoroughfare traffic anticipated in the plan. This
scenario is, at best, not optimal for safety and efficiency reasons espemally
considering the concentration of residential use on Celeste. While
theoretically, the use of the Service Road as a collector may not be optimal
for safety and efficiency reasons, it would be the lesser of two evils, that is,
it would probably be safer than using Celeste.

Importantly, optlons are available that are not mcorporated in the CSP that
could avoid these safety and efficiency issues.

Regarding efﬁciency, the Service Road functions now as a collector, serving
not only those living on the Service Road but also George King, Crossland,
Celeste and businesses on the east end of the Service Road. Perhaps, from a
design standpoint, the Service Road would not appear to be efficient enough
to qualify for consideration as a new road; however, the idea is not to

develop a new Service Road, the road already exists. The Service Road

could act as a collector in place of Celeste. Importantly, the Service Road is
wider than Celeste, is 35 mph (versus 25 mph, Celeste) and is located next to
an expansive, flat median where it may be widened further, if necessary.
Celeste, in contrast, will require expensive upgrades to serve as a collector.




Farrington, over 9 000 trips a day and climbing, down a 1oca1 street, Celeste
Circle.

Why would the planners attempt something that is not appropriate? I

believe that the planners are under pressure to re-route Farrington and feel
unable to wait until the long-range plan is reviewed in the fall of 2008. At
the review of the long-range transportation plan, it will be appropriate to
consider re-routing minor thoroughfares such as Farrington and Southwest
Durham Drive. Rather than wait, they have erroneously called Farrington a
collector street, and are trylng to re-route it now, in the Draft Collector Street
Plan that is under the review of the TAC.

The ultlmate goal of the planners, I believe, is to remove the light at the
Farrington/NC 54 intersection since rush hour traffic backs up onto the
interstate. This ultimate goal is good, but inappropriately re-routing
Farrington traffic down our local street is not good, especially considering
the availability of options.

Re-routing Farrington down our local street will destroy the character of our
community. It will destroy affordable housing that is in the path of proposed
streets. Ifit is done according to the current Draft Collector Street Plan, I
believe that it will be done by inappropriate means.

I will be very grateful if you will please consider these facts and viewpoints
as you review the Plan.

Sincerely,

Chris Selby, Ph.D.

138 Celeste Circle
Chapel Hill, NC 27517
cselby@med.unc.edu
403-1388 (h)
966-8824 (w)

P.S., the recent memo from the LPA to the TAC clarifies that Celeste Circle
1s not currently a collector street.
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To:

Transportation Advisory Committee

Subject: Southwest Durham/Southeast Chapel Hill Collector Street Plan

We urge all committee members to read carefully the report by Kinley-Ham and
Associates. Please note how poorly it has been thought out. Should you approve it,
consider how it will negatively reflect on both TAC and your respective government
entities.

Please note the following:

The plan has no data on number of cars, pedestrians, or bicycles that should be or
could be managed. Shouldn’t an effective plan be based on some capacity data?
The plan has no data nor has any thought been put toward where people are
coming from or going to. Shouldn’t a transportation plan be designed to help get
folks to where they want to go?

The plan expects to use current streets like Nottingham and Lancaster as collector
streets but has no thought as where the money will come from to upgrade them to
the plan’s collector street specifications. Shouldn’t the governments involved be
concerned about the necessary expense this will cause?

The plan dumps cars somewhere along route 54 hoping that there will be some
DOT solution to the current 54/Farrington Road/I40 problems. Shouldn’t an
effective plan complement the eventual solution to this current traffic problem?
The plan makes quiet residential areas into busy streets. Shouldn’t the effect on
the quality of current neighborhoods be part of any planning?

The plan ignores current right-of-ways drawing planned streets through existing
homes and neighborhoods with out reason or purpose. Shouldn’t the effect on
existing residents and neighborhoods be part of the planning process?

The plan includes a transit line with stations but no access to those stations.
Shouldn’t a plan support the use of this transit system?

The plan degrades the Oaks neighborhoods, changing streets from quiet
residential to high volume collector streets. Is this killing the goose that is laying
golden eggs? Homes in the Oaks have high tax values and low demand for
services...a small percent of current homes put any demand on the school system.
This will be changed by the plan. Shouldn’t the impact of the plan on tax revenue
and demand for that revenue be considered?

We urge TAC to disapprove this current plan. It will reflect poorly on any committee or
government agency that would approve it. It does not address the critical questions this
body should be asking. Virtually all area residents and neighborhoods have excellent
reasons why what is in this report should not be followed.

Everett Kemp _
President Oaks III HOA
208 New Castle Place, Chapel Hill
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June 9, 2006
Dear Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee,

I am writing to the members of the Transportation Adv1sdry Committee,
which will meet on June 14, 2006 to hear public comment regarding the
Draft Collector Street Plan

[ live off NC 54 near I-40 on Celeste Circle in the Eastwood Park

Neighborhood. Most of my neighbors and I are opposed to components of
the Plan as they pertain to our neighborhood. We plan to present a petition,
and explain our position and possible alternatives to the plan at the meeting.

I would like to take this opportunity in-advance of the meeting on June 14 to
make one point very clear so that it does not get lost among the many
speakers and detaﬂs that are presented.

The Plan proposes to atrophy the intersection of Farrington Road and NC 54,
- and to create a new Farrington Road. The re-routing of Farrington Road is
inappropriate, because the scope of the Collector Street Plan is collector
streets. Farrington is a minor thoroughfare, not a collector street. The
literature describing the Plan goes to great lengths to say that minor
thoroughfares such as the planned Southwest Durham Drive are not to be
considered in the Plan, because thoroughfares are outside the scope of the
Plan. :

The Plan enables itself to re-route this thoroughfare, Farrington, by
erroneously drawing Farrington on the Plan map as “currently a collector
street”. This is one of several errors on the map in the area of my
nelghborhood The map also indicates part of Celeste Circle and Crescent
Drive as “currently collector streets”. However, Celeste is a local street, and
Crescent Drive is partly a gravel road and partly a dirt path waist high in
weeds where the Plan indicates that it is a collector street. Also, the NC 54
Service Road currently functions as a collector street, but is not indicated as
such in the Plan.

The net result of these mapping errors is to make the rerouting of Famngton
appear to be both reasonable on paper and legitimate. However, it is not
reasonable because the net result will be to send the arterial traffic of

Note: Subsequent pages of this letter
were not submitted at the Public Hearing.
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Memorandum

From: Bill Wicker, Vice President TOPS Petroleum Corporation
To: Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee
Date: June 14, 2006

Subject: Farrington Road-Highway 54 Intersection at I-40 Interchange

Dear Members:

Tops Petroleum Corporation (“TOPS”) of Durham, North Carolina owns the Shell convenience
store located at the corner of Farrington Road and Highway 54 in Durham County and has
owned it from its inception when it was one of the first businesses in this area.

TOPS is very concerned about the part of the proposed Plan that recommends de-emphasizing
the Farrington Road-Highway 54 intersection by removing existing traffic signals, eliminating
movement through the intersection, allowing right turns only and otherwise re-routing traffic
from using that intersection, thereby limiting access to its store from I-40 and egress to Chapel
Hill.

TOPS urges the members to defer any action on this recommendation until the North Carolina
Department of Transportation completes the following actions which it has plans to do to
improve and enhance the functionality of motorists through this intersection and the adjacent
avenues of access:

a) Add signage to exit ramp A to direct traffic to Farrington Road in order to alleviate traffic
build-up and congestion on westbound Highway 54;

b) Widening exit B ramp to two lanes;

c) Convert existing two lanes to three lanes on the bridge and extend the additional lane to
the Farrington Road-Highway 54 intersection;

d) Add an additional lane along the southern side of Farrington Road;

e) Synchronize the traffic signals at the intersections relating to or within the Highway 54/1-
40 interchange.

Until all of these less-costly measures have taken place and ample time has occurred to properly
and fully assess the results of these improvements, no decision should be made to re-route traffic
from using the Farrington Road-Highway 54 intersection.

TOPS is willing to provide a portion of its property as additional right-of-way to widen the
southern side of Farrington Road.

This recommendation will result in a drastic negative impact of TOPS’ business and will have a
similar impact on the neighboring businesses such as eating establishments, banks and
professional offices.




Good Evening

My name is Charles Paterno. I represent 100% of Durham County and
Orange County Meadowmont Lane residents. We support a common
position with the East West Partner Development group and the
Meadowmont Community Association Board of Directors in making
three basic points:

First, we support a Collector Street Plan provided it is not contingent
upon Meadowmont Lane being upgraded from a Collector Road to an
Arterial Road.

Upgrading Meadowmont Lane to an arterial street will move a high
volume of traffic through a highly dense residential neighborhood,
anchored by an elementary school and a senior residential facility. We
share the concern of the Durham County commissioners that the
proposed arterial road will pass in very close proximity to both the
Creekside Elementary School in Durham County, and the Rashkis
Elementary school in Chapel Hill. This is not necessary, practical, or
prudent.

Second. We are not opposed to connectivity. Provided Meadowmont
Lane remains a Collector Road with appropriate calming devices and
traffic control, we can see the benefit of connectivity.

Third and finally, we ask that this committee more thoroughly evaluate
commercial and residential development plans along, and to the East, of
George King Road. It is our belief that an arterial road can better be
aligned with the collector street plan in a safer, less intrusive manner at

a significanfly lower cost.,, 520/ y/le, o7 fhL prox.im s, sare. Bewge
o "z A s pwny

Kng Hoas AL o AT
To summarize, our intent is not to oppose the Collector Street plan or
connectivity through our neighborhood.. Rather it is to have this
committee go on record as stating that acceptance of the Collector
Street Plan does not entail acceptance of the arterial alignment as
contained in the recommendation before you.

-

Thank You




My name is Eric Teagarden. I am a Meadowmont Community, Chapel Hill, and Durham County
resident. T have been asked to represent 100% of Durham County Meadowmont Lane residents. We
support a common position with the East West Partner Development group which developed and
continues to promote Meadowmont as a safe, pedestrian and environmentally friendly, eommunity.
Along with the Meadowmont Community Board of Directors, we have looked closely at the Collector
Street Plan and have come to the following conclusions:

First. We are not opposed to the proposed Collector Street Plan provided it is NOT contingent upon

the current alignment of Southwest Durham Drive as an arterial road through a highly dense,
residential Meadowmont community,

The proposal of Meadowmont Lane as an arterial road - presented as a given to the collector road
consulting group - will move a high volume of traffic through a residential neighborhood anchored by
an elementary school AND a seniors residential facility.

As I believe Mrs. Heron noted at the last TAC (transportation advisory committee) meeting, she
opposes placement of the Southwest Durham Drive alignment (aka Meadowmont Lane) collocated
with schools like Creekside Elementary.

Well, Meadowmont Lane has Rashkis Elementary adjacent to it. Thank you to this committee for
opposing the mistakes of the past that have placed major thoroughfares.

Second. In looking at the May 10, TAC clarification issues, I would like to reinforce concerns
expressed about the cost of elevated bridge systems and elevated road beds associated with spanning
the swamps and creek systems in the Army core land. The elevation change from the core land to
Meadowmont Lane is in excess of 25-30 feet for a quarter to a half mile, depending upon exact
alignment positioning.

As the long range transportation plan moves forward with updating the Highway 54 corridor and
signalized intersections along it, I fervently request that the arterial alignment of the Southwest
Durham Drive be moved to the East of the Army Core property for safety, environmental, and fiscal
responsibility concerns.

Finally, I request that this committee go on record as stating that the acceptance of the Collector
Street Plan does not assume approval of the current arterial Southwest Durham Drive alignment.

Given the manifold options for alternate alignment of Southwest Durham Drive running to the east of
the Army Core property, it seems that channeling arterial traffic volumes over extensive bridge
systems via protected wetlands, routing twelve to fifteen thousand transit vehicles a day past an
elementary school and across retirement pedestrian crossings, and funneling a major thoroughfare
into a quiet residential community that was architected to promote bicycle and foot traffic should
merit careful scrutiny and reconsideration.

Thank You,
Eric Teagarden
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Good Evening,

I’m Bill Freeman. I reside at 104 Springdale Way just off
Meadowmont Lane in Chapel Hill, Durham County. My
property abuts the trails used for biking, running and walking
through the Chapel Hill Park along the Army Corps of
Engineers wetlands and down through the game lands.

My neighbors, friends and I enjoy using the trails and enjoy
seeing others use them as well.

Not only does the proposed conversion of Meadowmont Lane
into an arterial road disturb the wetlands but also it could
negatively impact the scope and use of this trail system.

To the layman, there are obvious, less intrusive alternate
routes for the proposed Southwest Durham Drive alignment.

One specific alternative, using George King Road, would solve
the environmental and recreational problems associated with
the current proposed route. Further there is sufficient open
land in that area to provide ample space for a park and ride lot
which would reduce traffic in and out of Chapel Hill on 54.

I ask the planning commission consider these factors in their
decision making.




Statement to the Transportation Advisory Committee, June
14, 2006

Last week the Meadowmont Community Association
adopted the following motion in support of the Southwest
Durham Collector Plan. It included two important provisos.
First, let me read the motion:

1. The Board supports the general concept of
connectivity that will provide Meadowmont residents
with convenient access to Southwestern Durham
County and Route 15-501 to the North.

2. The Board supports the current (collector) plan
insofar as it includes all of the other proposed
collector streets, including those in the Oaks and
George King Road.

3.The Board does not support the proposal to make the
connecting road through Meadowmont an arterial road
designed to carry significant volumes of traffic.

Now let me underscore the provisos included in the
motion. The Board recognizes the need to connect
neighborhoods in order make sure that we are not all
trapped in our neighborhoods by overly congested
arterials. We recognize a need to do our part to address
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the need for connectivity in southwest Durham and in the
eastern side of Chapel Hill.

At the same time, we recognize that unless the other
collectors shown on the current Southwest Collector Street
Plan are built, Meadowmont residents will bear a
disproportionate part of the burden of providing for
connectivity. Furthermore, if Meadowmont Lane is
connected as currently planned—that is as an arterial
instead of as a collector—the volume of traffic will be
excessive. And this traffic would move through one of the
most dense neighborhoods in Chapel Hill, passing an
elementary school and a large retirement community.
Worse yet, if it were connected as an arterial, it would be
ineligible for traffic calming measures that would slow
traffic to safe speeds. We urge the TAC and the MPO to
think of Meadowmont Lane only as a cﬂn\\ector and not as
an arterial.

'Related to this recommendation is our plea that this body
insist that at least one connector on the Durham side
intersect with Highway 54, preferably as an arterial, if
Durham planners believe that an arterial is in fact needed
at all in this plan.

- Thank you.

Gary Barnes, President
Meadowmont Community Association




John and Bunny Shillito
102 Cedar Meadows Lane
Chapel Hill, NC, 27517

' June 14, 2006

TO: Transportation Advisory Committee

SUBJECT: Collector Street Plan for Southwest Durham County,
and the Meadowmont Lane section of Chapel Hill.

FROM: Dr. John Shillito, resident of the Cedars of
Chapel Hill : -

Gentlemen: 1 - Current Problems

- The Main Entrance to The Cedars retirement
community is at Meadowmont Lane at the foot of Sprunt
‘ Street. Traffic from the UNC Wellness Center contributes to
| making this a busy corner. A traffic Ilght has been
approved for this area.

Another part of the Cedars, a cluster of 15
cottages, in one of which we live, is entered from Barbee
Chapel Road. This road sweeps in a loop through Meadowmont,
passing our part of the Cedars, an entrance to Meadowmont
Apartments, and after crossing Meadowmont Lane, on past the
Village and Harris Teeter, another Meadowmont residential
area, and exits onto NC54 close to Finley Golf Course Road,

Barbee Chapel is already a busy one, for drivers
turn right off of NC54, sweep around to Meadowmont Lane,
and on to parts unknown. Few stop in the Village. The road
is downhill from NC54, and few drivers observe the 25 mph
limit. Traffic is heavy in early morning.

Some “traffic calming” devices are needed on
Barbee Chapel between NC54 and Meadowmont Lane, and beyond,
where it passes a cluster of townhouses on the hill above
the Village.

Many drivers, 1nc1ud1ng ourselves, cut 1nto
Pinehurst Drive to get from Meadowmont to Ephesus Church
Road, and thence to Chapel Hill or Durham, through a highly
residential part of Meadowmont and then The Oaks and the
Chapel Hill Country Club areas.

There should be a good option to this shortcut,
away from any residential area.

Telephone 919-259-7984 Fax Same E-mail johnsmd@aol:com
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John and Bunny Shillito
102 Cedar Meadows Lane
Chapel Hill, NC, 27517

2 — SUGGESTIONS

a) - Traffic-calming devices, as noted above, in
the residential areas of Meadowmont.

b) — When an extension north of Meadowmont Lane
is planned, ‘consider abandoning the proposed use of Mt.
Moriah, which passes Home Depot and leads directly to the
busy 1ntersect10n of US15-501 and the entrance to the Mt.
Hope shopping area,

Use instead the existing short- cut
Farrington Road, which.crosses NC54 at Falconbrldge goes
north through a less-densely settled area to a crossing at
Old Chapel Hilt Road, then continues northward as Southwest
Durham Drive to pass Patterson Place, which is the shopping
area next to that of Home Depot, Witherspoon Nursery, and
joins US15-501 just northeast of where Mt. Moriah enters.
There ‘is already a. traffic light there;, and control of this
“T” intersection is easier than an already-busy full
crossing at Mt. Morigh.

: ~Realize that Farrington Road, wh1ch as 1t
goes south from Falconbridge, becomes Farrington Mill Road,
then Farrington Point Road, provides access to Stagecoach -
Road, which is a shortcut to NC751 and Southpoint,
continues on to the Governors’ Club area, ‘Carolina Meadows, .
Fearrington Village, Jordan Lake and its Crosswinds Marina,
and ultimately US 64 at Wilsonville. This is already a very
popular commuters’ alternative to US15-501.

' ~Utilizing this straight shot south from
US15-501 WOuld-provide a better option than a Meadowmont
collector street with traffic-calming devices and speed
limits, and still permit easy exit north or south for
Meadowmont and Cedars residents.

John Shillito MD

Telephone 919-259-7984 Fax'Same E-mail johrismd@aol:com
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	I am presentinga petitionsigned by residents of27householdsin Eastwood Park to voice our objection to the proposedCollectorStreetPlan. We consider any collector or aderial road system connecting FarringtonRoadto Highway 54 viaEastwoodPark to be detrimental to the qualityof life and propertyvalues in our neighborhood. 
	of Eastwood Park have participated streetplanResidentsinthe collector communityworkshopsandourinput is not reflected in the final plan.There are alternativeroad systems thatwill not destroyresidentialunits, and these have not been adequately considered.Modifications
	to the CSP have been made to preservean arboretum on George King Road, butnomodifications
	have been made to accommodate Park and pay property 
	thepeoplewholivein Eastwood taxes. 
	Preservingaffordablehousingin Eastwood Park is an issue that should be relevantto all members of the TAC. Many of the residents of our neighborhood workin Chapel Hill, for employers includingtheUniversity
	of North Carolina and theChapelHill-Carrboroschoolsystem.Our neighborhood largenor
	isneither wealthy,but our concerns are relevant and should be addressed. I respectfully requestthatyoutake these issues into consideration 
	when voting on the CollectorStreetPlan. 
	EastwoodParkPetition to DCHCMPO RE:GollectorStreet Plan Date:May 29, 2006 
	To: The Du rham-ChapelHill-CarrboroMetropolitanPlan ni ng Organization 
	; the City of ChapelHill;thecounties of Orange and Durham; the North CarolinaDepartmentof Transportation; and all agenciesand individuals 
	associatedwiththe Southwest Durham Collector Street Plan: 
	We, the residents of Eastwood Park,petitionthe above agenciesand individuals to removeall new streetswithintheboundariesof Eastwood Park, and all local streetsthathave been incorrectly labeledasexistingcollectorstreets,from any 
	pertaining
	consideration tothe Southwest DurhamCollectoror Arterial Street Plan.Wewish to maintain the character of Eastwood Parkand Celeste Circleas is,withoutupgradesdesignedto handle collectoror arterialtraffic. 
	We,as residents, considerany collector or arterial road system connecting FarringtonRoadto Highway 54viaEastwoodParktobe in direct conflict with preservingthe neighborhood community,oras a 
	asan affordable residential viable commercial 
	site in the longterm. 
	Morespecifically, willnot: 
	we as residents believethere are alternativeroadsystemsthat 
	jeopardizethesafety and welfareofEastwoodPark homeowners 
	. 

	and their familiesasthey walk or drive through a low density neighborhood. 
	generatenoise and sound pollutionassociatedwith significantly 
	. 

	increasedtrafficflow through narrowstreets. 
	destroythequalityoflife and residentialpropertyvaluesinEastwoodPark. 
	. 

	destroyresidentialunits, when less complicated andintrusiveinfrastructure
	. 

	is possible. 
	As residentsofEastwoodPark,DurhamCityand County, we encourage the to consider placing orarterialroadsthroughless
	aboveagenciesany connecting, .developedareas of DurhamCounty,and to remove allstreetsinEastwoodPark .fromanyproposedconnectoror arterial plan, .
	Submitted,
	Submitted,
	Respectfully 

	Thesignatureson the attached pagesare intended to be an integral partof this document. 
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	TAC Meeting Collector StreetPlan 6-14-06 
	Public comment from ChrisSelbv"resident of Eastwood Park: 
	Six of my neighbors from EastwoodParkaresigned up to speak immediatelyafterme,andtheyplanto cede their time to me, with the permissionof the Chair. 
	At the May 10ft meetinghere,whenMr. Henderson presentedtheCSP,he saidthattheresidentsof EastwoodParkgot a real double whammy. The first whammy wasfinding outthatwehadbeenplacedin a commercialland use area in theDurhamComprehensivePlan. The secondwhammy,was finding out about all of the skeets crossingour neighborhood in the CSP. Mr. Henderson was correct. We were unawareof the changein long-term landusedesignationfrom residential to commercial. We are contentliving in a residential area where we enjoyafforda
	Wearehereto respond to the second'Whammy, the CSP. On thismapI'd like to note that the planis for medians to be erected, to preventtraffic from crossingHighway 54 here at Farrington andat Celeste. At Huntingridge,a ligttt is beingput up by the state.Also, roads are to replace residential propertieshere(Huntingridgeto Celeste),andhere(N"* Farringtonto Celeste).Finally, FarringtonRoadis reroutedto connect with Celestefrom 2 directions, and Celesteis to be upgraded from a local to a collector street. Consequen
	comrnunity.It 

	Other reasons the Plan is a whammy are the re-routing of George King to 
	crossour neighborhood, and the requirement to bulldoze homes to provide 
	riglrt-of-way. We rcalize that newroadswill be built only afterwe sellto 
	developers,ffid that we do not have to sell. However,our community is 
	developers,ffid that we do not have to sell. However,our community is 
	wlnerably to a realwhammy,if only a few select residents sell their propertiesto provideright-of-way. 

	Opposition of EastwoodParkto the Street Plan is stated in the petitionthat hasbeenpresented. 
	Amongthe errors in the Street Plan map that you havebeenprovided,we note that Celesteis cr:rrently a local streeto not a collector. Also, Farrington is a minor thoroughfare, not a collector. Re-routing of Farrington,like SouthwestDurham Drive, should actually be considerednot her€.but at the review of the Long RangeTransportation Plan. 
	At the Street Plan Workshops, Alternative Plans A, B, andC werepresented, discussed,ffid votedon. TheseAltemativesare in Chapter4 of the Plan document.Fromourperspective,either A, B, or C is better than the recommendedplan,which incorporates the worst features of each, andturns Celesteinto amajor east-west corridor. Two positiveattributes of A, B, and C, which are omitted from therecommendedplan,includea collector that borders Celeste propertiesto the north, which caries east-westtraffic. Anotherbig positiv
	We also have 3 alternatives, that try to reduce the whammy. The first 
	assulnesthe worst case scenario, that thenewFanington and George King 
	RoadstraverseEastwood Park, (andas shown hereandhere). The 
	alternativeis simply DO NOT UPGRADE CELESTE TO A 
	COLLECTOR TO ENCOURAGE OR ATTEMPT TO 
	ACCOMMODATE REROII"TEDFARRINGTON TRAFFIC. Already, 
	alternatives are in the plan,the service roadfor local txaffrc,andeast-west 
	collectorsto thenorth for more distant Farringtontraffic. Also notehere 
	that the previouslymentionedeast-westcollectorjust north of Celeste, 
	would functionvery nicely here. If anything, traffic calming may be needed 
	on Celeste. 
	Alternative#2 is based upon informationfrom staff. For permitsto be 
	issued, to allow the complete developmentof this large area of land(here), 
	at least 2 collector streetswill needto run northlsouth from Ephesus Church 
	to Highway 54. ThereconrmendedCSPmapshowsthatOld Farrington and 
	to Highway 54. ThereconrmendedCSPmapshowsthatOld Farrington and 
	GeorgeKing are both collector streets to be included inthe plan. Theyboth run N/S and connect Ephesus with 54, so it is not necessary to create or divertnewroads that cross Eastwood Park. Alternative #2,is stickwith the old Farringlon and GeorgeKine Roads. If there are upgradingthe southernend of George King, throughwetlands,it could bereroutedthrough the Crossland drive stubout. 
	problems


	A drawback to Alternative #2 isthat there is only one realaccesspoint along Highway54,at theHuntingridgelight. The intersections at Celesteand Farringtonwill be atrophied.This one light seems inadequate,thoughit is the same level of access providedby therecommended Street Plan. Consideringthat 3 lights on NC 54 service Meadowmont,and2 lights servicethe Oaks and Glen Lennox,more access hereseemsappropriate. 
	Alternative#3 proposes another intersectionwith a light, located(here) 
	whereGeorgeKing currentlycomeswithin feet of 54. Therewould be 
	optionsas tJ whetJthir intersection on 54 could connectto the north. We 
	suggestthatit crossE/W where there is an unmapped roadbed,ffid connect 
	with the new Fanington Road near theproposed transit station. Again, if 
	thereareproblemswith wetlands, use the CrosslandDrivestubout. 
	A roadlinking an NC 54 intersectionatthe south, in the areaof George Krg, with Farington Roadto the north,would make'manyhappy. would providethenewdevelopmentswith an attractive, functional,southern entry. When the long-rangeplan is reviewed, it could provideanewpath for the SouthwestDurhamDrive, which will make the Meadowmont very happy. It will makethe transportation people happy' because it will replace the currentFarrington Road ligttt atNC 54,whichtoo to the interstate,with a light as far aspossibtrefr
	people
	It 
	residents
	is 
	close 
	happy, 

	to create roadsthatenhancethe livability of all communities. 
	with 
	its 
	role 

	As a comparison, theintersectionconstructedatI-40 and 
	Fayeteville
	Road, 

	to service Southpoint Mall, has improved the community 
	at 
	largeo
	and
	we 

	believethat an intersection at or nearNC 54 and GeorgeKing, 
	while 
	being 

	muchmoremodestin scale, will have a similar positiveimpact. Oneof the 
	guidelines used to createtheCSP,was that roads wereto stay 
	guidelines used to createtheCSP,was that roads wereto stay 
	away
	from 

	Corp of Engineers land. Preserving affordablehousingand the character of communitieswerenot guidelinesof the consultant. However, theyare guidelinesfor the TAC and theComprehensivePlan, and they are reasons to seriouslyconsiderthepopularGeorge King option. 

	In summary,we feel that it is not appropriatefor our neighborhood to be whanqmied,andthat the Street Planshouldbe modified sothat CELESTE IS NOT UPGRADED to handle heavy traffic. Wehavenoted the positive ideasfrom the workshops that werenot incorporated, including the routing of GeorgeKing to the CrosslandDrive stubout,and a collector that would parallelCelestejust to the north 
	In our alternatives, CELESTE IS NOT UPGRADED to handleheavy traffic. We notethat east-westtraffrcmay use anyof several east-west collectorsthatparallelCeleste.Wenote that Farrington andGeorgeKiog Roads,in their current locations, could satisff the requirementfor north­southcollectorsto service future development. Finally, we suggest that an intersectionwith a light be located whereGeorgeKing or Crossland Drive approachHighway 54. This southern intersection could connect with FarringtonRoadto the north. 
	We believe thatunbiased,critical review, andincorporation of our suggestions,whichhasnotbeendone to date, can lead to an improved Street Plan. 
	We also havean emotional message. Many ofus areterrifiedof the opportunityhere for ourlivesto be made miserable. Please do not be insensitive in your decision. 
	MEMORANDUM..
	TO: 
	TO: 
	TO: 
	TransportationAdvisoryCommittee (TAC) 

	FROM: 
	FROM: 
	ChrisSelby, 138 CelesteCircle,Cityof Durham 

	DATE: 
	DATE: 
	June13, 2006 

	RE: 
	RE: 
	LeadPlanningAgency(LPA)Memoto the TAC 

	TR
	DatedJune 14. 2006 


	Background 
	memodatedJune 14, fromtheLPA to the TAC; provided clarificationsto severalissues raised whentheCollectorStreet Plan waspresented
	A 
	on May 

	10. This memo offersfurtherclarificationand also respondsto the memo fromthe LPA. 
	GeorgeKing Road 
	Two verypopularideasamongthe residents whoaffendedtheCollector streetPlanworkshopsandthe TAC meetingon May 10,(l) endof George King Road,and(2) the upgrading 
	were
	the 
	upgrading
	of 
	the
	southern

	of George King an intersection of GeorgeKing with NC 54 with TheLPA offersthree reasons for its objectionto bothof theseGeorgeKing. 
	plus
	a light. 
	uses
	of 

	that'othesouthernsegmentrunsalongandcrossesU.S. 
	The
	first
	reason
	is 

	Army corpsof Engineers property,andthustheremightto receivingapermitto makeimprovements..."By accessingtheCorps of Engineers website,thequestionand
	be
	delays
	or 
	permanent
	barriers
	answer section, 

	normallytakes3 to 4 months,that less than3 percentof all permitsare declined, andthatwhendeclined,an applicantmayre-submit. 
	one
	finds
	that
	the
	permiuing
	process

	Permittingmayrequirejustificationon the basisof need, lackof alternatives,and will requirecooperationwith the
	Permittingmayrequirejustificationon the basisof need, lackof alternatives,and will requirecooperationwith the
	demonstration
	of a 
	NCDOT. 
	The 

	TAC is the deciding body charged with determining need and alternatives, andwith coordinating localand state transportationplanning in theMPO 

	area.Since this potentialrouteis highly popularamongresidentsin the MeadowmontandEastwoodParkneighborhoods,andwouldhavebroad positive impact, the TAC shouldbecompelledto involve the stateDOT and to study thefeasibility of this route,rather than "throw thebaby out with the 
	bathwater"andanticipateits ownfailwe. The permitting required to upgradesouthernGeorge King and to create anintersectionwith NC 54 is hkelyto be of a level of difficulty comparableto the process involved in upgradingStagecoachRoad,andthereforeis likely to be doable. 
	Figure3.3 of the CSP shows featuresof the Corps of Engineerslandin relationto George King. An important determinantof success in an effort to permitthe upgrade of George King is how much wetland does the road cross.Figure 3.3 showsvery little 
	Figure3.3 also shows that Crossland Drive,with a stubout, is close to and parallelto George King, and is not near wetlands. Stuboutsarerequired to be used, as described in ­routing George King through the CrosslandDrive stuboutoffersan excellent alternativein the event that difficulties do arise in permittingGeorgeKing. As the CSPdocumentshows, the reroutingof GeorgeKing to the stubout wasin fact proposed in Alternative"A" (Fig.4.2), which alsoinctudedan intersectionof Crossland Drive and NC 54 with a light
	theDurhamUnifiedDevelopmentOrdinance.Re
	G,.
	join 
	at 
	(p.
	4' 

	13). 
	The second reasonfor objectingis the probable need for earthmovingto createan acceptable grade,if anintersectionwere to be constructed. Fortunately,developers,who would be the onesto undertake sucha task, are generallycapableof movingandgradingearth. It is not as though bankers or school teacherswouldbe asked to move eartt\ and this objectiondoesnot constitutea serious obstacle. 
	Thefinal objection,is that development couldnot occur on the Corps land 
	thatGeorgeKing passesthrough.While thisis probablytrue, there are 
	compensatoryadvantagesto thispopularroute. For one, such a planned 
	entranceto a community, througha beautiful, natural uea suchas southern 
	GeorgeKing would be esoterically pleasingandwouldlikely increasethe 
	GeorgeKing would be esoterically pleasingandwouldlikely increasethe 
	livability of the new developments that would beservedby an upgraded George King. Since southern GeorgeKing is sparselypopulated,there would be minimal disruptionto current residents. In contrast, the alternative,the re-routing of George King proposedin the CSP, involves bulldozing affordable housing anddeterioratingthe character of a comrnunity. Already, GeorgeKing Road functionsto allow traffic to flow fromEphesusChurch and NC 54, andpoints between, thus,it is functional, andtraffic is increasing sinceCre

	alreadyin place,the CSP map will not require asmanycollectorsthat will haveto be incorporatedin thesiteplansof developers, so they will be less constrained. Also, by needingonlynaffowerlocalstreetson their land, and fewer wide collectors,theycanlocatemoreunitsperacre. 
	Otheradvantagesexist to the use of southern GeorgeKing (orGeorgeKing re-routedthroughCrosslandDrive) tl:rit aremoreglobal. It couldconnect to NewFarrington Road to the North. Regarding this scenario, a major objectiveof theStateis to atrophy the intersection of Farringtonandrelocate rt at a site moredistantfrorntheI-40. TheGeorge King (orCrossland Drive) site would bethe most distant site possible,andwould allow for more complete traffic mixingon NC 54 between the George King intersection and I-40. 
	NC 54 ServiceRoad TheServiceRoadis notincludedin the CSP as a collector street, Celesteis. At theMay 10 meeting, it wasnoted that theNC 54 Service road is already a 
	collector street that couldfunction in the CSP in placeof Celeste. 
	The LPA states that the Service Road is not designated as a collector sfreet in the CSP because it createsintersectionswith other collectors within 60 feetof NC 54 thatwouldnotbeoptimal for safetyand efficiency reasons. In particular,the LPA is referringto the intersections of (1)theServiceRoad with Celeste, and (2),theService Road with Huntingridge. 
	TheService Road will remain a collector after adoption of the CSP, since it linksnumerousbusinessesand local streetsto NC 54. The CSP is theentity that creates the fwo suboptimal collector-collectorintersections,by making upgradesto Celeste and acrossfrom Huntingridge. Furthermore,the CSP 
	TheService Road will remain a collector after adoption of the CSP, since it linksnumerousbusinessesand local streetsto NC 54. The CSP is theentity that creates the fwo suboptimal collector-collectorintersections,by making upgradesto Celeste and acrossfrom Huntingridge. Furthermore,the CSP 
	reroutesthe heavy traffic of FarringtonRoad through these two suboptimal intersections,creating even less safety and efficiency. 

	If the newFarrington is joinedto Celeste first, and there are delays in constmctingthe Celeste-Huntington 
	Road,thentheall of the heavy traffic fromFarringtonwill have to use the Service Roadasa collector, passing through both of thesesuboptimal intersections. Thereforeit seemsthatif 
	-
	NewFarrington is linkedto Celestebefore the Celeste Huntington Ridge light connectionis made,apotentiallyserious situation will arisethatis not addressed
	by the CSP. 
	If Faningtonis rerouted tojoin Celeste,asdictatedby the CSP,travel betweenFarringtonandthe light at Huntingridgeis to travel along an upgradedCeleste and along anew road thatjoins Celeste with the planned light at Huntingridge. Theplanthusproposesto have the traffic of a minor thoroughfare,Farrington,travel along a future collector sffeet, Celeste. Already one canreasonably predict that collector street Celestewill not have the capacity to car-rythe thoroughfare traffic anticipatedin the plan. This scenario
	Importantly,options are available that arenot incorporated in the CSP that could avoid these safety and efficiencyissues. 
	Regardingefficiency, the ServiceRoadfunctionsnowas a collector,serving not only those living on the ServiceRoadbut also George Krg, Crossland, Celesteandbusinessesontheeast end of the Service Road. Perhaps, from a designstandpoint,theService Road would not appear to be efficientenough to quali$rfor considerationas a new road; however,the idea is not to develop a new ServiceRoad,theroadalreadyexists. The Service Road couldactas a collector in placeof Celeste. Importantly,theServiceRoadis wider than Celeste, 
	Farrington,over9,000 trips a day andclimbing,down a localstreet,Celeste 
	Circle. 
	wouldtheplannersattemptsomethingthatis not appropriate?I believethattheplannersareunderpressureto re-route Farringtonand feel 
	why 

	unableto wait until the long-range planis reviewedin the fall of 2008. At 
	the review of the long-rangetransportationplan,it will be appropriateto consider re-routing minorthoroughfaressuchas Farrington 
	and
	Southwest 

	Ratherthanwait, they haveerroneouslycalledFarringtona collectorstreet,and are tryingto re-route it now,in theDraftCollectorStreet Planthatis underthereviewof the TAC. 
	Durham
	Drive. 

	Theultimategoalof theplanners,I believe, is to remove the light at the FarringtonArc54intersectionsincerush hour traffic
	backs up 
	onto the 

	interstate.Thisultimategoalis good,but inappropriately re-routing traffic downour local streetis not good,especiallyconsidering theavailabilityof options. 
	Farrington

	Re-routingFaningtondownourlocalstreetwill destroy thecharacterof our will destroy affordablehousingthat is in the pathofproposed done according to the current Draft CollectorStreetPlan,I believethatit willbe doneby inappropriate means. 
	community.It 
	streets.If it is 

	beif youwill pleaseconsiderthese facts and viewpoints asyoureviewthePlan. 
	I will 
	very
	grateful

	Sincerely, 
	ChrisSelby, Ph.D. 
	138CelesteCircle Chapel Hill, NC 27517 403-1388
	cselby@med.unc.edu 

	(h) e66-882a
	@) 
	P.S.,therecentmemo from theLPA to the TAC clarifiesthatCelesteCircle is notcurrentlya collectorstreet. 
	To: TransportationAdvisoryCommittee 
	Subject: Southwest Durham/SoutheastChapelHill Collector Street Plan 
	We urge all committeemembersto read carefully thereportby Kinley-Hamand..Associates.Pleasenotehowpoorlyit hasbeenthought out. Shouldyou approveit,..considerhowit will negatively reflect on both TAC and your respectivegovernment..entities...Please note the following:. .
	o . Theplanhas no dataon number of cars, pedestrians,or bicycles that shouldbe or couldbe managed. Shouldn't an effective planbe based on some capacity data? 
	o . Theplanhas no dataon number of cars, pedestrians,or bicycles that shouldbe or couldbe managed. Shouldn't an effective planbe based on some capacity data? 
	o . Theplanhas no dataon number of cars, pedestrians,or bicycles that shouldbe or couldbe managed. Shouldn't an effective planbe based on some capacity data? 

	o . Theplanhasno data nor hasanythought been put towardwherepeopleare comingfrom or goingto. Shouldn'ta transportation planbe designed to he$ get folks to where they wantto go? 
	o . Theplanhasno data nor hasanythought been put towardwherepeopleare comingfrom or goingto. Shouldn'ta transportation planbe designed to he$ get folks to where they wantto go? 

	o . Theplanexpectsto use current streets like Nottingham and Lancasteras collector streetsbut has no thought as where the money will come from to upgrade them to theplan'scollector street speoifications. Shouldn'tthegovernmentsinvolvedbe concernedaboutthe necessary expensethiswill cause? 
	o . Theplanexpectsto use current streets like Nottingham and Lancasteras collector streetsbut has no thought as where the money will come from to upgrade them to theplan'scollector street speoifications. Shouldn'tthegovernmentsinvolvedbe concernedaboutthe necessary expensethiswill cause? 

	o . Theplandumpscars somewhere alongroute54hopingthatthere will be some DOT solution to the current S4ffarrington Road/I40 problems.Shouldn't an effectiveplancomplement the eventualsolutionto tlis current traffic problem? 
	o . Theplandumpscars somewhere alongroute54hopingthatthere will be some DOT solution to the current S4ffarrington Road/I40 problems.Shouldn't an effectiveplancomplement the eventualsolutionto tlis current traffic problem? 


	r . Theplanmakesquietresidentialareas into busy streets. Shouldn't the effect on thequalityof current neighborhoodsbepartof any planning? 
	o . Theplanignores current right-of-ways drawingplannedstreetsthroughexisting homesand neighborhoods with out reason or purpose.Shouldn'tthe effect on existingresidentsandneighborhoodsbepartofthe ptanning process? 
	e . Theplanincludesa transit line with stations but no accessto thosestations. Shouldn'taplansupporttheuseof this transitsystem? 
	o . TheplandegradestheOaks neighborhoods, changingstreetsfrom quiet residential to high volume collector streets. Is this killing the goosethatis laying goldeneggs? Homes in theOakshave high tal<valuesandlow demandfor services...asmallpercentof current homesput any demand on the school system. This will be changed by the plan.Shouldn't the impactof the planon tax revenue anddemandfor thatrevenuebe considered? 
	We urge TAC to disapprove this will reflect poorlyon any committee or governmentagency that would approve it. It doesnot address the critical questionsthis body should be asking. Virtuatly all arearesidentsandneighborhoodshaveexcellent reasonswhy what is in this reportshouldnot befollowed. 
	ourrentplan.It 

	EverettKemp PresidentoaksIIIHOA 208New CastlePlace,Chapel Hill 
	Annot
	Memorandum 
	From: Bill Wicker, Vice PresidentTOPS Petroleum Corporation To: Members of the TransportationAdvisory Committee Date:June 14,2006 Subject:Farrington Road-Highway 54 Intersection at I-40 Interchange 
	Dear Members: 
	Tops Petroleum Corporation("TOPS") of Durham,North Carolina owns the Shell convenience store located at the comer of Farrington Road and Highway 54 in Durham County and has owned it from its inception when it was one of the first businesses in this area. 
	TOPS is very concerned about the part of the proposedPlan that recommends de-emphasizing the Farrington Road-Highway54 intersection by removing existing traffrc signals, eliminating movement through the intersection, allowing right turns only and otherwise re-routing traffic from usingthat intersection, thereby limiting access to its store from I-40 and egress to Chapel 
	Hill. 
	TOPSurges the members to defer any action on this recommendation until the North Carolina 
	Departmentof Transportation completesthe following actionswhich it has plansto do to 
	improve and enhance the functionality of motoriststhroughthis intersection and the adjacent 
	avenuesofaccess: 
	a) Add signage to exit ramp A to direct traffic to Farrington Road in order to alleviate traffic 
	build-up and congestion on westbound Highway 54; 
	b) Widening exit B ramp to two lanes; 
	c) Convert existing two lanesto three lanes on the bridge and extend the additional lane to 
	the Farrington Road-Highway 54 intersection; 
	d) Add an additional lane along the southernside of Farrington Road; 
	e) Synchronize the traffic signals at the intersectionsrelatingto or within the Highway 54lI­
	40 interchange. 
	Until all of these less-costly measureshavetakenplaceand ample time has occurred to properly andfully assessthe results of these improvements,no decision should be made to re-route traffic from using the Fanington Road-Highway54 intersection. 
	TOPS is willing to provide a portion of its propertyasadditionalright-of-way to widen the 
	southem side of Farrington Road. 
	This recommendation will result in a drastic negative impact of TOPS' businessandwill have a similar impact on the neighboring businessessuch as eatingestablishments,banks and professional offices. 
	Gosd Evening 
	My nameis Charts Plterno. I represent
	1"00%
	of 
	Durham 
	County
	and 

	CountyMwdowmont Lanermidents. We supporta common pasition with the EastWest Partner DevelopmentCommunityAssociationBoard of Directorsin making three basicpoin6: 
	Orange
	group 
	and
	the 
	Meadowmont

	StreetPlan provided it is not contingent 
	Finst,
	we
	$upport
	a 
	Collector 

	upon MearlowmontLane beingupgraded
	from 
	a 
	Collector 
	Road to 
	an 

	Arterial Road. 
	MeadowmontLane to an arterial streetwill movea high a hrghlydenseresidentialneighhorhood,
	Upgrading
	of 
	traftic 
	through 

	voto-" 
	schooland a seniorresidentialfacility-We 
	anchored
	by 
	an 
	elementary

	concernof the Durham County commissionersthat the 
	share
	the 

	proposed arterial road will in very 
	pass
	close
	proximity 
	to 
	both 
	the 

	breekside Elementary Schootin Durham 
	County, 
	and 
	the 
	Rashkis 

	Elementaryschoolin Chapel Hill, This is not necessary,
	practical,
	or 

	prudent 
	l{e are not opposed to connectivity.ProvidedMeadowmont 
	Second.

	remainsa Collector Road with appropriate calming devicesand 
	Lane 

	we cansre the benelit of connectivity. 
	tmffic 
	controlo

	askthat this committeemore thoroughly evaluate 
	Third 
	and
	finally, 
	we 

	commercialand residential developmentalong 
	ptans
	and 
	to 
	the 
	East,
	cf 

	Road. It is our betiefthat an arterial road can better be 
	George
	King 

	the collector streetplan in a safer, lessintrusive mannerat 
	aligned
	with 

	8/(-fuwo6{
	-
	/ 
	/". 
	''; 
	'4 
	a 
	'z:4

	a sigsifica4fty --Vi"irlgwer,cgst, /t 
	aqf; 
	u' 
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	'a?rL-Y
	-
	a't 
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	fti;, 
	fti;, 
	t 
	stl,* 

	To summafir.e,our intent is not to 
	oppose
	the 
	Collector
	Street
	plan
	or 

	through our neighborhood..Rather it is to have this 
	connectivity

	goon record asstatingthat acceptance of the Collector 
	committee

	StretPlan doesnot entail acceptanceof the
	arterial 
	alignment
	as 

	containedin the recommendationbefore
	you' 

	ThnnkYou 
	am a Meadowmont Community, Chapel Hill" and Durham County beenaskedto represent 100% of Durham Count"'Meadowmont Lane residents'We common position with the East West Partner Development group which developedand promote Meadowmont as a safe, pedestrian and environmentally friendly, eommunity. 
	My 
	name 
	is Eric 
	Teagarden.I 
	reiident. 
	I have 
	support 
	a 
	.onlitt,r.* 
	to 

	Community Board of Directors, we have looked closely at the Collector Plan and have come to the following conclusions: 
	Along 
	wittr 
	ttre 
	Meadowmont 
	Street 

	First. We are not opposed to the proposed Collector StreetPlannrovidedit is NOT contingent unon 
	The proposal of Meadowmont Lane as an arterial road presented asa to the -move high volume of traffic through a residential neighborhood anchored by
	-
	given 
	collector 
	road 
	group 
	will 
	a 

	.onr.ttting 
	an elementary schoolAND a seniors residential facility. 
	Heron noted at the last TAC (transportation advisory committee) meeting, she 
	As 
	I 
	believe
	Mrs. 

	placement of the Southwest Durham Drive alignment (aka Meadowmont Lane) collocated 
	opposes

	with schoolslike Creekside Elementary. 
	Meadowmont Lane has Rashkis Elementary adjacent to it. Thank you to this committee for 
	Well, 

	the mistakes of the past that have placed major thoroughfares. 
	opposing 

	at the May 10, TAC clarification issues,I would like to reinforce concerns of elevated bridge systems and elevated road beds associatedwith spanning core land. The elevation change from the core land to 
	Second.In looking 
	about 
	thl cost 
	"ipr-*a 

	the swamps and creek systemsin the Army 
	Lane is in excessof 25-30 feet for a quarter to a half mile, depending upon exact 
	Meadowmont 

	alignment positioning. 
	plan movesforward with updating the Highway 54 corridor and 
	As 
	the 
	long range 
	transportation 

	intersections along it, I fervently request that the arterial alignment of the Southwest 
	signalized 

	Drive be moved to the East of the Armv Core propert.v for safety, environmental, and fiscal 
	Durham 

	responsibility concerns. 
	Finally, I request that this committee go on record as stating that the acceptance of the Collector 
	ptan not assumeanoroval of the current arterial Southwest Durham Drive alignment. 
	St.eJt 
	does

	Given the manifold options for alternate alignment of Southwest Durham Drive running to the east of 
	Army Core property, it seemsthat channeling arterial traffic volumes over extensive bridge 
	the 

	systemsvia protected wetlands, routing twelve to fifteen thousand transit vehicles a day an 
	past 

	elementary school and acrossretirement pedestrian crossings, and funneling a major thoroughfare 
	into a quiet residential community that was architected to promote bicycle and foot traffic should 
	merit careful scrutiny and reconsideration. 
	ThankYou,..Eric Teagarden..
	GoodEvening, 
	I'm Bill Freeman.f resideat 104 SpringdaleWay just off Meadowmont Lane in ChapelHill, Durham County. My property abutsthe trails usedfor biking, running andwalking through the Chapel Hill Park alongthe Army Corpsof Engineers wetlands and downthrough the gamelands. 
	My neighbors, friends and I enjoyusing the trails and enjoy seeing others use them aswell. 
	Not only does the proposedconversionof Meadowmont Lane into an arterial road disturb thewetlandsbut also it could negativelyimpact the scope and useof this trail system. 
	To the layman, there are obvious, less intrusive alternate routesfor the proposedSouthwestDurham Drive alignment. 
	Onespecilicalternative,usingGeorge King Road,would solve the environmentaland recreational problemsassociatedwith the current proposedroute.Further thereis suflicient open land in that area to provideamplespace for a park and ride lot whichwould reducetraffic in and out of Chapel Hill on 54. 
	I ask the planning commissionconsiderthese factors in their decision making. 
	Statementto the TransportationAdvisoryCommittee, June L4, 2006 
	Last week the MeadowmontCommunityAssociation adoptedthe followingmotion in support of the Southwest two important provisos. First,let me read the motion: 
	DurhamCollectorPlan.lt included 

	1.The Board supports the generalconceptof connectivitythat witt provideMeadowmontresidents with convenientaccess to Southwestern Durham Countyand Route 15-501 to the North. 
	2.The Boardsuppor:tsthe current plan..insofaras it includes atl of the other proposed..collectorstreets,including those in the Oaks and. .GeorgeKing Road.. .
	(co[[ector) 

	3.The Board does not supportthe proposalto make the connectingroad through Meadowmont an arterialroad designedto carry significant volumes of traffic. 
	Now let me underscore the provisosincludedin the motion. The Board recognizes the need to connect neighborhoodsin order makesurethat we are not all trappedin our neighborhoodsby overly congested arterials. We recognize a ne'ed to do our part to address 
	Now let me underscore the provisosincludedin the motion. The Board recognizes the need to connect neighborhoodsin order makesurethat we are not all trappedin our neighborhoodsby overly congested arterials. We recognize a ne'ed to do our part to address 
	the needfor connectivity in southwestDurhameasternside of Chape[ Hitl. 
	and 
	in the 


	At th,e sametime,we recognizethat unlessthe other collectorsshownon the currentSouthwestPlanare built,Meadowmontresidentswitt bear a disproportionatepart of the burden of connectivity. Furthermore,if Meadowmont 
	Collector
	Street 
	providing
	for 
	Lane
	is 

	as currenttyplanned-that is as an arterial insteadof as a collector-the volumeof traffic wilt be excessive.And this traffic would mostdenseneighborhoodsin ChapetHi[l,an 
	connected
	move
	through
	one of 
	the 
	passing 

	schooland a large retirementcommunity. yet, if it were connectedas an arterial, it would be inetigiblefor traffic calmingmeasurestraffic to safe speeds. We urge the TACAndthe think of MeadowmontLane only as a c6$r[ectoran arteriat. 
	elementary
	Worse
	that 
	would
	slow 
	MPO to 
	and 
	not as 

	Relatedto this recommendationis our pleathat this body 
	that at leastone connectoron the Durham side 
	insist

	with Highway54, preferablyas an arterial,if 
	intersect

	Durhamplannersbelievethat an arterial is in fact needed 
	at alt in this plan. 
	Thankyou. 
	GaryBarnes,President..MeadowmontCommunityAssociation..
	John and Bunny Shillito 
	102 Cedar Meadows I-ane 
	ChapelHill,NC,27517 
	June 14, Z@V6 
	T0: Committee.SUBJECT:Cotlector Street PIon for Southwest Dur:horn 
	Tronsportoti.on Advisory 

	County,.ond the Meodovunont
	Lonesection of Chopel HiII. FROM: Dr. John5hi11ito, resident of the Cedors of Chope1HiIl 
	Gentlemen:L Current Problens 
	-

	TheMoinEntronceto The Cedors retirement community is of Meadowmont of Sprunt 
	Loneof the foot Street. Troffic from the UNC WellnessCenter contributes to making thi.s o busycorner. A troffic light hos been approvedfor" this area 
	Anothenport of.the Cedors, o cluster of 15 cottoges, in one of which we ti.ve,'is entered from Barbee Chope1 Rood. This road sweeps in o loop through Meodovwnont, port of the Cedors, efrentnonceto Meodowmont Aportments, and after crossing Meodovwnont 
	possi.ngour 

	Lone, oh post the Vi.ttoge ond Horris Teeter, onother Meodowmont 
	residentiql oreo, ond exits onto NC54 close to Finley Golf CourseRood, Borbee Chopel is olreody o busy one, for drivers turn night off of NC54, sweeporoundto Meodoyunont 
	Lane, ond on to parts unknown.Fewstop in the Villoge. The road is downhill from NC54, and few drivers observe the 25 mph timit. Troffic is heavy in eorly morning. 
	Some"tr"offic colmingnndevices ore neededon Borbee Chopel between NC54 ond Meodowmont 
	Lone, and beyond, where it passeso cluster of townhouseson the hilt obove the Villoge. 
	Monydri.vers, including oursetrves, cut i.nto Pinehurst Dri.ve to get from Meodowmont EphesusChurch
	to Rood,and thenceto Chapel Hill or Durham,through a hi.ghly part of Meodowrnont 
	residenti.ol 

	ond then The Ooksond the ChopelHill Country Club oreos. Thereshould be o goodoption to this shortcut, owoyfrom ony residentioL oreo. 
	Telephone919=259-7984 Fax Same E-mail johnsmd@aol,com 
	Telephone919=259-7984 Fax Same E-mail johnsmd@aol,com 
	John and BunnyShiflito 

	tr02 Cedar MeadowsLane 
	Chapel Hill, NC, 275I7 
	Z SUGGESTIONS 
	-

	o) Troffic-colming devices, os noted the residentiol areos of Meodowrnont. b) -Whenon extension north of Meodoyvmont
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