
MaryB. Ruvane 
110Tweed Place 
ChapelHill,NC27517 

April10,2007 

AndrewHenry,Sr.Plannel 
City of Durham, Transportation Department 
101CityHall Plaza 
Durham,NC27701 

RE:ConcernswithSW DurhamCollector Street Plan 

DearAndy, 

I support,intheory, the value of coflector streetsfor improving traffic flow fromwithinand 
betweenadjacent neighborhoods. As developmentprogressesin the currently undeveloped 
land supported byEphesusChurchRoad to the north, Fanington Road to theeast,Route54to 
the south, and 15/501 to the west these newneighborhmdsclearlywill need accessvia 
collectorstomajor arterials. With that said, I have severalconcems regardingthe currently
proposedtransportationplanwithinthis region. 

First, the collector street planappears to rely on an ad hocimplementationand seems 
disconnectedfromthe overalltransportation plan. lt overlooksthe need to preseruea hierarchal 
relationship(e.9.,arterial, collector, local)befie/eenexistingandfutureroadnetworksas 
developmentprogresses,an essential pieceinthe puzzlewhen considering how and whento 
link new connectors into established neighborhood infrastructures.lf congestion and safetyon 
the moremajorroutesare already a problem,ignoringthese issues willsurely encourage the 
unintendeduseof newcollector streets as'cut-through" routesby non-residents.Upgradesto 
thesurroundingarterialsandmajorcolfectorsshouldbe plannedin conjunction withanynew 
development,to insureincreasedtrefficvolumesareac@mmodatedandpreventneighborhood 
collec{or streets from becoming interim thoroughfares. 

Second,the 'approved"SW Durham alignmentseemsto be untenable. Therouteappearsto 
require substantial constructionthroughenvironmentallysensitivewetlandsandlooksto be 
perilouslyclose, if not within, land designatedby FEMA as a 1O0-yearfloodplain.Additionally, 
numerouspropertieswould be adverselyimpactedby increased noise, traffc, andpollution 
generatedfromthis major route cutting directlybehind orthrough e$ablished neighborhmds
(e.9.,Oakslll,Oaks Villas, Meadowmont). Many residents of Meadowmont andtheOaks 
communitieshavebegunto voiceobjectionsto this "approved"alignment.lt also seems 
unlikelythe route will ever reach fruition, considering theadverseenvironmentalimpactandlack 
of funding. These issues suggest a morepracticalandless costly solution should be 
consideredbeforefurtherdevelopmentreducesthealtematives available. 

Third, funding for upgrades to existing roads, designatedas links to new collector streets, has 
not been addressed. Manyof these are in quietestablished residential neighborhoods, which 
currently lack amenities to address pedestriansafety and maintain community aesthetics 



essentialtomitigate the result of increased traffic. Thisis especially important for existing 
roadsthatpassthroughpopularrecreationalfacilities,such as the ChapelHillCountry Club and 
trail access to Meadowmont Park,or by school sites and residential propertieswith little 
frontage. 

Fourth, suppotting documentation seemslacking,whichmakes it difficutt to follow the logic 
behind many of thedecisionsmadeto date. Forexample,why would upgrades to George King 
Roadrequiresuch disruption through the Eastwood Park neighborhood? There appears to be 
undevelopedlandjust to the north of this community thatcould allow an eastward connectionto 
Fanington,aswell other options thatshouldbeconsideredto avoid this situation. Alsoabsent 
arecurrent and projectedtrafficvolumes for boththe existing and proposedrcads, and 
anticipatedfuture increases as development progresses.Addilionally,for thepublicto fully 
understandthe context of the transportationplan,largerscale maps (e.9.,. 1:2500) would be 
helpful. Theseideallyshouldbeprovidedin printformatuponrequest,and illustrate property 
lineE,streetnames,administrativeresponsibilities,anddestinationpoints (e.9., shopping, 
businesses,schoofs,churches, recreational facilities, etc.) in relation to the major roads 
sunoundingthe study area(e.9.,15-501, 140, Rte. 54, Fanington Rd., Pope Rd., Ephesus 
ChurchRoads). 

I appreciateyourtimein listening to myconcerneand recognize the hardwork that the DCHC 
MPOand related organizationshaveputintothistransportationplanningeffort. These 
commentsaresubmitted in goodfaith to pointoutsomeof my concems, which hopefully can be 
addressed in future discussions. 

Respectfully, 
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MaryB. Rfvane 
Resident of SWDurhamPlanning Area 


