
100 Tweed Place 
ChapelHill, NC 27517 
March 22, 2AA6 

AndrewHenry,Planner 
DurhamTransportationDepartment 
101City }IallPlaza 
Durhanl NC 27701 

Dear Andy: 

This letteris to express my concernsto you and other mernbersof theTAC and 
MPO staffabout the SouthwestDurhamCounty and SoutheastChapelHill Collector 
StreetPlan. I dividemy commentsinto two mainparts-commentsabout the planand 
commentsabout the workshops. 

I havethreeconcernsabouttheproposed plan. Though stressing "connectivity," 
theplanexhibitsdisturbingdisconnectionsthatmarwhatis basically a goodand 
innovativeplanningeffort. Thefirst disconnectionis betweenthe collector street lattice­
work design and the proposedSouthwestDurham Drive alignment. If one looksatthe 
recommendedpla4 thereis no escaping the conclusion that the collector street grid, with 
spacing between collectors roughlydeterminedby proposedresidential densities, is 
completelyindependentof the SW Durham Drive alignment.If this were a painting,it is 
asif two separate artistsdrew on the same canvass,or the artist'schild drew an arbitrary 
SWDurham Drive line on the collector street design.In otherwords,the SW Durham 
Drive wascompletelyignoredin the collector street design, and vice versa. TheSWD 
Drivewasevendeclared"off-limits" for discussion in the workshops-outside the scope 
of the contract. Is it because no one believesthe Drive will be built? Is it shown merely 
becausethe alighnment hasakeady been "approved'by localgovernments,but now is 
deemedoutsidethe scope of a transporlatianplancollector street planfor the same area, 
all partof the same transportationsystem?It makes no planningsensenot to address the 
alignmentof that arterial andnotto integrateit with the collector streetplan, perhaps 
realigning it with George King Roador FearingtonRoad. There is a similar issuewith 
the transit line, thoughthe uncertainty surrounding futurerail transitmakesthat less 
troubling. 

A second disconnectis in implementation strategy,betweenproposedfuture 
streets and existingneighborhoodstreets.Theproposed plan showsonly theproposed 
future streets in bold lines,and discusses (vaguely) how to implementthatpartof the 
collectorstreet system through developmentregulations. That seems reasonablesofar as 
it goeq except that those streets are only partof the collector street system. In actualitS 
the planand the resulting traffic pattern includes existing streets in ChapelHill to which 
thenew collectors connect. How do we implementcomparableretrofittingof those 
existingstreets? They do notmeetthe standards properlyproposedfor new streetsin the 
plan. It is doubtfulthat localgovernmentswill be able to require developers to build the 
necessaryoff-site improvements under developmentregulations. Retrofitting almost 



certainlyrequiresa capital improvementprogramby localgovernments,particularlyin 
the already built-up Chapel Hill portion ofthe area.Whowill payfor andimplement 
traffic calmingmeasures,bike laneq sidewalkq landscaping,andthe like to make the 
collectorstreets work properlyin theexistingadjacentneighborhoods?DoesChapelHill 
agreeto take onthatresponsibility?Theproposed plan ignores this issue. I surelyhope 
we are not satisfied with aplanthatmerely "dumps" newtrafftc ontoexisting 
neighborhood streets that were not designed to the samedesirable standards as the 
proposednewcollectors. 

Thethird disconnect is in the emphasis placedon accommodating traffic. The 
planholdsout the concept of "complete streets," whichnotonly accommodate cars, 
bikes,andpedestrians,but alsobecome"part ofthe neighborhoodenvironment." In fact, 
however, the planemphasizesthe transportation aspect-accommodating cars, bikes, and 
pedestrians.That is an appropriate concem, but designingandretrofitting streetssothat 
they also work as"part of the neighborhood environment"is equallyimportant to those 
of us living on those streets. 

Now, as to the publicparticipationworkshops... The last presentation,on March 
2l,wasthe most disappointing of the threeworkshops.Thepresentationwasalmost 
entirelydevoted to generalitiesabout transportation planningprinciplesthat repeated 
earliermeetingsandmostly irrelevant photosof streetsandhighways(e,9.,photos 
showedno cars onthe streets that are proposedto become collectors and be loadedwith 
trafiic) Therewasno explanation ofthe proposed plaq how it followedthegeneral 
planningprinciplesespousedearlier,howit wouldachieveobjectives, why it was the best 
alternative,andhow exactly it would be implemented.Thenthepresentercut off 
discussion when many ofus hadour handsraisedsincethe beginning of the commentary 
period. He did so by, remarkingto the last speaker that he had expressed commentary 
instead of asking a question.Since when is a workshop limited to askingquestions? I 
realizethat workshops arediffrcult to manageand are now water under the bridge,and 
thatwe all need to move orq but you shouldjust realizethat anumberof participants 
were disappointed. This should not reflectonthe MPO staffwho maintained easy and 
wide contact with residentsthroughout the process;it was the consultant whoranthe 
workshops. 

Lastly, let me commend you on undertaking the innovativeapproach of going 
beyondthoroughfareplanning. I believeyou can address flaws in the proposedcollector 
streetplan. It still holds the promiseof an improvementover the ad hoc,piecemeal, 
assemblyof a collector system,onesubdivisionor development proposalat a time,which 
virtually all local governments have been utilizing until now. 

Sincerely, 

A( f.-.t--t
. 

Edward J. Kaiser 
Resident of the Southwest Durham Planning Area, 
Professoremeritus of planningatUNC-CH 



This letter is being sent to: MayorWilliam Bell, Chair;Alice Gordon,Vice-chair;Mayor 
Kevin Foy;Durham CountyCommissioner,BeckyHeroq ChapelHill CouncilPerson, 
Ed Harrison; andAndrewHenryandDavid Bonk, staffplanners. 


