
Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Comments on Alternatives Analysis (September 14, 2011) 
 

 

Comments Received by Email 
 
From: Hillary  Honig Ensminger [hbeans@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2011 5:42 PM 
To: Henry, Andrew 
Subject:Request WebPresence  for Public Input for Alternatives Analysis (proposed  
regional rail projects) 
 
To Henry ,Andrew ,Long Range Planning , ITRE , DC MPO<  TTA, URS ,and All entities related to or 
involved in the outcome of the Light Rail  an d Long Range Regional Plan in the Triangle :  
THere is a much morer affordable alternative to the proposed Light Rail and Fixed Rail an dit will require 
that attention be paid to ppublic input .To  acess  Public  sentiment that will gauge  Federal funding of 
the Rail Projects in the Triangle  , there needs to be a greater opportunity for public input than that 
which is currently being offered.This is a formal request for an open ended  on line  provision of  public 
input to  the Alternatives Analysis (proposed regional rail projects .  
More input  is needed beyond the information gathered at 2 workshops .as valid  reflection and 
sentiment of Public Opinion It is also requested that this survey be posted as soon as 
possible to allow for circulation and dissemination of  this public input opportunity . 
Public Input is critical and the attendance at the last few meetings has been poor . The e provision of an 
on line alternative for persons who  are unable to attend the meetings is essential  given  he internet 
and the web are available to greater number of tax payers than the meetings . 
In addition to gathering information through a formatted survey there needs to be the opportunity for 
open ended comments . 
 
Thank you .  
Hillary Honig Ensminger  
  

 
From: Eric Teagarden [eric.teagarden@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 06, 2011 10:43 PM 
To: comments@dchcmpo.org 
Subject:LRT Alternatives Analysis Report 
 
Hello, 
After reading the many sections of the Alternatives Analysis Report, my concern is that I see few 
compelling reasons for alternative C1 for the proposed BRT/LRT versus C2. 
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The stated purpose of the analysis was to position the LRT service for the greatest amount of ridership 
at the most efficient cost point with the least impact on the environment. The study clearly shows that 
the 
C2 alternative meets all three criteria and C1 does not. 
 
The C2 alternative: 1. Is Less expensive by 30-60 million dollars 2. Has less impact on the USACE  
wetlands - 1/4 acre vs. 1 acre for C1. 3. Has higher ridership than C1. 4. Is used as the baseline for 
estimating the differences between the other plans alternatives to the LRT. C1 alternative is never used. 
 
There seems to be a serious mistake in reasoning and rationalizations being given for C1 rather than a 
clearly stated rationale. C2 is the preferrable alternative by all measures you state in the report. 
 
Regards, 
Eric Teagarden 
 
-- 
"The moral arc of the universe is long but it bends toward justice." TP&MLK 
 

 
From: Meadowmont Community Association [meadowmont@nc.rr.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 11:20 AM 
To: comments@dchcmpo.org 
Cc: Henry, Andrew 
Subject:Meadowmont Community Association Board of Directors 
Attachments: Letter to Council June 2011 on LRT .doc 
 
August 11, 2011 
 
Please note for your files and follow up report(s) that the attached reflects the position of the  
Meadowmont Community Association (MCA) Board of Directors re: C1 or C2 option in Chapel  
Hill/Meadowmont. 
 
The MCA board voted in support of the C2 alternative based upon the following: 
1. Cost:   

* C1 is noted as $30M to $60M more expensive  
* Table 3-18 in Vol. #1 of  alternative report 

2. Ridership:  
* C1 is noted to have lower ridership than C2 
* Page 3 – 8 in Vol. #1 of alternative report 

3. Environment:  
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* C1 is noted as having a greater impact on wetlands  
* 4x more wetland area affected  
* New through way cut across Corps wetland 
* Page 3-33 and table 3-14 in Vol. #1 of alternative report 

4. Infrastructure:  
* C1 has no dedicated parking area for station 
* C1 is Residential  vs. “destination station” office complex 

 
In addition, in reviewing the recent LRT Alternatives C1 vs. C2 report we now note: 
5. Traffic analysis stated only number of intersections impacted but not number of residents on 

street impact 
6. Parcels acquired section states number of parcels comparison but not locations: e.g many of C2 

parcels in the George King Road area and Hwy 54 will have to be  acquired anyway for 
implementation of the collector street and Hwy54 Corridor expansion 

7. Alignment crosses USACE property and is subject to sub-optimal routing concerns: Costs, 
distance, and rail speed of LRT 

 
Bill Ferrell, Manager 
Meadowmont Community Association 
1201 Raleigh Road, Suite 204 
Chapel Hill, NC 27517 
919-240-4682 office 
919-240-4683 fax 
www.meadowmont.net 
 

 
From: wendy jacobs [geewen@nc.rr.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 11:26 AM 
To: Comments@dchcmpo.org 
Subject:Triangle Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis comments 
 
Feedback on the Alternatives Analysis: 
 
* I prefer C2 because of alignment with existing roads and less environmental impact 
* I prefer D3 because of potential to support University Marketplace and redevelopment in area 
* I do not support current LRT corridor alignment between Patterson Place and Shannon  Road 

Stations. Why isn’t alignment within existing 15-501 corridor? There should not be  additional 
destruction of New Hope Creek watershed with current planned construction.  Efforts should be 
made to adjust alignment so that there is minimal environmental  impact and use of existing 
infrastructure similar to C2 
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From: Geoffrey Daniel [gdgeist2000@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2011 2:08 PM 
To: Henry, Andrew 
Cc: comments@dchcmpo.org 
Subject:Re: concerned citizen's feedback over C1 in Meadowmont 
Attachments: C1, C2, August 14, 2001, General.docx 
 

Mr. Henry,  

First, I wanted to thank all those who’ve been involved and continue to be involved in this detailed and 
important project that’s existed over the years. Because the original plan has the light rail running 
directly through Meadowmont, my community, I would like to cut to the chase and mention that the 
current proposal, C1, is far too invasive a plan for the community. Although my words flow from my 
keyboard, I speak on behalf of many others in the community who have voiced concerns over the years 
that the C1 proposal would diametrically change the way of life in our community that we’ve come to 
enjoy and support. Even though C1 has been on paper from Meadowmont’s inception, the current plan 
would be far too invasive and costly on a number of fronts.  

It would sacrifice unnecessarily the environmental balance that currently exists by constructing a large 
and expensive bridge project over the nearby wetlands, and this disruption would inexorably upset and 
alter what is an unspoiled slice of nature in our midst-if not destroy it, not to mention the high monetary 
costs involved in this bridge project. The current plans would also create a multi-year construction 
project in Meadowmont, considerably disrupting its greenspace and would forever create an 
unwelcome level of congestion  in the Community through issues of parking, added noise, pollution and 
traffic. C2 on the other hand, avoids many of these issues and is a more effective proposal, bringing 
about, I believe, a more desirable result. It does not require a bridge and therefore avoids interference 
with the wetlands. It saves on costs while continuing to offer the surrounding community the option of 
availing themselves of ridership on the light rail; it just might be the path of least resistance. Projections 
also show that it would receive a wider ridership with the Woodmont area projected to become a 
destination office complex, in addition to its current plan.  

While there is, I believe, the concept of balanced congestion, there are many of us in Meadowmont who 
do not believe this is the right project for our community. While recognizing that such projects might be 
appropriate for some cities, C1 is a design whose costs to Meadowmont, the surrounding environment, 
especially the wetlands, and the pocketbook are too prohibitive for it to be a success in its current form. 
C2 takes into consideration the adverse effects on the environment, greatly reduces costs, while at the 
same time providing a necessary public service. I hope and trust that the Council will reflect upon the 
current options and recommend C2 moving forward, a balanced recommendation for the community 
and the environment.  

I would also question how the recent DCHC-MPO Report has sided with the C1 alternative. I have 
attended virtually every meeting on this subject, not to mention the Town of Chapel Hill meeting where 
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this discussion was postponed, and have consistently heard the community voice which is not in favor of 
C1 and has serious questions about its effectiveness, cost and affects on the local environment, 
particularly the wetlands.  

In summary: 

• The DCHC-MPO lists C2 as saving in excess of $30-$40 million, a far greater savings than C1; 

• C1 is far more damaging and negatively consequential toward the environment with the 
construction of a bridge over the local wetlands which would forever damage the area, not to 
mention spell the eventual destruction of the local ecology (C1 affects 4 times the wetlands than 
C2 with far greater monetary costs and would cut across Corp wetlands; 

• There is no dedicate parking for C1, and, if there were, the added costs would far outweigh the 
benefit; 

• The sine qua non of such a plan is ridership, and C2-and the Report-supports greater ridership 
than in Meadowmont; and 

• Meadowmont riders could easily travel a short distance to the Woodmont area in order to 
utilize its services 

For these and other reasons, I would humbly propose that the C2 option maintains far more advantages 
for the overall project than C1 and should, in turn, be supported.  

There are many members of the Meadowmont community who share these concerns and would ask for 
your consideration in accepting C2 over C1 to help preserve the environment and our community.  

Thank you again for this opportunity to speak on an important matter of public concern.  

 
Regards,  
Geoffrey Daniel Geist 
 

 
From: Hillary  Honig Ensminger [hbeans@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 2:11 AM 
To: Henry, Andrew 
Cc: Juanita Shearer-Swink; Brad Schulz; Beckmann, Ellen 
Subject: Submission of  Public Input for Alternatives Analysis (proposed regional rail  
projects) 
Attachments: 4-12-11 Triangle Transit and Houppermans Response.txt 
 
To: Andrew Henry - 
 TheTransportation Advisory Committee -- TAC board  
RE: Submission of Public Input for Alternatives Analysis (proposed regional rail projects) Submission of 
Public Input for Alternatives Analysis (proposed regional rail projects) 
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August 15,2011 
  
****note: Please print out the links  and attachments associated with this correspondence as a matter 
of record and review by the TAC and others prior to presenting. 
  
If we are ever to see a rail system in the Triangle during our life time We need to be heard when we  
speak out.  We ,the tax payers  ,want  more cost effective alternatives  implemented over that which is 
being proposed by  a hand full of politicianns  and private developers who have an agenda of their 
own.Let's start by getting rid of the FIXED RAIl  being proposed altogether ..no more  expanded and 
costly contracts with the Railroad ,no need to engineer really expensive elevations . I am proposing that 
we go to a on/off bus/light rail system and punt the costly FIXED RAIL  portion of the project. The  URS 
engineers  deny the existance  of such alternatives  , but cheaper  more viable  alternatives do  in fact  
exist .(SEE LETTER FROM URS ATTACHED) 
 
There are on /off  bus /light rail systems  being developed in Japan by Toyota : 
http://www.wired.com/autopia/2008/05/half-bus-half-t/   costing half the price of the combined  FIXED 
RAIL & LIGHT RAIL/DEDICATED BUS   combination being pushed by private contractors  using  TAX 
dollars as well as money recieved  from "Private  Investors "whose concerns are not necessarily in the 
best interest of the community .   A hybrid is greener , the  light rail /buses are electric and  have the 
flexibility to conform to unforeseen changes in demographics .The  TTA ,MPO ,TAC <ITRE have done a 
good job on keeping the public in the dark ,so they won't speak out and to  push this  costly project  
through .Unless the politicians  and developers listen up  our opportunity to have  a Regional Light Rail 
System that  is sustainable and  prioritizes  the needs of the people ,standsa good chance  to fail because 
the Feds are running out of money. Our government is going belly up . 
But a Triangle wide  Regional Light Rail System  stands to succeed if the  cost can be cut in half.  
THe TAC ,MPO 's ITRE , DCCH MPO and  whatever other entity  is involved will have to   consider a more 
cost effective alternative to avoid putting  the community at financial risk .The following Wiki articles are 
about American and European dual mode BusTrains that were used in the 1930s.  History will be 
repeating itself.  
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Railbus  
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Railcar#New-generation_DMU_and_EMU_railcars 
  
Your consideration and a written response in this matter is greatly appreciated . 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Hillary Honig Ensminger  
705 Shepherd St. 
Durham ,NC 27701 
919-599-3503 
heans@frontier.com 
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BusTrains that were used in the 1930s.  History will be repeating itself.  
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Railbus  
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Railcar#New-generation_DMU_and_EMU_railcars 
 

 
From: Jesse London [jll284@cornell.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 1:30 PM 
To: Comments@dchcmpo.org 
Subject:Airport connection still not adequately addressed 
 
Good work on the Durham-Wake Corridor Alternatives Analysis report .  I have taken the time  
to analyze it in some detail and I find that the issues relating to an airport connection were (1)  
central to the public comments, (2) key to development oriented analysis, (3) not adequately  
addressed in the LPA and its alternative alignments, and (4) lacking in transparency as to why  
the airport connection was not directly addressed.  Further attention should be given to this  
show-stopper and an addendum released before the public hearing in late 2011 which presents an  
alternative alignment which has at least one station within the airport property.  It is mind- 
boggling how there can be no such alignment proposed, nor any mention of why it was not.  This  
cursory treatment of the public comments reflects very negatively on the  otherwise thorough  
work that your team has done.  It does not have to necessarily be the recommended alignment,  
but it does not to be fully considered and reported. 
 
Central to Public Comments:  Though the public apparently made this a top priority for an LPA,  
the team did not apparently take this seriously as there is no alternative alignment with a  
connection directly to the airport.  A Bus connection at the Triangle Metro Center is a non-starter  
because of the complexity of making a transfer, the current inefficiency of the TT 100 service,  
and the overall lack of development return (i.e. people/businesses get excited when the train  
REALLY goes to the airport). 
 
Key to development oriented analysis:  To put it bluntly, it is pointless to plan a regional transit  
system including LRT/CRT that does not include a stop directly at the airport.  It seems like an  
exercise in futility.  There is a big difference in how a city/region is perceived if you can get to  
the airport on the train and this translates into increased development in the region more directly  
than whether you can get to the mall or to the hospital.  Having an airport stop is the kind of  
thing that business and personal visitors consider chiefly when deciding to come here to make or  
spend money.  Though I am not certain how to quantify the effect, it is also clear that citizens  
have a certain sense of pride about their region when it has LRT/CRT to the airport. 
 
One can imagine a local saying to a friend from another city, "The Triangle is all grown up now!  

Page 7 of 26



 We have a train system and it stops near my house."  The other responds, "that is great, I was  
thinking of checking out the area to live or work.  I'll fly over later this year to visit and try it  
out."  To which the local responds, "Well… ummm. The train doesn't go to the airport.  You have  
to wait for a bus, then ride 15 minutes, then wait for the train… but, THEN you are on the train."  
 To which the response is likely a dumbfounded, "Oh…ummm" 
 
Not adequately addressed in the LPA and alignments:  Having searched for references to the  
word "airport" within every volume of the entire report, references appear in only 2-3 sections  
relevant to the public's desire for an airport connection.  In Volume 1, the report takes one  
sentence to, at least, acknowledge that the public said an airport connection was necessary and  
this is repeated in the summary of public comments as the top comment.  No other references are  
apparent which show any detailed evaluation of an alternative with a station in the airport.  The  
costs, benefits, and other analysis are completely missing with respect to a stop at the airport.  If  
the Triangle Metro Center is supposed to address the concern, that should be a feature listed in  
the TOD or otherwise explicitly referenced. 
 
Lacking in transparency:  If an alternative alignment with a stop in the airport property is not  
possible due to costs, problems in coordination with the airport authorities, or other factors, the  
report entirely fails to inform the public why this is the case.  Further, it is not clear in what way  
public comments were used (if at all) in the evaluation and creation of alternatives.  The report  
should show what weight was placed on comments (generally) about an airport connection and  
how draft alternatives where created and eliminated which included a direct airport connection.  
 If the team never considered this alternative seriously, that behavior should be transparently  
clear in the report.   
 
One has to look closely to find what was likely the top public comment buried in the report, but  
never fully addressed. This makes a mockery of public comment and outreach in the process.  It  
almost seems like the report tries to slide it by the public that the airport connection was  
addressed because it lacks references. 
 
Sincere Regards, 
Jesse London 
J.D. / LLM International Law 2011, Cornell Law School 
 

 

Letters Submitted 
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Comments Submitted at Workshop 
(see following pages) 
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