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Message Body:
I would like to express my strong support for the Durham­Orange light­rail project being proposed to run from East Durham
to the UNC Medical Center.

I know there is opposition in particular areas where small numbers of people have problems with (i) the alignment of the
proposed line, (ii) with the ROMF or (iii) with station location selections.

As far as I am concerned, the worst thing which can be said about this project is that some variant of the line has been
under consideration since the early '90s and it will take us another decade before service can be delivered ­ it cannot be
put into service fast enough, as far as I am concerned.

All other objections are trivial, and I would like to remind elected officials that it is not their civic responsibility to insulate
small, energized minorities from change but to act on behalf of the greater community at large, many of whom probably still
cannot fully comprehend what a valuable asset high­quality transit linking the two municipalities, the two universities and
the two medical centers will become.

I don't care whether you are concerned about global issues such as carbon consumption, or more local issues that focus
on the 'transit/land­use' connection for an area that will continue to see significant population increases and, absent the
development of a richer palette of transportation options, could follow in the footsteps of Atlanta and our other Sun­belt
brethren in gobbling up land to the horizon ­ we need to selectively develop the infrastructure for a 'transit­served city of
the future' ­ to provide mobility options for those who cannot afford personal vehicles, are too old or too young to drive or
otherwise choose a way of life that Durham and Chapel Hill of the future can provide.

With two significant and growing municipalities and employment areas at either end, with many 'greenfield' sites remaining
along the corridor that could be filled with residential 'rooftops', the LRT system could meet the needs of a large number of
people and allow the richer development of the two city centers by reducing auto congestion and the need to provide
parking for all that want or need to get to the major employment or cultural destinations of Durham or Chapel Hill.

I have property along the path, and will definitely be directly affected by the long period of construction that this project will
require. 

But there will be nothing like finally being able to buy that ticket, head off towards either downtown and leave my car ­ if I
still need one for other purposes ­ in its garage.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)
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13· · · · · ·MS. PAMELA RANSOLOFT:· I'm Pamela

14· ·Ransoloft.· I live at 

15· ·in Chapel Hill, North Carolina.· I oppose

16· ·the light rail system for these reasons:

17· ·It is not fiscally responsible with almost

18· ·$2 billion for a route that doesn't cover

19· ·the RDU, RTP, and Wake County.· At this

20· ·point, the Robertson Scholar Bus between

21· ·UNC and Duke has an average of five

22· ·people.· It is unnecessary.

23· · · · · ·People will not ride this because

24· ·it takes too long.· The proposed plans
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·1· ·will take too long.· Most parents drop off

·2· ·their children to school.· Many parents

·3· ·drop off their children on their way to

·4· ·school.· So the time to drive, park, wait

·5· ·for the train is going to take much longer

·6· ·than it takes to drive.

·7· · · · · ·The road congestion is going to be

·8· ·increased, and vulnerable groups like The

·9· ·Cedars, the schools, some of the schools,

10· ·for example, Creekside, will have delays,

11· ·and we have too small a population to

12· ·support this light rail system.

13· · · · · ·Charlotte has less rider -- has

14· ·less riders than our proposed 23,000.

15· ·They only have 16,000 riders, and it's a

16· ·much -- and that's high.· It's a high

17· ·estimation, and they have a much bigger

18· ·city, as we all know.

19· · · · · ·Citizens have been misled about

20· ·the cost, the ridership, the locations,

21· ·and the goals.· Thank you.

22· · · · · 
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12· · · · · ·MR. JOYNER:· Thank you.

13· · · · · ·MS. MARSHA REA:· My name is Marsha

14· ·Rae.· I live at

15· ·otherwise known as ground zero ROMF.

16· · · · · ·I'm here today to inform you of

17· ·the happenings at ROMF zero.· At the first

18· ·meeting I attended, I realized we were at

19· ·risk.· I asked what we should do in the

20· ·meanwhile, and the response was just do

21· ·what you were doing as if it's not

22· ·happening.

23· · · · · ·One day a young man who said he

24· ·was with GoTriangle came to the door and
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·1· ·told me he wanted to look at the property.

·2· ·He said it was for the ROMF but not to

·3· ·worry because it would be crazy to put it

·4· ·here.· He said the obvious choice was

·5· ·south Alston Avenue.

·6· · · · · ·Around the time when I was at --

·7· ·Around that time, I was out in the

·8· ·backyard at dusk and found a man.· I asked

·9· ·what he was doing.· His response was

10· ·surveying.· I asked why.· He says he

11· ·didn't know.· I should have suspected what

12· ·now is obvious, the ROMF was coming.

13· · · · · ·When the Culp Arbor meeting

14· ·occurred was the first definite

15· ·verification of my fears.· I want to tell

16· ·you despite the DEIS that claimed that

17· ·they had notified the

18· ·homeowners/stakeholders of their intent,

19· ·neither my daughter who owns our home or

20· ·the neighbors, the Bareilles family, have

21· ·received such contact.

22· · · · · ·Our family has a very complex

23· ·situation.· My husband is a Marine Corps

24· ·Vet of 20 years, is disabled with a brain
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·1· ·tumor, and has many complicated health

·2· ·problems.· My adult son is profoundly

·3· ·retarded and in full care.· Both of my men

·4· ·have seizures.· I have breast cancer.

·5· · · · · ·To be forced to move at this time

·6· ·in our life will be difficult and

·7· ·complicated.· We have done much research

·8· ·on light rail and feel it is currently --

·9· ·as it is currently planned it is not going

10· ·to serve the people in the area it claims

11· ·to want to serve.

12· · · · · ·The area near central and south

13· ·Alston Avenue, already zoned industrial,

14· ·would be most beneficial and provide jobs

15· ·and transportation if the ROMF were

16· ·located there.· Historically, light rail

17· ·has fewer riders than projected and costs

18· ·much more to build and maintain than

19· ·planners project.· I doubt we will do any

20· ·better than the more populated areas that

21· ·have light rail.· We do not support the

22· ·light rail.

23· · · · · ·MR. JOYNER:· Thank you.

24· · · · · ·MR. ANDREW JACOBSON:· Good
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DEIScomments _I­40NC55AlternativeMap.pdf DEIScomments_LPAmap.pdf

DEIScomments_maps_Oct.11,2015_IncomeALTLRT.pdf DEIScomments_maps_Oct.11,2015_IncomeD­OLRT.pdf

DEIScomments_TravelIntensityMap_Revised.pdf

DEIS Comments from Terry Rekeweg
Terry Rekeweg 

10/12/2015 1:02 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Hi,
Attached are my comments to the D­O LRT DEIS.
I am also attaching an appendix document and some maps.
I will be sending more maps in a following e­mail.

Thank you.
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DEIS Comments for the Durham-Orange Light Rail Project 
October 11, 2015        by Terry Rekeweg, PE, R. Arch. 
 
 
INDRODUCTION: 
 
I begin with recognition of the many years spent by GO Triangle staff, by consultants and by public officials all 
working together towards a Rail Project with the best of intentions to bring transit service to the citizens of the 
Triangle Region.  I was also one of those engineers with 15 years of experience on Triangle rail transit projects. 
 
I anticipate the negative reaction and gnashing of teeth towards me by stating that the Durham-Orange Project 
has lost its way and veered from its real purpose -which was to be the best transit service possible for its riders, 
maybe even a model for the rest of country to follow.  Instead I predict that this rail project will die a slow death 
because it is based upon a flawed route concept and it is being choked by numerous problems and has accepted 
below-standard solutions.  It is not accomplishing its original goals.    
 
Dissent is needed in society in order to bring about necessary changes and best results.  In no way do I expect 
change to happen at once.  It is quite understandable that my papers, data and presentations up to this point has 
been ignored.  My purpose here is to bring forward the problems found with the Durham-Orange LRT project.  
I predict that it will be impossible to stop the process from going forward.  Much more tax money will be spent 
on more design work that ultimately may not matter.  The NCDOT has withdrawn funding for the project. 
Maybe the FTA will provide partial funding to keep design work progressing, or maybe not.  However, in the 
end,  the project will eventually stop because of unacceptable poor results.  There will be a re-design effort to 
cut costs and increase ridership -which is the point where I was in 2011.  In 2011 I realized that the project was 
heading towards failure.  Therefore I dedicated much free time to exploring various alternatives.  It was a 2 year 
effort and the results were surprising.  Good solutions were found to dramatically cut costs, increase ridership, 
avoid New Hope Creek and more.  My studies also revealed much deeper problems with the current D-O LRT 
project. 
 
My second purpose is to make my studies available for when the D-O LRT project stops and goes into re-design 
years from now.  If the project could be scrutinized sooner by an independent transit consultant then maybe the 
re-design process will not have to take place years from now.  It all depends on when the decision is made to 
call for a second professional evaluation of the project and alternative ideas.  It also depends if sufficient tax 
money is left over to begin the re-design process.           
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: 
 
For several years I have submitted a good amount of data to GO Triangle which described the major problems 
and questionable viability of the light rail project.  This data has largely gone ignored with no debate and no 
meetings with GO Triangle senior staff or other staff who could answer my questions -and I have really tried! 
This rail project has the earmarks of being a 'political project' rather than a project based on data and reality.    
 
A major issue is that this rail project only benefits transit riders between the small cities of Chapel Hill and 
Durham and ignores any sense of reasonable connectivity to the rest of the greater Triangle Region.  No one 
will want to ride a transit system that takes them 13 miles out of the way from Chapel Hill to Research Triangle 
Park and eastern destinations towards Raleigh.  This adds up to 26 extra miles and about one hour added to a 
daily commute.   No one would consistently do this but rather drive or take a direct bus.  This is very short 
sighted and will assuredly lead to project failure.      
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Another major issue is the extreme slowness of the D-O LRT system.  Early in the project planning stage it was 
calculated that the light rail would take 34 minutes to travel from UNC/Chapel Hill to Downtown Durham.  The 
DEIS reports that travel time is now about 40 minutes.  It is reported by Go Triangle (and I confirmed the 
findings with my own travel studies) that it takes an automobile about 23 minutes to travel this same corridor, 
allowing for some traffic conditions.  The D-O LRT is not even close to being competitive with the automobile.  
GO Triangle's Alternative Analysis Report states: "The total travel time from one end of the LRT route to the 
other should be competitive with automobile travel."  In stark contrast, an Alternative Light Rail plan which 
connects to the west side of RTP would take 29 minutes to travel from Chapel Hill to Downtown Durham.  29 
minutes demonstrates a successful well planned high-tech transit system.  40 minutes is an excruciatingly slow 
moving transit system that may eventually bring about project failure.     
 
Many citizens also see the limitations of the D-O LRT plan and have expressed comments better than putting it 
in my own words.  I picked a few random comments from the public record that are representative of many:   
 
 Ellen DeFlora:  "This project as proposed does not help with the traffic problems in the Triangle area.  
 We need help getting to and from the airport, Research Triangle Park and Raleigh, not between Duke 
 and UNC.  This project is ill conceived...Please stop this disaster before the first rail is laid." 
 
 Mary Eubanks:  "The whole project is too costly and impractical for the proposed route.  Light Rail 
 service to RTP, Southpoint Mall, and RDU Airport and Raleigh might make more sense..." 
 
 Clyde & Ilene Stewart:  "I wish to address my concerns to the FTA that would be responsible for  
 providing funding for the proposed GO Triangle light rail transit...Considering the destinations that the 
 transit would cover, the expense would be nothing but a waste of government tax money.  If a light rail 
 transit would be proposed to reach RTP where I-40 congestion continues to mount, then the money will 
 be well spent.  GO Triangle's absurd route selection for the light rail transit with the current congestion 
 on Hwy. 54 through Durham and Orange Counties should be sufficient to challenge their credibility..." 
 
 Joey Pointer:  "Would like to see it go to RTP/Raleigh to see real value" 
 
 Phillip Lyone:  "There are far too many on-grade crossings!  Silly to have no (direct) route to RDU." 
 
 Heather Payne:  "In its current form, I do not believe we should spend the money to build the D-O LRT 
 for the reason that ridership patterns do not indicate the proposed routing will significantly reduce car 
 trips into or out of Chapel Hill.  The majority of car trips into or out of Chapel Hill do not start or end in 
 north Durham, but rather in southwest Durham, RTP, RDU, Cary and downtown Raleigh.  This is a 
 transit project looking for ridership need.  Rather than building something and hoping growth will come 
 to the transit line, it should instead go where traffic already exists from Chapel Hill to the Park (RTP), 
 airport, and points further east.  Even with further expansions, this will not occur with such a long, 
 circuitous route which takes longer than driving." 
 
 Paul Srutton:  There seems to be some major flaws with the route proposed...  There is no connection to 
 south Durham or RTP.  Given that I live in south Durham and work in RTP, the light rail plan as 
 presently proposed won't help me with any commuting needs at all.  And it won't help me get to or from 
 the airport for longer trips.  I think it should be re-thought." 
 
 Alex Cabanes:  "The proposed D-O LRT line does NOT connect Chapel Hill or Durham to major 
 commercial, retail, or employment destinations east of the corridor like Southpoint Mall, RTP or RDU." 
 
 Allen Botnick:  "The system isn't linked to Raleigh so it doesn't benefit me for longer trips.  If Durham 
 is going to spend money on this project it needs to be linked to Raleigh so drivers wouldn't need their 
 cars.  Drivers don't benefit enough from the plan.  I don't think this rail system meets the needs of the 
 community and justifies the cost.  I don't think it is a realistic plan for the future.  I would like to know 
 how this system will be useful as a realistic car replacement."    
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 Mike Shiflett:  "I've heard of an alternative route that takes the rail project east along I-40 paralleling 
 Hwy. 54 towards Hwy. 55 and coming up thru RTP, to downtown/approaching downtown from the 
 south, west thru to Duke from the east.  I'd like to learn more about it as it was being promoted as 
 costing less, have fewer elevated (bridges) miles and avoid sensitive wetlands... Please consider 
 extending LRT further south to Durham Tech and Triangle Metro Center (RTP).  It should be in 1st 
 phase connecting RTP and Duke (and Chapel Hill). 
 
GO Triangle has acknowledged at a public meeting that an Alternative Light Rail plan will not be studied 
because it would set the project back a long time.  End of story -and they would not discuss it further.  Meeting 
a schedule is their most important issue while increasing safety, ridership, dramatically reducing cost, and other 
significant issues have been off the table for discussion these  past 2 years during the NEPA process.  Ironically 
NEPA's main purpose was to explore reasonable alternatives.    
 
The Federal Transit Agency (FTA) states that they "would rather a light rail project be done right than be done 
quickly."  AMEN! 
 
 
 
WHY AN ALTERNATIVE LRT PLAN? 
 
In 2011 the Durham-Orange LRT Project ranked among the lowest of proposed light rail projects in the country.  
I began to explore alternative ideas of how to solve many project problem issues such as how to avoid sensitive 
wetlands at New Hope Creek, reduce cost, increase transit connectivity in the Triangle and increase ridership 
and overall effectiveness.  This search for alternatives was not undertaken by GO Triangle nor their consultants, 
but by my own intense efforts over a two year period.  I wanted rail to work in the Triangle. 
 
Also, over 30 different route scenarios were evaluated for connections to rail transit in Wake County.  The 
commuter rail and light rail plans developed by GO Triangle for Wake County did not make sense for several 
reasons.  Commuter rail on shared freight tracks would forever have reliability and frequency issues that would 
turn riders away from this service.  Light rail connecting Raleigh to Durham was basically infeasible.  GO 
Triangle gave officials and the public the impression that it was assumed the light rail systems would one day 
connect, however, light rail vehicles were never practical for such a long distance and would not be permitted 
by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA).  I shared the new route scenarios with CAMPO (Capital Area 
MPO) and gave speeches to several government bodies about why Wake County needed to re-think its rail 
transit plan.  As you know, Wake County hired independent transit consultants which gave the same findings as 
myself - that Wake County transit plans by GO Triangle were unfeasible and would not give reliable transit 
service.  A new transit plan emerged and now Wake County is on a good path because they choose to get 
independent advice.  They also saved 10's of millions of tax dollars because they did not further develop GO 
Triangle's earlier plans which proved to be wrong. 
 
ACTION:  Durham and Orange Counties have spent over $30 million on consultants for their light rail plan.  
This is a very big expenditure which is expected to produce good results otherwise it will be called a foolish 
gamble.  Many public comments already express citizen's views that this project is a waste of tax dollars.  
Durham and Orange County officials now have the choice to allow an independent transit consultant to 
scrutinize the current  light rail project focusing on the major problems I am bringing forward for serious 
discussion.  A new independent consultant would also evaluate all of the improvements an Alternative Light 
Rail plan would offer which might possibly save the light rail project.       
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It is a hard thing to change direction once gaining momentum down a path.  However, I am requesting that 
county officials step back and take a wide angle look outside the tunnel vision that this light rail project has 
become.  The DEIS Report states this tunnel vision many times: "The purpose of the proposed project is to 
provide a high-capacity transit service (SPECIFICALLY) within the D-O corridor."  The proposed project is 
not a reasonable transit service with connections to the rest of the Triangle.  Passengers will not use the D-O 
LRT for future trips to Research Triangle Park or to Raleigh.  The DEIS Report is not forward thinking and is 
very silent for particulars on how this transit system fits into the bigger picture.  GO Triangle did not provide 
data on this.       
 
I am not saying that I am always right.  What I am saying is that I have done a lot of digging and studies into 
this rail project and I know that the facts I found are real and significant.  GO Triangle and their consultants do 
not go the extra effort to dig for overall big-picture problems because they are in the business of selling a rail 
project within a schedule.  They are not rewarded for finding more problems, but rather they would be blamed if 
more problems were to come to light.  Backing up and making a major change is not what they can do at this 
point, so they continue to gloss over problems which others try to bring to light.  They are experts at placing 
band-aids on problems.   
 
The numerous tight curves all along the D-O LRT corridor displays numerous band-aids applied.  The corridor 
has become ridiculously curvy which means the train will move especially slow and may be uncomfortable due 
to numerous curves and too much speeding up and braking.  A very big reason for riders to avoid using this 
transit system.  
  
 
 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN: 
 
GO Triangle's Public Involvement Plan (PIP) has been a disaster from my experience.  My purpose for bringing 
this up is not disrespect, but to simply state the facts for transparency, discussion and to bring change to how 
GO Triangle handles public involvement.  
 
 GO Triangle's PIP: 
 "Education, inclusion, transparency, accountability and responsiveness have been key principles of the 
 planning process for transit service in the D-O corridor from before the AA was completed in 2012 
 through the ongoing NEPA and project development process."  "Three sets of public workshops were 
 held during the AA phase in localities throughout the Triangle region.  More than 1100 people attended 
 19 public workshops, and more than 500 comments were received."   
 
My experience:  I submitted comments at the March 30th, 2011 public meeting at the McKimmon Center.  I 
was later told by GO Triangle and consultant senior staff members that even though I was a citizen, I could not 
comment on the rail projects.  My comments were deliberately left off of the public record and confirmed by 
GO Triangle senior staff .  I know of other (similar) comments which were also hidden and kept off the public 
record.  After writing letters to GO Triangle Board Members, the Board Chairman finally got my comments 
added to the public record more than 2 years later in 2013.  The only explanation for why this took place is that 
the consultant was protecting his own design ideas and did not want them changed.  The result: My comments 
brought major design changes to the Raleigh side of the rail project with City of Raleigh's support.     
 
Having  my comments removed brought on intimidation and fear for my job which prevented me from 
submitting many comments about the D-O LRT project at other public workshops from 2011 to 2013.  
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 GO Triangle's PIP Responsiveness Goals:   
 "Respond to public inquiries in a timely manner and demonstrate through documentation that the public 
 comments received were considered, responded to, and addressed in the DEIS...The D-O LRT project 
 staff has worked diligently to keep channels of communication open with the public.  Project staff 
 addresses comments with specific questions or requests through mail.  The PIP helps open multiple 
 channels through which agency and community perspectives, technical issues, and questions may be 
 raised and addressed in the planning, engineering, and environmental analysis.  Response to comments 
 will be tracked individually and as transparently as possible." 
 
 "NEPA regulations require that transportation projects provide a transparent, inclusive mechanism for 
 identifying and engaging stakeholders meaningfully, as well as documenting feedback...between GO 
 Triangle, interested residents, stakeholders, and government agencies regarding issues raised by the 
 proposed D-O LRT project..." 
 
My experience:  I have submitted numerous factual information sheets and questions to GO Triangle for over 
two years before and during the NEPA process.  However, only a handful of these documents are recorded in 
the public comments section.  Missing are approximately 30 maps, 10 detailed documents  with factual data & 
questions, and about 5 GO Triangle Board meeting transcripts with referenced maps.  Also, 2 newspaper 
articles and 10 transcripts from citizen presentations concerning the D-O LRT project made at other government 
public meetings should also be considered for inclusion in the public comments record.  
 
I asked GO Triangle to respond to almost 70 questions during this two year time.  However, they only 
responded to a couple of questions and these answers were vague and not meaningful.  About 60 questions went 
ignored.   
GO Triangle dismissed this large amount of data and claims submitted to them with simple answers like: "You 
pulled numbers out of the air", or "We are unable to substantiate this claim."  GO Triangle has simply ignored 
any duty on their part to provide proofs or research to substantiate or disprove the data I have sent them.  It is 
not in their scope of work to check someone else's information for accuracy, so they continue to ignore and be 
unresponsive.   
 
 
A QUESTION FOR COUNTY OFFICIALS: 
 
Do County and MPO officials have confidence in GO Triangle's project -given the occurrences listed below? 
 
1. Wake County transit consultants rejected GO Triangle's commuter and light rail projects for Wake 
County because they were found to be unreliable, inefficient and unfeasible.  Wake County saved a lot of tax 
money by starting over on a new transit plan.  The D-O LRT plan appears to be a very inefficient project based 
on my studies and by a glaring absence of similar information contained in the DEIS Report.   
An independent consultant's professional look at this project would be very eye-opening by establishing 
unbiased facts before continuing with such an expensive transit project.  
 
2. Questions to GO Triangle have gone unanswered over a two-year period and citizen comments were 
intentionally removed from the public record. 
 
3. Data demonstrating major problems for the D-O LRT project have gone ignored.  No real public debate 
has been allowed on these issues.  There is no good reason to hide the tough questions. 
 
4. GO Triangle senior staff and consultants have refused to hear a full presentation about the problem 
issues up to this point. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED: 
 
GO Triangle makes one brief dismissive reference in the DEIS in response to the overwhelming correspondence 
submitted to them about problem issues.     
 
 Sec.9.2.5 from the DEIS, Other Public Comments: 
 "Conceptual alignment following NC54, I-40, NC55, CSX Corridor, and NCRR Corridor.  Alignment 
 concept evaluated.  It is not within the D-O Corridor, does not meet the Purpose and Need of the D-O 
 LRT Project, and was not carried forward for detailed study." 
 
The Purpose and Need for the D-O LRT project favors the Alternative LRT corridor, not the D-O LRT corridor. 
In summary, the Alternative plan would change four station locations in the middle of the corridor and adjust 
one station location.  The Alternative LRT corridor gains several of the largest growth destinations in the 
Triangle such as Southpoint, and two stations on the west side of Research Triangle Park (an area with the 
greatest amount of employment growth in 2040).  All major destinations at UNC/Chapel Hill and Duke/Durham 
remain the same.  The Alternative LRT is a much faster and straighter transit system in an existing 
transportation corridor (avoiding numerous property takes) which connects directly and efficiently to the rest of 
the Triangle.   
 
GO Triangle's statement that the Alternative LRT corridor does not meet the Purpose and Need for the project 
because it does not stay within arbitrarily drawn boundary lines has no real operational/technical significance.  
The Purpose and Need cannot be defined so narrowly as to prevent a reasonable and possibly superior 
alternative from being considered.  GO Triangle has in the past adjusted their drawn boundary lines when they 
saw a need for change.      
 
The following statement by NEPA confirms that GO Triangle may be wrong when they attempt to judge the 
worth of any alternatives based upon boundary lines established decades ago -while failing to study transit 
corridors through major destinations where passengers really want to go and would derive the most benefits.  
 
 NEPA calls for a Purpose and Need statement:   "To briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to 
 which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives.  The Purpose and Need Statement must 
 not be so specific as to 'Reverse Engineer' a solution"..."Consistent with NEPA, the purpose and need 
 statement should be a statement of a transportation problem, not a specific solution.  However, the 
 purpose and need statement should be specific enough to generate alternatives that may potentially yield 
 real solutions to the problem at-hand" (FHWA/FTA Feb. 2005).  Examples of court challenges involving 
 Purpose and Need have come about because the Purpose and Need was defined too narrowly and 
 foreclosed a reasonable consideration of alternatives. 
 
Insisting that specific neighborhoods along US 15-501 has to be served with transit (such as Patterson Place) 
could be considered "Reverse Engineering."  Purpose and Need should not be stated with the end project 
already in mind.  The Purpose and Need is about how to solve the transportation problem regionally! 
 
 The DEIS Purpose and Need Statement says: 
   "To address the transportation challenge faced by the region -more specifically within the D-O Corridor.  
 To cultivate a more sustainable cycle of growth for the future the transportation solution must address 
 the needs of the D-O Corridor:  Enhancing mobility, increasing connectivity through expanding transit 
 options, serving major activity and employment centers, and increasing transit operating efficiency. 
  Solution must also support local land use plans that call for compact development to manage and 
 channel future growth along transportation corridors that can sustainably support growth, promote 
 economic development, and preserve the region's high quality of life."  
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The first statement of the DEIS Purpose and Need Statement is good:  
"To address the transportation challenge faced by the region."   
 
The second statement is too narrowly defined.  Rather than "-more specifically within the D-O Corridor,"   
It  should state a more inclusive purpose such as:  "-more specifically along a corridor that addresses 
transportation challenges for effective transit connectivity both to the region and also between the major 
destinations of UNC/Chapel Hill, Duke University/downtown Durham which would serve the most passengers 
effectively." 
 
 
The D-O LRT project fails their Purpose and Need Statement because the project does not increase meaningful 
connectivity through expanding transit options.  Passengers will simply take a bus or drive to get from Chapel 
Hill to Research Triangle Park or all other destinations on the east side of the Triangle.   
 
The project does not enhance mobility because the automobile could complete the same trip and make it more 
than halfway back in the same time it takes the train to wind along an extremely curvy and hilly track alignment 
which may become a joke because of its very slow travel speed. 
 
The project does not increase transit operating efficiency.  Maintenance costs will be highest of all rail 
alternates. 
 
The project fails to effectively channel future growth along its transportation corridor because a great amount of 
developable land along US 15/501 is already mostly developed and most of the remaining land are large parcels 
of undevelopable wetlands, forests, golf courses and natural preserves.  These large parcels will also create 
large gaps and block continuous urban development connectivity along the rail corridor. 
 
The project fails to effectively promote economic development.  The US 15/501 corridor has some of the 
highest household incomes in the area and this area is already developed.  Economic development is not a 
priority in this part of Durham.  However, the Alternative LRT corridor along Hwy. 55 and Hwy. 54 is exactly 
where economic development should be focused according to Durham planning and planning maps.  The D-O 
LRT corridor misses the mark on where the most growth will occur by the year 2040.  
 
 
 
NOTES: 
 
I do not know of any intentional misleading statements in this paper.  I am a professional engineer and strive for 
accuracy.  I recognize the reality that I have limited time to go back and double check or triple check some 
calculations.  I recognize the fact that the D-O LRT project has undergone some design changes since I first 
started collecting information more than 2 years ago.  Therefore some numbers may be off but it shouldn't be by 
much.  The magnitude of the numbers should still apply which show a stark contrast between the D-O LRT plan 
and the Alternative LRT plan.  In many instances the numbers have become worse for the D-O LRT project, 
such as the end to end travel time increasing from 35 minutes to 42 minutes. 
 
I request that GO Triangle please prepare a meaningful response to the claims made in my comments.  It would 
also be good to hear any explanations as to what went wrong with the Public Involvement Plan and why it was 
not followed.   
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A List of Issues and Statistics comparing the current Durham-Orange LRT project to an 
Alternative LRT plan for the part of the corridor where the two rail plans differ: 
 
I request that GO Triangle please prepare an adequate response to each of the following 22 major issues:   
 
Please state why it is, or why it is not a significant issue for GO Triangle to consider.   
Please state whether GO Triangle considers it a generally factual statement,  
or GO Triangle will not dispute the claim and is not going to take time to study it,  
or GO Triangle will provide proofs and data to the contrary if in disagreement. 
 
 
1. The D-O LRT (with future rail extension to east Durham) would be 13 miles and 30 minutes longer (or 
26 miles, 1 hour longer for round trips) as compared to the more direct Alternative LRT for trips from Chapel 
Hill/Carrboro/Chatham Park to RTP/Cary/Raleigh.  This fact alone greatly limits potential ridership for a 
connected rail transit system in the greater Triangle area. 
 
2. The Alternative LRT system serves the western edge of RTP.  The D-O LRT is far away from RTP. 
 
3. The Alternative LRT is about 11 minutes faster from Chapel Hill to downtown Durham. 
 
4. The Alternative LRT is significantly safer.  It has 27 fewer railroad grade crossings and about 30 fewer 
sharp track curves which reduces the chance of human error for vehicle collisions and derailments.  There have 
been many news stories recently of human error derailments and vehicle collisions.  With the high use of smart 
phones while driving and walking, more people will be prone to danger at light rail grade crossings.  
 
Approximately 30 to 35 at-grade crossings are proposed for the D-O LRT track alignment.  As several citizens 
commented at public meetings, THIS IS TOO MANY!  This will almost DOUBLE the number of at-grade 
crossings in the whole City of Durham.  This does not have to happen since a better Alternative is waiting.  As 
GO Triangle stated at a public meeting, "It will set us back a long time to study an alternative".  Schedule is 
apparently much more important to GO Triangle than the public's health, safety and welfare. 
 
  Sec.4.12 of the DEIS confirms the increase in danger: 
 "To the extent practicable, Triangle Transit seeks to reduce or eliminate pedestrian and motorists 
 conflicts with transit vehicles at Triangle Transit facilities.  However, conflicts can occur, particularly in 
 locations where the light rail tracks cross or run adjacent to roadways, and locations where a pedestrian 
 must cross streets to access light rail stations...The light rail vehicles may operate in mixed traffic or in 
 an exclusive right-of-way, either at-grade or on an elevated structure, and would have safety and 
 security implications due to potential derailments or conflicts with other modes." 
 
 "The proposed D-O LRT project would have safety implications for the D-O Corridor as they would 
 introduce a new mode of transit vehicles that would interact with vehicular bicycle and pedestrian 
 traffic.  The safety implications are particularly important for higher volume areas where multiple modes 
 of transportation exists...Potential impacts from the development of light rail systems include risks of 
 injury or fatalities to pedestrians, bicyclists, vehicle occupants, light rail passengers...due to collisions 
 between light rail and road vehicles, increased street and alignment crossings...Design of the project 
 acknowledges these concerns and includes provisions for safe operation."  
 
I am again asking for GO Triangle to recognize the fact that an Alternative LRT plan exists which would 
dramatically reduce the statistical risks for injury or fatalities for pedestrians, bicyclists, road and rail vehicle 
occupants.  I am also asking for GO Triangle to give their rationale for disregarding this information. 
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5. The Alternative LRT would cost about $400 million less to construct, as well as be more sustainable in 
the future (less wear/tear and ongoing maintenance costs) as compared to the D-O LRT.  This is a significant 
amount savings given that North Carolina Department of Transportation has recently withdrawn its $138 
million of support for the project.  
 
6. The Alternative LRT provides 4.5 sq. miles more land available for Transit Oriented Development 
(TOD) within walking distance (3/4 mile) of train stations.  This would also allow the possibility for 
significantly more affordable housing near train stations.  4.5 square miles is a very large area and would allow 
for significant TOD opportunities in the future and expands the tax base for Durham. 
 
7. The D-O LRT has significantly less developable land along its corridor because the 15-501 corridor 
includes large areas of golf courses, wetlands and natural areas such as Duke Forest. 
 
8. The Alternative LRT would bring economic growth to the east side of Durham - an economically held 
back area.  Planners want to focus high growth development towards the center  of the region which is adjacent 
to the east side of Durham.  The D-O LRT corridor is already mostly developed and planning maps predict 
fewer growth areas along the far western edge of the Triangle. 
 
9. The D-O LRT has significantly more environmental impacts than the Alternative LRT.  This includes 
impacting more of the existing built environments, higher noise and energy loss associated with more rail 
vehicle braking and accelerating around tight curves, more undesirable view interruptions with more elevated 
bridges, and increased impacts to streams such as Sandy Creek. 
 
 Sec.4.4.3 of the DEIS confirms Environmental Consequences: 
 "The proposed D-O LRT project would introduce new visual elements to the view shed.  These elements 
 could negatively affect visually sensitive resources by altering the view to and/or from the resource, or 
 by adding an element that would be out-of-scale or character of the existing visual context such as 
 bridges and retaining walls." 
 
10. The D-O LRT will construct 1.5 miles more elevated bridges as compared to the Alternative LRT.   
An unintended consequence is that these extra bridges will be places to attract graffiti and will require 
additional maintenance.  It is always better to avoid building bridges if possible.     
 
11. The D-O LRT will impact or take about 70 more private properties as compared to the Alternative LRT. 
This includes approx. 10 more homes and 6 more businesses.  It will also locate tracks in close proximity 
(within 100 feet) of 18 more homes and 13 apartment buildings as compared to the Alternative LRT.  
 
 Sec.4.14 of the DEIS confirms that the D-O LRT impacts will include, "92 potential full acquisitions, 
 145 potential partial acquisitions and 65 displacements.  The acquisition of private property is 
 anticipated to result in a decrease in the property tax base for both Durham and Orange Counties." 
 Sec.5.6.10 states, "There would be commercial, institutional, and residential displacements along the  
 entire D-O Corridor, most of which would occur in the US 15-501...evaluation areas." 
    
The D-O LRT carves-up existing properties in order to create a new transportation corridor.  The Alternative 
LRT is already mostly located in an existing transportation corridor, therefore it has much fewer acquisitions 
and would keep more properties on the county tax base. 
 
12. The Alternative LRT passes through a corridor with significantly higher bus ridership than the D-O LRT 
corridor.  I gave this study data to GO Triangle but again there has been no response.      
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13.  The Alternative LRT has a greater potential to take more traffic off of more highly congested highways, 
such as the most congested road segment in the Triangle: I-40 between Highway 54 and the Durham Freeway.  
The Alternative LRT would relieve traffic from 15/501, I-40, Hwy 55, Hwy 54 and the Durham Freeway.  The 
D-O LRT service corridor cannot make these claims and will definitely not  relieve any traffic on I-40.   
I have given these traffic count numbers to GO Triangle.  GO Triangle has their own set of highway traffic 
counts if they wanted to confirm this, but they haven't responded. 
 
 Sec.1.1 of the DEIS confirms that additional highway segments served by the Alternate LRT corridor 
 have high congestion: 
 "Rapid growth is outpacing the Triangle's ability to repair, replace and expand its highways and bridges.  
 The key highways under the purview of the DCHC MPO include Interstate 40, Interstate 85, US 
 Hwy.15/501, US Hwy.70, NC Hwy.54, NC Hwy. 55, and NC Hwy.147 (eastern section), all of which 
 experience congestion during morning and evening commute times.  As a result, average travel speeds 
 within the region are expected to decrease." 
 
14. The D-O LRT project is not competitive with the auto -NOT EVEN CLOSE!  A major justification for a 
light rail project is that the total travel time from one end of the LRT route to the other should be competitive 
with automobile travel.  Consider that the D-O LRT takes 40 minutes from Chapel Hill to downtown Durham.  
The Alternative LRT takes about 29 minutes.  This is a big difference between having an old dinosaur D-O LRT 
system and a quick & effective Alternative LRT system. 
 
 Sec. 1.5 and Sec.8 of the DEIS talks about improved mobility, efficiency and auto competiveness: 
      "Maintain or improve transit travel times between existing and planned activity centers. 
 Enhance mobility- provide a competitive reliable alternative to automobile use that supports compact 
 development."  "Provide a competitive and reliable option to automobile use.  Increase transit operating 
 efficiency by offering a competitive, reliable transportation solution that will reduce travel time." 
 
GO Triangle must have thought they could slip this major issue by us without giving any facts on whether the 
D-O LRT project really is competitive to the automobile.  The STAC Report along with my own 6 page study 
of actual auto travel times during different times of the day confirms a clear conclusion.  End to end, the auto 
takes 23 to 26 minutes.  The D-O LRT takes 42 minutes.  Auto wins by a wide margin.  This issue alone should 
stop the light rail project.     
  
15. The Alternative LRT serves a much greater percentage of minority and low-income households which is 
an important Title VI issue.  Census data shows significantly greater minority and non-minority populations 
which are more likely to use transit along the Alternative LRT corridor, rather than the D-O LRT corridor.  
 
 Sec.1.5.2.2 of the DEIS confirms Transit Dependent Populations: 
 "In Durham, the highest concentrations of transit-dependent persons are located primarily around 
 downtown Durham, along the NC 55 Corridor, in the area surrounding Duke, Duke Medical Center, 
 between US 501 & US 501 Business, and the areas south of NCCU..."  
 
There are significantly greater numbers of transit-dependent persons located along the NC 55 Corridor in 
contrast to the 15/501 corridor according to Census data.  This area is in great need of economic development 
and the Alternative LRT system would do this effectively.   Durham planning officials have expressed a wish 
for focused economic development in east Durham -and citizens also, as stated in Table 5.3.1 of the DEIS: 
 
 "Residents do not feel that the Alston Avenue Station location is consistent with the Mayor's Poverty 
 Initiative...and do not feel that it properly serves east Durham...there is concern over not reaping benefits 
 of sales tax revenues since light rail line is not going farther east...In those areas where stations are 
 proposed, there is the potential for economic opportunities through associated development." 
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16. The STAC Report shows that there may be higher ridership along the Alternative LRT corridor.  The 
STAC Report appears to have a miscalculation which shows a key ridership number used to justify the D-O 
LRT project as being 100% greater as it should be.  After repeated attempts asking Go Triangle to explain this, 
they remain unresponsive.  An independent transit consultant needs to confirm what is going on. 
 
17. Figure 4.2-2 in the DEIS shows a large study area west of 15-501 with zero vehicle populations.  This 
land is mostly vacant or is occupied by shopping centers.  This area also is identified in the census report as 
having some of the highest incomes in this entire area, $73,000 to $90,000 household income.  This information 
appears to be mistaken.  Zero vehicle populations was identified as a major reason to locate the D-O LRT along 
the 15-501 corridor.  In contrast, the Alternative LRT travels through the lowest household income areas on the 
east side of Durham (south of NCCU) where zero vehicle populations would be expected to be highest.   
An independent transit consultant needs to confirm these findings.  
 
 Sec.4.2.2.1 of the DEIS confirms that the east Durham evaluation area had the lowest median household 
 income at $24,019, and the US 15-501 Corridor had the highest household income at $87,902. 
 
18. The DEIS Report says, "East Durham is the only evaluation area projected to experience a decline in 
employment by over 50% by 2040."  This information is not specific and therefore misleading.  The corridor of 
the Alternative LRT which travels through part of East Durham/West RTP will have the highest 2040 
employment growth and quantity of jobs of the entire Triangle region, as shown on future planning maps.  The 
D-O LRT corridor will have less job growth.  
 
19. The Alternative LRT corridor is predicted to serve the highest number of new developments in the 
future.  The combination of large open land parcels, lowest median household incomes, the greatest job growth 
in the region, and higher residential growth projected than in the D-O LRT corridor.  With the proposed RTP 
Center development nearby, this corridor will become the true crossroads to the center of the Triangle. 
 
 Sec.4.1.2.2 of the DEIS confirms that the Alternative LRT is right-on with Land Use Plans and Policies: 
 "Transit supportive growth and development...Current growth, as well as predicted future growth in 
 Durham and Orange Counties is mostly due to the area's strong economic base driven by the two large 
 research universities and affiliated medical centers, the private firms in Research Triangle Park, and 
 proximity to Raleigh-Durham International Airport." 
 
20. The Alternative LRT would greatly benefit the proposed Chatham Park mixed-use development with a 
direct rail connection to RTP and straight on to Raleigh in the future.  Without the Alternative LRT, the  55,000 
new residents and Technology Park employees would either drive or take a bus.  The D-O LRT would be of no 
help for transit trips from Chatham Park (the largest mixed-use development in NC) towards RTP and Raleigh.  
 
21. Figure 1.5-3 in the DEIS, Projected 2040 Travel Intensity (3D) Trips/Sq.Mile has many inaccuracies and 
is highly misleading.  I have commented to GO Triangle that this public display should be corrected so that the 
public can get an accurate overall picture.  No response or curiosity from GO Triangle to try to understand why 
I believe this map display to be inaccurate (by the way, the Leigh Village label is in the wrong place).  
 

This map is heavily biased towards the D-O LRT corridor and appears to be a reflection of what would happen 
after light rail is already built.  But even given that leeway, it is highly inaccurate because it places high 
Trips/Sq.Mile on top of wetlands and natural lands that are never projected to be developed.  An independent 
transit consultant needs to re-make this map to reflect existing conditions, not future wishes after the rail has 
already been built.          
 
22. The Alternative LRT corridor provides at least 5 sites for the Rail & Operations Maintenance Facility 
(ROMF) in an appropriate existing zoned industrial area near the Expressway Commerce Center.  The D-O 
LRT would require the rezoning of an existing residential area in the Leigh Village area.  This is unacceptable 
to citizens in the affected neighborhood when a better alternative appears to be available.       
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Appendix A:  Re-Submission of Questions not Responded to by Go Triangle 
DEIS Comments for the Durham-Orange Light Rail Project 
October 11, 2015        by Terry Rekeweg, PE, R. Arch. 
 
This is a re-submission of questions for which GO Triangle has not responded to previously.  I have attempted 
to remove questions that were outdated or no longer applicable based on DEIS design changes.  I have left in 
some questions that may repeat similar information given in my main DEIS Comments Paper because I believe 
them to be especially relevant. 
  
I request that GO Triangle please prepare an adequate and meaningful response to each of the following 
questions:   
 
 
 
August 27, 2014  List of Questions to GO Triangle        
 
1.      I found many of the statements in the TTA/MPO Nov. 12th, 2013 letter to be inaccurate.  I sent a letter to 
TTA on December 12th, 2013 stating the inaccuracies. TTA has not responded.  This letter should not be  
displayed on a website until it has correct information. 
 
      A.   Will TTA either make corrections to the TTA/MPO Nov. 12th letter concerning the Alternative plan, or 
 remove the TTA/MPO Nov. 12th letter from the Durham County website?   
 
 
2.      The conclusion of the TTA/MPO Nov. 12th letter states that "An agency is not required to consider 
alternatives which are infeasible, ineffective or inconsistent with the basic policy objectives." 
Maps and data submitted to TTA about the Alternative plan demonstrate that it is not infeasible, ineffective or 
inconsistent with the purpose and need, but is significantly more effective than the current rail plan.  
 
On three occasions TTA officials made public statements of, "The Alternative plan may make an excellent 
future (rail) extension."  This occurred on May 13th, 2014 at the Durham Planning Commission meeting, at the 
May 14th DCHC (Durham Chapel Hill Carrboro) MPO meeting, and at the June 18th DOST (Durham Open 
Space and Trails) meeting.   
 
      A. Why does TTA believe that the Alternative plan would make an excellent future rail extension? 
 
      B. Or does TTA have evidence that the Alternative plan is infeasible? 
      
      C.  Will TTA respond to previously submitted maps, data and reports which gives reasons why the 
 Alternative rail plan may be more effective than the current rail plan?     
 This includes the December 12, 2013 NEPA Alternative reports, my response to the TTA/MPO Nov. 
 12th letter, and the report and maps submitted at the June 25th, 2014 Board of Trustees meeting.  
 
3.      TTA officials said publically that the Alternative plan's corridor has already been studied during the 
STAC (Special Transit Advisory Committee) in 2008.  This was stated in the TTA/MPO Nov. 12th letter, at the 
May 13th Durham Planning Commission meeting, and at the DOST June 18th meeting.  However, I have not 
found this information to be true in the STAC Report. 
 
The truth is that the Alternative rail alignment is new information not previously studied, which is precisely 
why it is required to be studied during the NEPA process.  
 
      A. Does TTA recognize that the Alternative plan is a new route not previously studied in the STAC 
 Report?   
              1. 



 
4.      At the May 13th, 2014 Durham Planning Commission meeting, a commissioner stated, "A focus on new 
development, jobs and affordable housing are needed on the eastern portion of Durham, which is where the 
Alternative rail plan would do the most good.  Maybe it's time that we consider this Alternative plan.   
The current rail plan is heading into land that is already going to be developed in the western portion of 
Durham County,  where it is not going to provide affordable housing, where it's putting people outside of their 
transportation needs and housing.  Housing will be expensive out there." 
  
Census data maps clearly show that a greater minority percentage population and low-income households live 
along the Alternative rail alignment, rather than along the current rail alignment.   
 
It is evident that most of the western portion of Durham County along the current rail alignment is already 
developed and populated by higher income households.   
 
It is evident that the eastern portion of Durham County along the Alternative alignment has much less 
development and that Durham city leaders have called for redevelopment of this area.  This area is also adjacent 
to RTP which will have the greatest amount of job growth, followed by the greatest population change in the 
future.  City of Durham Transportation GIS 2005-2035 maps clearly show this data.      
 
      A. Will TTA consider an Alternative rail plan which would serve a greater percentage of minority and 
 low-income passengers which are much more likely to be dependent upon transit?  Or does TTA dispute 
 this claim and on what basis? 
 
      B. Will TTA consider an Alternative plan which locates rail stations closer to high population growth and 
 job growth areas as shown on planning maps? 
 
      C. Why wouldn't TTA study an Alternative rail alignment which has several square miles more 
 developable land located within 1/2 mile of  rail stations and is an area ripe for new development? 
  
5.      The current rail plan will not provide a direct rail transit connection from Chapel Hill to RTP & Raleigh.  
When all rail lines are completed, it would take 41.5 miles and 70.4 minutes to travel by rail from Chapel Hill to 
Raleigh.  Very few passengers would endure this overly long and winding transit route.  Commuters would 
simply choose a different option for travel.   
 
In contrast, the Alternative rail alignment would allow rail travel from Chapel Hill to Raleigh in 29.2 miles and 
41.7 minutes.  This direct time-competitive route would attract many transit passengers. 
 
      A. Does TTA recognize the fact that the currently planned rail route from Chapel Hill to RTP, Cary or 
 Raleigh is too long and time consuming and that very few passengers would use it? 
 
      B.  Does TTA realize that the Alternative rail plan shortens travel from Chapel Hill to RTP, Cary or Raleigh 
 by 13 miles and about 30 minutes, making it a very attractive travel option for passengers?   
 Why doesn't TTA consider the Alternative rail plan on this fact alone? 
 
7.      The Alternative Analysis 2035 Peak Hour map, Figure 2-14, shows higher traffic congestion (at capacity) 
for the Alternative rail alignment along I-40, Highway 55 and Highway 147.  Whereas, there is less traffic 
congestion (under capacity) along the current rail alignment along I-40 and Highway 15/501. 
 
      A. Is TTA willing to discuss transportation data that suggests the Alternative rail plan has a greater 
 potential to relieve traffic or provide a travel alternative where traffic will be most congested? 
 
      B. Does TTA recognize the fact that the Alternative plan has a much greater potential to relieve traffic and 
 provide a travel alternative along Interstate 40 where highest traffic congestion occurs? 
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8.      At the DOST June 18th, 2014 meeting, TTA responded to a committee member, "We are not going to 
study another alternative.  This would set the project back a long time."  The policy of TTA to resist studying 
other alternatives was made very clear at this meeting.  
 
Another DOST committee member asked, "Why not allow a study of the Alternative rail plan for NEPA, and if 
you (TTA) think you have the best project, they why would you oppose this?  The best project could then go 
forward and it's a win-win situation."  TTA replied that they are not going to study another alternative, and that 
they will not discuss the particular details of the Alternative rail plan. 
 
TTA has made it clear to the public that they are not going to study another alternative because it is too late, and 
that it really doesn't matter how much better the Alternative rail plan may prove to be.  As a Durham Planning 
Commissioner stated at the May 13th meeting, "Maybe it's time that we consider this (Alternative rail plan), but 
what I'm hearing from you is that it is already decided?"   
 
      A. Does TTA agree with the message they are giving to the public that their minds are made up, therefore 
 getting the current rail project completed in the least amount of time is all that matters at this point? 
 
      B. The Alternative rail plan eliminates the construction of 27 railroad grade crossings, which is a big public 
 safety issue.  If 27 is not enough, then how many grade crossings would need to be eliminated before 
 TTA would consider studying an Alternative rail plan? 
 
      C. The Alternative rail plan would cost approx. $400 million less.  If this savings amount is not enough, 
 then how high would the savings need to be before TTA would consider studying an Alternative plan? 
 
      D. The Alternative rail plan may take 8-11 minutes less time to travel from Chapel Hill to downtown 
 Durham.  It also has less chance to be further delayed by traffic because of street running sections on 
 congested roads.  If a time savings of approx. 11 minutes is not enough, then how great should the time 
 savings be before TTA would consider studying an Alternative rail plan? 
 
      E. The Alternative rail plan avoids the construction of 1.5 miles of aerial structures.  If 1.5 miles is not 
 enough, how much bridge structure would need to be eliminated to make it worthwhile to consider? 
 
      F. If several organizations and citizen groups support a study of an Alternative rail plan, would this  give 
 TTA an incentive to do it?  
 
      G. Why wouldn't TTA want to include study of an Alternative plan that claims so many public benefits?  
 Does TTA want to research all facts in order for best decisions to be made on this large public project? 
 
  
9.      The Alternative rail plan meets the Purpose and Need of the project more so than the current rail plan. 
Its benefits are; a more efficient route between major destinations in Chapel Hill and Durham, it establishes a 
significantly more efficient rail route connection towards Raleigh, costs less, safer, fewer environmental 
impacts, provides more affordable housing and TOD, it focuses economic development in an area that needs it 
most, it reaches a higher percentage minority and low-income population, and can be reasonably argued that it 
will encourage higher ridership by including the major employment destination of RTP.    
 
      A.  Given that the above benefits could be shown true if the Alternative is allowed to be studied during 
 NEPA, how can TTA justify that the Alternative rail plan does not meet the Purpose and Need for the 
 project? 
 
      B. Why Does TTA believe that the Purpose and Need for the rail project is that it must serve Patterson 
 Place and South Square? 
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NEPA says, "The Purpose and Need Statement must not be so specific as to 'reverse engineer' a solution.  It 
should be a statement of a transportation problem, not a specific solution."  TTA's insistence that South Square 
must be served because Duke students live there is not the purpose and need for the rail project.  Buses provide 
effective service to these areas.   
 
University students are in greater numbers moving away from apartment complexes around South Square and 
choosing to live in new apartment and condominium projects built near downtown Durham and Southpoint.   
The primary retail center of Durham County has shifted dramatically south to the area around Southpoint, while 
strip shopping centers have proliferated along highway 15/501.   
 
Patterson Place and South Square are not major destinations that define the rail project.  These areas are mostly 
already fully developed and are limited in size for future growth because they are surrounded by large 
undevelopable natural areas.   
 
The desired outcome for a high-density continuous urban corridor is more likely to develop along I-40 towards 
the west side of RTP -near the center of the region where the Alternative rail corridor is.  This would make the 
most sense for building and locating an expensive transportation system. 
 
10.     TTA has had incidents of withholding a citizen's written (and drawn) comments submitted at public 
meetings.  For example, my own citizen comments concerning improvement changes were submitted at a TTA 
public meeting in March, 2011.  I was told by a TTA official that my comments would not be included in the 
public record.  Before the next public meetings in April,  2012, I was given a memo by a TTA official which 
said I could not make any public comments in opposition to the plans of TTA.  It took 2.5 years until I left 
employment at TTA when my citizen comments could finally be included into the public record.  
 
The purpose of TTA withholding citizens comments was evident to me.  They wanted to eliminate proposals for 
changes that may improve the rail project because they were committed to their own plans and wanted to see 
them succeed.   
 
      A. I would like to know in TTA's own words, why did they attempt to eliminate public comments that were 
 made in good faith by a citizen for improving the rail project? 
 
 
 
December 17, 2015  List of Questions to GO Triangle        
 
1.      The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) states; "If during the NEPA process, new reasonable 
alternatives not considered during the planning Alternatives Analysis are identified or new information about 
eliminated alternatives comes to light, those alternatives must be evaluated during the NEPA process." 
 
Half of the Alternative's proposed changes to the route would relocate its alignment along Interstate 40.  Much 
development has occurred along this corridor recently, therefore, any past studies along this corridor are very 
outdated and a new study is needed with up-to-date information .  The other half of the Alternative's proposed 
route along Hwy. 55 & the CSX RR corridor has never been studied.  Triangle Transit's claim that the 
Alternative corridor has been adequately studied is simply not supported with factual information. 
 
A. Since the Alternative route is new information not previously studied, and it is a reasonable alternative,  
 why is Triangle Transit not including a study of this Alternative to satisfy NEPA requirements? 
 
B.        The Alternative meets the Purpose and Need for the project with significantly more service benefits than 
 the current rail project, so why does Triangle Transit say that the Alternative rail route does not meet the 
 Purpose and Need of the project? 
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January 28, 2015  List of Questions to GO Triangle           
 
1. One way to compare existing automobile travel patterns and the effectiveness of the light rail project is 
to add up Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) counts along the route.  Two different methods were used to 
make AADT counts along the current LPA light rail route and the Alternative light rail route where they differ.   
 
METHOD  'A' uses AADT traffic counts adjacent to station locations, parallel to the rail corridor option, and 
along a highway connecting at least two rail stations.  All roads that are comparable in time or distance are 
included.  The Alternative rail corridor includes an added 15/501 factor for stations from LaSalle St. to Alston 
Ave. because it gains traffic counts from both the LPA route (along 15/501) as well as the Alternative route.  
 
METHOD  'B' uses AADT traffic counts that are adjacent to station locations, are parallel to the  particular rail 
corridor, and are averaged for the segments.  The average AADT is then multiplied by the distance of the 
particular segment as a percentage of the total rail route being compared. 
 
METHOD  A   -Traffic counts using auto competitive highway routes through the light rail station options. 
 
LPA corridor stations score:      945,100  
   
Alternative corridor stations score:  1,494,400 
  
Summary: The Alternative corridor serves 549,300 (58%) additional AADT. 
 
METHOD  B   -Traffic counts using auto competitive highway routes along the light rail corridor options. 
  
LPA corridor score:              77,785 
 
Alternative corridor score:  118,102 
 
Summary: The Alternative corridor serves 40,317 (52%) additional AADT. 
 
A. Will Triangle Transit include a study of the Alternative rail corridor in the NEPA report in order to 
 compare it to the current LPA rail corridor based on AADT counts similar to above methods? 
 
B. Based on AADT counts in which there are significant differences between two rail plan options, will 
 Triangle Transit use the Triangle Regional Model to confirm travel statistics between the two rail 
 plan options?  If not, please explain why the Triangle Regional Model will not be used as confirmation. 
                      
The AADT counts are a reinforcement to predictions of where the most traffic and development will be located 
in the future.  Durham County planning maps clearly demonstrate that the highest growth areas will also be 
along the Alternative rail corridor, rather than the current LPA rail corridor. 
 
C. Would recent proposed developments, such as Chatham Park with 55,000 future residents, 
 influence travel projections in the Triangle Regional Model?   
 
D. Since the Chatham Park development would add much more transit ridership along the Alternative 
 corridor, as compared to the current LPA corridor, doesn't it make sense to recalculate the Triangle 
 Regional Model to see how this mega development changes outdated travel assumptions?  
 
 
 
              5. 



 
 
2. Comparing ridership numbers for bus routes serving similar routes to the D-O LRT project is another 
good way to get a quick look at the effectiveness of light-rail route alternatives.  A study was done (with more 
data given at the end of this letter) in which partial bus ridership counts (estimated guesses) are tabulated for 
bus routes that follow a somewhat similar route as the light rail alignment.  Triangle Transit could use the most 
recent passenger boarding counts at each bus stop in order to give a more accurate picture of ridership counts. 
 
Bus ridership estimate for the current LPA rail route: 445,565/year 
 
Bus ridership estimate for an Alternative rail route:  1,370,000/year (307% more) 
 
In summary, this quick method shows that the Alternative rail corridor follows bus routes that may attract 307% 
higher ridership than the current LPA rail corridor.  This very significant ridership difference calls for the use of 
the Triangle Regional Model for confirmation.      
 
A. Will Triangle Transit conduct further studies and use the Triangle Regional Model to confirm if an 
 Alternative corridor for rail transit would gain more ridership based on existing and future bus ridership 
 projections?   
 If not, is Triangle Transit able to demonstrate that bus ridership numbers derived from either my method 
 or your method demonstrate a different conclusion and therefore are not worthwhile to study further in 
 the NEPA report? 
   
 
3. Duke University officials have not had the opportunity to see and comment on the Alternative light rail 
plan.  This plan would have much less impact to Erwin Street, which is Duke University's most traffic 
congested street with a high number of pedestrian accidents.  The Alternative would also not impact Duke's 
natural forest areas, nature trails and golf course.  I believe that Duke officials would welcome a rail transit plan 
with less negative impacts and cost.  At least they should have the opportunity to comment on it. 
 
A. Will Triangle Transit allow Duke University planning officials to comment on an alternative light 
 rail plan which has significantly less impacts on the campus environment?  If not, what is Triangle 
 Transit's justification for Duke officials to be kept uninformed about this alternative plan?    
   
                     
4. Triangle Transit's 2012 Alternative Analysis (AA) Report states; "The total travel time from one end of 
the high-capacity transit route to the other should be competitive with automobile travel.  The greater the travel 
time savings, the greater the benefit to passengers and the more riders the transit system is likely to attract. 
     Ultimately, longer travel times will likely continue to deter choice riders from using transit, particularly for 
non-work trips in the study area.....(without competitive transit) the automobile is and will continue to be the 
only available or convenient mode of travel for most trips, particularly between Chapel Hill and Durham." 
 

The AA Report states that an auto would take 23 minutes to travel from UNC to downtown Durham.  My own 
automobile travel studies confirm similar results.   
 

Triangle Transit states that light rail would take approx. 36 minutes to travel from UNC to downtown Durham. 
 

In summary, the current LPA rail plan is not even close to being competitive with the automobile.   
 
A. Since Triangle Transit's AA report confirms that the current LPA rail plan is not close to being 
 competitive with the automobile, what changes will be made, if any, to the current project? 
 
B. My  study shows that the proposed Alternative rail route was very competitive with the automobile.   
 Will Triangle Transit include their own study of automobile competitiveness for the current rail plan? 
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February 27, 2015  List of Questions to GO Triangle     
 
1. Thank you for providing an e-mail from Ms. Anna Wu, Asst. Vice Chancellor of Facilities at UNC.   
 
The effort to bring this UNC Station alternative location before UNC planning officials for their comments has 
taken a very long path.  As you know, for about 3 years the engineer at Triangle Transit tried to get this 
alternative shown to UNC officials, but was refused.  At a TTA board meeting this request was made again.  
Triangle Transit's response was that it was too late and it would not be shown to UNC.  Citizen petitions were 
also made to DCHC MPO officials to allow UNC planning officials to see this alternative. 
 
This is the first acknowledgement I have received from Triangle Transit that they finally released this 
information to UNC.  I don't understand why there was such opposition at Triangle Transit to the sharing of 
information to a project stakeholder.  It is very important to have open and unfettered discussion and debate of 
large public issues.  
 
I did not receive any information as to what was actually sent to Ms. Wu.  Her e-mail response gives me reason 
to doubt that she was given my written information about the safety issues addressed in the alternative. 
 
A. Did Triangle Transit send Ms. Wu my written information about the Alternative's safety benefits, and all 
 of my maps showing the specific station layout? 
 
B.** Please forward to me the information and plans you sent to Ms. Wu.  I would like to confirm  
 whether it is the same information I submitted to Triangle Transit in December of 2013.   
 I request under the freedom of information act that you please send me the correspondence first sent by 
 TTA to Ms. Wu. along with any maps or drawings that were also sent.  
 
 
2. I have heard that this project is an extremely low-ranking light rail project as compared to others 
competing for funding across the nation.  One reason is that few-to-none New Starts light rail projects 
nationwide are in a corridor with as few potential riders as Durham-Orange, nor do any New Starts projects 
have as much undevelopable land surrounding its rail corridor.  This project skirts around several golf courses 
and through large swaths of forest/flood zone lands. 
 
This is my effort to persuade Triangle Transit to go forward with a much better & safer rail route with 
significantly higher potential ridership and connectivity to where people want to go.  If the best rail project is 
not put forward and all relevant information is not made available to the public and officials, then this project 
has a high chance of failure. 
 
A. Would Triangle Transit be willing to share preliminary project ratings which the Durham-Orange 
 Light Rail project may have received from the FTA from 2010 to now?   
 
B. If this current project ranked at or below "Low" in a "High-Medium-Low" scale, when would 
 Triangle Transit make this information to county officials, such that decisions could be made to 
 investigate better alternatives? 
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3. Triangle Transit justified the ridership projections for the D-O LRT using the 2035 Corridor Statistics 
was listed in the STAC report and other reports.  The largest trips/acre statistic was from Chapel Hill to 
Patterson Place.  This number was far and above all other trips/acre statistics and it does not match the patterns 
and relationships to other trips/acre statistics.  By reasoning, if 'Total Trips' and 'Strata 1&2 In-Corridor Trips' 
are similar between two corridor segments, then the 'In-Corridor Trips' should also be similar, however, this is 
not the case with the Chapel Hill to Patterson Place segment.  Also, all of the other 23 corridor segments show 
that the 'Total Trips' trips/acre is a number that is twice as large as the 'In-Corridor' trips/acre, however, only the 
Chapel Hill to Patterson Place 'In-Corridor' trips/acre has a number that is larger than the 'Total Trips' trips/acre.  
Therefore, the Chapel Hill to Patterson Place 'In-Corridor' may instead be 15 trips/acre, rather than the reported 
33 trips/acre.  This one statistic alone is a big deal and was used many times to justify the LRT project.  This 
number should be recalculated with the most recent information available. 
 
According to the 2035 Corridor Statistics, the I40/Hwy55 Alternative light rail plan could be shown to generate 
higher ridership than the current LPA light rail plan. 
 
A. Will Triangle Transit offer justification why the Chapel Hill to Patterson Place 'In-Corridor' trips/acre 
 number is extremely high and out of proportion mathematically from the other 23 corridor segment 
 statistics?  
 
B. If it is found that the Chapel Hill to Patterson Place statistic was listed wrong, will Triangle Transit do a 
 new updated 2035 Corridor Statistics list, and include corridor segments of the I40/Hwy55 Alternative 
 route? 
 
C. If it is found that the I40/Hwy55 Alternative route has similar or higher ridership potential statistics as 
 compared to the current LPA route, isn't this a good justification to include the study of the Alternative 
 in the NEPA report? 
 
D. This corridor statistic issue was brought to your attention in my Dec. 12th, 2013 letter, of which I 
 received no response.  Why didn't Triangle Transit respond, ask for more information, or do something 
 other than ignore this letter?  I would think that this information is critical to the light rail project  and 
 should be investigated as soon as possible. 
 
 
 
June 2, 2015  List of Questions to GO Triangle 
         
1. A. I again request a meeting with Triangle Transit senior staff and consultants to discuss an alternative light 
 rail proposal.  I have not been given the opportunity to fully discuss big issues concerning the current 
 light rail plans, and how significant improvements could be made.  Will this be possible?    
 
On February 27th, 2015 I was granted a meeting with Triangle Transit staff members, however, no senior staff 
or consultant engineers attended.  I asked technical and basic questions to staff members that did attend this 
meeting, however, since most were new hires, they could not give answers and they have not followed-up these 
past 3 months with any answers.  Staff members were not aware and uneducated of the details in my previous 
studies.    
 
B. Will there be a response from Triangle Transit concerning my questions at this Feb. 27th meeting?    
 Note:  Mr. David King responded and said that senior staff did attend the meeting and that staff did not 
recall any questions I had.  This statement is false.  No Triangle Transit senior staff as listed on the GO Triangle 
website attended this meeting. Also, no staff attended who have extensive knowledge and background of the 
project.  This is why they could not answer my technical questions.  They must have lost the many handouts 
that I gave them with the questions circled with a highlighter!           
              8. 













Sent:

To:

Attachments: MAPUNLISTED_1_DurhamEmploymentChange2035_3AA_.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_1_DurhamEmploymentChange2035_3RA_.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_1_DwellingUnitGrowth2040_4AA.pdf MAPUNLISTED_1_DwellingUnitGrowth2040_4RA.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_1_EmploymentChange2035_HighGrowthAreas_2RA.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_1_EmploymentGrowth2040_1AA.pdf MAPUNLISTED_1_EmploymentGrowth2040_1RA.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_1_PopulationChange2035_6AA.pdf MAPUNLISTED_1_PopulationChange2035_6RA.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_1_PopulationChange2035_HighGrowthAreas_5RA.pdf

DEIS Comments Maps 1
Terry Rekeweg 

10/12/2015 10:31 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Hi,
The next three e­mails are a continuation of materials that are an appendix to Terry Rekeweg's DEIS Comments.
These materials were given to Triangle Transit previously, however, they were not included in the public record.

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.























Sent:

To:

Attachments: MAPUNLISTED_1AA_1RA.pdf MAPUNLISTED_2RA_5RA.pdf
MAPUNLISTED_3AA_3RA.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_4AA_4RA.pdf MAPUNLISTED_6AA_6RA.pdf MAPUNLISTED_7AA_7RA.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_2035 Employment_Transit Blueprint.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_2035 Primary Travel Market_Transit Blueprint.pdf

DEIS Comments Maps 2
Terry Rekeweg 

10/12/2015 10:33 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

This is the second e­mail containing maps for Terry Rekeweg's DEIS comments.

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



















Sent:

To:

Attachments: MAPUNLISTED_Comparison_Stations_D­OLRT_May212013.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_DEIScomments_AlternateAlignmentMap.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_DurhamPopChange20052035TAZ_AltRail.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_DurhamPopDens2035_AltRail.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_GradeCrossings_Bridges_BothAlternatives_060614.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_MinorityPopulationForCommunity_1r.pdf

MAPUNLISTED_MinorityPopulationForCommunity_2r.pdf

UNLISTED_KingLetter_112814.doc

UNLISTED_Summary_MinorityAlongLPA.doc

UNLISTED_SummaryofAlternatives_061714.doc

UNLISTED_TrafficAndBusCounts_4thQuestionsAppendix_012815.doc

UNLISTED_TravelTimeComparisons_062014.doc

DEIS Comments Terry Rekeweg Maps 3
Terry Rekeweg 

10/12/2015 10:40 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

This is the last of the Maps and other supporting data for Terry Rekeweg's DEIS comments.
The Main Summary (11 pages), and an Appendix of Past Questions (8 pages) was sent in an earlier e­mail.  Let me know
if you don't see these documents.
Thank you.

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



AA Stations Distance Continuous Time Cumulative Ridership Highway 55 Alternative Stations Distance Continuous Time Cumulative Highway 55 / NCCU Campus Distance Continuous Time Cumulative
and Alignment Issues Between Distance Between Time and Alignment Issues/Cost Between Distance Between Time Alternative Stations and Between Distance Between Time

Stations East Stations East Stations East Stations East Ridership Alignment Issues/Cost Stations East Stations East Ridership
(miles) (miles) (minutes) (minutes) (daily) (miles) (miles) (minutes) (minutes) (daily) (miles) (miles) (minutes) (minutes) (daily)

1 UNC 2430 1 UNC 2430 1 UNC 2430
(Mason Fram Road) 0.53 1.4 (Manning Drive) 0.5 1.3 0.5 1.3

2 Mason Farm Road 0.53 1.4 520 2 Dean Smith Center 0.5 1.3 520 2 Mason Farm Road 0.5 1.3 520
1.29 2.2 1.17 2.1 1.17 2.1

3 Hamilton Road 1.82 3.6 340 3 Hamilton Road 1.67 3.4 340 3 Hamilton Road 1.67 3.4 340
0.8 1.9 0.8 1.9 0.8 1.9

4 Friday Center 2.62 5.5 160 4 Friday Center 2.47 5.3 160 4 Friday Center 2.47 5.3 160
0.51 1.2 0.51 1.2 0.51 1.2

5 Woodmont 3.13 6.7 610 5 Woodmont 2.98 6.5 610 5 Woodmont 2.98 6.5 610
1.6 2.7 1.2 1.9 1.2 1.9

6 Leigh Village 4.73 9.4 1560 6 Falconbridge SC 4.18 8.4 1560 6 Falconbridge SC 4.18 8.4 1560
2.05 2.9 (near Leigh Village) 2 2.8 (near Leigh Village) 2.7 3.6

7 Gateway 6.78 12.3 1400 7 Renaissance Parkway 6.18 11.2 1000 7 Southpoint / Homestead Market 6.88 12 1700
1.01 2.2 (Highway 751) 0.7 1.4 (at ATT pedestrian Bridge) 1.5 2.6

8 Patterson Place 7.79 14.5 530 8 Southpoint / Homestead Market 6.88 12.6 1410 8 Barbee Road 8.38 14.6 300
1.66 2.9 (at ATT pedestrian Bridge) 1.5 2.2 (connection to Meridian Campus) 1.2 1.9

9 Martin Luther King Pkwy. 9.45 17.4 820 9 Barbee Road 8.38 14.8 400 9 Triangle Square SC / Hwy. 55 9.58 16.5 2400
0.38 1.6 (connection to Meridian Campus) 1.2 1.9 (connection to Meridian Campus) 1.9 2.7

10 South Square 9.83 19 620 10 Triangle Square SC / Hwy. 55 9.58 16.7 1600 10 Markin Luther King Pkwy. 11.48 19.2 600
3 5.1 (connection to Meridian Campus) 1.9 2.7 (TriCenter South Business Park) 1.9 2.7

11 LaSalle Street 12.83 24.1 680 11 Markin Luther King Pkwy. 11.48 19.4 800 11 Riddle Road / Briggs Ave. South 13.38 21.9 300
0.53 1.6 (TriCenter South Business Park) 1.9 2.7 (Expressway Commerce Center) 1.8 3.1

12 Duke Medical Center 13.36 25.7 1010 12 Riddle Road / Briggs Ave. South 13.38 22.1 400 12 Fayetteville Street 15.18 25 440
0.83 2.7 (Expressway Commerce Center) 2.5 3.3 1 2

13 Ninth Street 14.19 28.4 430 13 Alston Avenue 15.88 25.4 650 13 NCCU Campus / Lawson Street 16.18 27 810
0.7 1.4 0.84 1.6 0.95 2

14 Buchannan Boulevard 14.89 29.8 150 14 Dillard Street 16.72 27 260 14 Bulls Ballpark / Morehead Ave. 17.13 29 500
Similar Time 0.36 1.1 0.74 1.6 0.55 2.1

15 Downtown Durham 15.25 30.9 650 15 Downtown Durham 17.46 28.6 650 15 Downtown Durham 17.68 31.1 650
0.74 1.6 Buchannan Blvd Similar Time 1.06 1.7 (eliminate Buchannan Blvd. Station) 1.06 1.4

16 Dillard Street 15.99 32.5 260 16 Ninth Street 18.52 30.3 430 16 Ninth Street 18.74 32.5 900
Similar Mileage 0.84 1.6 0.83 2.7 0.83 2.7

17 Alston Avenue 16.83 34.1 650 17 Duke Medical Center 19.35 33 1600 17 Duke Medical Center 19.57 35.2 1600

12,820  Estimated 2000 Ridership Increase 14,820  Estimated 3000 Ridership Increase 15,820  
Comparison of Stations for Ridership Estimates Alignment is 2.52 miles longer than AA Alignment is 2.74 miles longer than AA
Stations Ridership From UNC to Duke Medical the distance is 6.0 miles longer From UNC to Duke Medical the distance is 6.22 miles longer
Gateway  (AA) 1400 Fayetteville St. at the railroad crossing is where AA & alternative alignments have identical distance Fayetteville St. at the railroad crossing is where AA & alternative alignments have identical distance
Renaissance Parkway 1000 estimate Time Difference is estimated to be 1.1 minutes less than AA Time Increase estimated to be 2.0 minutes longer than AA
Patterson Place  (AA) 530
Southpoint/ Homestead 1410 estimate
MLK Parkway  (AA) 820
Barbee Road 400 estimate
Southsquare  (AA) 620
Highway 55/Triangle Square 1600 estimate
Lasalle Street  (AA) 680
MLK Pkwy./Riddle Rd./Duke 1200+ estimate









           
          Terry Rekeweg, PE 
            
            
December 1, 2014 
 
Mr. David King  
Triangle Transit General Manager  
4600 Emperor Blvd. Suite 100 
Durham, NC 27703 
 
Re: Studies, Reports and Letters sent to Triangle Transit since August 2013 
 
Dear Mr. King, 
 
A NCDOT engineer informed me that if my written comments about the LRT project have not been addressed, 
I should submit a request for a response. As you may know, the planning and environmental documents being 
produced for this project should document and address comments not only from regulatory and resource 
agencies, but from the public as well. 
 
I request a detailed response to each of the issues that I have written to you about which demonstrates how the 
Alternative LRT plan appears to meet the purpose & need of the project much better than the current LRT plan, 
and in light of this information, why is it not being studied during the NEPA process? 
 
I also request a response in regard to several issues I have written to you about concerning process.  In the past, 
I have not been allowed to present in person all this information to Triangle Transit staff, nor allowed to bring it 
up for discussion and debate.  Triangle Transit stated at a DOST meeting in May 2014 that they will not discuss 
details of the Alternative LRT plan.   
 
Therefore, I request again that I be allowed to present this information to Triangle Transit Staff and to the Board 
of Trustees at a scheduled meeting in which I am given time to present all information.  I have also requested a 
meeting with the DCHC MPO.  
 
The following letters, reports, studies and maps were sent to Triangle Transit previously.  There has been no 
written reply to date by Triangle Transit in reference to these papers. 
 
1.  A large collection of maps and information sheets describing the Alternative LRT plan 
Submitted to the Triangle Transit Board of Trustees at the August 27th, 2013 meeting. 
 
2.  I-40/NC55 Light Rail Alternative to be Studied per NEPA Requirements 
For the Durham-Orange LRT Project (20 pages)   
Cover letter addressed to both Ms. Cindy Yu-Robinson and Mr. David King 
Dated: December 12, 2013  
 
3.  An Alternative to be included for NEPA Requirements 
For the UNC Station in the Durham-Orange LRT Project (2 pages with maps) 
Dated: December 8, 2013  
 
4.  Response to the Executive Summary from DCHC MPO Staff for the I-40/NC55 (Alternative),  
Durham-Orange Light Rail Project (8 pages) 
Dated: December 12, 2013   



 
 
5.  Letter to Mr. David King - Regarding the December 2013 Submission for D-O LRT Project DEIS 
Dated: January 17, 2014 
 
6.  Summary Comparing Light Rail alignments (4 pages with maps) 
Submitted to the Triangle Transit Board of Trustees at the June 25th, 2014 meeting 
 
7.  Minority Populations along the Durham-Orange Light Rail alignment (1 page including maps )   
Submitted to the Triangle Transit Board of Trustees at the June 25th, 2014 meeting  
 
8.  Letter to David King - Questions about the Durham-Orange Light Rail Project (6 pages) 
Submitted to the Triangle Transit Board of Trustees at the August 27th, 2014 meeting 
Dated: August 27, 2014  
 
9.  Letter to David King - Additional Questions about the Durham-Orange Light Rail Project 
Dated: December 1, 2014 (submitted along with this letter)        
 
If you need another copy of any of these papers, please let me know and I will send it to you. 
I look forward to your reply. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Terry Rekeweg, PE 
 
 
 
 







Minority Populations along the Durham-Orange Light Rail alignment.     
June 25, 2014   TTA Board meeting citizen presentation by Terry Rekeweg 
 
This report uses information from the May 13th, 2014 presentation at the Durham Planning Commission. 
Demographic maps are from Triangle Transit and the 15/501 corridor study. 
 
The conclusion drawn from this demographic information is that the LPA D-O LRT project mostly travels a 
corridor that serves a population with higher household incomes and fewer minority households.   
The LPA corridor does not serve the minority population that is represented by Durham City demographics.   
 
The I-40/NC55 Alternative LRT route serves the greatest minority and low-income population that is possible.  
These areas also represent a higher population of renters whom may lack access to a vehicle.   
   
 
Total Durham City population: 242,810     
40.4%  African-American  98,095     
14.2%  Hispanic   34,479     
5.0%  Asian    12,140     
37.9%  White    92,025     
 
LaSalle & Duke Medical Center: 9,101 within 1/2 mile  
8.1%  African-American  737      
18.5 %  Hispanic   1,684 
18.3%  Asian    1,665 
40.7%  White    3,704 
 
Ninth Street Station:   4,986 within 1/2 mile 
13.6%  African-American  678 
9.6%  Hispanic   479 
17.9 %  Asian    892 
56.7%  White    2,827 
 
Buchanan Station:   5,265 within 1/2 mile 
23.6%  African-American  1,242 
15.1 %  Hispanic   795 
8.3%  Asian    437 
50.5%  White    2,659 
 
Durham Station:   5,215 within 1/2 mile 
35.9%  African-American  1,872 
16.6 %  Hispanic   866 
5.9%  Asian    398 
39.3%  White    2,049 
 
Dillard Street Station:   3,693 within 1/2 mile 
67%  African-American  2,474 
15.7%  Hispanic   580 
0.7%  Asian    26 
14.6%  White    539 
 
Alston Avenue Station:  4,276 within 1/2 mile 
71.9%  African-American  3,074 
20.5%  Hispanic   877 
5.6%  White    239 

Total from LPA station areas:  32,536 
10,077  (31%)  African-American 
5,281  (16.2%)  Hispanic 
3,418  (10.5%)  Asian 
12,017  (37%)  White 
 
An educated guess from the maps for the 
population at the other 10 LPA  stations:  
17%  African-American 
12%  Hispanic 
65%  White 
 
 

Conclusion: 
 
The LPA stations near downtown 
Durham likely serve the highest number 
of minority populations.  However, even 
these stations don't gain full ridership 
participation of minorities as shown by 
total City of Durham race percentages.   
 
When the populations are added from the 
other 10 stations, the LPA rail project 
will show a great unbalance for serving  
non-minority and higher-income areas.   
 
The I-40/NC55 Alternative is the best 
route for Environmental Justice to be 
accomplished.  It would be reasonable 
and justifiable to include this alternative 
in the NEPA process.   
 





                 
Summary Comparing Light Rail alignments     
     

Bold boxes highlight the best statistics.   Significant comparisons between rail alignments are shown by arrows. 
 
 

1.  Competitive with automobile travel 
 
Note from Triangle Transit Alternative Analysis report:   The total travel time from one end of the LRT route to 
the other should be competitive with automobile travel.  The greater the travel time savings, the greater the 
passenger benefit and the more riders the LRT system is likely to attract. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note on traffic conditions:   
 

Stopped traffic times on I- 40 were not included.  Reasonably 
moving heavy traffic with traffic light stops were timed. 
 
 

2.  Travel Distance and Time  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        Notes: 
 

        Times includes a 3 minute wait for rail transfers at stations. 
        West RTP is at the intersection of Highways 55&54. 
        North RTP is on the east side of IBM, north of Cornwallis Rd. 

I-40/NC55 Alternative 
 

1.  Chapel Hill - Durham:  17.5 miles, 28.6 minutes 
 

2.  Chapel Hill - West RTP:  9.6 miles, 16.7 minutes 
 

3.  Duke Med. - West RTP:  9.8 miles, 16.3 minutes  
 
I-40/NC55 Alt. with commuter rail extension 
 

4.  Chapel Hill - Raleigh, transfer to commuter rail    
     at West RTP:  29.2 miles,  41.7 minutes 
 

5.  Duke Medical - Raleigh,  transfer to commuter  
     rail at West RTP: 29.4 miles, 44.4 minutes     
 
This rail alignment has no street-running sections 
except for the optional LaSalle Street extension. 

LPA  
 

1.  Chapel Hill - Durham:  15.3 miles, 30.9 minutes 
 
LPA with commuter rail extension 
 

2.  Chapel Hill - North RTP,   transfer to proposed 
     commuter rail in Durham: 23 miles, 42.1 minutes 
 

3.  Duke Medical - North RTP,  transfer to proposed 
     commuter rail at Durham: 9.7 miles, 16.3 minutes 
        

4.  Chapel Hill - Raleigh,  transfer to commuter rail 
     at downtown Durham:  41.5 miles,  67.4 minutes 
 

5.  Duke Medical - Raleigh,  transfer to proposed 
     commuter rail: 28.1 miles,  41.7 minutes 
 
Add additional time delays and service disruptions 
for LRT street-running sections, traffic lights and the 
probability of traffic blocking light rail vehicles. 
 
Add additional time if the bypass route is chosen to 
avoid impacts to New Hope Creek. 

Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)  
 

Chapel Hill to Alston Avenue:  39 minutes by LRT 
 
by automobile:  26 minutes at 7:30 am 
    28 minutes at 12:00 pm 
    32 minutes at 5:00 pm 
 

Conclusion:  Route is not competitive with auto. 
 
Three different auto routes were timed with Duke 
Medical as the point between UNC and Alston Ave. 
 
This alignment may not remove any measurable 
traffic off of I-40 since it parallels it for 2.8 miles.  

I-40/NC55 Alternative 
 

Chapel Hill to Duke Medical:  35 minutes by LRT 

by automobile: 39 minutes at 10:00 am 
   32 minutes at 12:00 pm (use NC 147)  
   41 minutes at 5:00 pm 
 

Conclusion:    Route is competitive with the auto. 
 

Two auto routes were timed with Hwy. 55/54 as the 
point between UNC and Duke Medical. 
 

This alternative potentially removes traffic off I-40 
for a distance  of  5.2 miles, or for 12 miles if the 
proposed MLK Jr. Blvd. BRT is connected to LRT. 
 

Automobile times on this route are most affected by 
traffic backups on Interstate 40 and Hwy. 147.  It is 
an advantage to place rail in this congested corridor. 



 
3.  Capital Costs      
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Costs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: 
 

Reducing cost will increase the ability to receive a higher 
project effectiveness number to receive FTA funding. 
 
 
 

4.  Environmental Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LPA  
 
Cost is $1.3 billion -$1.7 billion (year of  expenditure). 
  
The New Hope Creek bypass route with additional 
rail bridges may add to the project cost. 
 
The LPA alignment has the highest number of  
properties requiring relocation costs and mitigation 
costs for residences in close proximity -within 100 
feet of the tracks.    
 
The Rail Operations and Maintenance Facility 
(ROMF) is proposed for a residential zoned 
neighborhood along Farrington Road. 
 
 

I-40/NC55 Alternative 
 

This alternative rail alignment is the best option for 
the environment because it travels in existing 
transportation right-of-way corridors, rather than 
creating a new route across natural 'gem' corridors. 
 
This alternative has the least amount of construction 
impacts to existing streets, utilities, business and 
residential structures.  Rail vehicles operate on a 
straighter track alignment which reduces braking.  
Autos would have fewer railroad crossings to stop at.  
This would reduce fuel consumption and emissions.          
 
As stated in Triangle Transit documents, the greatest 
visual impact of a LRT system would be created by 
aerial structures (or flyovers).  Building fewer aerial 
structures has long-lasting environmental benefits. 
   
The I-40/NC55 Alternative eliminates 1.5 miles of 
aerial structures over natural areas and gateway 
corridors such as Hwy. 54 & I-40.  It includes the 
elimination of a very tall rail bridge flying over a 
proposed Garrett Road & NC 15/501 interchange. 

I-40/NC55 Alternative 
 

This rail alignment significantly reduces cost by: 
 

1.  Eliminating 27 new railroad grade crossings. 
 

2.  Eliminating 1.5 miles of bridge trestles. 
 

3.  Eliminating street-running sections. 
 

4.  Eliminating approximately 70 private properties  
     from eminent domain taking.  This alternative  
     is located mainly in a public transportation and   
     railroad right-of-way.   The ROMF location is 
     proposed in an existing industrial zoned area  
     near the Expressway Commerce Center. 
 

5.  Use of the CSX Railroad corridor is efficient.   

6.  Eliminating approximately 27 speed-restricting 
     tight curves which increases O&M costs for wear  
     and tear on rail vehicles and tracks. 
 

7.  Eliminating an expensive rail bridge bypass 
     around the New Hope Creek natural area. 
 
Approx. savings may be $400 million or more. 
      
 
      
      
 LPA  

 

In every measure of environmental impacts, the 
LPA is the lowest performing LRT alignment. 
 
The LPA requires more property acquisitions and 
has greater construction, business and street 
disruptions, visual and potential Section 4(f) 
resource impacts than the I-40/NC55 Alternative.   
 
This rail alignment would be built lower than the 
100 year flood elevation for a portion of street-
running on Erwin Road. 
  
The LPA crosses New Hope-Sandy Creek flood-
plains in locations that would degrade the quality 
of important open space and natural area lands.   
It would reduce the educational and recreational 
qualities of the New Hope Bottomlands trail & the 
Duke Forest/Al Buehler Trail.  Impacts include 
habitat alteration and interference with wildlife 
movement as a result of the construction process 
and the erection of permanent structures. 
 
 



5.  Economic Development 
 
There is a need to focus development efforts at formerly underutilized areas of Durham, such as the east side.   
Rail transit could have the potential to catalyze new urban growth patterns at underutilized sites on the east side 
and towards the center of the Triangle region, rather than Durham's western edge where less land is available 
for Transit Oriented Development (TOD).  The future major transit route will be along I-40 to RTP to Durham.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Observation: 
 

A light rail alignment that provides more service to areas of  
low-income neighborhoods and more area for (TOD) 
possibilities would also provide a greater opportunity to meet 
the 15% affordable housing goal around transit stations.  
 
 
6.  Ridership Performance  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

LPA  
 

Serves the primary trip generators of Chapel Hill/ 
UNC, Duke University and downtown Durham. 
________________________________________ 
Income and acres within 3/4 mile radius of  the 
seven differing-stations (Leigh Village, Gateway, 
Patterson Place, MLK Parkway, South Square, 
LaSalle and Buchanan): 
 
$142,000-$80,000:  1.1 square miles 
$80,000 - $57,000:  3.7 square miles 
$57,000 - $20,000:  2.4 square miles 
          7.2 square miles total 
 

Average income based on acreage:  $57,416 
 

I-40/NC55 Alternative 
 

Serves the primary trip generators of Chapel Hill/ 
UNC, Duke University and downtown Durham. 
 

This alternative also serves the west side of RTP, 
which is an additional primary trip generator, and it  
connects effectively to rail extensions to Raleigh.  
_______________________________________________________________ 
Income and acres within 3/4 mile radius of the seven 
differing-stations (Falconbridge, Renaissance Village, 
Streets at Southpoint, Barbee Road, Highway 55/54, 
MLK Jr. Parkway and Riddle Road): 
 

$142,000-$80,000:  0.3 square miles 
$80,000 - $57,000:  3.0 square miles 
$57,000 - $20,000:  6.9 square miles 
           10.2 square miles total 
 

Average income based on acreage:  $52,215 
 

4.5 square miles of more low-income households.   

6 sq. miles more within a 1-mile radius of stations.  

LPA  
 

The following comparisons suggest that the LPA 
and the I-40/NC55 Alternative could reasonably 
have similar ridership at these stations: 
  
LPA Leigh Village Station ridership compares 
similarly to I-40/NC55 Alt. Falconbridge Station. 
 

LPA Gateway Station ridership compares to I-40/ 
NC55 Alt. Renaissance Village Station. 
 

LPA Patterson Place Station ridership compares to 
I-40/NC55 Alt. Highway 55/54 Station. 
 

LPA MLK Jr. Pkwy. Station ridership compares to 
I-40/NC55 Alt. MLK/Cornwallis Rd. Station. 
 

LPA South Square Station ridership compares to I-
40/NC55 Alt. Streets of Southpoint Station. 
 
Urban growth potential around these stations will 
determine which would be best in the long-run. 

I-40/NC55 Alternative 
 

Many large employers are located within reach of two 
stations located on the west side of RTP.  The Park 
Center mixed-use development is within 1.5 miles. 
 
This alternative provides transit near the 751 South 
development, located one mile south of Renaissance 
Village Station.  This development will have 1300 
residences, 600,000 sq.ft. of  commercial & office 
space, provide 2980 jobs and build two new schools.  
More growth is projected for this area south of I-40. 
 
This alternative connects the enormous Chatham Park 
development to Research Triangle Park with a logical 
transit route.  It will be home to 60,000 residents with 
24,000 homes, and 13 million sq.ft. of commercial 
development and a new technology office park.    
 
This alternative has quicker travel times from 
Chapel Hill to Durham -which will boost ridership. 
 



 
7.  Safety and Traffic Impacts 
 
While both of the alignment alternatives would incorporate appropriate safety concepts and would use fixed, 
automatic, or other protective safety devices to control safety hazards, alternatives that minimize the potential 
for collisions with vehicles and pedestrians are preferred.  There will always be a human failure factor, so the 
best railroad grade crossing is no crossing.  Also, a street-running LRT would greatly increase operational 
awareness issues related to increased stopping time and distance for traffic lights and backed-up traffic. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8.  Conclusion 
 
The LPA is the lowest performing rail transit alignment option relative to the above evaluation criteria. 
 
The I-40/NC55 Alternative alignment appears to provide the best rail vehicle performance, safety, stewardship 
for the environment, environmental justice for low-income areas and more TOD and housing opportunities.   
It satisfies the purpose and need for the project and is a reasonable alternative to be studied during the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  Please encourage its inclusion in the NEPA study.     
 
  
 
June 10, 2014 
Summary written by Terry Rekeweg PE   
e-mail
More information and maps are available. 
 

LPA  
 
The LPA alignment would add approximately 41 
new railroad grade crossings, essentially doubling 
the number of active railroad crossings that 
currently exists in the City of Durham.   
 
The question was asked, "Why build so many new 
railroad grade crossings if this construction could 
be avoided?"  Triangle Transit responded: 
   
"Safety is directly enhanced and maintained by 
implementing 'sealed corridor' improvements 
including four-quadrant gates and raised 
medians, as well as computer-based train control, 
traffic signalization, and mechanical warning 
devices such as bells, signals, flashing lights, 
horns, signage and pavement markings.  In short, 
all major rail and transit projects are designed 
with the goal of increasing safety and 
efficiency...The proposed D-O LRT project will be 
designed and implemented using best practices." 
 
 

I-40/NC55 Alternative 
 
This rail alignment significantly increases safety by: 
 

1.  Eliminating 27 new railroad grade crossings.   
     This would also reduce traffic stops and delays for 
     automobile traffic, enhancing street operations. 
 

2.  Eliminating street-running sections.  This would  
     reduce automobile and rail vehicle collisions.   
     According to statistics, street-running LRT systems  
     have more incidents than non street-running.    
 

3.  Eliminating approx. 27 speed-restricting curves. 
     This reduces the possibility of track derailments. 
 

4.  Reducing the proximity of the LRT system to 
     existing residential units, and eliminating track  
     crossings of residential neighborhood streets. 
 

5.  Effectively connecting existing greenway trails,  
     such as the ATT and nearby RTP trails directly to 
     several rail stations.  This provides safe rail access 
     for bicycle riders and pedestrians. 
   
 
 
 
 





















Sent:

To:

Light Rail
Kelly Reilly

9/19/2015 3:29 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com, carlos.gonzalez3@dot.gov

I am opposed to the Durham Orange Light Rail.  Many of the reasons I am opposed are the same reasons that Wake
County articulated when they backed out of the project.  I don't feel the cost is worth the 17 miles that will actually be built,
since I don't believe it will alleviate as much traffic as proposed, and I don't think there are enough stops to make it
worthwhile.  I also live near the proposed Maintenance Facility site on Farrington Road, and am adamantly opposed to
that location.  I have heard that Go Triangle is trying to change the status of the location to "industrial," when it is clearly a
neighborhood area.  It makes no sense to have it in that location.  The only reason that Go Triangle could give for not
having the maintenance facility in the Meadowmont neighborhood is because of a "possible historical site," which is
laughable.  Everyone knows that Meadowmont is a wealthy, white neighborhood, and Go Triangle would never dare to try
and put a maintenance facility in that neighborhood.  The neighborhoods surrounding Farrington Road should be revered
as highly as Meadowmont.  A professor from UNC wrote a great article outlining reasons against having a light rail in this
area, and I support that article.  My vote is NO for light rail.  

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

support
Phil Remmers

9/30/2015 12:15 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

HI Our Transit Future,
     I would like to express my FULL support of the Light Rail transportation project.  For my work I travel often
to Asia and Europe and have seen some amazing examples of light rail mass transit projects.  In the area of
mass transit options I think the Triangle area is in the stone age compared to what is going on in the rest of the
US and around the world.  Frankly, it is embarrassing and shameful to see the lack of alternate transportation
options here in North Carolina (beyond internal combustion engines).  I fully support the light rail project.
I would also add two slight modifications.  First, I think many of the at‐grade (street level) rail crossings need

to be elevated to above grade crossings to address the traffic and safety concerns.  Second, I do not think this
light rail project is complete until you extend the line all the way to RDU airport.  
Thank you,
Phil Remmers

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

comment
Phil Remmers

9/30/2015 11:33 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Hi Go Triangle Transit,
Today I reviewed the D‐O LRT Flythrough video on your website.  Thank you for making the excellent video

as it gave me a very good idea of what you hope to do.
First, let me say that I am very supportive of light rail.  I think in the US we need to put a much greater

emphasis on transportation alternatives.  It is embarrassing and shameful to see how little emphasis we put on
mass transit here in the US.  (I travel frequently overseas and see what a quality mass transit system can do.)
   But after reviewing the D‐O LRT Flythrough video I was very disappointed with the design of the rail line. 

When designing a rail line you want to put stations in places where people currently live and in places where
they need to go (strip malls, grocery stores, etc.).  In the Flythrough video you have placed a number of
stations in areas where few people currently live and completely by‐pass major shopping centers / apartment
complexes.  It makes no sense at all.  I think the current design is setting yourself up for failure.  
   Another problem is that the design is far too reliant upon commuter lots.   If a person is willing to drive two

or three miles from their house to the commuter lot, why would they then wait for ten or fifteen minutes for a
train when they only need to go another five or ten miles to their final destination?   It seems that parking in
commuter lots will be far less convenient than simply driving.  However, if you eliminate the commuter lots
and focus on major living areas or destinations I think you will have a lot more riders….and it will be much
faster.   Again, I think the current design is setting yourself up for poor ridership.  But if it is designed well, then
I think it can be a very successful rail project.  If you wish I would be happy to sit down with you and point out
the design problems.  Please feel free to contact me.
Thank you,
Phil Remmers

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.









Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Gary Richman

10/5/2015 9:02 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Gary Richman 

Phone Number: 

Email Address: 

Message Body:
Several Comments
1) If the line is built, we appreciate the inclusion in the DEIS of a sound and visual barrier ­ landscape and/or fencing ­
between the RoW and the Highland Woods neighborhood.
2) The DEIS appears to use both Highland Woods and The Highlands as the designation for the neighborhood between
Glenwood Elementary School and the NC Botanical Garden. Only the former is correct.
3. Having said the above, the route as designed is not adequate or acceptable. A route which includes shopping
destinations like South Pt and downtown Chapel Hill, major employment centers like RTP, the RDU airport and Raleigh
would be a true regional mass transit system. The current route structure is primarily park and ride transport for only 2
major employers and fails to spread benefits more broadly while extending cost to the entire community. We recommend
the NO BUILD option
Gary RIchman
VP Highland Woods Residents Assoc.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)
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Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail

10/12/2015 8:15 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because there will be no traffic light at the Downing Creek
Parkway and Hwy 54 intersection and it will be an at­grade crossing. Hwy 54 is a very busy highway and cars will
run the real risk of the gate coming down behind the car that will have to be stopped on the tracks in order to get
onto Hwy 54. The car will be trapped between the gate and cars on Hwy 54 and will get hit by the train. Please
flag and investigate this intersection.

 

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community

Chapel Hill, NC 27517 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam

10/12/2015 8:17 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because there are at­grade crossings and at­grade crossings
are extremely dangerous for cars and pedestrians. 

 

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community
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Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam

10/12/2015 8:20 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because it will cross federally protected wetlands 140 times
per day. The Army Corps of Engineers maintains this land. Building it will destroy the habitat and it will never be
able to recover because of the constant crossing of the train. The Army Corps of Engineers should never have
approved this route. They were led to believe that Downing Creek residents wanted the Woodmont station and this
is not true. A survey shows that 90% of Downing Creek residents do NOT want the rail.

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community
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Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail 

10/12/2015 8:22 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because the construction will cost at least $1.8 billion. This
does not include cost over­runs. Based on accurate data, this rail will not even come close to solving traffic
problems that could justify such an initial and on­going expense.

 

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community
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Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam

10/12/2015 8:24 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because the proposed route of the rail travels through low­
density areas. And in addition, the entire region does not have a dense enough population for such a monster of
transportation. This train does not service areas that would use it, nor does it take riders places that are needed,
such as the Research Triangle Park, shopping, or the airport.

 

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam

10/12/2015 8:25 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because rail has become an antiquated mode of transportation
for the 21  century. It is totally incompatible with up and coming technology.

 

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.
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Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam

10/12/2015 8:28 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because it will not serve the aging population in this area. We
have a very large aging population and transportation is becoming a huge issue for them and this population is
getting larger every day. Seniors will need to ride buses that can take them to places they need to go and get
closer to their doorstep for pick­up and drop­off. The financial resources used for this rail will use up any
resources that could help seniors. 

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community
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Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam [

10/12/2015 8:28 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because it will not serve the aging population in this area. We
have a very large aging population and transportation is becoming a huge issue for them and this population is
getting larger every day. Seniors will need to ride buses that can take them to places they need to go and get
closer to their doorstep for pick­up and drop­off. The financial resources used for this rail will use up any
resources that could help seniors. 

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community
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Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail –

10/12/2015 8:29 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because the ballot that had the tax increase for transportation
was only about “transportation systems” not rail. Rail was never mentioned on the ballot nor was it ever voted on.
To say the people want light rail because they voted for it is a lie, or at the best, it is ignorance. Do not consider
the .05% tax increase a mandate for the rail; it is a mandate for improving transportation.

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community
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Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam [p

10/12/2015 8:31 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because it is clearly being built for Duke and UNC and
developers. Just follow the route, that is whom it serves and they want this for their private reasons at the
expense of the taxpayers.

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam

10/12/2015 8:32 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because there will be little additional parking at most of the
stations and several stations will have no parking at all, including the Woodmont station. Duke is not adding
parking and neither is UNC. Most stations will be walk­up only and this will further minimize ridership, which, by
the way, is extremely overstated by GoTriangle.

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam

10/12/2015 8:34 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because the proposed maintenance facility is in a rural but
populated area with a school close by. The originally proposed facility was to be in an

​ ​area of Durham where most of the workers would reside and could walk to work and was close to the end of the
line. This area is in the middle of the line so empty trains will have to come to it from either end of the line which
means trains will be running empty deliberately and frequently. This is additional expense, pollution and noise. It
is my understanding the original site for the facility was dropped because the land there is contaminated with
chemical waste from a prior chemical plant and this would have to be cleaned­up in order to build the maintenance
facility and GoTriangle did not want to spend that money. As a note, the residents in this poorer area of town still
have to live with the toxicity and will not have the jobs they were promised.

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Oppose Light Rail – Safety – no traffic light
Pam

10/12/2015 8:36 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
 

Subject: Oppose Light Rail – Safety, at­grade crossings

 

I oppose the proposed Durham – Orange Light Rail because it does not serve the poorest members of the
population who need transportation and jobs more than Duke, UNC and the developers.

 

Sincerely,

Pamela K Rhodes

Downing Creek Community

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.







Sent:

To:

Google Maps Rendition of Light Rail?
Madeleine Roberts  u]

10/8/2015 11:58 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Hi there,

Do you have a Google Maps map of the light rail? I would like to include it on a larger map that I am making for a school project. 

Thank you.

Madeleine

­­ 
Best regards,
Madeleine Roberts

Duke University '17
Public Policy & History Majors
Economics Minor

ᐧ

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Phone Interview re LightRail
Madeleine Roberts [m ]

10/8/2015 1:53 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Hi there,

I am a junior at Duke and am researching some of the infrastructure in Durham. I would love to learn more about the Light Rail.
Would you be available for an interview in the next couple of days to discuss the project?

Thank you,
Madeleine

­­ 
Best regards,
Madeleine Roberts

 University '17
Public Policy & History Majors
Economics Minor

ᐧ

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.







Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Joseph Roger ]

9/11/2015 5:27 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Joseph Rogers 

Phone Number: 

om

Message Body:
I believe that a light rail project will substantially increase the property values of the area. It will also provide a safe
effective and cheap way to travel around the RTP area. Having spent lots of time in the southend district of Charlotte, I can
say that the light rail project there was a great investment in the community. 

Change is good.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.







Sent:

To:

Attachments: Scan0001.pdf

Light Rail Transit

9/22/2015 1:50 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Dear, Sir/Madam:
 
Please refer to the attached letter for our statement.
 
Cordially,
 
C Arthur Rolander

 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.











Sent:

To:

C2A Light Rail Alternative

9/13/2015 8:03 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

I strongly support GoTriangle's decision to choose C2A over the other three alternatives for
that section of the Light Rail Transit Project.   Considering the costs 
to built and operate and expected ridership along with environmental issues, the selected
alternative presented during various presentations is clearly the right decision.  Thank you for
choosing C2A.

Don Rorke

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Jill Rose

10/11/2015 3:10 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Jill Rose 

Phone 

Email Address:

Message Body:
Hi ­ please DO NOT select the Cornwallis site for the maintenance facility. I recently reviewed the maps and noticed that it
is super close to the Jewish day school and Jewish community center. A facility so close will pose safety, quality of life and
and noise issues. The land the maintenance site will be located on is also designated for future growth of the community
center. If that land is consumed for a maintenance facility, it will forever limit the growth of our community. 

Please don't build the maintenance facility at the Cornwallis location. 

Thanks ­ 

Jill Rose

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Josh Rose [

10/11/2015 3:04 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Josh Rose 

Phone 

Message Body:
I strongly encourage the Our Transit committee NOT select the Cornwallis Road site for the maintenance facility. The
proposed Cornwallis site is immediately adjacent to a thriving community center and day school. A maintenance facility at
that location will have serious safety, noise and quality of life impacts on the citizens of Durham. The land that the
Cornwallis facility will be built on is also critical for future growth of the community center. It will seriously impact the value
of the light transit project as a whole. Please consider alternate locations for the maintenance facility. 

Thank you

Josh Rose

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser

10/5/2015 8:06 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

Email 

Message Body:
The current funding for the light rail project relies on 25% funding from local sources. Any cost over runs, which will surely
occur, will increase the cost borne by tax payers of Durham and Orange counties. The one­half cent tax increase for
improved transit will probably cover only a small part of that 25%. The rider fares will cover probably only 20% of the
ongoing operating costs and ridership may be significantly lower than their estimates. The construction of the light rail, like
most construction projects, will likely run considerably over budget. The combination of these shortfalls will mostly likely
result in a property tax increase for all the tax payers of Durham and Orange counties the majority of which will never ride
the light rail system. I think that Go­Triangle needs to explain how it will deal with cost overruns and revenue deficits.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser

10/5/2015 8:08 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

Email 

Message Body:
Go­Triangle has not sufficiently addressed the management of the water run­off from the proposed ROMF at Farrington Rd
except to say that it will be collected in catch basins. There seems to be no plan in place to treat this run­off. The ROMF will
use industrial lubricants and cleaning solvent some of which will part of the run­off. Go­Triangle has not released a list of
these chemicals. Any overflow from the catch basins will end up in New Hope Creek watershed, New Hope Creek, and
Jordan Lake, which provides drinking water for Raleigh, Durham, and Cary. I think that Go­Triangle should release a
complete list of all chemicals with complete MSDS sheets used at the ROMF. They should also address how they will treat
the run­off to prevent contamination of New Hope Creek.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser

10/5/2015 8:11 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

Email Address:

Message Body:
The proposed light rail system’s cost of 1.6­1.8 billion dollars for a 17 mileage route from UNC Hospital to Duke Hospital
represents the most expensive alternative to provide rapid transit between the two sites. Once built there will be no
flexibility in altering the route. Bus rapid transit allows a cheaper and flexible answer to connect these sites. The routes
could be altered to adjust to the demands of the ridership and changes in populations. The reduction in the costs would
allow the addition of routes. The lower building and operating costs might also be covered by the half cent sales tax for
transit without a significant increase in property taxes and may provide low or free fares. The flexibility to add routes could
allow the system to add routes to the under serviced parts of the cities and counties. I think that bus rapid transit should be
actively investigated as the most efficient and least costly alternative to light rail.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser ]

10/5/2015 8:14 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 9

Email 

Message Body:
In evaluating possible routes from UNC Hospital to Duke Hospital, Go­Triangle seems to have over­ruled the direct route
using Hwy 15­501 and Hwy 15­501 Bypass and chosen the indirect route that crosses environmentally sensitive Little
Creek and New Hope Creek watersheds. This direct route could be easily accessed by bus rapid transit. I think that Go­
Triangle should re­consider the route and the use of bus rapid in place of the light rail route.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser

10/5/2015 8:17 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

Message Body:
Go­Triangle and its supporters continue to state that the voters who supported the one­half cent sales tax increase voted
for light rail. In fact they voted for money to be spent to improve transportation in general and not specifically light rail. Go­
Triangle has not shown that light rail is the most cost effective and flexible choice compared to bus rapid transit. For less
money, dedicated bus lanes could be built to UNC and Duke Hospitals as well as routes like RTP and the Raleigh­
Durham Airport. I think Go­Triangle should show the cost comparison between light rail and bus rapid transit for the UNC­
Duke route.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser

10/5/2015 8:20 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

om

Message Body:
I think that it is important to observe that the current route of the light rail does not serve Durham Tech and NCCU directly
in the way that it serves UNC and Duke. Durham Tech and NCCU as well as underserved areas of east Durham could be
significant users of the system if it were more convenient and if they didn’t need to take a bus to then take a train. Based on
convenience and cost, these riders might as well take one bus to their final location. Increasing the real cost to the rider
will reduce the chances that someone will choose light rail over buses or cars.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser

10/5/2015 8:23 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 9

Message Body:
I have observed that the time required to travel the full length of the system has steadily increased and is significantly
longer than one could drive that distance or that a dedicated express bus would take. Riders will tend to take the shortest
time route. Having to take a bus to a light rail station and find parking will increase the travel time and reduce ridership and
increase the cost paid by the residents of Durham and Orange counties.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser 

10/5/2015 8:26 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

Message Body:
After considering five sites for the ROMF, Go­Triangle chose the Farrington Rd. site. They stated that their choice was
primarily based on cost and ease of development of the site. I do not agree with this choice since it converts one of the few
rural corridors between Durham and Chapel Hill into an industrial site. Farrington Rd. is already challenged by car traffic
and the ROMF will make that worse. While it might take more money to use the Cornwallis Rd. site, that site is already
commercial and Hwy 15­501 can handle the increase in traffic. While it might take more money to use the Alston Ave. site,
that site is already an industrial site and Hwy 147 can handle the increase in traffic. The Alston Ave. site is also at the
current end of the route. It would make better sense to have the ROMF at the end of the route than in the middle of the
route at Farrington Rd. If Go­Triangle wants a ROMF in the middle of the route, it could be placed at the proposed Leigh
Village Compact Neighb
orhood where a very large number of the predicted riders will live. I think that Go­Triangle should reconsider the
Cornwallis Rd. and Alston Ave. sites. Why has Go­Triangle not considered Leigh Village for the ROMF since a park­and­
ride site already be there?

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser 

10/5/2015 8:28 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone 

Message Body:
Go­Triangle has recommended the Farrington Rd. site for the ROMF. Farrington Rd. has several disadvantages. Besides
compromising one of the few rural corridors between Durham and Chapel Hill and significantly increasing the traffic
problems on Farrington Rd., it creates safety issues. The Farrington Rd. site is directly across from Culp Arbor, a senior
retirement village, and less than half a mile from Creekside Elementary School. Any large accident at the ROMF especially
one involving chemicals may require evacuation of both Culp Arbor and Creekside. Culp Arbor has many limited mobility
residents and Creekside has a large number of small children. They would involve a slow evacuation. Go­Triangle has not
discussed any evacuation plans in its presentations. The two lane bridge on Farrington Rd. over I­40 also makes
evacuation more difficult. The ROMF will also reduce the resell value of the Culp Arbor homes, money the residents will
need to make a move to their next home.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser

10/5/2015 8:30 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

Message Body:
Go­Triangle has recommended the Farrington Rd. site for the ROMF and routing the light rail in and out of the ROMF from
I­40. This will necessitate blocking parts of Farrington Rd. during the construction. It will also require rebuilding the two
lane bridge on Farrington Rd. over I­40 resulting in closing the bridge for a long time. Farrington Rd. carries a large
amount of traffic between Hwy 15­501, Old Chapel Hill Rd., Hwy. 54 and I­40. This is also one of the main accesses to
Creekside Elementary. Closing the bridge would reroute this traffic through residential neighborhood, will cut off direct
access to Hwy 54 and significantly increase commute times. The closing also present evacuation problems and increased
drive to UNC hospital in case of an emergency. I think that GO­Triangle needs to explain how it will deal with the traffic
issues created on Farrington Rd. and Ephesus Church Rd. if it builds the ROMF on Farrington. Rd.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser 

10/5/2015 8:32 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

Message Body:
I am concerned that Go­Triangle was allowed to do its own environmental impact and feasibility studies which seems like
a major conflict of interest. When Wake County was considering constructing a light rail system, it chose independent
investigators to do its environmental impact and feasibility studies and decided not to go with light rail. The light rail system
has significant environmental impacts created by the wide corridor required for the track stations, the large area required
for its ROMF, the above ground power poles and lines, and the crossing of sensitive watersheds. It also has a significant
social impact on the people displaced by the construction and on the neighborhoods adjacent to the line and the ROMF. I
think that Go­Triangle, Durham County and Orange County should be required to have an independent agency do
environmental impact and feasibility studies to support the decision to use light rail especially in light of the findings of
Wake County.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Charles Roser

10/5/2015 8:34 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Charles Roser 

Phone Number: 

Message Body:
Go­Triangle is using the possible construction of the Leigh Village Compact Neighborhood as a justification for the
construction of the light rail and specifically its current route. Go­Triangle has not shown that the potential residents of the
Leigh Village Compact Neighborhood will actually use the rail to get to UNC and Duke Hospitals. It is very likely that many
of them will be employed in Research Triangle Park and will use I­40 and not the light rail. I think that Go­Triangle needs to
provide a more detailed explanation of its projected ridership.

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)
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Sent:

To:

Get Involved Contact Form
Eric Ross [e

10/12/2015 3:46 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Eric Ross 

Phone Number: 

Message Body:
I am writing to wholeheartedly confirm my full support for Durham Orange Light Rail project. Connecting two major
research universities, three medical facilities, two downtowns, all of which are a part of one of the fastest growing regions
in the country. This is smart urban planning. These connection points combined with Durham and Orange Counties high
percent of public transportation usage will make this project a huge success.

The project has the backing of both Durham and Chapel Hill city leaders with recent letters of support. The project has also
been endorsed overwhelmingly by Durham and Orange County voters.

I have seen the success of light rail in Europe and closer to home ­ the success in Charlotte. I am very impressed at the
economic benefits that light rail has brought to Charlotte just in the past few years. 

I would also like to show my support for the ROMF on Farrington. I live approximately three miles from that location and
drive by it 5­6 times a week. Proximity to the interstate and both counties make it a solid location for the ROMF.

I would like to show my support for Durham Area Designers recommendation (if feasible) for a Durham City Center station
and to move the proposed Durham Station back to the Amtrak location where the proposed future commuter rail stop is to
be located.

Also, while comments were requested just on the proposed line, I would like to state that I highly support expansion to
Carrboro, NCCU, and Park Center in RTP and would hope that planning for expansion will occur during the build stage of
the initial line. I know this is jumping ahead, but those are eventual important locations for the future of the line.

I was born and raised in Durham and I could not be more excited for this project and for my hometown. Thanks to
everyone that has been and will be working hard on this important project.

Thank you,
Eric Ross

­­
This e­mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http://ourtransitfuture.com)
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Sent:

To:

light rail transit program
Riley J Ruske

9/25/2015 10:28 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

Regarding public hearings on this project:
 
I would simply like to express my opinion that this project is a horrific waste of
taxpayer money and will not improve transit in Orange county.  If you need any
factual evidence of this, simply ride the various Orange busses that drive
around empty wasting taxpayer money and contaminating the environment. 
You could also look at the Amtrak trains that run mostly empty all of the time. 
Mass transit is simply not economically feasible nor effective except maybe in
very heavily populated cities.
 
If you proceed with this project (and I’m sure you will as it is rare for government
to take into account usefulness or beneficial use of taxpayer money), start by
just making it a roadway and see how much use it gets.  That would be a less
expensive test of the need and might even establish a flexible roadway that
would be useful while minimizing long term environmental impacts.
 
Riley J. Ruske

Mebane, NC 27302
 

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.
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·1· ·

  

12· · · · · ·MR. JOYNER:· Thank you.

13· · · · · ·MR. BRIAN RUSSELL:· Hi.· My name

14· ·is Brian Russell, and I live on 

here in

16· ·downtown, and I fully support the

17· ·Durham-Orange Light Rail plan as it exits

18· ·now.· And there are a lot of reasons why I

19· ·think it's a good idea, but I just want to

20· ·mention one.

21· · · · · ·My son, who's six years old, when

22· ·he's old enough to drive, about the time

23· ·this rail will be built, I would like to

24· ·encourage him to drive less.· And I hope a



Page 59
·1· ·lot of us think more about decades and

·2· ·centuries into the future when congestion

·3· ·and other challenges that we have in this

·4· ·community, what will they think?· Will

·5· ·they want to stay in a community that has

·6· ·a poor public transportation system that

·7· ·is as far behind as we are?· Because let

·8· ·me tell you, I think this community will

·9· ·be a lot bigger in 10 years, in 20 years,

10· ·and 40 years, and we should think about

11· ·people that will be living then and how

12· ·this would benefit them and why they'd

13· ·want to be here.· Thank you.

14· · · · · ·MR. JOYNER:· Thank you.

15· · · · · ·MR. GARY COOK:· I may not -- I may

16· ·not need this.· If I need it, let me know.

17· · · · · ·MR. JOYNER:· Sir, you will.

18· · · · · ·



Sent:

To:

Light Rail Project
 

9/11/2015 10:16 AM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

As a resident of  Meadowmont, I wish to register my support for the choice of the route C2A for the Light Rail
Transit project.   There are several compelling reasons:  

 It is clearly the alternative that is least damaging to the fragile environment  ­­ the forest, wetlands, and wildlife ­­
in its path and will certainly be least disruptive to the community of Meadowmont.

 It is projected to cost less than other alternatives.

Rte. C2A is supported by the town of Chapel Hill, Durham County, and UNC ­­ and by the Corps of Engineers.

Thank you for your support, as well.

Beverly Rutstein

Chapel Hill

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.



Sent:

To:

Light Rail Transit Project
Zevi Ryan

9/21/2015 12:39 PM

info@ourtransitfuture.com

I am writing this email in support of the Light Rail Transit Project. I would not only like to see this project be put into place
for the environmental impacts, but I would also use the Light Rail regularly.
Thanks,
Zevi Ryan­ Resident at   in Durham North Carolina

Copyright © 2003­2015. All rights reserved.
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