Get Involved Contact Form
Claire I
Sent: 10/9/2015 9:15 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Claire

Phone Number:

Email Address: I

Message Body:

Even after talking to transit representatives, it still does not make sense to me why the first foray of light rail in the Triangle
isn't parallel to I-40. More people use 40 every day than go between Chapel Hill and Duke. You would have a lot more
support for this plan if more people (like the thousands of people who commute from Orange county and further west to
RTP every day) were positively impacted by giving them a mass transit option. Who really travels from UNC CH to Duke
every day? You will not get the level of ridership that will support the huge expense involved in making the light rail follow
the current plan. Most of RTP is in Durham county. You could easily make a light rail route from the already proposed
Orange county route to parallel I-40 in Durham county to reach the Durham county area of RTP.

| voted for the Durham county sales tax increase to supportlight rail. However, if  had known the route would be as itis
currently proposed, | would have never voted for it.

This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http:/ourtransitfuture.com)
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Get Involved Contact Form
Lauren C I
Sent: 10/9/201511:19 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Lauren C

Phone Number:

Email Address: I

Message Body:
I am in support of the Durham-Orange light rail transit project! This will help the roadway gridlock tremendously. Looking
forward to using it!

This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http:/ourtransitfuture.com)
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54 corridor was the center of devel opnent,

and now the current center of devel opnent
Is the 15/501 corridor between Durham
Chapel Hill, and Chat ham County, and the
devel opnental centers will continue to
change in the future.

How do we nove tracks? The

proj ect would waste | ocal, state, and

© 00 N o o ~A w N P

federal funds. It is a flawed design that
10 wll serve few and cost us all. | urge

11  you to support the no build option and at
12 the sanme tine support nore flexible nmass
13 transit solutions like bus rapid transit,
14 which is a better fit for our area. Thank
15 you.

16 MR. JOYNER  Thank you. Next

17 speaker, please. You're welcone to do

18 t hat .

19 MR. ALEX CABANES:. Sorry whoever's
20 behind ne. M nane is Al ex Cabanes, 1IN

I
|
23 | stand before you to recommend a

24 no build option to the proposed |ight rail




RE: PROPOSED DURHAM-ORANGE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
, on 09/29/2015

Page 40
1 plan. The plan has nunerous fl awed
2 assunptions that inpact the fiscal
3 feasibility and sustainability of this
4 project. One flawed project assunption is
5 25 percent state funding that's already
6 been -- brought fiscal feasibility into
7 guestion and has been capped by the state
8 at 10 percent.
9 The recent state budge
10 negoti ati ons have hi ghlighted that even
11 this assunption is highly questionable
12 with the current $500, 000 budget cap. In
13 addition, the projected 23,000 daily
14 boardings is built on nunerous flawed
15 assunptions, such as the assunption that
16 40 percent of the area households within
17 the 57-square-mle corridor will be zero
18 vehicle residences, according to K2-27 of
19 the DEIS. Current zero vehicle househol ds
20 conprise 10.4 percent in Durham 7.4
21 percent in Chapel Hill, according to the
22  census bureau.
23 As a matter of fact, material
24 changes in the project, including travel

Legal Media Experts
800-446-1387



times changing from34 mnutes in 2011 to
42 to 44 in the DS, elimnation of 700
par ki ng spaces, changes in alignnents,
such as Cl1 to C2A that was supposed to be
a mnute shorter and increase a thousand
dai ly boardings, and all of the original
estimated daily boardi ngs have been pushed

out five years to 2040, despite all of

© 00 N o o ~A w N P

t hese changes, the daily boarding

10 proj ections remai n unchanged at 23, 000

11 daily boardings. For this reason, these
12 are fatally flawed nodel s and we reconmend
13 no build. Thank you.

14 MR. JOYNER  Thank you.

15 M5. RAMONA McGEE: There we go.

16 My nane i s Ranbna McCGee, and |'m an

17 attorney wth the Southern Environnent al

18 Law Center. CQur address is I
.
|

21 The Sout hern Environnmental Law
22 Center or SELC is a 501(c)(3) non-profit

23 organi zati on working to protect the

24 natural resources of the Sout heast. I n
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DOLRT DEIS 1-5: Misleading and inaccurate UNC Student
projections

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/4/2015 3:52 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-5: MISLEADING and INACCURATE UNC Student projections

Much of this growth can be attributed to increased residential development for employees and students
at UNC to keep pace with rising student enrollment. In 2007, UNC had just over 28,000 students and
by 2017 total enrollment is projected to reach 33,000 students, a net increase of 18 percent. [DEIS 1-
5]

CORRECTION:

UNC 2014 student population = 29,135 (or 4% increase over last 8 years). Excluding online /
distance students, would reduce the 2014 on campus population by approximately 4,646
students, making for a total of 24,489 on campus students versus the inflated 33,000 cited in
the DEIS.

According to UNC public records, student (under-graduate and graduate studies) enroliment
were:

2007 = 28,136
2008 = 28,567
2009 = 28,916
2010 = 29,290
2011 =29,137
2012 = 29,278
2013 = 29,127
2014 = 29,135

Given the 3.5% growth to date over the last 8 years, it is highly unlikely that UNC will grow to
33,000 students (or the 18% cited as the justification)

http://oira.unc.edu/facts-and-figures/student-data/enrollment-and-student-
characteristics/historical-enrollment-by-education-level/


http://oira.unc.edu/facts-and-figures/student-data/enrollment-and-student-characteristics/historical-enrollment-by-education-level/
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Enroliments from UNC online/distance programs over the last 5 years:
2014-15 5,912
2013-14 4,646
2012-13 5,333
2011-12 5,781
2010-11 5,984

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




DOLRT DEIS 1-5: Substantially lower population
projections from Alternative Analysis

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/4/2015 4:04 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc:  "NC54 Transit Impact

DOLRT DEIS 1-5: Substantially lower population projections from Alternative Analysis

According to the DEIS page 1-5, Table 1.1-1, the current population within the 57 mile study
corridor (DEIS 1-2, figure 1-0.1) is 27,000 growing 54,000 in 2040.

These population projections are inconsistent with earlier cited projections and substantially
lower than those cited in the Alternative Analysis. According to the AA, the corridor study
area is projected to have a population 231K residents in 2035 (up from 175K in 2005) or a
34% increase, not the cited 'double’ and far less than the 64% and 52% cited within the
DEIS.

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-
content/uploads/2013/07/573_DO_AA Final_Report 8 Jun_12 web.pdf#page=33

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




DOLRT DEIS 1-8: Inconsistent population estimates
Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/4/2015 4:23 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-8: Inconsistent population estimates

According to the US Census, there were 55,900 housing units in Orange County and 118,700 in
Durham County in 2010. The total number of housing units in all the proposed station areas
was 15,500, or 9 percent of the housing units in Orange and Durham counties combined.

North Carolina average household is 2.53 people per household, or approximately 39,215
people within station proximity.
e Durham County 2.36 persons per household @
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/37/37063.html
e Orange County 2.45 persons per household @
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/37/37135.html
o Chapel Hill 2.38 persons per household @
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/37/3711800.html

This is inconsistent with population estimates from earlier referenced material.

For example, according to the DEIS page 1-5, Table 1.1-1, the current population within the
57 mile study corridor (DEIS 1-2, figure 1-0.1) is 27,000 growing to 54,000 (projected) in
2040.

These population projections are inconsistent with earlier cited projections and substantially
lower than those cited in the Alternative Analysis used as the basis and justification for the
DOLRT plan. According to the AA, the corridor study area is projected to have a population
231,000 residents in 2035 (up from 175,000 in 2005).

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-
content/uploads/2013/07/573_DO_AA Final Report 8 Jun_12 web.pdf#page=33
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DOLRT DEIS 1-12: Misrepresenting On-time Bus Route
Performance

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/4/2015 4:43 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-12: Misrepresenting On-Time Bus Route Performance

DEIS 1-12, table 1.3-1 information is out-of-date concluding in 2013, and not reflecting more
current data reflecting improved on-time performance. In addition, DEIS does not use
consistent on-time performance metrics used by GoTriangle.

According to the latest 2015 On-time performance, GoTriangle has been exceeding the 85%
on-time arrival goal, having achieved 87% on-time arrival in FY14 and FY15. This includes
Route 400 which is now performing at 93% on-time arrivals.

Staff includes on-time performance as an unofficial performance indicator. “On Time” is
defined as arriving at an end-of-line timepoint within five minutes of the published schedule.
Triangle Transit aims to achieve more than 85% of trips arriving on time. In QI and Q2 of FY
2015, Triangle Transit met the goal with 87% of trips arriving on time to the end-of-line
timepoints.

www.triangletransit.org/sites/default/files/files/February3,20150%26FAgenda.pdf#page=11
www.triangletransit.org/sites/default/files/files/February3,20150%26F Agenda.pdf#fpage=14
www.triangletransit.org/sites/default/files/files/February3,20150%26F Agenda.pdf#page=15
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DOLRT DEIS 1-6: Incomplete reference to proposed 90-
acre Leigh Village development
Alex Cabanes

Sent: 10/4/2015 4:50 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-6: Incomplete reference to proposed 90-acre Leigh Village development

Leigh Village is a 90 acre, future development to include 990 parking spaces for PnR and
DOLRT station. The Leigh Village proposal has not been developed or rezoned for compact
neighborhood usage.

As a point of comparison, the Meadowmont development is approximately 435 acres and

already ion place, yet the DOLRT C1/C1A routing avoids the existing Meadowmont TOD, in
favor of a smaller planned Leigh Village

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




DOLRT DEIS 1-6: Misrepresented travel times

Alex Cabanes

Sent: 10/4/2015 5:17 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact

DOLRT DEIS 1-6: Misrepresented travel times

According to the DEIS:

This results in increased travel times and reduced reliability of the transportation system
between Chapel Hill and east Durham as discussed in DEIS chapter 3.

If left unmanaged, this rapid growth will not only continue to constrain corridor mobility,

The DEIS neglects to cite current or E+C travel times, or the fact that routing along NC54
corridor will actually exacerbate travel times by the traffic congestion that will be increased
due to the DOLRT routing (as opposed to the more direct 15-501 DOLRT alignment).

The mean travel time to work according to the 2014 US Census is 21.5 minutes (Durham
County) and 22.0 minutes (Chapel Hill).

2040 Existing+Committed projected to be 27 minutes.

Yet according to the latest DEIS filing, the proposed 17 mile light rail train will take 42-44
minutes (versus the original 34 minutes projections in 2011).

As compared to bus service of 57 minutes from UNC Hospital to Alston, or the earlier BRT
projected 39 minutes (and less expensive). Include wait time for the next train, time to get
to/from the station (via Park&Ride, Kiss&Ride, bicycle, walking, or bus transfer), it will be
even LONGER than the projected 42-44 minutes.

In addition, a recent study U.S. Census Bureau shows that automobile commuting (2006-
2013) has decreased 2.9%, surpassed only by San Francisco and Boston. So local
commuting patterns have already started to change, without the need of this expensive
project. https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/solo-driving-still-americas-choice-commute

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.
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DOLRT DEIS 1-6: Misleading statement about impact of
road widening

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/4/2015 5:21 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-6: Misleading statement about impact of road widening

The existing built and natural environments limit the ability to widen the roadways to
accommodate additional travel lanes, which could meet the increasing mobility needs as the
population continues to grow.

The DEIS neglects to inform the reader that the DOLRT requires a 50' Right of Way which is
the equivalent of 4 x 12' highway lanes.

The DEIS neglects to cite current or E+C travel times, or the fact that the DOLRT routing
along NC54 corridor will actually exacerbate travel times by the increased traffic congestion
created by the DOLRT routing (as opposed to the more direct 15-501 DOLRT alignment).

The mean travel time to work according to the 2014 US Census is 21.5 minutes (Durham
County) and 22.0 minutes (Chapel Hill).

2040 Existing+Committed projected to be 27 minutes.

Yet according to the latest DEIS filing, the proposed 17 mile light rail train will take 42-44
minutes (versus the original 34 minutes projections in 2011).

In addition, the NC54 highway corridor is already planned to be widened to 6-lanes for
consistent travel flow with other sections of the NC54 highway.

The DOLRT projected 23,000 boardings (in 2040) during 18.5 hours of daily operation across
the 17 mile circuit (at a cost of $1.6 BILLION or $94 million per mile), by building a steel rail
highway with exclusive 50’ right of way or 622 passengers per hour (each track) X 2 or 1243
passengers in 50’ right-of-way. Typical highways can accommodate 2,200 vehicles per lane
per hour X 4 (human driven), utilizing 5% of roadway capacity or 8800 vehicles in 48’ right-of-
way And by 2040, highway capacity will dramatically increase with the introduction of
autonomous vehicles.



3.9X
Light rail
performance gap Typical Highway
2,200
vehicles per hour
Projected light rail
622
passengers per hour
48’

Right of Way

S0’
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DOLRT DEIS - NO BUILD - Flawed assumptions - 40%
zero vehicle households

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/4/2015 5:34 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

| recommend a NO BUILD to this proposed DOLRT plan.

The plan has numerous flawed assumptions that impact the fiscal feasibility and sustainability
of this project. One flawed project assumption of 25% state funding has already brought the
fiscal feasibility into question and has been capped by the state at 10%, and the recent state
budget negotiations have highlighted that even that assumption is highly questionable with
the current $500,000 budget cap.

In addition, the projected 23,000 daily boardings is built on numerous flawed assumptions,
such as the assumption that 40% of the area households within the 57 square mile corridor
will be zero-vehicle residences (DEIS K.2-27). Current zero-vehicle households comprise
10.4% in Durham and 7.4% in Chapel Hill according to the US Census Bureau's 2010-2013
American Community Survey.

As a matter of fact, material changes in the project including travel times changing from 34
minutes in 2011 to 42-44 minutes in the latest DEIS, or elimination of 700 parking spaces, or
changes in alignments such as C1 to C2A alignments which was supposed to be 1 minute
shorter and increase 1000 daily boardings, or the original estimated daily boardings being
pushed out by 5 years to 2040 .. despite ALL of these changes, the daily boarding projection
has remained unchanged at 23,000 daily boardings.

Or peer comparisons to Wake and Charlotte with substantially larger populations projecting
16,000 daily boardings for Wake and 16,000 daily boardings in Charlotte for the past 8 years.
Yet, we are projecting 23,000 for a much smaller, less dense 57 square mile corridor with
231,000 people in 20407

And all of this for an area where the mean commute time according to the 2014 US Census
is 22 minutes (Chapel Hill / Durham), and the 2040 Existing+Committed projections is 27
minutes. And the DOLRT is currently projected to take 42-44 minutes (from the initial 34
minutes)? And not accounting for slower speeds due to heat advisories where LRT has to
slow down on days over 90 degrees?

The current proposed DOLRT plan is fatally flawed and should not be built as currently
designed. | urge you to recommend a NO BUILD decision.

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




DOLRT DEIS - Material Omission of Fact: Impact on
DOLRT travel times due to heat advisory

Alex Cabanes

Sent: 10/4/2015 5:45 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS - Material Omission of Fact: Impact on DOLRT travel times due to heat
advisory

No where in the DEIS is there any discussion on the impact of travel times due to heat

advisories. According to Portland TriMet system site,
http://howweroll.trimet.org/2015/06/23/ask-trimet-why-do-max-trains-have-to-slow-down-in-hot-weather/

At 90+ degrees, operators slow down for your safety

Our operators have to watch for both sagging power wires and “sun kinked” rails when it’s
really hot out. To be safe, they slow down to make sure nothing goes wrong. As it gets
hotter, they have to slow down even more.

When temperatures hit the 90s, trains traveling in speed zones above 35 mph will need to
run 10 mph slower. This will affect segments of all MAX lines and may cause minor service
delays.

At 95 degrees, WES Commuter Rail trains must also run slower—no more than 30 mph—
to ensure safety. This can cause up to 30-minute delays.

If temperatures climb above 100 degrees, MAX trains cannot go faster than 35 mph

A quick review of local temperatures between June thru September show over
40 days of 90+ degree weather.

http://www.accuweather.com/en/us/durham-nc/27701/june-weather/3298217?
monyr=6/1/2015
http://www.accuweather.com/en/us/durham-nc/27701/june-weather/3298217?
monyr=7/1/2015
http://www.accuweather.com/en/us/durham-nc/27701/june-weather/3298217?
monyr=38/1/2015
http://www.accuweather.com/en/us/durham-nc/27701/june-weather/3298217?
monyr=9/1/2015
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DOLRT DEIS: GoTriangle Selection Bias
Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/4/2015 6:20 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

GoTriangle DOLRT selection Bias

Accuracy of forecast model is highly questionable given that material changes in inputs and
assumptions such as:
* Route selection of “C2A has fastest travel time & carries1,000 more daily riders than
C1A” [DCHC-MPQ], yet has no impact to ridership and travel time not reduced
e Forecast for 23,000 daily boardings shifts from 2035 to 2040 [DEIS 3-2], yet the change
in population during those 5 years should increase as should boardings.
e Travel time increases from 34 minutes (2011) to 42-44 minutes [DEIS 3-13], yet no
impact on boardings due to increase travel times
e 705 parking places removed [DEIS 3-2], yet no impact to Park'N'Ride estimate or total
daily boardings

And despite all of these material changes, the daily boarding is still projected at 23,0007
Comparisons to alternatives, highly inflate costs of BRT and travel times relative to LRT.

As a point of comparison, the Chapel Hill BRT planned for the MLK corridor with dedicate
BRT lane is projected to cost a total of $25 million.
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SOURCE: http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-
content/uploads/2013/07/000681_REV_Scoping Report_web.pdf#fpage=265

As point of comparison, H-3 is one of the most expensive Interstate Highways ever built, on a
cost per mile basis. Its final cost was $1.3 billion, or approximately $80 million per mile
(Hawaii) with tunnels, etc. SOURCE: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Interstate H-3

GOOGLE: "how much does a freeway cost?*

Construct a new 2-lane undivided road — about $2-$3 million per mile in rural areas, about
$3-5 million in urban areas.

Construct a new 4-lane highway — $4-$6 million per mile in rural and suburban areas, $8-
$10 million per mile in urban areas.
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DOLRT DEIS 1-10: Inaccurate claim regarding traffic
congestion

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/4/2015 6:32 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-10: Inaccurate claim regarding traffic congestion

According to the DEIS:

The existing roadway network experiences high levels of congestion, which will increase in
severity with rises in population and employment within the D-O Corridor.

The DEIS neglects to cite current or E+C travel times, or the fact that the DOLRT routing
along NC54 corridor will actually exacerbate travel times by the increased traffic congestion
created by the DOLRT routing (as opposed to the more direct 15-501 DOLRT alignment).
The mean travel time to work according to the 2014 US Census is 21.5 minutes (Durham
County) and 22.0 minutes (Chapel Hill). 2040 Existing+Committed projected to be 27
minutes. Yet according to the latest DEIS filing, the proposed 17 mile light rail train will take
42-44 minutes (versus the original 34 minutes projected in 2011).

Light rail does not reduce traffic congestion. Total national ridership (APTA 1990-2014)
reveals that despite massive light rail investments over past 25 years, combined ridership of
light rail and bus service has stagnated at 5.7 billion annual trips. There is no evidence of
increased ridership across these two modes of transportation, despite 28% population
growth. Aggregate data suggests bus ridership shifted to expensive light rail and no
measurable impact of reducing overall automobile traffic congestion.

SOURCE: Quarterly and Annual Totals by Mode - collected by American Public
Transportation Association
http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/APTA-Ridership-by-Mode-and-Quarter-
1990-Present.xls


http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/APTA-Ridership-by-Mode-and-Quarter-1990-Present.xls

National Annual Ridership
Light Rail vs Bus Service
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DOLRT DEIS 1-10: False implication of DOLRT service to
NCCU and DTCC

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/4/2015 6:44 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc:  "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-10: False implication of DOLRT service to NCCU and DTCC

According to DEIS 1-10, implies service to NCCU and DTCC. In fact. DEIS neglects to state
that NCCU (Historical Black College) and DTCC (Durham Technical Community College) are
not served by DOLRT plan.

Major daily trip attractors within these subareas include Duke, Duke Medical Center, Durham
VA Medical Center, downtown Durham, NCCU, and DTCC.

Attached is agreement letter (April 2014) between NCCU and GoTriangle that outlines in
subsequent phases of DOLRT, NCCU will be included with a LRT station to connect NCCU
with the rest of the Durham community..

Attachments: == NC Central U letter.docx
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Office of the Chancellor

James E. Shepard

April 13, 2014

Mr. David King

General Manager
Triangle Transit Authority
P. O. Box 13787
Durham, NC 27709

Dear David,

| hope all is well and that you are beginning to focus on days filled with family and friends. However, before
you set sail on your next adventure, 1 am writing to follow up on our recent conversations regarding Go
Triangle’'s GoPass Program, Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project and North Carolina Central University.

Per our conversations, we are diligently working to incorporate the GoPass Program on our campus by the
fall. My team has been working with your colleagues to make this happen and we are looking forward to the
many opportunities and benefits this will provide for our students, faculty and staff, including reduced parking
demand, options for regional mobility and savings to our commuters. Our university community will directly
benefit from this program.

As you will also recall, | have spoken with you about the Durham-Orange Light Rail Project’s failure to include
a Light Rail stop on campus at North Carolina Central University. You and | have vetted this idea many times
and reached a mutual understanding that although Phase One will not offer a stop on our campus, Phase
Two will indeed incorporate a Light Rail stop at North Carolina Central University.

By this letter | urge you to share our intent and agreement with your successor, and | also respectfully request
that you memorialize our agreement via letter to me reflecting your acquiescence.

| have enjoyed getting to know you and working with you and sincerely wish you all the best. You will be
missed. Thank you for your patience, sincerity and for your integrity. | look forward to hearing from you soon.
In Truth and Seryice,

Yo iNuond /{DQ

Dr. Debra Saunders-White
Chancellor

JORTH CAROLINA CENTRAL UNIVERSITY e 1801 FAYETTEVILLE STREET » P.O. BOX 19617 « DURHAM, NC 27707 « (919) 530-6104 « FAX (919) 530-5014

NORTH CAROLINA CENTRAL UNIVERSITY IS A CONSTITUENT INSTITUTION OF THE
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA



DOLRT DEIS 1-20: Misleading and inaccurate geographic
references, and service areas

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/4/2015 7:09 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-20: Misleading and inaccurate geographic references, and service areas

According to the DEIS 1-20:

In Durham, the highest concentrations of transit-dependent persons are located primarily
around downtown Durham, along the NC 55 corridor, in south Carrboro, and in northern
Chapel Hill (near the I-40 corridor). In Orange County, the areas with high concentrations of
transit-dependent persons include the area surrounding Duke, Duke Medical Center, the
Durham VA Medical Center, and the areas south of NCCU, north of -85 between US 501 and
US 501.

This statement is inaccurate and misleading.
e Carrboro is located in Orange County (not Durham County as referenced in the DEIS),
and is not directly served by the DOLRT.
e Duke, Duke Medical Center, Durham VA and NCCU are located in Durham County (not
Orange County as referenced in the DEIS). In addition, NCCU is not directly served by
the DOLRT route.
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DOLRT DEIS 1-23: Preservation of Environmental
Resources

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/4/20157:21 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

DOLRT DEIS 1-23: Preservation of Environmental Resources

1.5.3.2 Existing Transit Infrastructure Does Not Support Preservation of Environmental
Resources

Orange County is the headwaters for a number of rivers and streams in the Piedmont region.
Water resources in Orange County flow into the Cape Fear, Neuse, and Roanoke River basins.
Durham County lies on a ridgeline that separates the Cape Fear River Basin and the Neuse
River Basin. When development began to sprawl outward in the late 1990s, development
regulations in Durham were revised to better address environmentally significant features.
More stringent measures were imposed in the 2000s through new Unified Development
Ordinances from the city and county.

In Durham and Orange counties, several rivers have been dammed and several streams drain
into drinking water reservoirs for the surrounding cities and towns. Ten of the fifteen
watersheds in Orange County serve as water supply watersheds and, as such, Orange County
was the first county in North Carolina to adopt watershed protection zoning. Adding a high
capacity transit system will allow for a denser and less sprawling development pattern in areas
slated for development and protect areas that are not.

The proposed placement of the ROMF at the Farrington location is counter to this DEIS
statement and intent, and will compromise the the very water supplies that DOLRT is
supposedly trying to preserve. The introduction of impervious surface area with the 90 acre
Leigh Village proposed development, the introduction of 12 acres of parking spaces and the
ROMF (and associated parking) at Farrington will further compound the adverse
environmental impact to local water resources.
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DOLRT DEIS 3-32: Table 3.2-3: Overall Intersection 2040
LOS - Omission of Littlejohn Road and Downing Creek
Parkway

Alex Cabanes IS

Sent: 10/10/2015 2:47 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Cc: I

DOLRT DEIS 3-32, Table 3.2-3: Overall Intersection 2040 LOS

Two intersections along NC54 highway between East Barbee Chapel and Huntington Road are omitted from report.
Specifically, Littlejohn Road and Downing Creek Parkway are absent from traffic analysis or impact assessment.
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Letter to the Editor - Oct 1, Durham Herald Sun - Let’s set light rail aside -
Rod Gerwe, Durham

Alex Cabanes I

Sent:
To:
Cc:

10/10/2015 3:11 PM
"Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

"NC54 Transit Impact” I

Letters to the Editor, Oct. 1

Let’s set light rail aside

The Herald-Sun editorial supports light rail for unsound, vague reasons.

What, e.g., what does “livability” mean? A steadily enhanced bus system gradually paid for accomplishes
most of what the light rail system can do and better. One 60-passenger bus replaces 30 two-passenger
cars at rush hour and reduces road burden. Electrically powered buses would be non-polluting. Buses
can serve all of Durham and connections to RTP, RDU and Chapel Hill; light rail won’t. Bus routes can be
designed to go where riders are, and to adjust to changing needs - a one-dimensional rail line cannot. The
economics of the $1.6 billion light rail are ridiculous. That's $4,000/resident assuming 400,000 area
residents. That's $100 million/ mile. Even spreading per-passenger construction/startup costs over 20
years assuming an optimistic 20,000 riders/day, the per-passenger cost would be $11, or S5.50 per

passenger over 40 years. That doesn’t even begin to cover operating costs.

Comparisons with Charlotte area (three times Durham’s population) are irrelevant. At 2.5 percent annual
population growth it will take 45 years for our area to approach the current population of Charlotte. You
say our legislature missed an opportunity for “leadership.” Leadership is doing the right thing and
preventing a project whose benefits do not justify cost. The paper is not exercising leadership. Let’s set
light rail aside for now and concentrate on plans for an enhanced bus system. The light rail/sales tax

project vote four years ago is no longer valid; it doesn’t cost and go where as formerly advertised.

Rod Gerwe

Durham

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.
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DOLRT DEIS - NO BUILD / OPPOSED C2/C2A routing -
Communities South of NC54 in the Downing Creek Area

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/11/2015 6:53 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact’ I 'y Culton” [N *Downing
Creek Board" I

My name is Alex Cabanes and reside at 27 Tanyard Court, Chapel Hill, NC 27517.

As a resident of Downing Creek and surrounding communities, we oppose the proposed
DOLRT C2/C2A routing along NC54 as it would introduce dangerous at-grade crossings at
Downing Creek Parkway, littlejohn Road and Barbee Chapel. A poll of local residents showed
that over 95% strongly opposed the proposed C2/C2A routing as it would adversely impact
our local community, and as such we recommend a NO BUILD recommendation to the
current proposal.

Do you support | oppose the NC54 "at grade” C2/C2A routing?

|

Meither suppaort or
oppose

© Oppose

@ Strongly OPPOSE

@ Strongly SUPPORT
Support

Map of local resident sentiment survey:
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DOLRT DEIS - NO BUILD / OPPOSED C2/C2A routing -
Communities South of NC54 in the Downing Creek Area -
ADDENDUM

Alex Cabanes [alex_ncus@yahoo.com]

Sent: 10/12/2015 11:18 AM
To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc:  "NC54 Transit Impact" <nc54.transit.impact@gmail.com>, "Lynn Culton" <downingcreek@gmail.com>, "Downing
Creek Board" <board@downingcreek.org>

Addendum to earlier email.

Survey form below. Attachment spreadsheet with 148 residents survey results.



C2 / C2A Light Rail Transit proposal — Community Survey

Resident Survey for Durham = Orange Corridor Proposal for Woodmont Station and C2/C2A “at grade” route.

The proposed Woodmeont Station ks to be located on Stancell Road beiween the Cilgo gas station and Little John Road.
The proposed C2/C2A alternative is NOT an elevated track and will run "at grade® (same level as the street) along NG54
and Stancell with rail crossings Barbee Chapel Road, Little John Road (closed due o development of proposed
Woodmont Station) and Downing Creek Parkway “at grade” level.

1. Do you support / opposa the NC54 Woodmont Station ?
The proposed Woodmont Station is to be located on Stancell Road
between the Cilgo gas station and Little John Road. NC54 accass at

[] Meither support or oppose
[] Oppose
O strongly Oppose

2. Do you support / opposa the NC54 “at grade” C2/C2A routing?
The proposed C2/C2A allernative is NOT an elevated track and will
run “at grade” level along NC54 and Stancell with rail crossings
Barbes Chapel Road, Litthe John Road (closed with the developrment
of proposed Woodmont Station) and Downing Creek Parkway at grade
level. Mark only one cholce

[] Strengly Support

[] Suppor

[] Weither support or oppose

[0 oppose

[ Strengly Oppose

3. My primary destination would be:
| would use the following destination on a regular basis. Mark only one cholce
UNC Hospitals

Mason Farm Road
Harmilton

Friday Center

Leigh Village

Gateway

Patterson Place

MLE Parkway

South Square

La Salle Streat

Duke / VA Madical Centar
Minth Street

Buchanan Blvd

Durharm

Dilkard Streat

Alston Strest

NOME OF THE ABOVE

OOOOOOOO000O000000O

To learn more about the impact on Downing Creek and communities south of NC54,
please visit Transit. DowningCreek.org



C2 / C2A Light Rail Transit proposal — Community Survey

Resident Survey for Durham = Orange Corridor Proposal for Woodmont Station and C2/C2A “at grade” route.

4. | would usa it at least:

If the Light Rail Train was built, what is the minimum frequency that you would use the LRET? Mark only one choice
Rarely, if ever

Ornca a DAY

Once per Week

Only during work days

Onca per Month

O00O0O0O

5. Do you use currently use public transit? Mark only one choice

[ Yes
Mo

O

6. My average daily commute is typically less than: Mark only one cholce
10 minutes

20 minutes

30 minutes

A0 minutes

greater than 40 minutes

Mot applicabla, | don't commute

¢ DOOOooOoo

uld be willing to pay no more than:
the maximum fare you would be willing to pay for a one way tickel? Mark only one cholce
$1 per trip
$2 per trip
$3 per trip
%4 per trip
$5 per trip
$10 per trip
Mare than $10 per trip

7.
W

g

OOOOO0O0O

Tell us a litthe about yourself
To better rapresent the Community and your point of view, we would like to better understand who you are 5o we can
summarize for our community and have a factual discussion with planning agencles and associated representatives.

8. Do you rent or own your current residence? Mark only one choicg
[] Rent
O own

9. Your name

10. Your address

11. Your email

12. Signature

13. Date

To learn more about the impact on Downing Creek and communities south of NC54,
please visit Transit. DowningCreek.org

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Alex Cabanes <alex_ncus@yahoo.com>

To: Our Transit Future <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: NC54 Transit Impact <nc54.transit.impact@gmail.com>; Lynn Culton <downingcreek@gmail.com>; Downing



Creek Board <board@downingcreek.org>

Sent: Sunday, October 11, 2015 6:53 PM

Subject: DOLRT DEIS - NO BUILD / OPPOSED C2/C2A routing - Communities South of NC54 in the Downing
Creek Area

My name is Alex Cabanes and reside at 27 Tanyard Court, Chapel Hill, NC 27517.

As a resident of Downing Creek and surrounding communities, we oppose the proposed
DOLRT C2/C2A routing along NC54 as it would introduce dangerous at-grade crossings at
Downing Creek Parkway, littlejohn Road and Barbee Chapel. A poll of local residents showed
that over 95% strongly opposed the proposed C2/C2A routing as it would adversely impact
our local community, and as such we recommend a NO BUILD recommendation to the
current proposal.

Do you support / oppose the NC54 "at grade™ C2/C2A routing?

Meither support or
oppose
@ Oppose

@ Strongly OPPOSE
@ Stronaly SUPPORT
Support

Map of local resident sentiment survey:
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DOLRT DEIS - Need to connect UNC and Duke
University?

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/12/20157:52 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

A recent study by UNC Demographic Center concluded that approximately 1259 daily public-
transit commuters travel across the Durham / Orange county line. This low inter-county
public-transit usage is consistent with the 155 daily passengers using the RSX express bus
service connecting UNC and Duke cited in DEIS 3-10.

A further examination of DEIS 3-16 shows that the daily boardings starting at the UNC Friday
center for Alston-to-UNC Hospital boardings represents 1110 (x 2) or 2220 daily boardings,
traffic that is exclusively within Orange County. A similar analysis starting at Woodmont
station for UNC-to-Alston boardings represents 6830 (x 2) or 13660 daily boardings
exclusively within Durham County.

The remaining 3670 (x 2) or 7340 daily boardings projections actually cross the
Durham/Orange County line.

However, a closer analysis shows that if you exclude the non-existent (proposed) TOD
communities within Durham County that border Orange County, the number of inter-county
crossing drops dramatically to 1280 (x 2) or 2560 daily boardings. The other 2290 (x 2) or
4580 daily boardings are synthetic from non-existent Durham developments that will be
created to serve as an extended parking lot for UNC (Chapel Hill). A much less costly
alternative, in the form of structured parking at the UNC Friday Center could accomplish the
same results, at substantially lower cost and the cost burden responsibility rightfully placed at
the beneficiary of said parking lot, principally UNC.

SOURCE:
http://demography.cpc.unc.edu/2015/09/03/nc-in-focus-commuting-by-public-transportation/
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03_Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf#page=19
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03_Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf#page=13


http://demography.cpc.unc.edu/2015/09/03/nc-in-focus-commuting-by-public-transportation/
http://demography.cpc.unc.edu/2015/09/03/nc-in-focus-commuting-by-public-transportation/
http://demography.cpc.unc.edu/2015/09/03/nc-in-focus-commuting-by-public-transportation/
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03_Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03_Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03_Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03_Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf

How many people use public transit between Durham / Orange counties?

UNC Demographic Study 9/3/2015
NC in Focus: Commuting by Public Transportation

Largest Cross-County Commuting
Flows Using Public Transportation

From To Commuters
Durham Orangs
Union fecklenburg 452
Wake DOurham 365
Drange Durham
Durham Waks 257

TORUINGNS BSRD of 20092013 AMeTioan Community
Survey County-1o-Coawty Cosmuting Mows

1258 daily commuters cross
between Durham / Orange counties
using public transit

hitpfreriransiivure com/wo-conienbupoads 22 150EN3 Crapler-3 Transpodation.pd@pags=13

hitp-Fdemegrashy cpe unc: cdwZ01 SR An e ces-commuting by-pubiic-mnsportation’

People going in each direction:

B T L ey
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G830 Durham county anly
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1110 Orange county only

5T Cross county lina (remaming) of which 2280 are bordarmg LUNC in non-seasting developmeants

1280 cross between Durham & Orange counties (projected)

X 2 = number of daily boardings in 2040

Diaidy i

by station DEIS 31, table 3 12 & DEIS 310 table 3 19




RSX rai 20 ‘ RSX Express
. o—

GO® Durham UNC Duke

310 daily riders and operates 16 hours on weekday
in 30 minute intervals in both directions. [DEIS 3-10

e Average of 5 passengers per bus every day

The ‘demand’ for student & faculty between UNC and Duke is

155 passengers (RT) per weekday
to use public transportation?

Capacity + Usage

40 passengers capacity = 5 passengers usage

Gillig Bus

Hybrid Engine
Capacity

= 29 28 seating
= 35: 32

= A0 40

MPG =4 .65 mpg
Cost = $550K each

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




DOLRT DEIS - NO BUILD alternative - misrepresentation
of data

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/12/2015 7:59 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

The DOLRT misrepresents the impact of NO BUILD alternative and neglects to cite current or
E+C travel times, or the fact that the DOLRT C2/C2A routing along the NC54 highway
corridor will actually exacerbate travel times by the traffic congestion that will be increased
due to the DOLRT routing (as opposed to the more direct 15-501 DOLRT alignment).

The mean travel time to work according to the 2014 US Census is 21.5 minutes (Durham
County) and 22.0 minutes (Chapel Hill). 2040 Existing+Committed projected to be 27
minutes. Yet according to the latest DEIS filing, the proposed 17 mile light rail train will take
42-44 minutes (versus the original 34 minutes projections in 2011).

As compared to bus service of 57 minutes from UNC Hospital to Alston, or the earlier BRT
projected 39 minutes (and less expensive). Include wait time for the next train, time to get
to/from the station (via Park&Ride, Kiss&Ride, bicycle, walking, or bus transfer), it will be
even LONGER than the projected 42-44 minutes.

Advocates portray No Build option as unsustainable urban sprawl, and that the only option is
to build a light rail system.

The DOLRT projects 23,000 boardings (in 2040) during 18.5 hours of daily operation across
the 17 mile circuit (at a cost of $1.6 BILLION or $94 million per mile), by building a steel rail
highway with exclusive 50’ right of way or 622 passengers per hour (each track) X 2 or 1243
passengers in 50’ right-of-way required for DOLRT.

Typical highways can accommodate 2,200 vehicles per lane per hour X 4 (human driven),
utilizing 5% of roadway capacity or 8800 vehicles in 48’ right-of-way

With the introduction of autonomous vehicles, highway capacity will dramatically increase
thereby significantly reducing traffic congestion thru the better utilization of our existing road
infrastructure.



Build v. No-Build

&

Jp——
— e r s s e -

Projected light rail Typical Highway
622 2,200
passengers per hour vehicles per hour

3.9X
Light rail
performance gap Typical Highway
2,200
vehicles per hour
Projected light rail
622
passengers per hour
20’ 48’

Right of Way
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DOLRT DEIS - LRT bias: Misrepresentation of BRT
alternative cost estimates

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/12/2015 8:13 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

The DOLRT DEIS and the earlier Alternative Analysis artificially inflated the construction
costs of alternatives like BRT and handicapped BRT time performance in favor of LRT bias.

Transit Technologies Considered

i- » -.

STREETCAR LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT

s B Dasterl b LR . Drrsanal btk

COMMUTER
RAIL TRANSIT

l'n:u-c al

'r CONVENTIOMNAL BUS BUS RAPID TRANSIT

Estimated construction costs of US roadways.
Construction costs per mile of road depend on location, terrain, type of construction, number
of lanes, lane width, durability, number of bridges, etc.
Some states have developed cost models to guide planning for their highway construction
programs. These models give a ballpark figure for various kinds of highway improvements.
The following are some examples:

e Construct a new 2-lane undivided road — about $2-$3 million per mile in rural areas,

about $3-5 million in urban areas.
e Construct a new 4-lane highway — $4-$6 million per mile in rural and suburban areas,



$8-$10 million per mile in urban areas.

e Construct a new 6-lane Interstate highway — about $7 million per mile in rural areas,
$11 million or more per mile in urban areas.

e Mill and resurface a 4-lane road — about $1.25 million per mile.

e Expand an Interstate Highway from 4 lanes to 6 lanes — about $4 million per mile.

The Florida Department of Transportation has published its generic cost per mile information
for 2013 online.

The Arkansas Highway Department’s estimated cost per mile for 2013 is available online.

SOURCE: http://www.artba.org/about/transportation-fags/#20

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.



ftp://ftp.dot.state.fl.us/LTS/CO/Estimates/CPM/summary.pdf
http://www.arkansashighways.com/Roadway/Costs%20per%20Mile.pdf?Record_Number=8
http://www.artba.org/about/transportation-faqs/

DOLRT DEIS - Omission / Misrepresentation of DOLRT at-
grade crossing hazards to neighboring communties

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/12/2015 8:31 PM

To:  "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc:  "NC54 Transit Impactill

DOLRT DEIS and GoTriangle during neighborhood outreach misrepresented hazards
associated with proposed DOLRT project. During community meetings, GoTriangle portrayed
LRT as safe and made comparisons to handling characteristics of a Honda Accord. At no
time did GoTriangle reveal the true hazards of LRT travel to those on board and the
neighboring communities impacted by the LRT routing. Below are some of the omitted
information from the DEIS and GoTriangle communtiy outreach on the dangers of at-grade
crossings and should be included as part of the DEIS / FEIS.

Small sampling of LRT accidents and fatalities across the US:

*Woman killed by Green Line light-rail train was Minnesota Senate employee —
St. Paul, 2015-04

1 hurt as car collides with Link light rail train in S. Seattle — Seattle @ 2015-04
*Pedestrian struck, killed by light rail train in Los Angeles — Los Angeles @
2015-04

*Pedestrian Fatally Struck by Gold Line Train in Highland Park — Los Angeles
@ 2015-04

*RTD Closed Portion Of Light Rail Line In Lakewood For Possible Death
Investigation — Denver @ 2015-04

Light rail trains delayed due to crash — St Paul @ 2015-03

*Portland Streetcar collisions? Nearly 1 a week, reports say — Portland @ 2015-
03

21 INJURED AFTER METRO TRAIN CRASHES INTO CAR NEAR USC
CAMPUS - Los Angeles @ 2015-03

Woman dies in light rail accident — Houston @ 2015-03

*RTD Light Rail service disrupted by pedestrian accident, mechanical problem —
Denver @ 2015-03

*\VVTA Light Rail Car and Vehicle Crash in San Jose — San Jose @ 2015-02
«San Jose man hit, killed by light rail train — San Jose @ 2015-02

*VVehicle strikes Hudson-Bergen light rail train in Downtown Jersey City — Jersey
City @ 2015-02

*Person injured after being hit by light rail train near Belleview station — Denver
@ 2015-02


http://www.startribune.com/local/stpaul/301813371.html
http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Driver-trapped-in-car-after-crash-with-Link-light-rail-train-in-S-Seattle-300687731.html
http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2015/apr/13/pedestrian-struck-killed-by-light-rail-train-in/
http://egpnews.com/2015/04/pedestrian-fatally-struck-by-gold-line-train-in-highland-park/
http://denver.cbslocal.com/2015/04/03/rtd-closed-portion-of-light-rail-line-in-lakewood-for-possible-death-investigation/
http://www.mprnews.org/story/2015/03/25/lrt-accident
http://www.oregonlive.com/portland/index.ssf/2015/03/portland_streetcar_collisions.html
http://abc7.com/news/usc-student-identified-as-driver-involved-in-metro-train-crash/581473/
http://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Woman-dies-in-light-rail-accident-6111312.php
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/local-news/rtd-light-rail-service-disrupted-by-pedestrian-accident-mechanical-problem
http://kron4.com/2015/02/27/vta-light-rail-car-and-vehicle-crash-in-san-jose/
http://wn.ktvu.com/story/28108596/san-jose-male-pedestrian-hit-killed-by-light-rail-train
http://www.nj.com/hudson/index.ssf/2015/02/vehicle_strikes_hudson-bergen_light_rail_train_in.html
http://kdvr.com/2015/02/24/person-injured-after-being-hit-by-light-rail-train-near-belleview-station/

*Pedestrian struck, killed by Light Rail train near Colorado Convention Center in
downtown Denver — Denver @ 2015-02

*Pedestrian struck, killed by Light Rail ID’d as Naythan Cordova; 41-year-old
died on his birthday — Denver @ 2015-02

*Man Killed In Light Rail Train Accident — Denver @ 2015-02

Light Rail, car collide near Speer & Stout in downtown Denver — Denver @
2015-02

Light rail service delayed after accident between train, car — Baltimore @ 2015-
02

*Child, Driver Seriously Injured After Car Collides With Muni Train In SF’s West
Portal — San Francisco @ 2015-01

*3-YEAR-OLD DIES AFTER CAR HIT BY RIVER LINE LIGHT RAIL —
Philadelphia @ 2015-01

*Man struck, killed by light rail train in Rancho Cordova ID’d — Sacramento @
2014-12

*Denver police investigate fatal accident at RTD’s Colorado Station — Denver @
2014-12

*St. Paul Squad Car Collides With Light Rail Train — St Paul @ 2014-11
*Rancho Cordova teen killed by light-rail train. Hundreds flock to candlelight vigil
Thursday night — Sacramento @ 2014-11

Bicyclist killed by light rail train — Sacramento @ 2014-11

*Man injured in Denver accident with light rail — Denver @ 2014-11

*Downtown Dallas light rail service restored following accident involving
pedestrian, train — Dallas @ 2014-11

*NJ Transit light rail rams into car in Jersey City — Jersey City @ 2014-10

*Teen Girl Killed By Light Rail Train In Golden — Denver @ 2014-10

*Green Line train fatally hits woman wearing headphones — St Paul @ 2014-09
*Green Line light rail train hits pedestrian in St. Paul — St Paul @ 2014-08

5 hurt in van, light-rail train crash in Rainier Valley — Seattle @ 2014-08

*Blue Line service restored after accident involving light rail train, truck —
Philadelphia @ 2014-08

1 injured after car hit by light rail — Denver @ 2014-08

1 injured in crash between car, light-rail train in Castle Shannon — Philadelphia
@ 2014-07

*Man dies in DART light rail accident at Dallas’ Bachman Station — Dallas @
2014-07

*Woman struck and killed by Blue Line light-rail train in south Minneapolis — St
Paul @ 2014-06


http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/local-news/pedestrian-struck-killed-by-light-rail-near-colorado-convention-center-in-downtown-denver02122015
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/front-range/denver/warning-sign-added-at-rtd-light-rail-station-near-where-fatal-crash-occurred-on-thursday
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/front-range/denver/warning-sign-added-at-rtd-light-rail-station-near-where-fatal-crash-occurred-on-thursday
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/front-range/denver/warning-sign-added-at-rtd-light-rail-station-near-where-fatal-crash-occurred-on-thursday
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/front-range/denver/warning-sign-added-at-rtd-light-rail-station-near-where-fatal-crash-occurred-on-thursday
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/front-range/denver/warning-sign-added-at-rtd-light-rail-station-near-where-fatal-crash-occurred-on-thursday
http://denver.cbslocal.com/2015/02/12/pedestrian-light-rail-train-collision/
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/local-news/light-rail-car-collide-near-speer-stout-in-downtown-denver02172015
http://www.abc2news.com/news/region/baltimore-city/light-rail-service-delayed-after-accident-between-train-car
http://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2015/01/23/child-driver-seriously-injured-after-car-collides-with-muni-train-in-sfs-west-portal/
http://6abc.com/news/3-year-old-dies-after-car-hit-by-river-line-light-rail-/478322/
http://www.kcra.com/news/local-news/news-sacramento/man-struck-by-light-rail-train-in-sacramento-county/30123762
http://www.kcra.com/news/local-news/news-sacramento/man-struck-by-light-rail-train-in-sacramento-county/30123762
http://www.kcra.com/news/local-news/news-sacramento/man-struck-by-light-rail-train-in-sacramento-county/30123762
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_27147714/denver-police-investigate-fatal-accident-at-rtds-evans
http://minnesota.cbslocal.com/2014/11/03/st-paul-squad-car-collides-with-light-rail-train/
http://www.kcra.com/news/local-news/news-sacramento/light-rail-shut-down-near-folsom-blvd-after-deadly-crash/29706390
http://www.news10.net/story/news/local/rancho-cordova/2014/11/18/light-rail-hits-bicyclist/19220329/
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_26898414/pedestrian-injured-denver-accident-light-rail
http://transportationblog.dallasnews.com/2014/11/downtown-dallas-light-rail-comes-to-a-stop-following-accident-involving-pedestrian-train.html/
http://www.nj.com/hudson/index.ssf/2014/10/nj_transit_light_rail_crashes_into_car_in_jersey_city_october_4_2014_commuters_police.html
http://denver.cbslocal.com/2014/10/13/teen-girl-killed-by-light-rail-train-in-golden/
http://www.startribune.com/local/minneapolis/273378391.html
http://www.myfoxtwincities.com/story/26364716/green-line-light-rail-train-hits-pedestrian-in-st-paul
http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/5-hurt-in-van-light-rail-train-crash-in-rainier-valley/
http://triblive.com/news/allegheny/6627026-74/ritchie-authority-rail
http://www.9news.com/story/traffic/2014/08/25/light-rail-car-wreck/14561609/
http://triblive.com/news/adminpage/6449790-74/station-allegheny-authority
http://www.dallasnews.com/news/metro/20140702-man-dies-in-dart-light-rail-accident-at-dallas-bachman-station.ece
http://www.startribune.com/local/minneapolis/264030591.html

*MAN FATALLY STRUCK BY VTA TRAIN WAS CHASING AFTER DOG - San
Jose @ 2014-06

*Victim hospitalized after METRO light rail accident — Houston @ 2014-05
*Minneapolis Man, 62, Killed In Light Rail Train Accident — St Paul @ 2014-01

According to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) at U.S. DOT:
e Three out of four crashes occur within 25 miles of a motorist's home.
e 50% of all crashes occur within five miles of home.

A calculation of NHTSA statistics on the rate of deaths per collision in vehicle/vehicle crashes
versus the FRA statistics of deaths per collision in vehicle/train crashes reveals:
¢ A motorist is almost 20 times more likely to die in a crash involving a train than in a
collision involving another motor vehicle.

Light rail is safe ?

Average fatality rates per 100 million miles, 2000-2011

COMMUTER MOTORCYCLE BUS TFMNSIT TRANSIT TRANSIT
AIR CARRIER 31.5 Bus LIGHT RAIL2 COMMUTER RAIL2
4.2 22.6 10.8
TRANSIT
PASSENGER LIGHT TRANSIT TRAIN3
AIR Huw RALLE
CAR ' TnTALZ
CARRIER TRUC“ 7.0
LARGEI
MOTOR T'L“g“
VEHICLE TOTAL
1.4

SOURCE: hap:lwmw. carandariver. omPeairsshomre-ya-2ying-Baiy-daie-bom-yanous-yypes-0 VRNsporaton-Eaurs



http://abc7news.com/news/man-fatally-struck-by-vta-train-was-chasing-after-dog/133796/
http://www.click2houston.com/news/victim-hospitalized-after-metro-light-rail-accident/25831036
http://minnesota.cbslocal.com/2014/01/15/minneapolis-man-62-killed-in-light-rail-train-accident/

LRT travelling on zero incline at
35 MPH with full brake will travel

or more than the length of a football field

- 428 feet

in =10 seconds

LRT Stopping Distance @ 35 mph on flat (0 degree) incline
Length of football field

=—

LRV Braking Distances for Unanticipated Stops

LRV Full Service | Emergency | Distance
Speed | LRV Traveled | Braking Braking of Low
(mph) | Distance (i) | Distance () | Distance | o OPen
in 9,86 sec. ) T

15 217 110 81 43
25 362 244 175 72
35 506 428 302 101
45 651 b6l 462 130
55 795 942 654 159
Fance Height

Based on distance of 506' covered in 9.86 seconds and
T' reaction time, fence height should not obstruct
view 101" from crossing.

hMufrfpfe injuries after light rail. truck crash

Phoenix @ 2015-05




21 In,tured after Mérro Tram crashés into éar near USC Campus
Los Angeles @ 2015-05

3-YEAR-OLD DIES AFTER CAR HIT BY RIVER LINE LIGHT RAIL
Philadelphia @ 2015-01




Woman killed by Green Line light-rail train was Minnhesota Senate employee

St. Paul @ 2015-04

e -~

Pedestrian Fatally Struck by Gold Line Train in Highland Park

Los Angeles @ 2015-04







Portland Streetcar collisions? Nearly 1 a week, reports say
Portland @ 2015-03
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DOLRT DEIS - Noncomplaince with City of Durham Unified
Development Ordinance

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/12/2015 8:33 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

Based on the City of Durham Unified Development Ordinance, Article 10: page 10-5, All passenger terminals
require 1 vehicle parking per 200 square feet of waiting floor area + 1 per 2 employees. Minimum 10% of required
vehicle parking. Minimum 8 spaces. Parking must be covered. This would require a minimum of 25 additional
parking places to support the passenger terminal waiting area (approximately 270" x 18') just to
accommodate a minimal passenger pickup at every single station within the City of Durham.

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.



http://durhamnc.gov/ich/cb/ccpd/Pages/Durham-Unified-Development-Ordinance.aspx

DOLRT DEIS - Alston PnR inconsistent estimates

Alex Cabanes [alex_ncus@yahoo.com]

Sent: 10/12/2015 8:43 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

The Alston Park'n'Ride projection of 940 daily boardings with only 940 parking spaces
assumes 100% capacity utilization, substantially higher than the ~60% at other DOLRT
stations. Durham Tech & NC Central approximately 1 mile away from Alston station, and
beyond the 1/2 mile catchment area.

- willy W -"4... “ |
U Traction Power e LAT Station Center, t Mm:h\‘ £ © Veriical l.lﬁlhtrm:nﬁ L Sh-run from
| Substahon ~  Plattorm wilh Sheiters < 2nd Level ", Corculation . Communicahens Rooms m h Gth Levels
(TPSS) # 18 - ;t-llns-l and .rhru-' ____, Core with i are Incleded on the
Lo NS ke .-‘d“r!-n- -". Deck — ﬁ- !.‘ | «'wﬂ' ﬁ I Wd
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DOLRT DEIS - Leigh Village proposed TOD - inflated PnR
+ Walk-in projections

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/12/2015 6:51 PM

To:  "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc:  "NC54 Transit Impact” [

The proposed Leigh Village development is focused on 90-acres of undeveloped land that
has not been approved or rezoned for a compact neighborhood. The mixed use residential /
retail development would dedicate 12 acres for PnR (Park & Ride) with 990 parking spaces
(no parking structure) thereby adversely impacting sensitive wetlands / watershed areas with
the introduction of impervious surfaces.

In addition, the city of Durham is on water restrictions, which raises the question of where the
water is coming from for all of these new developments?

In addition, the neighboring Creekside Elementary School is already over capacity, with
students in temporary units. Where are the extra students going to go to school?

Also, the projected 990 parking spaces are projected to drive 960 daily boardings, with an
average 97% capacity utilization, which is out of line with estimates from other PnR facilities
in the DOLRT project. Also, with the anticipated population density of 4000 people per square
mile, the 550 walk in daily boardings seems particularly high. Using the 2040 projected
density, would suggest a number closer to 187 daily boardings from walk in passengers in
the surrounding (unapproved) future development.

Leigh Village Suburban Transil Area

L T FiTn o) DURHAM
Durham - Leigh Village compact neighborhood | === . | ..... I!

Propased 90-acre Compact Neighborhood development with

Mixed use residential | retail | ] E.?j.
= 12 acres for PnR (Park & Ride) wih 990 parking spaces [

» Durhamis on water restictions Wherais the waterfor all otthese new developments ?
« Creekside Blementary School is already over capacily, with studentis in lemporary unifs. |
Where are the extra students going to 9o to schoal #

Leigh Village - daily boardings
PnR a0 782 our projecion
KnR 70

Walk 550 187 curprojecton
Bus 180

TOTAL 1760

990 parking spaces. Assumes 9% capaciy?  § :

Estmated cost = $5 8M
Stason = S1M
Parking = 960 x ShK = $4.8M

SOURCE: revsion (based on eadier GoTnangls emaily
Adsted 1o 4K pesm (2035). 80% PnR capacty cap,
ebminate model noiss (10} for bus transit
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DOLRT DEIS - Daily boardings station analysis -
Woodmont + Leigh Village + Alston comparison

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/12/2015 7:25 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

Further analysis of DOLRT daily boardings by station highlight some inconsistent projections.
For example, the Woodmont estimates are for a station with existing low-density residential
properties, with 30 acres of undeveloped land. Development in the are has been consistently
hampered by the proximity to sensitive wetlands and numerous (previous) attempts to
develop the 30 acres have failed due to low-financial returns given city imposed development
restrictions.

In addition, the proposed 30 acre Woodmont development and associated Woodmont
station would only serve the communities directly south of NC54, since the NC54 highway
creates a barrier preventing passengers from the communities north of NC54 (specifically the
435 acre Meadowmont TOD).

So using a projected 2040 population density of 4000 ppsm, divided in half due to NC54
barrier, would suggest walk in daily boardings of approximately 100 people (4000ppsm /2 *
5%) as opposed to the overly optimistic 690 daily boardings projected for Woodmont station.

Given this background, it seems inconsistent that 690 daily boardings would be projected
for 30 acres, versus the 550 daily boardings for the 90 acres in the unapproved Leigh
Village development. It also is inconsistent with projected 310 daily boardings for Alston
terminus which is supposed to serve the existing transit dependent communities located in
East Durham.

In addition, the communities associated with the Woodmont station do not (nor are they
planned to) have bus service. So the associated 10 daily boardings from bus transfers are
rounding errors and 'noise' from the model. We would recommend that any numbers 50 (or
less) be eliminated from these estimates as they are within the margin of error and serve to
artificially inflate the projections.

Using the standard catchment area of 2 mile walk-up radius around each of the 17 stations,
represents approximately 68,000 people within walking distance of a station. Given the
national average for public transportation utilization is 5% (Durham 3%) suggests 6800 daily
boardings (68K * 5% * 2) within the 57 square mile corridor study area, not the projected
12,180 daily boardings..



DRAFT
D-O LRT Ridership Modeling Output
Preliminary NEPA Preferred Alternative - C2A/NHC2/TF
BOARDINGS IS'AIMII‘I PR Access | KnR Access | Walk Access | Bus Transfers Total
by Station and  JUNC Hospitals 0 0 510 1.5% 1750
Mode of Access  [Mason Fam 0 1,100 Li00
 —— 0 0 260 230
[Friday Center 800 0 450 380 L0
P oodmont 0 0 5% 10 700
JLeigh Village 0 0 550 150 L760
[Gateway 200 %0 510 430 L170
[Patterson Place 0 0 1140 120 LZ0
b 20 0 1,100 170 15%
J5outh Square 520 0 740 0 1360
JLasalte 0 0 1020 370 L400
ID.L. ot TrentFlowers| 0 0 1360 210 L570
[Ninth 0 0 0 10 550
[Buchanan 0 0 500 0 500
Dbz Station %0 0 630 1420 2360
Joultesd 0 140 500 0 159
JAlston 240 w0 310 110 L410
|
froTat 1680 580 12150 5,640 23,020
Nobe: Numbers rounded o the bens digit: tolals sy not be ecact due bo rounding

Projected daily boardings ... questionable projections

Stations PnR KnR Walk Bus Total
UNC Hospitals 1] 40 810 1890 2740
Magon Farm 0 0 100 0 1100
Hamilton 0 0 260 20 280
Friday Center 300 50 450 380 1680
Woodmont 0 0 690 10 00
Legh Village 960 i) 550 180 1760
Galeway 200 40 510 430 1180
Palisrson Place i} 0 1140 120 1260
MLK 290 30 oo 170 1550
South Square 520 70 740 50 1380
LaSalle 0 0 1020 370 1390
Duke gt Trent/Flowers 0 0 1360 210 1570
Ninth 1] &0 490 10 560
Buchanan i] ] 500 ] 5od
Durham Siafion 280 20 650 1420 2370
Dillard 690 140 500 270 1600
Alston 940 60 310 110 1420
TOTAL 4580 BED 12180 8640 23080

SOURCE: GoTrizngle email correspandance
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DOLRT DEIS - Downing Creek Parkway hazardous at-
grade crossing - engineering / elevation

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/13/2015 9:31 AM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

A review of the engineering designs of C2/C2A routing (Woodmont section) along NC54
highway crossing Downing Creek Parkway shows that the elevation will drop from 300' down
(or 285' on the East) to low of 260" at Downing Creek Parkway. This will create an incline that
will be a 'gravity well' exacerbating stopping characteristics of train. Based on 35 mph travel
speed, a zero-grade incline (level ground), would take the train approximately 428' to come to
a complete stop. Even if the train is traveling at a lower speed, the topology and track incline
will increase inertial momentum, especially as the train is coming from Durham into the
Woodmont station, making the Downing Creek Parkway at-grade crossing particularly
hazardous giving the poor braking capabilities of the train.

This traffic hazard is further compounded by the fact that their is not a traffic signal (current or
planned) along NC54 highway, thereby providing no prioritized access for Downing Creek
Parkway traffic to safely merge onto NC54 highway. Additionally, the NCDOT plans for NC54
widening in this section will consume an additional 22' (12' travel lane + 10' shoulder) making
any potential remedies for merge lanes or other accommodation particularly problematic.

Additional soil analysis is recommended. The area's close proximity to wetlands will likely
require additional concrete reinforcement to provide a solid track foundation over the wet soil.
As such, an elevated track over this area should be considered as it would address the safety
concerns, as well as potential engineering requirements.

Alex Cabanes



WOODMONT STATION ALONG NC 54 - C2A ALTERNATIVE
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LRV Braking Distances for Unanticipated Stops

. .. LRV Full Service | Emergency | Distance
LRT travelling on zero incline at Speed [ LR Traveled | Braking | Braking | ofLow
35 MPH with full brake will travel i e el il G
15 217 110 81 43
25 | 362 244 175 72
or more than the length of a football field 35| so06 428 302 101
45 | 651 560 462 130
55 | 795 942 654 159
-428 feet .

Based on distance of 506' covered in 9.86 seconds and
. T' reaction time, fence height should not obstruct
in ~10 seconds view 101" from crossing.

LRTStopping Distance @ 35 mphonflat (0 degree)incline ~~ amfet
Length of football field 300 feet
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DOLRT DEIS - Dangerous / Safety impact of C2/C2 routing
along NC54 highway - Downing Creek + Llittlejohn

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/13/2015 9:46 AM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

A review of the area topology around the Downing Creek, Littlejohn Road and Barbee Chapel
reveal that there is insufficient space for the NC54 widening project and the proposed C2/C2
routing. Measurements along the section of road between NC54 highway and parallel
Stancell Road shows that there is approximately 65' between both existing roads. DOLRT
ROW of 50' is required per GoTriangle discussions.

Current NCDOT plans for NC54 highway widening will require an additional 12' for travel lane
+ 10' for shoulder.

Even if the 50' ROW for DOLRT was compromised, the sum of the required elements would
still exceed available space as depicted below.

Furthermore, this would restrict or eliminate any traffic accommodation for potential merge
lanes or 'pockets' for ingress/egress into the neighborhood. The net effect would be to back
vehicles into travel lanes, creating dangerous congestion along NC54. In addition, egress out
of the neighborhood would be constrained by the lack of any traffic prioritization onto NC54
(traffic signal or merge lane), thereby creating a dangerous situation where vehicles would
have to 'sit' on the tracks as they waited to get onto NC54. Sample vehicle lengths provided
below.

Vehicle Safety ?

&
PAUSE 10 seconds i o
Littlejohn Road | & il ~ 65 setback
T : ] J— ! =12’ Travel Lane

—10' Shoulder } MNCE4 Widening
— 2' Separation

— 4 Crossing Gate Signal

— 2’ Separation

~ 35
— 30° Rail line including ballast

~— 5
— 2 Separation

o
=

g ol

Lo gy

it ,--'T"’.'-"- o . ('- -
= \_’, :
L = =L

— 4 Croszing Gate Signal %-' ’
Insufficient space for 15° car to sately transitian onioft - 2’ Separation @{ ‘
NG54 Highway, much less ==== «i%s_ "

OUT OF SPACE o's "Il .

= 35" school bus
= 24" fire truck
= 18 ambulance
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DOLRT DEIS - Downing Creek LOS / Traffic Counts -
hazard / fatalities

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/13/2015 9:57 AM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

An independent review of traffic level of service (LOS) for intersections along NC54 highway,
specifically Downing Creek Parkway shows that the projected increased traffic flow
compounded by the reduced time window due to train crossings will create more congestion
and reduce the LOS further given the unique topology and traffic flow characteristics along
the NC54 highway corridor. Current LOS D will deteriorate further. If desired LOS B is to be
achieves, this would suggest a 40% capacity shortfall in traffic flow in this area. This is further
compounded by the lack of traffic prioritization for merging traffic onto NC54 highway, and
insufficient merge space once the NC54 widening project is completed. This creates a
hazardous confluence of factors that will result in fatalities.

Signalieed Unsignalized

Las Intersection Intersection

Traffic counts — GoTriangle via City of Durham DOT TS T T
B 10~} z8c 10-15:3ec

40% capacity shortfall o | s | e

requires LOS B to accommodate light rail crossing and NC54 Highway access o

1 5 2 cars per peak hour demand vs 9 0 cars per peak hour capacity . ([60 min X 60 sac) — (12 frain crossings X 40 sec)) ! 35 sec per car

Example of light rall compounding traffic congestion, not relleving It!

Existing Peak Hour Traffic 2040 Peak Hour Traffic
|Both Directions) [Both Directions)

Roadway AM PM AM PM LRT Alignment
Fordham Boulevard east of Old Mason Farm Road 4,262 5355 5,775 7,572 Elevated
NC 54 east of E Barbee Chapel Road 4,216 4,151 B,161 8,930 Elevated
MC 751 west of Erwin Road 1,776 1,792 2,346 2,450 At-grade . median running
Erwin Road north of NC 751 1316 1,287 1,670 1,700 At-grade , median running
Friday Center Drive south of NC 54 1,022 1,009 924 1,340 At-grade, side-running
University Drive west of Shannon Road 502 983 1,347 2,156 At-grade , median running
Shannon Road north of University Drive 295 B21 368 T At-grade , median running
Pope Road south of Old Chapel HIll Road as7 388 715 696 At-grade, roundabout
Littlejohn Road south of NC 54 88 a8 116 116 At-grade, side-running
Downing Creek Parkway south of NC 54 115 78 103 At-grade, side-running

Countasy of H. Waslay Parham, PE va smail 6152015, Assistant Diractor of Trans portation
Departtment of Trensportation. City of Durham

101 City Rall Plaza, 4t Flooe. Dumam, WNC 277

FO19-560-4365, exl JE435 F 81%-E50-4561

Weslew Parhami@durhamnc gov www) DurhambiC gow
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DOLRT DEIS 3-31: NC54 highway widening
Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/13/2015 3:26 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

Despite recognizing NCDOT plans to widen the NC54 highway in DEIS 3-31:

NC 54 is currently a divided highway with at-grade intersections. Contiguous future projects
would convert NC 54 to a superstreet corridor and widen the existing four-lane section to six
lanes between Burning Tree Drive/Finley Golf Course Road and the interchange with 1-40
[MTP 70 (U-5324A), 70.1, 70.2, and 70.3, and 69.1 (U-5324B)].

GoTriangle and the DEIS does not account, accommodate or reconciliation the impact of this
future highway widening in any of the DEIS plans. DEIS 3-32, table 3.2-3 is particularly
glaring by the conspicuous absence of two adversely impacted intersection in their LOS
traffic assessment, specifically Littlejohn Road and Downing Creek Parkway (despite
repeatedly being discussed and pointed out during multiple meetings with GoTriangle
representatives).

As such, this DEIS is incomplete and does not adequately address (much less remediate) the
impact on these and other intersections.
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DOLRT DEIS - A Citizen's Perspective (or what GoTriangle
didn't say)

Alex Cabanes I

Sent: 10/13/2015 3:38 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

Submitted for the public record, a researched (and cross-referenced) presentation that
serves as a counter narrative to the GoTriangle DOLRT. It out lines why many in our
community recommend NO BUILD option for the proposed DOLRT plan.

Attachments: e= DOLRT insight_ac_DEIS.pdf
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Smartrransitruture.org
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A Citizen’s perspective on proposed DOLRT plan

Prologue ...
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Prologue ...

The proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit (DO LRT) Project is a 17 mile light rail transit line (started in
1992) which is projected to extend from UNC Hospitals to East Durham by way of the Friday Center, the 1-40
corridor, Patterson Place and South Square areas, Duke Medical Center and downtown Durham with 17
stations planned and fedr-two-car trains running at-five-mindte intervals for an estimated construction cost of

$100 Million{in-1992). $1.4B (2011), $1.82B (2015), $1.6B DEIS

Proposed DO LRT line does NOT connect Chapel Hill or Durham to major commercial, retail, or employment
destinations east of the corridor like Southpoint Mall, Research Triangle Park or the Raleigh/Durham

Airport, (map)

GoTriangle forecasts an average of 23,000 weekday light rail trips irereased-from-original-12,000-daty
beardings by the year 2035 2040. So assuming round trip travel, this would serve 11,500 passengers over 17

miles. Frequency of service reduced-from-the-original-propesal(ef-every- 5-minutes)-te-every 20 minutes,
and 10 minutes during peak commuting hours (Mon to Fri 6:00am — 9:30am & 3:30pm — 6:30pm).

DOLRT estimated to take 34 39 42 42-44 minutes (+10 minutes at terminus) to travel from Chapel Hill
(UNC Hospitals) to East Durham (Alston Avenue) at average 30 23 miles per hour.

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org



http://smarttransitfuture.org/
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Project-Overview-map_03172015.pdf
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http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Project-Overview-map_03172015.pdf

DOLRT at a glance ...

The 25% local funding is comprised of a 0.5% sales tax, $10 annual
vehicle registration fee and 5% tax surcharge on car rentals.

Public transportation service that spans two or more counties and th
municipality. Programmed funds pursuant to thi shall not exceed ten percent

(10%) of any distri 10n. This sub-subdivision includes commuter rail, intercity
i all. SOURCE: HB 672. 136-189.10. 39

MAXIMUM FUNDING EXPENDED FOR LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT SYSTEM PROJECTS
SECTION 29.41.(a) G.S. 136-189.11 is amended by adding a new subsection to read: "(el)
Limitation on Funding for Light Rail Transit System Projects. — Notwithstanding any
provision of this section to the contrary, the cumulative amount of funds subject to this
section that are expended for light rail transit system projects shall not exceed the sum of
five hundred thousand dollars ($500,000) per project."

SECTION 29.41.(b) This section is effective when this act becomes law

A~

ORANGE
COUNTY

NORTH CAROLINA

7140

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/FinalDurhamBusRaillnvestmentPlan_June-2011.pdf
http://www.bizjournals.com/triangle/blog/2014/02/wake-county-commissioner-not-tracking.html
http://www.fta.gov/documents/FY16_Annual_Report_on_Funding_Recommendations_CIG_Program.pdf

DOLRT Funding

$1.4 Billion $1.82 Billion $1.6 Billion ? $2.1 Billion ?
$2,500

@ initial proposal @ 15% design @ DEIS @ completion
$2,000 Over-run ?
$542
+ 30%
$1,500 Assuming $126 per
$400 mile using Charlotte
BLE
$1,000
= Unfunded
m Local
$500
E State
$0 ® Federal

2011 2015 DEIS Projection?

[QO

DURHAM
COUNTY

TTA Cost sharing agreement May 30, 2012
At-grade crossings DEIS: 2-33, table 2.3-1 . -
Park N Ride spaces DEIS 3-54, table 3-3.2 Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org

Dailv ridership bv station DEIS 3-16. table 3.1-4
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http://www.fta.gov/documents/FY16_Annual_Report_on_Funding_Recommendations_CIG_Program.pdf
http://www.ncleg.net/Sessions/2015/Bills/House/PDF/H672v0.pdf

After Durham 2011 referendum
NC GA passed § 163-287 due to low voter turnout

16,754

Durham 2011

WFor B Against

D Absent

County Public Transportation
Sales and Use Tax

One-half percent (1/2%) local
sales and use taxes, in addition to
the current local sales and use
taxes, to be used only for public
transportation systems.

131,723

§ 163-287. Special elections; procedure for
calling.

(a) Any county, municipality, or any special district shall have authority to call special
elections as permitted by law. Prior to calling a special election, the governing body of
the county, municipality, or special district shall adopt a resolution specifying the details
of the election, and forthwith deliver the resolution to the local board of elections. The
resolution shall call on the local board of elections to conduct the election described in
the resolution and shall state the date on which the special election is to be conducted. In
setting the date, counties, municipalities, and special districts are encouraged to set a

date that will result in the highest possible voter turnout.

However, the special election may be held only as follows:

1) At the same time as any other State or county general election.
(2) Atthe sametime as the primary election in any even-

numbered year.

?3) At the same time as any other election requiring all the precincts in the county to
be open.

(4) At the same time as a municipal general election, if the special election is within
the jurisdiction of the municipality only.

(b) Legal notice of the special election shall be published no less than 45 days prior
to the special election. The local board of elections shall be responsible for publishing the
legal notice. The notice shall state the date and time of the special election, the issue to
be submitted to the voters, and the precincts in which the election will be held. This
subsection shall not apply to bond elections.

(c) The last sentence of subsection (a) of this section shall not apply to any special
election related to the public health or safety, including a vacancy in the office of sheriff
or a bond referendum for financing of health and sanitation systems, if the governing
body adopts a resolution stating the need for the special election at a time different from
any other State, county, or municipal general election or the primary in any even-
numbered year.

(d) The last sentence of subsection (a) of this section shall not apply to municipal
incorporation or recall elections pursuant to local act of the General Assembly.

(e) The last sentence of subsection (a) of this section shall not apply to municipal
elections to fill vacancies in office pursuant to local act of the General Assembly where
more than six months remain in the term of office, and if less than six months remain in
the office, the governing board may fill the vacancy for the remainder of the unexpired
term notwithstanding any provision of a local act of the General Assembly.

0) This section shall not impact the authority of the courts or the State Board to order
a new election at a time set by the courts or State Board under this Chapter. (1971, c.
835, s. 1; 1973, c. 793, s. 86; 1993 (Reg. Sess., 1994), c. 762, s. 65; 2011-31, s. 7;
2013-381, s. 10.1; 2014-111, s. 17.5(a).)

http://www.ncqga.state.nc.us/gascripts/statutes/statutelookup.pl?statute=163-287

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Longer commuting times ?
Regional Travel Time .

The mean travel time to work according LEGEAD:

i y 4
. . . 2010 Travel Time/204b E+C Travel Time (Percent Change)
to the 2014 US Census is 22 minutes (Chapel Hill / Durham), . S
Hillsborough [ Sr-dmmes sl i N
15/19(2737

2040 Existing+Committed projected to be 2( minutes

yet the proposed 17 mile light rail train will take 42-44 minutes

(vs BRT 39 minutes)

Include wait time for the next train, time to get to/from the station (via Park&Ride,
Kiss&Ride, bicycle, walking, or bus transfer), it will be

even LONGER than 42-44 minutes.

Raleigh

How is this faster than the automobile that it is
supposed to replace?

Major Highways

MPO Boundary
5 M

» {1 county Border

Pittshoro ‘ =

(based on afternoon peak travel time)

Travel Time 3-3

SOURCE:
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/June-Public-Information-Session_final june-4.pdf
Bus travel time estimate = DO Corridor Alternatives Analysis, Apr 2012, page 5-39

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/02 Chapter-2 Alternatives Considered-.pdf#page=48 Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
http://www.dchcmpo.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=28481
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DO LRT getting slower ...

The mean travel time to work according to the 2014 US Census is

21.5 minutes (Durham County) and 22.0 minutes (Chapel Hill),
2040 Existing+Committed projected to be 27 minutes

yet the proposed 17 mile light rail train will take 42-44 minutes

(vs bus service 57 minutes) from UNC Hospital to Alston

(vs BRT 39 minutes)

Include wait time for the next train, time to get to/from the station (via Park&Ride,

Kiss&Ride, bicycle, walking, or bus transfer), it will be

even LONGER than 42-44 minutes.

How is this faster than the automobile that it is
supposed to replace?

SOURCE:

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/June-Public-Information-Session_final june-4.pdf

Bus travel time estimate = DO Corridor Alternatives Analysis, Apr 2012, page 5-39

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/02 Chapter-2 Alternatives Considered-.pdf#page=48

Morning Rush Hour Travel Times

Bus Car Light Rail

Alston Avenue Patterson Place 51 min. 14-18 min. 27 min.
Leigh Village UNC Hospitals 28 min. _J 10-18 min. 12 min.
Gateway Station  Downtown Durham 51 min. 14-20 min. 28 min.
Woodmont Station Duke/VA 69 min. 16-26 min. 24 min.
Ninth Street UNC Hospitals 69 min. 22-35 min. 34 min.
MLK Jr. Parkway Downtown Durham 29 min. 9-12 min. 17 min.

What buses / routes where used to determine these times, given
that Leigh Village and Woodmont have not been built; and
Woodmont has no current or planned bus service.

Mean travel time to work This results in a 110-minute
according to 2014 US Census cycle time (round- trlp time
21.5 minutes (Durham County) for a single train set),
22.0 minutes (Chapel Hill)

providing approximately 20

percent layover/recovery
tlmes DEIS 2-46

proposed DOLRT 17 mile line will now take 42-44 minutes.

http://www.dchcmpo.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=28481

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Heat advisory
and even slower on hot days

At 90+ degrees, operators slow down for your safety
Our operators have to watch for both sagging power
wires and “sun kinked” rails when it’s really hot out. To be
safe, they slow down to make sure nothing goes wrong.
As it gets hotter, they have to slow down even more.

When temperatures hit the 90s, trains traveling in speed
zones above 35 mph will need to run 10 mph slower. This
will affect segments of all MAX lines and may cause
minor service delays.

At 95 degrees, WES Commuter Rail trains must also run
slower—no more than 30 mph—to ensure safety. This
can cause up to 30-minute delays.

If temperatures climb above 100 degrees, MAX trains
cannot go faster than 35 mph

SOURCE:

oza

WHY OUR TRAINS SLOW DOWN
WHEN IT HEATS UpP
Dorem=e [=

Many of you have 3sked Wery Our Irains Slow 0own when I's N0t outsioe. We know exdtra
oelays can De frustrating, Dit there are tWo IMportant 1e3s0ns WeYy OuUr speeds go oown
when temparatures go up—sclence and satly.

Lke In oer cRies, M2 MAX light rall system is oesigned for he aerage temparature
ranges of our 103l climate. When temperatures are 3t e extremss of 3t range. he
materials In e system have 3 hand time adapting

Steel and copper expand in the heat

N e c3se of extreme het, Me ralls (made of steel) and he uerhead power wires
{m=ace of copper) expand

A onz-milie stretch of rall in 2 MAX system may expand up 10 3 %ew nches. This rall
h3s 10 go somewhene, and whan Rk gets 100 hot & can actuaily bend or 13y over on fs
sige! Qur operators and controliers call tils 2 “sun kink *

ASIRoNzly, e 0UEME30 DONET WIS May 3150 £X037d. BECUSE CODDEM SOENIS MO
130 2122], 300 DECIUSE We 02T 3loW TS OURMEST WINSS 10 533 WE N3UE 3 Eystem of
pulieys Wi COUTRIWeIgnis T3t fug On e wires 10 keep tem tignt. (Bit sometimes, R
gets 50 ot Nt e counterelgnts 10uch e ground 30 e wire stans 10 s3g
anyway!)

HOT WEATHER
What to expect

http://howweroll.trimet.org/2015/06/23/ask-trimet-why-do-max-trains-have-to-slow-down-in-hot-weather/

http://www.accuweather.com/en/us/durham-nc/27701/month/329821?monyr=6/01/2015

http://www.accuweather.com/en/us/durham-nc/27701/july-weather/329821?monyr=7/1/2015

< May 2015 View: = m June ¥ 2015 * July 2015 >

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
May 31 Jun 1 2 3 4 5 6

Actual Temp Actuzl Temp Actual Temp Actuzl Temp Actual Temp Actual Temp Actuzl Temp

) o o o o o o
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Woodmont to Duke University Hospital

By car, most direct 10 miles:
= 15 minutes w/o traffic
» 17-21 minutes witraffic depending on route (7/23/15)
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SOURCE:

https://www.google.com/maps/dir/35.90183,-79.0041686/Duke+University+Hospital,+Erwin+Road, +Durham,+NC/@35.9694497,-78.8964709,12z/data=

Courtesy of Google
By bus, indirect / circuitous service routing:
90 minutes
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Light Rall

MYTH — It's the only affordable way to grow?

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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GoTriangle DOLRT BIAS ?
$1.6 Billion / 17 miles
$94 Million per mile

How accurate is forecast model, when ...

“C2A has fastest travel time & carries1,000 more daily
riders than C1A” [DCHC-MPO] (no impact to ridership or time)?

= Forecast for 23,000 daily boardings shifts from 2035 to
2040 [DEIS 3-2] (5 year population increase, no impact)?

= Travel time increases from 34 min (2011) to 42-44 min
[DEIS 3-13] (no impact)?
= 705 parking places removed [DEIS 3-2] (no impact to PnR

estimate)?

FACTOID

H-3 is one of the most expensive Interstate Highways ever
built, on a cost per mile basis. Its final cost was $1.3 billion,
or approximately $80 million per mile (Hawaii) with tunnels

SOURCE: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Interstate H-3

GOOGLE: "how much does a freeway cost?“

Construct a new 2-lane undivided road — about $2-$3 million
per mile in rural areas, about $3-5 million in urban areas.

Construct a new 4-lane highway — $4-$6 million per
mile in rural and suburban areas, $8-$10 million per
mile in urban areas.

Typical
Characteristics

Service type

Stop/Station
spacing

Vehicles per Set

Seated Capacity
per Vehicle

Guideway

Power Supply

Suspension

Operating Speed

Route Length &
Maximum Grade

Capital Cost
per Mile

Transit Technologies Considered

| ) CONVENTIONAL BUS
P Regional, urban
P 171010174 mile

P 1

’ 40, (65 if articulated* =
2-segment bus)

P Mixed traffic

’ Diesel or Altemative Fuel

} Rubber tire on pavement
p 144 mph

) Varies, 10-13%

P <51 milion

Regional, urban

¥ to 2 miles

40, (65 If articulated* =
2-segment bus)

Exclusive right-of-way,
dedicated travel lane
In-street

Diesel or Altemative Fuel

Rubber tire on pavement

20-65 mph

2-40 miles, 10-13%

$16-60 million

SOURCE: http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/000681 REV_ Scoping_Report web.pdf#page=265

Urban, circulator

% mile

12

30-44

Usually mixed traffic;
rarely in dedicated lane

Electric with overhead
catenary wire

Steel wheel on steel rail

8-35 mph

2-10 miles

$12-25 million

BUS RAPID TRANSIT STREETCAR LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT

Regional, urban

Y to 2 miles

14

32-90

Fixed-guideway or dedicated
travel lane in-street

Electric with overhead
catenary wire

Steel wheel on steel rail

22-55 mph

5-20 miles, 7%

$80 million +/-

COMMUTER
RAIL TRANSIT

Regional, interurban

2 to 10 miles

3-12

Standard 56-88, Bi-level
train: 124136

Fixed guideway, completely
separate from auto traffic

Electric, diesel-electric,
or dual-mode

Steel wheel on steel rail

30-79 mph

20-80 miles, 3% to 4%

$8-50 million (dependent on
whether or not extra

track is needed)

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Interstate_H-3

Reduce Traffic Congestion?

Despite massive expenditures in light rail over the past 25 years ...

Claim: Light rail reduces traffic congestion? FALSE

Total national ridership (APTA 1990-2014)
reveals that despite massive light rail investments over

past 25 years,

combined ridership of light rail and bus service has
stagnated at 6 billion annual trips.

No evidence of increased ridership across these
two modes of transportation,

despite 28% population growth.

Aggregate data suggests bus ridership

shifted to expensive light rail
and

no measurable impact of reducing
overall automobile traffic
congestion.

SOURCE:
Quarterly and Annual Totals by Mode - collected by American Public Transportation Association

http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/APTA-Ridership-by-Mode-and-Quarter-1990-

Present.xls

National Annual Ridership
Light Rail vs Bus Service

+28.44%

- 320.00

- 310.00

I I I If 300.00

- 290.00

. L RT
- 280.00
BUS

- 27000 U5 Pop

- 260.00

- 250.00

- 240.00

2.49% } Shifting light rail share } 9.23%
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The Charlotte experience ?

Lynx daily ridership stagnates @ 16,000 over last 7 years

while population grew 17%
and fuel prices had no apparent impact on ridership

Charlotte Observer: Lynx light rail ridership back to 2008 levels
However, the train’s seven years have shown that it’s been difficult for CATS to get new riders, even as uptown employment
has grown significantly and thousands of new apartments have been built along the line in uptown and the South End.

Former UNC Charlotte transportation consultant David Hartgen, a transportation consultant, said ridership suggests

light rail is losing market share in the commuting corridor along South Boulevard, Interstate 77
and Park Road.

“The fundamental @SSUMPLioON is that the Lynx traffic would increase as the region got
denser,” he said.

“That hasn’t happened.”

UC Berkeley INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION STUDIES
Urban Densities and Transit A Multi-dimensional Perspective

Nevertheless, 10 rail systems fail to produce net positive benefits under the scenario. Charlotte, Buffalo, New Jersey
Transit, Pittsburgh, and San Jose perform particularly badly. These systems do not have enough
riders to produce the economies of scale that make transit provision by rail
significantly less expensive than bus.

SOURCE:

http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article9264719.html
http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://charlottechamber.com/clientuploads/Economic_pdfs/PopulationEstimates.pdf

Charlotte Lynx service started Nov 27, 2007

http://www.NorthCarolinaGasPrices.com/retail_price chart.aspx?cityl=&city2=Charlotte&city3=&crude=n&tme=108&units=us

Lynx back to peak levels

Ridership on the light rail line in the last
six months of 2014 eclipsed the train’s

previous high from the last half of 2008.
Trips remain above projections.

=
First Second
half half

) ) 1 ) ¥ 1 )
08 '09 10 11 12 13 ’'14
108 Month Average Retail Price Chart

Regular Gas Regular Gas
Price (US $/G) Charlotie Price (US $/G)
4.10 4.10
3.84 3.84
359 359
3.34 3.34
3.08 3.08
2.83 2.83
257 257
2.32 2.32
207 207
1.81 1.81
1.56 1.56

T 5 RiY3cyEgsg3usEigIiresggesge

@ g h 3 & g za " hHaed B wt E Bz HaabBNo®YNa

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 20m2 2013 2014 2015

Date (Month/Day) 22015 GasBuddy.com
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http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://charlottechamber.com/clientuploads/Economic_pdfs/PopulationEstimates.pdf
http://www.northcarolinagasprices.com/retail_price_chart.aspx?city1=&city2=Charlotte&city3=&crude=n&tme=108&units=us
http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf

The Charlotte experience ?
Cost over-runs and budget cuts to follow

2015 Urban Mobility Scorecard rated
Charlotte First In Worst Traffic In North Carolina 8312015

Charlotte’s light-rail line was
originally projected $225 million in 2000.

final cost $467 million in 2007.

CityLYNX Gold Line facing City budget cuts!

The $75 million the Charlotte City Council approved in 2014 to fund half the cost
of constructing Phase 2 of the City LYNX Gold Line is being threatened. Due to
City budget shortfalls, some Members of City Council are suggesting the $75
million they already approved for the Gold Line be cut from the budget.

http://www.sustaincharlotte.org/city _lynx_gold_line_facing_budget_cuts

FEIS: http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/cats/planning/BLE/Pages/FEIS.aspx

DEIS: http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/cats/planning/BLE/Pages/deis.aspx

Reference: HB 117 §105-472. Allocation, distribution, and use of taxes collected

2015 Urban Mobility Scorecard: http://wfae.org/post/charlotte-first-worst-traffic-north-carolina

CityLYNX Gold Line facing City budget cuts: http://www.sustaincharlotte.org/city lynx_gold_line_facing_budget cuts

http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article20142609.html
http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article20223261.html

Charlotte City Manager Ron Carlee to

outline budget cuts Monday

At Monday’s City Council meeting, Charlotte City Manager Ron
Carlee will unveil his recommendations for closing a nearly

$22 million budget shortfall.

http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article20142609.html
http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article20223261.html

Some highlights from the proposed plan to address budget
shortfall includes: Tax-rate increase & Service cuts like

= closing 311 information service on weekends & holidays
= resurface about 16.5 fewer miles of streets a year

» budget cuts for Police and Fire

= eliminate more than 100 city jobs

Carlee and his staff, along with the mayor and City Council, have
been grappling with unanticipated shortfalls in tax revenue as well as
a proposed change in sales-tax sharing that, according to state and

city projections, could cost Charlotte an estimated $3
million to $30 million annually.

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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http://www.sustaincharlotte.org/city_lynx_gold_line_facing_budget_cuts
http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/cats/planning/BLE/Pages/FEIS.aspx
http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/cats/planning/BLE/Pages/deis.aspx
http://www.ncleg.net/Sessions/2015/Bills/House/PDF/H117v6.pdf
http://wfae.org/post/charlotte-first-worst-traffic-north-carolina
http://www.sustaincharlotte.org/city_lynx_gold_line_facing_budget_cuts
http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article20142609.html
http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article20223261.html
http://wfae.org/post/charlotte-first-worst-traffic-north-carolina

Farebox recovery less than 20% ...

So lets do the math ...

$16M
@ 20%
$3.2M
$2 fare
1.6M
200 days

Operating & Maintenance budget [DEIS K.29]
farebox recovery planned (currently 15%)

collected in fares
(less than current $3 GoTriangle EXPRESS fare) $1.15

annual boardings
(workdays only) 290

8000 daily boardings?

SOURCE:

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Appendix-K29-Operating-and-Maintenance-Cost-Results.pdf#page=11

The DO LRT is planning 20% farebox recovery
of the estimated $16 Million O&M budget

represents $12.8 Million in annual tax liability for
Orange and Durham County residents.

Peer Comparison — Farebox Recovery Ratio ﬁ

Farebox Recovery Ratio

National Comparison of Light Rail and Heavy Rail systems

80%

70% & MTANYCT 0 BART Data for HR & LR modes, only.
& WMATA
60% -
crae@® san Diego MTS
50% - ® SEFTA 4 MBTA & PATCO
Metro Transit (M|nneapolis)
40% g
¥ Houston Metro
* UTA Tri-Mgh ® PATH
®MARTA st Louis Metro
30% Denver RT[, ramento RTD
#Valley Metro Rail (Phoenix) .
& |NORTA Miami-Dagde Transit Sound T LA Metro
t
UNL e 4 Rba L CATS (Charlotte)
20% = % Fremérmm—
MTA (Maryland) Staten | Iagl Railway * NJ Transit
VTQan Jose) 'ort Authority (Pittsburgh) & DART
10% -
0% -+ T T T T T
$100 $150 5200 $250 $300 $350 5400 5450 $500
ememsemmeesesesecseessescsecsesesesssessssmassssessesmsasaesseesamesessasseasaesamasa. >

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Adopted-Orange-County-BRI-Plan-with-Appendices-revised-9-27-20121.pdf#page=24

http://www.triangletransit.org/fares-and-passes

http://www.slideshare.net/SCVTA/the-future-of-vta-light-rail-presentation-to-spur

Operating Cost per Revenue Hour
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http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Appendix-K29-Operating-and-Maintenance-Cost-Results.pdf#page=11
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Adopted-Orange-County-BRI-Plan-with-Appendices-revised-9-27-20121.pdf#page=24
http://www.triangletransit.org/fares-and-passes
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http://www.slideshare.net/SCVTA/the-future-of-vta-light-rail-presentation-to-spur

Peer Comparison — Daily Boardings

Durham-Orange light rail boardings are overly optimistic.

Model assumes 40% zero-vehicle households. Daily Boardings
10.4% Durham households w/o vehicles, Chapel Hill 7.4%

US Census Bureau's 2010-2013 American Community Survey

Portland | tonmoon
Charlotte area has

. S e
+70% larger population
with 16,000 daily boardings sacramento |G 00N
S s
s

Denver
over the last 7 years

(service began Nov 27, 2007) Salt Lake

Durham-Orange Corridor ¥ i def

(Durham to Chapel Hill)

. . SanJose CORRIDOR QUICK FACTS
Using the Charlotte experience would W wr
* Cost per Mile: per mile (2011 Dollars}) * Cost per Mile: = per mile (2011 Dollars)
Suggest |eSS than 10 y OOO d al |y b O ar d I n g S Charlotte _ gx;lsitalE(s):'e'::;r;q&Mainlenance(O&M] I(;a;-;::::::za&Maimenance(o&M)
- - * Approximately $14.3M (2010 Dollars) * Approximately $10.4M (2010 Dollars)
(vs 23,000 projected by GoTriangle, Opates gt
. - . - © Travel Time: 34 minutes :Tr:ev[ezlﬁme: gs*m‘?o'mm:v:ie; o
revised from original 2011 estimate of 12,000) Durham-Orange County i S | e
« Average Daily Trips: 12,000 to 13,000 » Average Daily Trips: 11,000 +/-
0 20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 120000
Or compared to Wake LRT proposal
d . I b d . Are there initial ridership estimates available for the planned light rail project and commuter rail service?
H 1 6 OOO The anticipated ridership for the Durham to Chapel Hill light rail project is currently estimated to be approximately 12,000 boardings per day.
Of prOJeCted y al y O ar I n g S The anticipated ridership for the Durham to Raleigh Commuter Rail project is approximately 7,000 boardings per day.
Wlth 1 ml"lon pOpUIation http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRaillnvestmentPlan_v3.pdf#page=2

SOURCE:

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRaillnvestmentPlan_v3.pdf#page=2
http://www.waketransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Expanded_TC Report - REVISED_5-11-15_smalll.pdf#page=25
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15eel7ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx#page=13

Source: Peer comparison from NTD 2010
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http://www.governing.com/gov-data/car-ownership-numbers-of-vehicles-by-city-map.html
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRailInvestmentPlan_v3.pdf
http://www.waketransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Expanded_TC_Report_-_REVISED_5-11-15_small1.pdf
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRailInvestmentPlan_v3.pdf#page=2

Peer Comparison — Daily Boardings

Durham-Orange Corridor ¥¥

(Durham to Chapel Hill) -
LRT BRT
Capital Cost Estimates Capital Cost Estimates

» System Total: $1.4B (2011 Dollars) » System Total: $800M - $950M /2071 Dallars)

* Cost per Mile: $82M per mile (2011 Dollars) » Cost per Mile: $45M - 54M per mile (2017 Dollars)
Initial Operating & Maintenance (O&M) Initial Operating & Maintenance (O&M)
Cost Estimates Cost Estimates

» Approximately $14.3M (2010 Dollars) * Approximately $10.4M (2010 Dollars)
Operations Operations

* Length: 17 miles * Length: 17 miles

* Travel Time: 34 minutes * Travel Time: 38 to 40 minutes

» Average Speed: 79 to 30 miles per hour » Average Speed: 25 to 27 miles per hour
Preliminary Ridership Forecasts Preliminary Ridership Forecasts

* Average Daily Trips: 12,000 to 13,000 * Average Daily Trips: 11,000 +/-

Are there initial ridership estimates available for the planned light rail project and commuter rail service?

The anticipated ridership for the Durham to Chapel Hill light rail project is currently estimated to be approximately 12,000 boardings per day.
The anticipated ridership for the Durham to Raleigh Commuter Rail project is approximately 7,000 boardings per day.
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRailinvestmentPlan_v3.pdf#fpage=2

SOURCE:

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRaillnvestmentPlan_v3.pdf#page=2
http://www.waketransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Expanded TC_Report - REVISED_5-11-15_smalll.pdf#page=25
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15eel7ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx#page=13
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15eel7ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx#page=18

Alternatives Analysis Results:  o.: rransit Future
Wake Light Rail Transit (LRT) Project

* Recommended Project:

— LRT service on 19 miles of separate exclusive LRT tracks in NCRR
and CSX /Triangle Transit rights-of-way

— 16 Stations
— Est. Ridership: 17,500 boardings (2035) &
— Travel Time: 38 minutes, avg. 35 mph
— Capital Cost: $1.5B (20119)
— O&M Cost: $16.1M

* Minimum Operable Segment (M0s):
— 14 miles with 12 Stations
— Estimated Ridership: 16,000 boardings (2035)
— Travel Time: 28 minutes, avg. 30 mph
— Capital Cost: $1.1B (20119)
— O&M Cost: $14.2M (20119)

* Implementation Schedule not yet established

www.ourtransitfuture.com
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http://www.waketransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Expanded_TC_Report_-_REVISED_5-11-15_small1.pdf#page=25
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRailInvestmentPlan_v3.pdf#page=2

UNC Hospital to Alston =v & @ f g - : g
: $ig Il
O 550-562 Grant St, Durham, NC 27701 : a“%% s
. . ® 303-313 Mason Farm Rd, Chapel Hill, NC 27514 ; Duke University "E’ 2 %
By car, 17.3 miles via proposed LRT route: Y — = y p NGA 5
u 29 minutes W/O traffic ; — 1803 \Qe) °7,lv%& g § o Rick Hendncrl: Collision
. . . & via US-15 S/US-501 S 35 min o % < 2 B
= 35 minutes witraffic depending on route (7/23115) 20w winoutsatie- show e e g & i v 89700 550-562 Grant
Details -3 2
£ ickett Rd ad o ¥ North Carolina Cemral 2y
By car, 15.5 miles using direct route via 15-501 ) - o B it \
. . ‘ X 501 K% 5 @
= 28 minutes w/o traffic R ~— R | L f At
= 32 minutes witraffic (7/23115) -
9“'63 Martin Lu ,5 anJ Pkwj 1‘& -
5.7 million sq ft office/retail/residential to be added % o é o E
. . . . . ] % St 3, A 3
Existing / Higher population density ; . o i 2
. £ K/ (1] i Dr
New compact neighborhoods @ 3 sl i ) I EET
. North Campus 2 5 >
10% shorter distance hrorest o Proposed DOLRT e
] “6 bypasses high density populatlon corrldor
Project Ofiice  Retail Residential * Units 5] g @ with plans for additional compact nelghborhoods
: & )
1 123WFrankin 120,000 55000 240,000 300 3 : - m.andinstead routes .o
2 GlenLennox 600,000 150,000 1,200,000 1,500 light rail though low-density areas (6.9 mi)
3 Obey 225000 400,000 560,000 700 Chapel Hill
4 Eph-Ford 350,000 250,000 800,000 1,000 iyl % devoid hOf rlder@den E |ty :
5 Edge 100,000 120,000 32,0000 400 e | 4 g o > \Ws"“ e ® N
6 Central West 40,000 20,000 140,000 175 g 303-313 Mason/Farm Rd S Fumiture Folles % S -do“.m\@ "l
TOTAL 1,435,000 995,000 3,260,000 4,075 18 ot IS B o] 44 I
* = average 800 SF r i ARM . _ "%
" 1 Blands . (“, 00 8' e ) o S‘?&

Southpoint Mall approx. 1.3 million sq ft retail space
Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Chapel Hill - New compact neighborhood ‘de‘velopments

University Square \‘ 4
> 300 Residential Units %p!wee(n Lennox ‘ |

> 210,000 SF Office
> 75,000 SF Retail

3 Obey Creek

- Approved —

> 1,500 Residential Units
> 600,000 SF Office
> 150,000 SF Retall
> 150 Hotel rooms

120 acres with a potential of 35 developed

> 600 Residential Units

> 375,000 SF Office/Civic
> 350,000 SF Retalil

> 130 Hotel rooms

[ en_,w.' -

EpheSUS-ChurCh/Fordham Edge Deve|0pment Centl‘a| WES'[ (Small Area Plan)

(Eubanks Road) - Approved RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND FLOOR AREA BY LAND USE
- Approved - I ;U" Vs A 2 s - in consideration — —
5 e A A B c D E F [ H 1 J

> 1,000 Resident!al Units > 400 Residential 6 ?;;d:nﬁ.l(mg ﬂ:fm 50 70 36 76 m?m ma:m 139 .m:m 12 l;mm
> 350’000 SF OffIC.e > 1001000 SF Offic llclail(::::kul] zn:um : : 5,,mn zs,;)m
> 250,000 SF Retail oy m——— 000 Py
> 150 Hotel rooms Commercial (square feet) | 20,000 10,000 30,000

Institutional (square feet) 20,000 30,000 50,000

‘Table 1: Residential Units and Floar Area by Land Use

Table 1 displays approximate residential unit numbers and floor arca by land usc as
estimated within the Concept Plan for the Evaluation for Form and Use Area (Figure 1),
‘The values above were calculated based on land uses and building heights determined by
the Steering Committee, along with general expectations of parking requirements. These

de aworkable level of and traffic, and were used to perform
the traffic analysis.

gy
:‘Iunm«lnlul“lﬂlﬂ‘ i

------ Evaluation for Form and Use
s Existing Road
=t o Modiied Road
[ aachrs
[ Mixed Use (Residential, commercial, retail, and/or institutional)
[j Institutional
Residential (Mulitamly)
77 Pt {inge Famity or D)
Green Space
.

2w o o
— —
ST
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Leigh Village Suburban Transit Area
TR I

@ Light Rail Station

Durham - Leigh Village compact neighborhood |'=::x-.....

Floodplains
City Parks

[ suiding Faetprints (City Only) §

Proposed 90-acre Compact Neighborhood development with
« Mixed use residential / retail L%@ A
/] - N
12 acres for PnR (Park & Ride) with 990 parking spaces '!l eI
» Durham is on water restrictions. Where is the water for all of these new developments?
* Creekside Elementary School is already over capacity, with students in temporary units.
Where are the extra students going to go to school?

[N

1869

DURHAM
COUNTY

NI/

Eﬂﬂ [JLLT

|

‘o"a
S
I
T

\

Leigh Village - daily boardings | Sttt (1755 75
PnR 960 782 our projection v
KnR 70

Walk 550 187 our projection

Bus 180 H

-

TOTAL 1760 | ‘
. . N % { : s 9\ parking Spaces \’

990 parking spaces. Assumes 97% capacity? N8 - | (P S

Estimated cost = $5.8M 5 | ‘ > EE &

Station = $1M R38RV / ZEats LAY St Sie s

or,12 Acres

Parking = 960 x $5K = $4.8M

SOURCE: revision (based on earlier GoTriangle email)
Adjusted to 4K ppsm (2035), 80% PnR capacity cap,

eliminate model noise (10) for bus transit .
(10) Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Projected daily boardings ... questionable projections

Stations PnR KnR Walk Bus Total
UNC Hospitals 0 40 810 1890 2740
Mason Farm 0 0 1100 0 1100
Hamilton 0 0 260 20 280
Friday Center 800 50 450 380 1680
Woodmont 0 0 690 10 700
Leigh Village 960 70 550 180 1760
Gateway 200 40 510 430 1180
Patterson Place 0 0 1140 120 1260
MLK 290 30 1100 170 1590
South Square 520 70 740 50 1380
LaSalle 0 0 1020 370 1390
Duke at Trent/Flowers 0 0 1360 210 1570
Ninth 0 60 490 10 560
Buchanan 0 0 500 0 500
Durham Station 280 20 650 1420 2370
Dillard 690 140 500 270 1600
Alston 940 60 310 110 1420
TOTAL 4680 580 12180 5640 23080

SOURCE: GoTriangle email correspondence

UNC Hospitals
Mason Farm
Hamilton
Friday Center
Woodmont
Leigh Village
Gateway
Patterson Place
LK

South Square
LaSalle

Duke at Trent/Flowers
Ninth
Buchanan
Durham Station
Dillard

Alston

=

DO LRT Boardings by Station

500

1000

mPRR mKnR mWalk

1500

Bus

2000 2500 3000
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UC Berkeley study,

Population density for cost-effective light rail?  uman pensity and Transit: A multi-dimensional Perspective:

4052 ppsm in DOLRT study corridor by 2035 (231K / 57) “Our analysis suggests that light-rail systems need
around 30 people per gross acre around stations ...

VS

urban densities are the most critical factor in determining whether

o o8 o o o ok o o o o o8 8 o o o
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I investments in fixed guideway transit systems are cost-effective.

N e/ [ 640 acres per square mile, or
19 ) 600 p p S m Table 2-1 Existing and Forecast Population

3071 ppsm in DOLRT study corridor in 2005 (175K / 57)

3,000,000 102%%
With %2 mile walk-up radius sk i
around each of the 17 stations | o i
or 68,000 people within walking Required density is roughly - B
. : equivalent to the entire o
distance of a station. UNC undergraduate class 160000 - 47%%
National average for contained in one sq mile? o 32— — o t——=p =
public transportation utilization is 5% =N _5-,,_.J_ -
(Durham 3%) Study Area %‘;T:;‘ g:::g; ns?::::;x:: Triangle Region

175,000 248,000 112,000 375,000 1,312,000
231,000 360,700 156,000 550,000 2,647,000

57 sq. miles 297 sq. miles 190 sq. miles 550 sq. miles 2127 sq. miles

suggesting 6800 daily boardings
(68K * 5% * 2) within corridor study area.

SOURCE: : Sd
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/573_DO_AA_Final_Report_8_Jun_12_web.pdf#page=33 g sy
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/01_Chapter-1_Purpose_and_Need.pdf#page=3 A TSI

http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf (s T e
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Population density for cost-effective light rail?

4052 ppsSm in DOLRT study corridor by 2035 (231K / 57)

VS

[ g .

N e/

3071 ppsm in DOLRT study corridor in 2005 (175K / 57)

Peer comparison - Barcelona 40,870 ppsm

Olatz Ortiz, who is charge of studies and projects for Tram Barcelona,
said the two lines carried nearly 24 million passengers last year, a
number that is not high enough to justify the much greater cost of
digging a subway. [24M / 290 = 83K daily]

“Everything is a [result] of demand,” she told The Globe and Mail. “I
mean, you have to take into account that constructing one kilometre of
tramway costs around €20-million [$28.8-million CAD] and
constructing metro, it can cost around €100-million.”

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/toronto/seeing-is-believing-when-it-comes-to-Irt/article 15697736/

SOURCE:

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/573_DO_AA_Final_Report 8 Jun_12_ web.pdf#page=33

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/01_Chapter-1_Purpose_and_Need.pdf#page=3
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/toronto/seeing-is-believing-when-it-comes-to-Irt/article 15697736/

peeoooRERORODOOUORDD

Barcelona $36M/mi 40,870 ppsm

€20M/km X 1.60934 km/mi X 1.12 €/$

1/2 the cost per mile

1OX of our future population density (projected)

—Versus —

DOLRT $94M/mi or charlotte BLE $126M/mi

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Projected population — Student demand ?

Much of this growth can be attributed to increased residential development for
employees and students at UNC to keep pace with rising student enrollment. In 2007,
UNC had just over 28,000 students and by 2017 total enrollment is projected to reach
33,000 students, a net increase of 18 percent. [DEIS 1-5]

UNC 2014 student population = 29,135 (or 4% increase over last 8 years)

UNC Student Enrollments
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25,000
20,000 |||| ||

15,000
10,000
5,000
0

O d N M T LW OV O A NMTLW OO0 O A NM <

DO OO0 0000000 o dod o

[Nl NoNoNoNoONeoNolololoolel I-Neho ol olNololNol

™ e e NN NN NN NN NN NN N NN

mUndergraduate = Graduate m Professional*

SOURCE:

http://oira.unc.edu/facts-and-figures/student-data/enrollment-and-student-characteristics/historical-enroliment-by-education-level/
http://www.triangletransit.org/sites/default/files/maps-and-schedules/RoutesAndSchedules-rsx.pdf
http://sites.duke.edu/durhamghgupdate/project-based-analysis-and-results/116-2/
http://www.durhamnc.gov/agendas_new/2012/cws20120618/8553 MEMO_GILLIG BUS _MANUFACTURING 309051 454924.doc.PDF

RSX ‘ Eall 2015 RSX Express

UNC Duke

Robertson Scholar Express

te colaboration betieen Duke University and UNC Chiagel Hil Though they a
du uitural

educat

N Phaned 58 [ove——

310 daily riders and operates 16 hours on weekday
in 30 minute intervals in both directions. [DEIS 3-10]

Note: On weekdays when only one |

weel
depart hourly rom each campus; fr

Average of 5 passengers per bus every day

The ‘demand’ for student & faculty between UNC and Duke is

155 passengers (RT) per weekday
to use public transportation?

NO SERVICE DATES:
« Thanksgiving Brezk- November 25-20

Zopm n30am
100pm Z50pm
00pm opm
s00pm Z30pm
400pm s30pm
stopm 30
600pm s30pm
700pm 630pm
77777777 ,,,,,, gnopn 30pm
200pm E30pm 900pm 830mm
900pm a30pm 000pm 30m

Capacity # Usage
40 passengers capacity # 5 passengers usage

Gillig Bus

Hybrid Engine
Capacity

= 29: 28 seating

= 35132

= 40" 40

MPG = 4.65 mpg
Cost = $580K each
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http://www.durhamnc.gov/agendas_new/2012/cws20120618/8553_MEMO_GILLIG_BUS_MANUFACTURING__309051_454924.doc.PDF

How many people use public transit between Durham / Orange counties?

UNC Study 9/3/2015
NC in Focus: Commuting by Public Transportation

Largest Cross-County Commuting
Flows Using Public Transportation

From To Commuters
Durham Orange 895
Union Mecklenburg 452
Wake Durham

Orange Durham
Durham Wake 257

Tabuigtions based on 2009-2013 American Community
Survey County-to-County Commuting fTows

1259 daily commuters cross
between Durham / Orange counties
using public transit

SOURCE:
http://demography.cpc.unc.edu/2015/09/03/nc-in-focus-commuting-by-public-transportation/
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03 _Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf#page=19

D-O LRT Project
DEIS/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

People going in each direction:

Table 3.1-4: 2040 Daily Ridership Forecasts by Stations for the NEPA Preferred Alternative

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03 _Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf#page=13

Station UNC-A|S{DI:| Avenue UNC-Alston _Avenue Alston Ave_nue-UNC Alston Aven_ue-UNC
Boardings Deboardings Boardings Deboardings
UNC Hospitals 2,750 0 0 2,750
Mason Farm Road 1,050 50 50 1,050
Hamilton Road 200 80 80 200
Fricay Center Drive = AEL 980 — 680
Woodmont 300 400 400 300
Leigh Village 490 1,270 1,270 490
Gateway 550 620 620 550
Patterson Place 590 680 680 590
Martin Luther King Jr. Parkway 750 840 840 750
South Square 890 470 470 890
LaSalle Street 630 770 770 630
Duke Trent/Flowers Drive 970 800 600 970
Ninth Street 340 210 210 340
Buchanan Boulevard 250 250 250 250
Durham 740 1,620 1,620 740
Dillard Street 330 1,260 1,260 330
Alston Avenue 0 1,410 1,410 0
TOTAL 11,510 11,510 11,510 11,510
Source: Travel Demand Methodology and Results Refjort (appendix K 2)
Note: Rounding was used and may lead fo discrepandy in fotals.
Note: Boarding and deboarding by station for all 24 are in ix K.2.
Note: Average weekday ridership estimates.
v v
6830 Durham county only 1110 Orange county only

3570 Cross county line (remaining) of which 2290 are bordering UNC in non-existing developments

1280 cross between Durham & Orange counties (projected)

X 2 = number of daily boardings in 2040

Daily ridership by station DEIS 3-16, table 3.1-4 & DEIS 3-10 table 3.1-1

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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http://demography.cpc.unc.edu/2015/09/03/nc-in-focus-commuting-by-public-transportation/
http://demography.cpc.unc.edu/2015/09/03/nc-in-focus-commuting-by-public-transportation/
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03_Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf#page=19
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/03_Chapter-3_Transportation.pdf#page=13

Light Rall

MY TH — It will relieve traffic congestion?
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NO BUILD (Scary future) ?

Advocates portray No Build option as unsustainable urban sprawil,
and that the only option is to build a light rail system.

The DO LRT projects 23,000 boardings (in 2040)
during 18.5 hours of daily operation across the 17 mile circuit
(at a cost of $1.6 BILLION or $94 million per mile), by building a steel
rail highway with exclusive 50’ right of way

or 622 passengers per hour (each track) X2
or 1243 passengers in 50’ right-of-way

Typical highways can accommodate
2,200 vehicles per lane per hour X4

(human driven), UTII1ZINg 5% of roadway capacity
or 8800 vehicles in 48’ right-of-way

And highway capacity will dramatically increase with
the introduction of aUtONOMouUs vehicles

SOURCE: http://www.citylab.com/commute/2014/01/what-will-happen-public-transit-world-full-autonomous-cars/8131/

Build v. No-Build

e e~ m » w A

A —

Projected light rail Typical Highway
622 2,200
passengers per hour vehicles per hour

22

3.9X

Typical Highway
2,200
vehicles per hour

Light rail
performance gap
Projected light rail
622
passengers per hour
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How much does it cost to build a mile of road ?

Construction costs per mile of road depend on location, terrain, type of construction, number of lanes, lane width,
durability, number of bridges, etc.

Some states have developed cost models to guide planning for their highway construction programs. These
models give a ballpark figure for various kinds of highway improvements. The following are some examples:

Construct a new 2-lane undivided road — about $2-$3 million per mile in rural areas, about $3-5 million in
urban areas.

Construct a new 4-lane highway — $4-$6 million per mile in rural and suburban areas, $8-$10 million per mile
in urban areas.

Construct a new 6-lane Interstate highway — about $7 million per mile in rural areas, $11 million or more per
mile in urban areas.

Mill and resurface a 4-lane road — about $1.25 million per mile.

Expand an Interstate Highway from 4 lanes to 6 lanes — about $4 million per mile.

The Florida Department of Transportation has published its generic cost per mile information for 2013 online.
The Arkansas Highway Department’s estimated cost per mile for 2013 is available online.

SOURCE: http://www.artba.org/about/transportation-fags/#20
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BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) coming to Chapel Hill

BRT planned for Wake County Improved Bus Service on Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard

BRT is a flexible, high performance  Eubanks
(rather than LRT) bus service that combines many
characteristics of light rail including

physical, operating, and system elements
i I into a permanently integrated bus system
Chapel HI” plannmg with a quality image and unique identity. §
BRT for MLK route c
: : Characteristics: E
with dedicated bus lane it 2
+ High fi i ol
for $25M oAby 2
* Upgraded shelters Carolina North A ) Eastgate A
+ Technology 4
i i i + Easy fare payment o’
Why isn’t Chapel Hill planning * Unique identity v

University Mall 4

BRT for high-density 15-501 corridor

P
m ™
. Carr Mill 4
or NC54 corridor
thereby alleviating need for e
Y J P @ ooy
$1 GB DO'LRT E E Zr:::leﬂ(i:l;surwws
+ MLK is a prime corridor to introduce BRT Carrboro
+ CHT has funding in place to begin Alternatives Analysis (AA) ::";':umy Swiks
? + AA process will be guided by Chapel Hill 2020 recommendations A Londmarks
E Park and Ride Lots
. Created by Chapel Hill Transit E u—s —— 1—1'5
SOURCE:

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Adopted-Orange-County-BRI-Plan-with-Appendices-revised-9-27-20121.pdf#page=20
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BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) faster than LRT

Sharing the road - Interlining refers to the ability of local bus routes,
including feeder bus services to utilize the BRT running way for a
portion of their trip. It is an accepted practice for BRT systems and
allows more transit users to benefit from the guideway investment.

BRT travel time estimated

39 minutes

vs revised 42-44 minutes for light rail?

Why isn’t Chapel Hill planning
BRT for high-density 15-501 corridor
or NC54 corridor
thereby alleviating need for
$1.6B DOLRT

SOURCE:
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Adopted-Orange-County-BRI-Plan-with-Appendices-revised-9-27-20121.pdf#page=15

Table ES-1 Summary of Evaluation Results for LRT, BRT-High, and BRT-Low Alternatives

Goal 1: Improve mobility

Evaluation Criteria* BRT High

BRT route: 5,700**

BRT route: 4,600**

mmﬂ::ﬂ',‘;‘:“““ the Ridership: Daily Project — Interlined Buses: Interlined Buses:
3 ) : Boardings N 11,900 11,700
Goal 2: Increase transit
efficiency and quality of Total: 17,600 Total: 16,300
senvice. Ridership: System-wide
Goal 3: Improve transit Trips™ 140.500-141,600 142,800 141,100
connections.
T N
Operations: Traffic Low Low Moderate
Impacts
Transportation § ; ;
. ons: T Time % 38 minutes 44 minutes
No engineering Could be ; )
Ex ion P ial constraints & inconsistent with Cou:ﬁdmbe e :stem
en . consistent with regional connectivity ca'\nea:r?tlym goals
regional plans goals
Goal 4: Support local and | Public and Agency
regional economic Support High Moderate Moderate
development and planned
growth management E ieD Demonstrated ability Unproven ability to Uni ability to
initiatives Potential to influence influence infl ¥ dev
development development
Goa_l 5: Foster ) Moderahe property Moderaie property I—igh property
environmental stewardship acquisitions, high acquisitions, visual acquisitions, low visual
visual impacts, i . impacts, low
Environmental Impacts moderate stream/wetland & stream/wetland
stream/wetiand & construction impacts, impacts, moderate

construction impacts,

low air quality

construction & low air

no air quality impacts impacts quality impacts
Soal 8 Frovde s cost- Esc"::;" Cost (20113) $1.378 S060M sa10M
investment. Estimated Cost (2011 5)
ﬁpﬁﬁf’m 800 pax/hr- $14M 800 paxhr: $11M 800 paxhr: $11M
capacity of 800 and 1500 pax/hr: $15M 1500 pax/hr: $13M 1500 paxhr: $13M
1500 paxhr)

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/573 _DO_AA_Final_Report 8 Jun_12 web.pdf#page=156

*Evaiuation criteria inciude references to sections of the report where more information can be found. | **Daily
boardings for BRT-High and BRT-Low routes without interlined buses could potentially be higher as the model
estimated the ridership assuming interlined buses. Interiining refers to the ability of local bus routes to use of the
guideway in addition to the exclusive BRT service. The BRT numbers thus do not account for passengers that would
transfer from feeder buses to BRT if the feeder buses were not sharing the BRT guideway | ***System-wide trips
refer to total transit trips in the three county Triangle Region (Durham, Orange, and Wake Counties). |

’passengers/hour
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Major advances in transportation technology ... transforming society ?

Electric trains introduced in 1881 by Siemens. With so many technology - !: > , ‘

advances with electric batteries, autonomous vehicles and evolving 'sharing'
business models ... why are we condemned with industrial 'mass transit’

thinking?

What if you could order an autonomous vehicle using your smartphone from

Uber (or ZipCar or Tesla or Apple or Google, etc) and hitch a ‘ride’ that reroutes e
to match travel demand from origin to source skipping intermediate stops, while VRS
zipping along transportation corridors with synchronized traffic signals? "

0 o

What happens to our transportation infrastructure, ' ,
if you change century’s old inherent transit assumptions? A

= Better (vehicle, roads) asset utilization? ;[
= Less congestion? P | o 0 |
= Need private cars?

= Need less parking?

= Need fewer cars? 3

= Fewer (taxi, bus, truck) drivers?

Where is our 20 year plan for this future ???
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http://www.siemens.com/history/en/news/1075_electrical-streetcar.htm

Major advances in transportation technology ... transforming society ?

e Vriie W 5 PM roim

As the wealthy—and, as the prices of Uber and Lyft fall, the slightly less so— “ UBER
essentially remove themselves from the problems of existing mass transit infrastructure 2T
with Uber and other services, the urgency to improve or add to it diminishes. The 17 Literty Strowt
people left riding public transit become, increasingly, the ones with little or no political

weight to demand improvements to the system. | |

In Ubers grand vision, N0 one owns cars because nearly everyone is taken everywhere
In a driverless, electric, omnisciently networked Uber conveyance that arrives precisely
when it is needed for a price cheap enough that for many people it feels free.

SOURCE: http://www.theawl.com/2015/08/ubiquity

How bigis Uber?
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Major advances in transportation technology ... transforming society ?

Because of the precipitous drop in prices thanks to uberX or the ridesharing services like UberPool (or LyftLine, or FRRRAREE e P ARNE S0
what have you), there are people—Ilots of people—who now use Uber to commute great distances to work EVERY €« m B £ &H €« =m @ =%
DAY. Like this woman from San Francisco who decided not to buy a car and go “full Uber” for one year. She . T o v
estimates she gave $4,600 to Uber to fulfill her transportation needs during a 12-month period, which she compares SO L0 R v R LI A0S
to spending over $10,000 a year on car payments, parking, gas, insurance, etc. In certain cities, using something elon St O (Ficitiato
like Uber is a better deal than owning a car. But it’s taking those people off public transit.

OPTIONS =* Depart at 9:46 AM OPTIONS
This is already happening. Tampa’s system is launching partnerships with Uber and Lyft to get riders from stations via Sunset Bivd rems e
to their homes, essentially solving the first mile-last mile problem that steers a lot of potential riders away from 33mi 9:51-10:17 AM from Sunset / Parkman
transit. But think about that for a moment: Tampa wants people to ride its buses so badly that it is enlisting Uber
to help get people to its bus stops. When Uber’s rates go down even more as the service saturates the region, what’s & via Sunset Bivd 1 hr 10 min Hore Uy e

to stop them from riding that air-conditioned Prius all the way to work? Enough passengers do that and bus FRNCIRECe

i i 35 . 2. 4> SR 34 min
service is cut. 3.5mi o> = =Y DASH Dow..|

Every 10 min from Sunset / Parkman
r via Glendale Bivd 1 hr 13 min

3.7 mi Also consider

Buchanan points out this fear in his piece: That Uber s success will lead to whats essentially privatized mass transit.
That s not really a concern in a place like New York City where ridership is very healthy and the subways are the best

way to get to many places. But when you look at any smaller American city that’s trying its darnedest to get a new Uber 14 min Uber 14 min
transit system off the ground, ridership numbers make a difference. If elective riders—the people who have a Pickup in 4 min $6-9  Pickupin4min $6-9

choice—aren’t boarding, that transit system is going to fail. e ——— e ———

The taxi industry might be making the loudest complaints against Uber, but it’s the struggling public transit system
in Tampa that’s really in trouble.

There’s one more twist. Uber’s push for self-driving tech is happening. Soon, among the uberX and UberPool
options you might see a UberAutonomous button, summoning a self-driving vehicle to your doorstep. This
cheapest option—cheapest because there’s no labor—would be a slightly larger vehicle, almost like a van. The
driverless technology would plot an efficient route using real-time traffic alerts but also choose the most economic
path to your destination by scooping up other Uber customers along the way.

SOURCE: http://gizmodo.com/if-you-want-better-public-transit-you-probably-shouldn-1726469461
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Accelerating technology adoption

I Technology adoption

Years until used by one-quarter of American population
, 50
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§ 40
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1 : i 1975 Mobile phone (13)
N | i ! @1983
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| : : ! ¥ 1901
(. ] 1 |
. ! 1 |
11 ] 1 |

0
1870 80 90 1900 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 2000 1014
First commercially availoble year

Source: Singularity.com

Economist.com/araphicdetail
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Work at home continues to grow ... changing ftraffic patterns

A nationwide study ... finds fiber-optic connections, the fastest type of

high speed Internet available, can add $5,437 to the price of a $175,000 home

SOURCE:

Tomorron

TheJHerald Gun ~or oo

Overcast

Home News Sports Business Lifestyles Opinion Obituaries Celebrations Ph
AT&T launches gigabit network service o s Oae
;Iex‘Di;n;w o

DURHAM — AT&T and U-verse’s gigabit Internet senvice, GigaPower, is now available to small businesses and
residents in Durham.

The launch comes during a time when several providers - Frontier Communications, Time Warner Cable and
Google Fiber — have either announced plans to offer or are offering 1-gigabit senvice in the area.

“Customers in Durham can now experience the power of gigabit speeds, for example. downloading 25 songs in
one second (or) downloading your favorite TV show. such as Scandal, in three seconds,” said Venessa
Harrison, president of AT&T North Carolina. “Today is a milestone on the path of providing faster speeds in the
Durham area and we're very excited about it, but we're not slowing down_”

The semvice, which has already launched in Cary, Carrboro, Chapel Hill, Raleigh and Winston-Salem, will offer
customers the choice of Internet service, TV senice and U-Verse Voice service, or a combination of the three.

According to AT&T, Internet senvice for GigaPower will start at 370 a month, and Intemet and TV senice will
start at $120 a month.

Harrison said AT&T has also committed to providing free broadband to residents in low-income housing
developments and community centers as part of the company's invalvement with President Obama's
ConnectED initiative. which has a goal of connecting 99 percent of American students with broadband over the
next five years.

Harrison said AT&T has pledged $100 million over three years for free broadband access, educational
development, websites. applications and semvices as part of this initiative.

http://qz.com/437121/the-9-to-5-office-workday-is-dying-in-america/

http://www.heraldsun.com/news/x110779660/AT-T-launches-gigabit-network-service

http://www.wsj.com/articles/SB11064341213388534269604581077972897822358

— about as much as a fireplace, or half the value of a bathroom.

The 9-to-5 office workday is dying in America

With the rise of flexible working schedules, the freelance economy, and video conferencing,
more Americans are getting their jobs done without ever heading into an office, according
to new data from the American Time Use Survey released by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Among all workers, 23% report spending all or part of their day working from home.

College-educated Americans who work in an office on an average day

80%
78
76
74
72

70
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Grand Jury findings?

ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION
AUTHORITY AND LIGHT RAIL PLANNING

SUMMARY

decide in December 1999 whether to proceed with the construction of a multi-billion dollar, 28-

The Orange County Transportation Authority’s (OCTA) Board of Directors is scheduled to

mile light rail system in the central Orange County “Corridor”. That critical decision could
commit the county to a significant financial and policy course and set the future of transit systems in

Orange County. The Grand Jury has studied the process for that decision and found it wanting.

The OCTA has implicitly characterized the need for light rail is to lessen fraffic congestion and
pollution, and to promote economic development along the proposed line. The proposed light rail
system is estimated by OCTA to carry, at best, a daily ridership of 60,000. Total Orange County daily
ridership in 2020 is expected by OCTA to be 10 million people, up 2 million from today’s ridership.

The light rail portion would be less than 1% (0.6%) of total county ridership in the year 2020.

The national experience with urban light rail systems’ ability to solve traffic congestion, air

pollution and related urban problems has been poor. The Grand Jury examined the last 12 urban light
rail systems developed in the U.S. The Grand Jury analysis strongly suggests that Orange County will

experience that:

drivers from their cars.

transit system.

year.

( Light rail will have negligible impact on traffic congestion because it attracts few automobil

* Demographic trends will make light rail much less effective than predicted by planners.

= Light rail is expensive. The most cost-effective, federally funded systems have required subsidies
of $5,000 and more per new ride. New rides are those riders brought out of their cars and into the

* Light rail is inflexible once in place. The OCTA’s bus system routes are adjusted three times a

* Light rail cost and ridership forecasts will be erroneous and biased in favor of light rail.
= Light rail will not spur development. Development along light rail corridors is spurred by tax

subsidies, not light rail.
\- Light rail will not improve commuter travel times, energy conservation and safety. /
ere 15 a promotion of light rail by OCTA i its public Outreach/Center Line documents and

™

Grand jury releases scathing VTA report

Story Comments

W Tweet < 2 :T|

Dispatch file photo

Share Print Font Size:

Posted: Monday, June 1, 2009 12:00 am | Updated: 7:13 am, Wed Dec 28, 2011.

Michael Moore | " 0 comments

A scathing Civil Grand Jury report released Monday derides the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority as unresponsive and unaccountable to the public,
dizobedient to its own policies, and generally dishonest.

"The more one learns about how the YVTA executes its mission, the lower the
confidence level in the board’s ability to manage the agency,” reads aline in the
summary ofthe Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury report entitled "Taking the
public for a ride.”

WTA spokeswoman Jennie Loft said the report containg nothing new, is full of
factual errors, and its criticisms echo those heard during the Movember 2008
election season, when the agency sponsored three ballot measures that voters
annroved

briefings, rather than a process of study, analysis and evaluation as to light rail’s merits and cost

benefit.

http://www.ocgrandjury.org/pdfs/GJLtRail.pdf
https://www.bsa.ca.gov/pdfs/reports/2007-129.pdf

http://www.gilroydispatch.com/news/san_martin_county/grand-jury-releases-scathing-vta-report/article _db2c4254-7ed1-5ea4-be3a-28c7596545b5.html

Santa Clara Valley

Transportation Authority:

It Has Made Several Improvements in Recent Years,

but Changes Are Still Needed

July 2008 Report 2007-129

with restatements from anti-WTA and anti-BART (Bay Area
oric, and that rhetaric was rejected by the voters in Movember,
bk through the report you see opinions about the VTA or

RT that are not based on fact”™

LRT, and to approve the agency’s long-range transportation

| ofthe VTA, including a 2003-2004 Civil Grand Jury report, a
e California State Auditor. Loft said the WTA has worked on
fwhich is that the WVTA board’s advisory committees should be

fthe Citizens Advisory Committee, a 16-member panel of
and conducting independent audit repors. The report says
by woters in 2000, created a Citizens Watchdog Committee,

true "watchdog” should be. It says its members are approved
pther transportation agencies in California. Plus, those

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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http://www.gilroydispatch.com/news/san_martin_county/grand-jury-releases-scathing-vta-report/article_db2c4254-7ed1-5ea4-be3a-28c7596545b5.html

Repeat of Orange County Grand Jury? Lack of transparency? INDyg
15CV009591 @
GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE ;

FILER

WSN. Vi
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CHARLOTTE OBSERVER wivE Fo

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
WAKE COUNTY

THE NEWS AND OBSERVER
PUBLISHING COMPANY; THE

PUBLISHING COMPANY; CAPITOL, T

BROADCASTING COMPANY,
INCORPORATED; BONEY
PUBLISHERS d/b/a THE ALAMANCE
NEWS; THE SOUTHERN
ENVIRONMENTAL LAW CENTER;
ZM INDY, INC. d/b/a INDY WEEK;
MEDIA GENERAL OPERATIONS,
INC., and THE NORTH CAROLINA
JUSTICE CENTER d/b/a NC POLICY
WATCH,

Plaintiffs,

V.
PAT McCRORY, as Governor of North
Carolina; JOHN E. SKVARLA, III, as
Secretary of the North Carolina
Department of Commerce; DONALD R.
VAN DER VAART, as Secretary of the
North Carolina Department of
Environment and Natural Resources;
Dr. ALDONA Z. WOS, as Secretary of
the North Carolina Department of

Health and Human Services; FRANK L.

PERRY, as Secretary of the North
Carolina Department of Public Safety;
WILLIAM G. DAUGHTRIDGE, JR., as
Secretary of the North Carolina
Department of Administration;
ANTHONY J. TATA, as Secretary of
the North Carolina Department of
Transportation; SUSAN W. KLUTTZ,
as Secretary of the North Carolina
Department of Cultural Resources; and
LYONS GRAY, as Secretary of the

North Carolina Department of Revenue,

Defendants.

ERIOR COURT DIVISION raleigh.cary durham-.chapel hill

N
RIS

COMPLAIN
[COMP]

Consequences of the Defendants’ Violations

26. The defendants’ repeated, concerted and systematic violations of the
Public Records Law described above have resulted in myriad instances in which the
plaintiffs effectively have been denied access to public records despite the
defendants’ tacit acknowledgement that the requested records are public.
Collectively these instances disclose patterns and practices of delay, obfuscation,
non-responsiveness, foot-dragging and stonewalling on the part of the defendants
that effectively defeat and defy the public policy of transparent and open

government that underlies the Public Records Law. For example:

SOURCE: http://www.indyweek.com/news/archives/2015/07/21/why-were-suing-governor-mccrory-and-the-state-of-north-carolina Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Recent press coverage

CHAPEL HILL: OPINION

Tom Swasey: Neighborhood streets no
place for light rail line

BY TOM SWASEY
Guest column

The Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project is bringing light rail
to town. That sounds like a great idea until you take a look at
some of the proposed routes.

1 live in the Downing Creek community (on the Chapel Hill border,
N.C. 54) and am now actively lobbying to keep light rail from
creating dangerous traffic nightmares and diminishing the quality
of life in our neighborhood. My objection is with the C2 and C2A

HIGHLIGHTS
Regardless of whether people support or

greatly concern me.

MARCH 27,2015

The conversation: Readers
debate the Durham-Orange
Light Rail Transit Project
Durham INC opposes N.C. 54 rail route

oppose the Light Rail Transit Project, two issues

neighbors

BY BOB WILSON
Commentary

modern progressivism: light rail.

Bob Wilson: Light rail riles proposed track

Out-of-towners driving on N.C. 54 between I-40 and U.S. 15-501
Bypass in Chapel might wonder what small signs denouncing “C2"
and “C2A” mean. One could say they denounce a sacred tenet of

BY JIM WISE
Jwise@newsobserver.com

http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/chapel-hill-news/chn-opinion/article24985417.html

Hauser: It's Time to Restart the

Conversation about Transit

BY BONNIE HAUSER
Commentary

Much has happened since Orange County voters approved a
half-cent sales tax increase for transit. With a recovering economy,
the tax is producing more money than expected, but there are
signs that the project is running off the rails.

There's good news. A new Amtrak station is coming to
Hillsborough, connecting their town center with Raleigh, Durham
and points west. Also a small increase in funds will help improve
service for Chapel Hill Transit and Orange Public Transit. New bus
routes have been added for Mebane, Efland and northern Orange,
and Chapel Hill is slowly adding off-peak service for shift workers
at UNC.

Then there's light rail (LRT).
The $2.2 billion project has
been beset with problems,
and things are getting worse.
State funding isn't coming,
opposition is mounting
against rail lines and
maintenance facilities, and
advocates are realizing it

only serves a narrow corridor
between UNC and Duke.

DURHAM — The InterNeighborhood Council ha
record against a light-rail line past the Downing

i ) p X New:
neighborhood and in favor of more considerati e

Home
east of Alston Avenue.

In a resolution adopted at Tuesday’s delegates
calls on GoTriangle (formerly Triangle Transit)
alternative to its preferred route across Little C
along the south side of N.C. 54.

Lauren Horsch

http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/chapel-hill-news/article24481459.html

http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/durham-news/dn-opinion/article23911525.html

http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/durham-news/dn-opinion/article21412206.html

http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/durham-news/article25493314.html

http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/chapel-hill-news/chn-opinion/article16205870.html

http://www.heraldsun.com/news/localnews/x1222491721/Light-rail-route-options-stir-debate

Your letters: At-grade crossings unsafe

HIGHLIGHTS

At-grade unsafe

Despite all of implied “safety” remedies implied by GoTriangle, all
of which are also implemented in the 30-plus city systems across
the nation, light rail fatalities continue to rise. Light rail at-grade
crossings are fundamentally unsafe.

Some will compare the total number of light-rail fatalities and
mistakenly conclude that light rail is safer than automobile travel.
Light rail has three times as many fatalities as automobile when
normalized for passenger miles traveled.

Although GoTriangle has not specified or awarded the final
contract, the Siemens S70 (or derivative) seems to be popular in
North American light rail projects including the Charlotte LYNX.
We estimate that each train car would be 90 feet long, 9 feet wide,
vehicle empty weight of 96,500 Ibs (47.5 tons) which is consistent
with the model depictions. GoTriangle plans to initially use 2 car
configurations (95 tons), with the ability to accommodate
three-car configurations (142.5 tons) in the future, as demand
warrants.

Even if the brakes are the best and can stop the wheel completely
(without derailing), the physics of steel sliding on steel do not
change the physics of a 95-ton train’s mementum.

According to GoTriangle, the average speed will be 26 mph (17
miles / 39 minutes). Adjusting travel times by 30 seconds for each
station stop across 17 stations (including 20 second dwell time),
that means that the train will be averaging 35 mph when in motion
and not in the station.

@he Herald-Sun

Sports

Currently Tomorrow
a 87°F High 89°F
Overcast Low 71°F
Business Lifestyles Opinion Obituaries Celebrations

Light rail route options stir debate

DURHAM — Alternative route options for the Durham-Orange Light Rail and options for a rail operation and
maintenance facility have been stiring debates in neighborhooeds around the city.

he route over Little Creek, the area between the Hamilton Road station in Chapel
n in Durham has many residents in the Downing Creek subdivision concerned

ative (route) on the books here,” Patrick McDonough of GoTriangle said. That
Meadowmont Lane and crosses over property owned by the Army Corps of
[illage station.

maoving the route away from its land. Which caused GoTriangle to create another
hen in effect told GoTriangle that C1 would not be a viable option — taking it out

ity in Meadowmaont Lane. GoTriangle came up with another other option — C2A.

imated costs of the new altematives. C1A could cost between $36 and $54
[2 costs between $19 million and $29 million, and C2A between 514 million and

prborro Metropalitan Planning Organization meeting this week Durham County
said concerns from the Downing Creek comes from where the rail alignment
ivision.

streets that come out of the subdivision — Downing Creek Parkway and
hird, Littlejohn Road that could also be impacted.

IC2A — would be in the NCDOT right-of-way north of Stancell Drive,” McDonough

n of the residents being able to pull out of the neighborhood and onto N.C. 54,
imes.

P
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Light Rall

MYTH — Light Rail is safe

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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While advocates focus on the word Light ...
we really should be focused on the word RAIL.

It is not a freight train (with infrequent crossings)
LRT is a 100-ton train will snake thru our community on those same
steel wheels and steel tracks unable to swerve or stop quickly like other
vehicles on the road ...

while crossing each and every gate

150 times on a typical work day !!!!

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Light rail is safe ?

Average fatality rates per 100 million miles, 2000-2011

COMMUTER MOTORCYCLE BUS TRANSIT TRANSIT TRANSIT
AIR CARRIER 31.5 0.5 Bus2 LIGHT RAILZ COMMUTER RAILZ
22.6 10.8
PASSENGER LIGHT TRANSIT VRANSIT TRAINS
AlR CAR TRUCK! | TOTALZ2 HEAVY RAIL 7.0
CARR'ER 1.1 1.1 4.4 '
LARGE .
MOTOR T%UgK
VEHICLE TOTAL .
1.4

1 Light trucks are defined as those less than 10,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating, including pickups, vans, and SUVs. Large trucks are more than 10,000 pounds GVWR. 2 Transit bus refers to local service on fixed
routes; light rail refers to streetcars, tramways, and trolleys; heavy rail includes subways and similar electric rail service; commuter rail is electric or diesel rail service between suburbs and a central city (all transit data

2000-2008). 3 Train data includes both freight and passenger railroad operations.

SOURCE: http://www.caranddriver.com/features/howre-ya-dying-fatality-data-from-various-types-of-transportation-feature .
: Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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While many “light” rail transit advocates tout its safety, recent incidents across the nation suggest
otherwise.

Despite the many safeguards.

the use of “at-grade” crossing gates with flashing lights and bells cede the “right of way” to train traffic
at the expense of others on the road.

A major contributor to many of these fatalities
IS the inherent dangers of LR

“right of way” and not ceding to other traffic “at-grade” crossing gates that are
not regulated by traffic lights to synchronize automobile traffic flow.

The following is a small sampling of fatalities or CWI, also known as

"Collision With Individual”

across the United States since 2014.

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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According to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) at U.S. DOT:

Three out of four crashes occur
within 25 MI1|eS of a motorist's home.

50% of all crashes occur within flve miles of home.

A calculation of NHTSA statistics on the rate of deaths per collision in vehicle/vehicle crashes
versus the FRA statistics of deaths per collision in vehicle/train crashes reveals:

A motorist is almost 20 tIMeS more likely
todle In a crash involving a train

than in a collision involving another motor vehicle.

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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LRT travelling on zero incline at
35 MPH with full brake will travel

or more than the length of a football field

- 428 feet

In ~10 seconds

LRT Stopping Distance @ 35 mph on flat (0 degree) incline
Length of football field

LRV Braking Distances for Unanticipated Stops

Full Service | Emergency | Distance
Speed | LRV Traveled | Braking

Distance (ft) | Distance (ft)
in 9.86 sec.

Fence Height

Based on distance of 506' covered in 9.86 seconds and
7' reaction time, fence height should not obstruct

view 101’ from crossing.

428 feet
300 feet

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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‘I\/Iultiple Injuries after light rail, truck crash

Phoenix @ 2015-05

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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http://www.abc15.com/news/region-phoenix-metro/central-phoenix/light-rail-slams-into-truck-in-phoenix

‘Woman killed by Green Line light-rail train was Minnesota Senate employee — St. Paul, 2015-04

*1 hurt as car collides with Link light rail train in S. Seattle — Seattle @ 2015-04

*Pedestrian struck, killed by light rail train in Los Angeles — Los Angeles @ 2015-04

*Pedestrian Fatally Struck by Gold Line Train in Highland Park — Los Angeles @ 2015-04

*RTD Closed Portion Of Light Rail Line In Lakewood For Possible Death Investigation — Denver @ 2015-04
-Light rail trains delayed due to crash — St Paul @ 2015-03

*Portland Streetcar collisions? Nearly 1 a week, reports say — Portland @ 2015-03
<21 INJURED AFTER METRO TRAIN CRASHES INTO CAR NEAR USC CAMPUS — Los Angeles @ 2015-03

‘Woman dies in light rail accident — Houston @ 2015-03

*RTD Light Rail service disrupted by pedestrian accident, mechanical problem — Denver @ 2015-03
*VTA Light Rail Car and Vehicle Crash in San Jose — San Jose @ 2015-02
*San Jose man hit, killed by light rail train — San Jose @ 2015-02

*Vehicle strikes Hudson-Bergen light rail train in Downtown Jersey City — Jersey City @ 2015-02

*Person injured after being hit by light rail train near Belleview station — Denver @ 2015-02

*Pedestrian struck, killed by Light Rail train near Colorado Convention Center in downtown Denver — Denver @ 2015-02
*Pedestrian struck, killed by Light Rail /D’d as Naythan Cordova; 41-year-old died on his birthday — Denver @ 2015-02
*Man Killed In Light Rail Train Accident — Denver @ 2015-02

Light Rail, car collide near Speer & Stout in downtown Denver — Denver @ 2015-02

Light rail service delayed after accident between train, car — Baltimore @ 2015-02
*Child, Driver Seriously Injured After Car Collides With Muni Train In SF’s West Portal — San Francisco @ 2015-01
*3-YEAR-OLD DIES AFTER CAR HIT BY RIVER LINE LIGHT RAIL — Philadelphia @ 2015-01

\

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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http://www.startribune.com/local/stpaul/301813371.html
http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Driver-trapped-in-car-after-crash-with-Link-light-rail-train-in-S-Seattle-300687731.html
http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2015/apr/13/pedestrian-struck-killed-by-light-rail-train-in/
http://egpnews.com/2015/04/pedestrian-fatally-struck-by-gold-line-train-in-highland-park/
http://denver.cbslocal.com/2015/04/03/rtd-closed-portion-of-light-rail-line-in-lakewood-for-possible-death-investigation/
http://www.mprnews.org/story/2015/03/25/lrt-accident
http://www.oregonlive.com/portland/index.ssf/2015/03/portland_streetcar_collisions.html
http://abc7.com/news/usc-student-identified-as-driver-involved-in-metro-train-crash/581473/
http://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Woman-dies-in-light-rail-accident-6111312.php
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/local-news/rtd-light-rail-service-disrupted-by-pedestrian-accident-mechanical-problem
http://kron4.com/2015/02/27/vta-light-rail-car-and-vehicle-crash-in-san-jose/
http://wn.ktvu.com/story/28108596/san-jose-male-pedestrian-hit-killed-by-light-rail-train
http://www.nj.com/hudson/index.ssf/2015/02/vehicle_strikes_hudson-bergen_light_rail_train_in.html
http://kdvr.com/2015/02/24/person-injured-after-being-hit-by-light-rail-train-near-belleview-station/
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/local-news/pedestrian-struck-killed-by-light-rail-near-colorado-convention-center-in-downtown-denver02122015
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/front-range/denver/warning-sign-added-at-rtd-light-rail-station-near-where-fatal-crash-occurred-on-thursday
http://denver.cbslocal.com/2015/02/12/pedestrian-light-rail-train-collision/
http://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/local-news/light-rail-car-collide-near-speer-stout-in-downtown-denver02172015
http://www.abc2news.com/news/region/baltimore-city/light-rail-service-delayed-after-accident-between-train-car
http://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2015/01/23/child-driver-seriously-injured-after-car-collides-with-muni-train-in-sfs-west-portal/
http://6abc.com/news/3-year-old-dies-after-car-hit-by-river-line-light-rail-/478322/
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Or one can merely view recent incidents and fatalities in
other Light RAIL Train projects across the nation.

Light RAIL Train with at-grade crossings are

NOT SAFE.

Just do a GOOGLE search on “Light Rail Accident”

or review this list or this list.

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org



http://smarttransitfuture.org/
https://www.google.com/
http://transit.downingcreek.org/safety/
http://ripgatewaycorridor.blogspot.com/2012/04/light-rail-accidents-crashes-deaths.html

Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit (D-O LRT) Project

Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Public

Comment Period

DEIS Review and Comment

The public, project partners, government agencies, and

stakeholders can review the document in several ways:

= Review a copy of the DEIS on the D-O LRT Project web site
at www.ourtransitfuture.com

» Review a copy of the DEIS at www.gotriangle.org

= Review a copy of the DEIS at public libraries in Durham and
Orange counties

» Review a copy of the DEIS at GoTriangle’s Administrative Offices

» There are many ways to provide comments (e.g., express
support, concerns, or questions) about the proposed D-O LRT
Project and the information in the DEIS:

* By email to info@ourtransitfuture.com

» By postal mail to: D-O LRT Project — DEIS, c/o Triangle Transit,
P.O. Box 530, Morrisville, NC 27560

= By comment card at two public information sessions in September

» Through the D-O LRT Project’s website at
www.ourtransitfuture.com

* In person during public hearings in Chapel Hill and Durham

Only comments received through these methods will be officially accepted. The
use of these channels is important in maintaining the official project file for the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and allows the project team to accurately
compile the comments so that responses to all substantive comments can be
tracked and responded to in the combined Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD). The combined FEIS/ROD is expected to be
published in February 2016.

GoTriangle anticipates that the EPA will close the public review and comment
period on October 12, 2015.

NC Friday Center
4-7 p.m.
100 Friday Center Drive
Chapel Hill, NC 27517

29

UNC Friday Center
4-7 p.m.
100 Friday Center Drive
Chapel Hill, NC 27517

Show your DOLRT colors!

NO

Public Information Sessions:
GoTriangle will hold two public
information sessions on the DEIS
in advance of public hearings on
the document.

urham Station
ansportation Center
2-5 p.m.
515 W. Pettigrew Street.
Durham, NC 27701

Public Hearings
Two formal public hearings on
the DEIS will be held. Each

1 speaker will be allowed two (2)
minutes to comment. The dates

for the public hearings are:
Durham County
Commissioners Chamber
4-7 p.m.
200 E. Main Street
Durham, NC 27701

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Durham Orange Light Rail Plan (DEIS)
What We Know and What We Should Be Concerned About

Financial Risk and Uncertainty

= Expected NC State share of 25% ($400M) recently capped by NC Legislature
at $500K

= Shortfalls may result in a burden borne by Durham / Orange Taxpayers

= Cost estimate of $1.6B uncertain and may increase as project goes forward

= LRT ridership overestimated, corridor population lacks sufficient density

= Bus Rapid Transit far less costly and competitive on ridership

Alignment Not Supportive of Transit Oriented Development
= Compact density build, mixed use land development plans not served

Safety Issues /Adverse Impacts

= At grade crossings are high risk for accidents even with gates and lights

= Farrington Road ROMF noise, lights, traffic, contamination and property values
= Lightrail has 22 times more accidents per passenger mile travelled than cars

Social Justice

= East Alston low income, minority, transit dependent community not served

= NC Central University and Durham Tech are not served

= Affordable housing must compete with inevitable station area increased rents
and land prices

Technology and Obsolescence

= Autonomous vehicles and rapid rise of ride share services impact LRT viability

» LRT fixed tracks not adaptable or flexible, LRT is a solution for the PAST not for
future

Submit Comments

A substantive statement requiring a response
» What is the specific issue
= Why is it a concern
» What do you want done about it
(Don't build it, Fix it, Change It, Eliminate it)
= Avoid emotion, use facts and logic

In person, by mail, e-mail or at GoTriangle’s
website.

= No limit - number of comments you make
= No limit - number of times you comment

= You do not have to be directly affected by the

LRT to comment
»= You can comment both publicly and in writing

written comments are important

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org



http://smarttransitfuture.org/

Where can | get more information?

* Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org

* Follow us on Twitter @ NC54transit

« Sign the Online petition http://bit.ly/noDOLRT

Smartiransitruture.org

Residents for Smart Transportation Serving the Triangle ‘

Plan Light Rail Myths

Durham-Orange Proposal Congestion?

Light Rail Bias? Safe?

Charlotte success? Faster?
Economical?
Efficient?
Environmental?
Growth?

Smart

Future?
Solution?

Projects?

Contact

Local
State

Federal

Resources

Articles

Reports
Terminology

Get the facts @ http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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Hauser: It's Time to Restart the Conversation about Transit
Alex Cabanes NN
Sent: 10/13/2015 4:00 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com
Cc:

News & Observer Editorial:

auser: It's Time to Restart the
Conversation about Transit

By Bonnie Hauser

Commentary

http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/chapel-hill-news/chn-opinion/article24985417 .html

Much has happened since Orange County voters approved a half-cent sales tax increase for transit. With a recovering
economy, the tax is producing more money than expected, but there are signs that the project is running off the rails.

There’s good news. A new Amtrak station is coming to Hillsborough, connecting their town center with Raleigh, Durham and
points west. Also a small increase in funds will help improve service for Chapel Hill Transit and Orange Public Transit. New bus
routes have been added for Mebane, Efland and northern Orange, and Chapel Hill is slowly adding off-peak service for shift
workers at UNC.

contributed

Then there’s light rail (LRT). The $2.2 billion project has been beset with problems, and things are getting worse. State funding
isn’t coming, opposition is mounting against rail lines and maintenance facilities, and advocates are realizing it only serves a
narrow corridor between UNC and Duke. Triangle Transit (TTA) has spent over $40 million to study the rail corridor only to
uncover more obstacles.

The last straw came last month when Wake County announced itis not pursuing LRT because itis “too costly and inflexible.”
Instead, Wake is considering options based on Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Rail Rapid Transit (RRT) which involves diesel-
powered units using existing rail lines. Under any scenario, Wake’s citizens will enjoy county-wide transportation sooner and for
a lotless money than Orange County will spend for 17 miles of service between UNC and Duke.


http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/chapel-hill-news/chn-opinion/article24985417.html

Wake’s announcement makes integrated regional transportation system less likely unless TTA-Orange-Durham changes
course. Under a separate planning process, Wake will now compete for limited state and federal funds. Wake’s larger
population, and lower per-mile cost will quickly dwarf the TTA-Orange-Durham LRT plan.

It's worth noting that Wake’s county leaders sought an independent view to get transit on the right track. Rather than rely solely
on TTA, Wake Transit retained the expert advice of an independent consultant with no vested interestin LRT or any other
outcome. Plus they invited representatives from all their towns to participate in the planning. Now everyone is excited about
transit.

Compare that to the Orange-Durham LRT plan, which originated in the 1990s. Since then, our population and employment
centers spread to Mebane and RTP, and more are coming to Chatham. Chapel Hill’s own “2020 focus areas” are struggling
without the benefit of transit to alleviate traffic impacts. Local transportation planners ignored the shift, and in the unlikely event
that LRT goes forward, investors along N.C. 54 and downtown Durham win big — while low- income communities will continue
to need cars to access better-paying jobs in Wake and Alamance counties.

Under the current contract, a change to the LRT project requires a unanimous decision from Orange, Durham and TTA. Given
the challenges facing the implementation of LRT and the latest moves by Wake County, isn’tit time to at least restart the
conversation?

Bonnie Hauser lives in Orange County and can be reached at || NG

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




News & Observer - Your letters: At-grade crossings unsafe
Alex Cabanes NN
Sent: 10/13/2015 4:03 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com
Cc:

News & Observer - Your letters:
At-grade crossings unsafe

http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/durham-news/dn-opinion/article23911525.html
At-grade unsafe

Despite all of implied “safety” remedies implied by GoTriangle, all of which are also implemented in the 30-plus city
systems across the nation, light rail fatalities continue to rise. Light rail at-grade crossings are fundamentally unsafe.

Some will compare the total number of light-rail fatalities and mistakenly conclude that light rail is safer than automobile
travel. Light rail has three times as many fatalities as automobile when normalized for passenger miles traveled.

Although GoTriangle has not specified or awarded the final contract, the Siemens S70 (or derivative) seems to be popular
in North American light rail projects including the Charlotte LYNX. We estimate that each train car would be 90 feetlong, 9
feet wide, vehicle empty weight of 96,500 Ibs (47.5 tons) which is consistent with the model depictions. GoTriangle plans
to initially use 2 car configurations (95 tons), with the ability to accommodate three-car configurations (142.5 tons) in the
future, as demand warrants.

Even if the brakes are the best and can stop the wheel completely (without derailing), the physics of steel sliding on steel
do not change the physics of a 95-ton train’s momentum.

According to GoTriangle, the average speed will be 26 mph (17 miles / 39 minutes). Adjusting travel times by 30 seconds
for each station stop across 17 stations (including 20 second dwell time), that means that the train will be averaging
35 mph when in motion and notin the station.

Lightrail trains travelling at 35 mph with full brake will travel approximately 428 feet in less than 10 seconds before coming
to a complete stop.

Consider, that according to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration at U.S. Department of Transportation: Three
out of four crashes occur within 25 miles of a motorist's home. Half of all crashes occur within five miles of home.

A calculation of NHTSA statistics on the rate of deaths per collision in vehicle / vehicle crashes vs. the FRA statistics of
deaths per collision in vehicle/train crashes reveals: A motorist is almost 20 times more likely to die in a crash involving
a train than in a collision involving another motor vehicle. (Operation Lifesaver, Crossing Collisions & Casualties by Year)

Or one can merely view recent light-rail incidents and fatalities in other cities with light rail across the nation. Light rail
transit with at-grade crossings are NOT SAFE. Just Google “Light Rail Accident.”

Alex Cabanes

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.
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News & Observer - Tom Swasey: Neighborhood streets no place for
light rail line

Alex Cabanes IS

Sent: 10/13/2015 4:08 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Cc:

News & Observer - Tom Swasey:
Neighborhood streets no place for
ight rail line

Tom
By Tom Swasey

The Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project is bringing light rail to town. That sounds like a greatidea until you take a look at some
of the proposed routes.

I live in the Downing Creek community (on the Chapel Hill border, N.C. 54) and am now actively lobbying to keep light rail from
creating dangerous traffic nightmares and diminishing the quality of life in our neighborhood. My objection is with the C2 and C2A routes



proposed in the Durham-Orange section of the route alternatives. C2/C2A will cut off the main entrance/exits to Downing Creek and cross the
already traffic jammed Barbee Chapel Road.

The original plan for light rail was the C1 route planned way back in 1995 to be part of the upscale Meadowmont community. “Meadowmont’s
approval in 1995, with its high density and mix of residential, commercial and retail uses, was conditioned upon the reservation of land for a
mass transit line.”

In the last couple of years there apparently was opposition to this plan by Meadowmont residents and they convinced Triangle Transit to
consider alternative routes C2 and C2A, which would move the light rail across N.C. 54 to a location running along 54 on the south side crossing
Downing Creek Parkway, Little John Road, Stancell Drive and Barbee Chapel Road and creating the Woodmont rail station. This station would
have no parking, which would likely resultin increased neighborhood parking.

These proposed alternative routes would negatively impact Downing Creek especially at peak commuting hours since trains would run every
10 minutes and cross all the streets mentioned above at-grade level forcing traffic to stop and make our present traffic nightmares even worse.

The at-grade crossing design is not just a potential traffic nightmare but more importantly itis a safety and emergency response time issue.
There are hundreds of train-vehicle and/or pedestrian crossing accidents in the United States every year. One is too many! Grade-level
crossings are an archaic design and most engineers would agree that elevated tracks are the better option. The engineers involved in C2/C2A’s
design have countered that elevated structures are too expensive, but if at-grade crossings are unsafe they shouldn’t even be part of a modern
design. Build it to optimum safety design standards or don’t build at all.

The C2 and C2A routes travel through less densely populated areas than the C1/C1A (Meadowmont community) routes which would

logically resultin less ridership. Since this planned project does not go to the popular destinations like the RDU airport and Research Triangle
Park, Triangle Transit may need every rider they can get to support the astronomical build and operation cost. The possibility of low ridership is
real, and that ticket could end up being more than any of us want to pay.

For more info on these proposed routes visit transit.downingcreek.org/

Tom Swasey lives in Durham.

Read more here: http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/durham-news/dn-opinion/article214 12206 .html#storylink=cpy
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News & Observer - Durham INC opposes N.C. 54 rail route
Alex Cabanes NN
Sent: 10/13/2015 4:11 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com
Cc:

News & Observer - Durham INC
opposes N.C. 54 rail route

By Jim Wise
jwise@newsobserver.com

DURHAM
http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/durham-news/article25493314.html

The InterNeighborhood Council has gone on the record against a light-rail line past the Downing Creek neighborhood and in
favor of more consideration of a terminal east of Alston Avenue.

In a resolution adopted at Tuesday’s delegates meeting, the INC calls on GoTriangle (formerly Triangle Transit) to use an
alternative to its preferred route across Little Creek, which runs along the south side of N.C. 54.
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Alternative routes for the proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail, crossing Little Creek between Hamilton Road in Chapel Hill and
Leigh Village in Durham. GoTriangle prefers C2A, along N.C. 54, but Durham neighborhoods south of N.C. 54 are pressing for
C1A, through the Meadowmont neighborhood, or a new routing away from their homes. GoTriangle

Instead, the INC states, designers of the proposed light-rail route “should use every effort to follow the originally intended path
through Meadowmont ... or an alternative route with less negative impact on our communities.”

Residents of Downing Creek and nearby neighborhoods say the alignment near them — with four grade crossings within a half
mile between their homes and the major N.C. 54 corridor — will add to traffic congestion and create unacceptable safety risks.

But Meadowmont residents, who live in Chapel Hill, west of Downing Creek and on the north side of N.C. 54, have some of the
same issues with light rail cars running through their neighborhood — even though the community was conceived and designed,
in the 1990s, to incorporate a light-rail line.

Though the resolution specifically refers to Meadowmont and the “C1A” track alignment through it, Downing Creek homeowner
Tom Swasey said he and his neighbors “don’t want this to be neighborhood against neighborhood.

“Downing Creek is looking at how this will impact us and neighborhoods around us,” Swasey said. “We don’t want this to turn
into Meadowmont's bad and we’re good.”

INC President Philip Azar said he’s heard sympathy around town for Downing Creek’s concerns.

“Everybody, at least in Durham, thinks if you were a community designed for transit and transit comes ... you should be
embracing it or atleast acceptit," Azar said.


mailto:jwise@newsobserver.com
http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/durham-news/article25493314.html

Delegates from 14 neighborhood associations attended Tuesday’s meeting.

Along with supporting Downing Creek, they endorsed the Northeast Central Durham Leadership Council’s resolution opposing
GoTriangle’s preferred East Durham station site west of Alston Avenue, and for “a balanced assessment of the pros and cons” of
a site east of Alston.

The light-rail line is proposed to run 17 miles from UNC Hospitals to a station originally planned a quarter-mile east of Alston
Avenue. GoTriangle planners relocated the station a half-mile west, near Grant Street, after finding insufficient space for its
double-track line to reach the east-side side along its original route.

The Leadership Council, and others including some City Council members, have objected that the west-side site, near Grant
Avenue, does not serve East Durham neighborhoods as well as a site on the east side of Alston Avenue; and that GoTriangle
has not considered a workable alternative route near the Durham Freeway corridor.

“Itlooks like it's feasible to get the station in there,” said Jim Svara, speaking for the Leadership Council. “That’s the thing we
need to keep stressing.

“To push that, were it technically impossible, would not be responsible,” Svara said. “It does appear this is technically possible.”

Wise: I
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News & Observer - Neighbors question Farrington Road
light-rail center plan

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/13/2015 4:13 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Cc:

News & Observer - Neighbors
question Farrington Road light-
rall center plan

Operations and maintenance facility would serve 17-mile rail line from Chapel Hill to Durham

Former Pepsi plant off Cornwallis Road in Durham is second preferred site
Federal transit officials reviewing draft light-rail plan required for funding
Neighbors concerned about traffic, quality of life, noise, lights, cost

By Tammy Grubb

tgrubb@newsobserver.com
http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/chapel-hill-news/article 31506434 .html

DURHAM
More than 150 Chapel Hill and Durham residents overflowed a meeting Tuesday at Creekside Elementary School to learn more
about a possible light-rail operations and maintenance center on Farrington Road.

Many also wanted to let transit officials know they don’t support the current plans for light rail and to find out how they can help
put on the brakes. The maintenance center would service and store train cars for the 17-mile route from UNC Hospitals to east
of Alston Avenue in Durham. (See more, nando.com/dolr)

The Farrington Road site is one of two preferred, roughly 20-acre maintenance locations identified in GoTriangle’s Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, which has been submitted for Federal Transit Authority (FTA) review.

The FTA soon could publish the statement, required to apply for federal funding. A 45-day public comment period will follow,
during which GoTriangle will collect comments for the final environmental statement, due in February.

GoTriangle officials split residents into groups Tuesday to answer questions about the Farrington Road site and ask how to
make the plan better. Some residents wrestled with GoTriangle’s checklist of prepared responses when they didn’t see a “no
build” option.

Why even consider an industrial facility for a site in the residential community, about a quarter-mile from a school, they asked.
Others worried that potentially toxic chemicals could be used to clean or service the trains, putting a creek on the site at risk.

GoTriangle officials advised them to submit comments to the plan website and during the upcoming comment period.

Plans show the entrance to the Farrington Road site across the street from the Ephesus Church Road intersection. Maintenance
buildings are located just north of Patterson’s Mill Country Store, with more tracks and turnarounds north of the intersection.
Trains would enter the maintenance center from spurs off the line as it parallels |-40, between N.C. 54 and Old Chapel Hill-
Durham Road.


mailto:tgrubb@newsobserver.com
http://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/community/chapel-hill-news/article31506434.html
http://nando.com/dolr

Officials expect construction to be less expensive for a Farrington Road center — $62 million to $93 million — but it also would
displace six homes and require a lengthy rezoning and approval process.

The other preferred site is the former Pepsi-Cola bottling site off Cornwallis Road. The trains would enter the maintenance yard
there from a track running behind the former Herald-Sun building and through a wooded area to parallel U.S. 15-501.

The construction of that center would displace a mini-storage facility and cost $74 million to $111 million. Go Triangle officials
recently met with the nearby Judea Reform congregation and Levin Jewish Community Center to talk about their concerns.

While some Farrington Road area residents supported the light rail plan, others said they didn’t see the need for it. Baker’s Mill
resident Morris Clarke said he’s concerned about tractor-trailer deliveries to the site, the effect on nearby homes and whether
the site encourages more investment.

“Ifit's visible, if it's noisy, if it affects traffic patterns, it will affect property values,” he said. “It's going to probably cause
commercial entrepreneurs or investors to try to develop this area to support those activities. It becomes a magnet for so many
other things.”

Culp Arbor resident Adele Mittelstadt also questioned an at-grade crossing on the south end of Farrington Road. Traffic would
stop every 10 minutes, she said, causing bigger backups at peak times and delaying emergency responders, a vital service to
her 55-and-up restricted community.

Supporters counter that the rail line would serve many existing riders, freeing buses to serve under- or unserved areas and
taking more people off area roads. The stations also could attract dense residential and commercial development, they said,
while the crossing delays would be brief.

Noise is a concern for Pope’s Crossing residents, Kathleen Christian said, because the planned route lies behind their homes.
Her new website — stopthetrain.org — opposes the rail line, which she also doubts will be fast or attractive enough to lure drivers
from their cars. The problem could grow, she said, if dense development brings more people — and more cars — to already
congested corridors.

Buses are a better investment, she said, but could become a lesser budget priority if the rail line is built.

Tammy Grubb: I
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DOLRT DEIS - NO BUILD - fiscally flawed proposal for low
density area

Alex Cabanes I
Sent: 10/13/2015 11:47 PM

To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact” I

Every community that would be directly impacted by the DOLRT routing has actively voiced
opposition to the routing and supposed ‘benefits’ bestowed upon them. "Progressive" Chapel
Hill wants the benefits of DOLRT, but the original Meadowmont C1/C1A routing was
aggressively opposed by local residents. The Chapel Hill Town Council unanimously voted to
reroute DOLRT over on the “other side of the county line” in Durham along the NC54
highway. Polling of local residents around the Downing Creek area showed that over 95%
are strongly opposed to the C2/C2A routing.

Chapel Hill Town Council (CHTC) opted to issue a letter of support for DOLRT project, prior
to the completion of DEIS public comment period. | did not see CHTC present (exception of
Maria Palmer who spoke as a private citizen) at the UNC Friday Center citizen hearing on
DOLRT project.

We definitely need better transit options to connect Chapel Hill, Durham, Raleigh, RDU, RTP,
and other parts of the Triangle. Chapel Hill needs $80 million to replace its aging bus fleet.
And we need to invest in the $25 million for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) with dedicated lanes
along the MLK corridor.

Ironic many advocating for this DOLRT routing are safely located far away in Chapel Hill
communities, far beyond the adverse impacts of DOLRT routing.

However, the $1.6 BILLION DOLRT project funding continues to be a large unknown.
Consuming approximately $50 million to date, and consuming (distracting?) the time &
attention of our elected officials. Yet CHTC and Durham continue head-long into a flawed
plan based on flawed assumptions (like 40% zero-vehicle households). The original DOLRT
plan expected 25% funding ($400 million) from the state, which the state has already reduced
to a maximum 10% (which garnered $138 million using the latest state's appropriation
formula) and the recent NC budget capped the state contribution to a cumulative $500,000.

In the mean time, the Federal government is anticipated to run out of funding (for the ENTIRE
nation) in early November unless an emergency continuing spending resolution is passed by
Congress, and Congress has not funded basic transportation investments.

But no matter, let's continue to borrow and spend. The bill for these fiscally flawed plans will
come due upon the local taxpayers, once the political incumbents have long moved on. |
guess anyone can ‘afford’ to be ‘progressive’ as long as they do not have to directly bear the
full costs in blood or treasure.

Sincerely,



Alex Cabanes

http://transit.downingcreek.org
http://SmartTransitFuture.org
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DOLRT DEIS - Peer comparison omission - Charlotte
experience
Alex Cabanes [alex_ncus@yahoo.com]

Sent: 10/12/2015 2:22 PM
To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc:  "NCb54 Transit Impact" <nc54 transit.impact@gmail.com>

The DOLRT DEIS makes no peer comparisons to Charlotte or other areas, providing the
reader with no relative peer benchmarks to evaluate DEIS claims.

A DOLRT peer comparison to Charlotte Lynx which has daily ridership stagnating @ 16,000
over last 7 years while the area's population grew 17% and fuel prices had no apparent
impact on ridership. In the mean time, DOLRT projection of 23,000 daily boardings, for a
substantially smaller population with lower density than Charlotte? And despite all of these
massive investments in Charlotte LRT, the 2015 Urban Mobility Scorecard rated Charlotte
First In Worst Traffic In North Carolina 8/31/2015 (http://Wfae.org/post/charlotte—first—worst—traffic—north—

carolina)

Charlotte Observer: Lynx light rail ridership back to 2008 levels

However, the train’s seven years have shown that it’s been difficult for CATS to get new riders, even
as uptown employment has grown significantly and thousands of new apartments have been built
along the line in uptown and the South End.

Former UNC Charlotte transportation consultant David Hartgen, a transportation consultant, said
ridership suggests light rail is losing market share in the commuting corridor along South Boulevard,

Interstate 77 and Park Road.

“The fundamental assumption is that the Lynx traffic would increase as the region got denser,” he
said.

“That hasn’t happened.”


http://wfae.org/post/charlotte-first-worst-traffic-north-carolina
http://wfae.org/post/charlotte-first-worst-traffic-north-carolina

Lynx back to peak levels

Ridership on the light rail line in the last
six months of 2014 eclipsed the train’s

previous high from the last half of 2008.
Trips remain above projections.
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UC Berkeley INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION STUDIES
Urban Densities and Transit A Multi-dimensional Perspective

Nevertheless, 10 rail systems fail to produce net positive benefits under the scenario. Charlotte, Buffalo, New Jersey
Transit, Pittsburgh, and San Jose perform particularly badly. These systems do not have
enough riders to produce the economies of scale that make transit provision by rail
significantly less expensive than bus.

SOURCE:

http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article9264719.html
http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://charlottechamber.com/clientuploads/Economic_pdfs/PopulationEstimates.pdf

Charlotte Lynx service started Nov 27, 2007
http://www.NorthCarolinaGasPrices.com/retail_price_chart.aspx?city1=&city2=Charlotte &city3=&crude=n&tme=108&units=us



http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article9264719.html
http://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article9264719.html
http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://www.its.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/publications/UCB/2011/VWP/UCB-ITS-VWP-2011-6.pdf
http://charlottechamber.com/clientuploads/Economic_pdfs/PopulationEstimates.pdf
http://www.northcarolinagasprices.com/retail_price_chart.aspx?city1=&city2=Charlotte&city3=&crude=n&tme=108&units=us
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DOLRT DEIS - Inflated Daily Boardings + Inflated 40%
zero-vehicle households - Peer comparison to Charlotte +
Wake

Alex Cabanes [alex_ncus@yahoo.com]

Sent: 10/12/2015 2:56 PM
To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc: "NC54 Transit Impact" <nc54 transit.impact@gmail.com>

Durham-Orange light rail boardings are overly optimistic.

Model assumes 40% zero-vehicle households, when in fact Durham has 10.4% zero-vehicle
households and Chapel Hill has 7.4% zero-vehicle households - according to the US Census
Bureau's 2010-2013 American Community Survey.

Charlotte area has +70% larger population with 16,000 daily boardings over the last 7 years
(service began Nov 27, 2007).

Using the Charlotte experience would suggest less than 10,000 daily boardings (vs 23,000
projected by GoTriangle, revised from the original 2011 estimate of 12,000 daily boardings).

Or compared to Wake's Coutny (defunct) LRT proposal of projected 16,000 daily boardings
with 1 million population.
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Are there initial ridership estimates available for the planned lightrail projectandcommuter rail service?

The anticipated ridership forthe Durham to Chapel Hill light rail project is currenthy estimated to be approximatehy 12,000 boardings perday.
The anticipated ridership forthe Durham to Raleigh Commuter Rail project is approximatehy 7,000 boardings per day.

http:fourtransitfuture. comwp-content/upload=!201 3/08/Qand ADurhamBusRailnvestmentPlan v3.pdf#page=2

Durham-Orange Corridor TP L]

(Durham to Chapel Hill) = S A oo
LRT BRT
Capital Cost Estimates Capital Cost Estimates

* System Total: $1.4B (2011 Dollars) * System Total: $800M - $350M (2071 Dollars)

» Cost per Mile: 382\ per mile (2017 Doflars) » Cost per Mile: $45M - 54M per mile (2071 Dollars)
Initial Operating & Maintenance (O&M) Initial Operating & Maintenance (O&M)
Cost Estimates Cost Estimates

* Approximately $14.3M (2010 Dollars) * Approximately $10.4M (2010 Dollars)
Operations Operations

* Lengiiv 17 miles * | ength: 17 miles

* Travel Time: 34 minutes * Travel Time: 38 to 40 minutes

* Average Speed: 29 to 30 miles per hour * Average Speed: 25 to 27 miles per hour
Preliminary Ridership Forecasts Preliminary Ridership Forecasts

= Average Daily Trips: 12,000 to 13,000 » Average Daily Trips: 11,000 +/-



Alternatives Analysis Results: o ansit ruture
Wake Light Rail Transit (LRT) Project

* Recommended Project:

= LRT service on 19 miles of separate exclusive LRT tracks in NCRR
and CSX /Triangle Transit rights-of-way

- 16 Stations
- Est. Ridership: 17,500 boardings (2035)
- Travel Time: 38 minutes, avg. 35 mph
- Capital Cost: $1.5B (20115)
- O&M Cost: 516.1M
* Minimum Operable Segment (mos):
- 14 miles with 12 Stations
- Estimated Ridership: 16,000 boardings (2035)
= Travel Time: 28 minutes, avg. 30 mph
= Capital Cost: $1.1B (20115)
= O&M Cost: 514.2M (20115)
* |Implementation Schedule not yet established

www ourtrans

SOURCE:

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRaillnvestmentPlan_v3.pdf#page=2
http://www.waketransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Expanded_TC_Report_-_REVISED_5-11-15_small1.pdf#page=25
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--
Presentation.aspx#page=13

http://www.governing.com/gov-data/car-ownership-numbers-of-vehicles-by-city-map.html

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRaillnvestmentPlan_v3.pdf#page=2
http://www.waketransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Expanded_TC_Report - REVISED_5-11-15_small1.pdf#page=25
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--
Presentation.aspx#page=13
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--
Presentation.aspx#page=18
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http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRailInvestmentPlan_v3.pdf
http://www.waketransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Expanded_TC_Report_-_REVISED_5-11-15_small1.pdf
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx
http://www.governing.com/gov-data/car-ownership-numbers-of-vehicles-by-city-map.html
http://www.governing.com/gov-data/car-ownership-numbers-of-vehicles-by-city-map.html
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/QandADurhamBusRailInvestmentPlan_v3.pdf
http://www.waketransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Expanded_TC_Report_-_REVISED_5-11-15_small1.pdf
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx
http://www.penc.org/getdoc/15ee17ea-4c65-4aac-9d20-1f290db8cd56/TRTP-to-PENC-Feb-27-Webinar-Final--Presentation.aspx

DOLRT DEIS - Inflated Daily Boardings - cross reference
with K.29 O&M budget

Alex Cabanes [alex_ncus@yahoo.com]

Sent: 10/12/2015 2:38 PM
To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc:  "NCb54 Transit Impact" <nc54 transit.impact@gmail.com>

In reviewing the DOLRT DEIS proposal, the 23,000 daily boardings (in 2040, vs the original
2035 projection) is highly inflated and inconsistent with estimated Operation & Maintenance
budget projections filed in DEIS K.29.

For example, a calculation starting with the O&M budget and working backwards to estimate
daily boardings, shows that the daily boardings projections are inconsistent with the financials
cited in the DEIS. So either the daily boardings are over inflated, or the estimated O&M is
significantly under represented.

METHOD #1 - using rough estimate

$16M Operating & Maintenance budget [DEIS K.29]

@ 20% farebox recovery planned (currently 15%)

$3.2M collected in fares

$2 fare (less than current $3 GoTriangle EXPRESS fare)
1.6M annual boardings

200 days (workdays only)

8000 daily boardings?

METHOD #2 - using GoTriangle provided estimates.

$16M Operating & Maintenance budget [DEIS K.29]

@ 15% farebox recovery current

$2.4M collected in fares

$1.15fare (less than current $3 GoTriangle EXPRESS fare)

2.1M annual boardings

290 days based on GoTriangle informational exchange Oct 1, 2015

7241 daily boardings?

SOURCE:
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Appendix-K29-Operating-and-Maintenance-Cost-Results.pdf#page=11


http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Appendix-K29-Operating-and-Maintenance-Cost-Results.pdf
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Appendix-K29-Operating-and-Maintenance-Cost-Results.pdf

http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Adopted-Orange-County-BRI-Plan-with-Appendices-revised-9-27-
20121.pdf#page=24

http://www.triangletransit.org/fares-and-passes
http://www.slideshare.net/SCVTA/the-future-of-vta-light-rail-presentation-to-spur

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.



http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Adopted-Orange-County-BRI-Plan-with-Appendices-revised-9-27-20121.pdf
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Adopted-Orange-County-BRI-Plan-with-Appendices-revised-9-27-20121.pdf
http://www.triangletransit.org/fares-and-passes
http://www.triangletransit.org/fares-and-passes
http://www.slideshare.net/SCVTA/the-future-of-vta-light-rail-presentation-to-spur
http://www.slideshare.net/SCVTA/the-future-of-vta-light-rail-presentation-to-spur

DOLRT DEIS - Projected Travel Times - misrepresentation
of NO BUILD option

Alex Cabanes [alex_ncus@yahoo.com]

Sent: 10/12/2015 2:12 PM
To: "Our Transit Future" <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Cc:  "NCb54 Transit Impact" <nc54 transit.impact@gmail.com>
The DEIS NO BUILD option is misrepresented and does not fully articulate the impact of the
NO BUILD option.

For example, the mean travel time to work according to the 2014 US Census is 22 minutes
(Chapel Hill / Durham), with 2040 Existing+Committed projected to be 27 minutes.

Yet the proposed 17 mile light rail train will now take 42-44 minutes (vs BRT alternative of 39
minutes). Include wait time for the next train, time to get to/from the station (via Park&Ride,
Kiss&Ride, bicycle, walking, or bus transfer), it will be even LONGER than 42-44 minutes.

How is this faster than the automobile that it is supposed to replace?



Regional Travel Time ...
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SOURCE:
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/June-Public-Information-Session_final_june-4.pdf
Bus travel time estimate = DO Corridor Alternatives Analysis, Apr 2012, page 5-39
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/02_Chapter-2_Alternatives_Considered-.pdffpage=48
http://www.dchcmpo.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BloblD=28481
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http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/June-Public-Information-Session_final_june-4.pdf
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/02_Chapter-2_Alternatives_Considered-.pdf
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/02_Chapter-2_Alternatives_Considered-.pdf
http://ourtransitfuture.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/02_Chapter-2_Alternatives_Considered-.pdf
http://www.dchcmpo.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=28481
http://www.dchcmpo.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=28481

Oppose Light Rail - Safety - no traffic light
Pam Calderwood I
Sent: 10/13/2015 10:10 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| 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 at-grade 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,

Pam Calderwood

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Federally Protected Wetlands
Pam Calderwood I
Sent: 10/13/2015 10:12 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| 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.

Pam Calderwood

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - noise and safety at grade level
crossings

Pam Calderwood I
Sent: 10/13/2015 10:21 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because the grade level crossings on the C2A route will
create dangerous situations as people try to access NC54 without the benefit of traffic lights. Please either
scrap the project and investigate alternative options, move C2A route to the north side of NC54 or elevate it to
eliminate these dangerous intersections.

With kind regards,

Pam Calderwood

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - why MUST it be a train
Pam Calderwood I
Sent: 10/13/2015 10:22 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are other forms of transportation and
technology being developed that will solve the transportation needs in a much more efficient and flexible
way. Why spend $1.8 billion on a system that cannot be moved as ridership needs change, is dangerous and
will be obsolete before it's complete. I'd prefer my tax dollars to be spent more wisely and less frivolously.

With kind regards,

Pam Calderwood

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - it's simply a waste of taxpayer dollars
Pam Calderwood I
Sent: 10/13/2015 10:22 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because with citizens budgets so tight there is no need to
spend such an extravagant amount of money on this project when there are other forms of transportation and
technology being developed that will solve the transportation needs in a much more efficient and flexible
way. Why spend $1.8 billion on a system that cannot be moved as ridership needs change, is dangerous and
will be obsolete before it’s complete. I'd prefer my tax dollars to be spent more wisely and less frivolously.

With kind regards,

Pam Calderwood

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Safey - No Traffic Light
David Calderwood I
Sent: 10/13/2015 10:16 PM

To: Info@ourtransitfuture.com

| 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 at-grade 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,

David Calderwood

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Fwd: Oppose Light Rail - Safey - No Traffic Light
David Calderwood I
Sent: 10/13/201510:17 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

---------- Forwarded message -------—---

From: David Calderwood NG
Date: Tue, Oct 13,2015 at 10:16 PM

Subject: Oppose Light Rail - Safey - No Traffic Light
To: Info@ourtransitfuture.com

| 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 at-grade 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,

David Calderwood

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.



mailto:Info@ourtransitfuture.com

Oppose Light Rail — Safety, at-grade crossings
David Calderwood I
Sent: 10/13/2015 10:18 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are at-grade crossings and at-grade crossings are
extremely dangerous for cars and pedestrians.

David Calderwood
I
I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




RE: PROPOSED DURHAM-ORANGE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
, on 09/29/2015
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transportation solution will also benefit
overall community physical and nental
heal t h.

Wiile we are supportive of the
project and the routes, we appreciate that
sonme concerns remai n regardi ng possible
equity and accessibility inpacts as a
result of the project's location in
Dur ham

Nonet hel ess, we are pl eased that
GoTri angl e has adopted a thoughtful
approach to collaborating with the
affected communities in resolving these
| ssues, and we are hopeful that this
col l aboration will continue.

Again, SELC is happy to share our
overall support for this project and the
identified routes. We are carefully
reviewing the DEIS and wll be submtting
nore thorough witten comments soon.
Thank you.

MR. JOYNER  Thank you. Next
speaker, please.

MR. KEI TH CAMERON:. My nane is
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1
2

Keith Caneron. | live at -- My address is

I | pay taxes to

© 00 N o o b

Durham City and County.

| gotta start now. An article in
the Septenber 24th News & Observer quoted
a Denocrat |egislator from Durham as
sayi ng Durham and Orange County voters
endorsed light rail when they levied the
| ocal half cent sales tax to help pay for
it, closed quote. That is incorrect. The
tax was specified only for transportation
systens and sai d not hi ng about [|i ght
rail. | have a copy of the ballot right
here. | wll read verbatimthe entire
ballot. One-half percent |ocal sales and
use taxes in addition to the current | ocal
sal es and use taxes to be used only for
public transportation systens. | want to
say again those | ast eight words, to be
used only for public transportation
syst ens.

Buses are transportation, too, and

a far nore efficient use of tax noney than

Page 44




RE: PROPOSED DURHAM-ORANGE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
, on 09/29/2015
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any permanently fixed rail line. The
routes can be changed very quickly as
needs change, whereas the rail |ines
cannot. Buses are senior friendly and can
service the entire Durham Orange area.
The Dur ham Orange Light Rail coul d not
even help seniors get to a grocery store.
The rail line would |ikely use way nore
than the funds allocated for
transportation systens. Therefore, where
will the noney cone fromto assist with

the transpirati on needs of our aging

popul ation? | want to repeat, reenphasize
that this will not -- that any local rail
line wll not get any cars off the road.

It didn't in Charlotte and it won't here.

And as far as |ow ridership, every
presentation |I've ever seen by GoTriangl e,
they've made it clear -- unless they've
changed, the ones | saw, they nade it
clear that they really don't care if
nobody rides it apart fromthe ridicul ous
| ow ridership, which can be docunent ed.

They don't care if nobody rides it. They

Page 45
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1 don't care about really anything else, the
2 egregi ous safety issues --

3 MR. JOYNER  Thank -- Thank you,

4 sir. Your two mnutes are up.

5 MR. KEI TH CAMERON: They just want
6 to force it through.

7 MR. JOYNER Thank you, sir.

8 M5. ROSEMARI E VENZEL: |'m

9 Rosemarie Venzel, I
|

11 | wanted to state that ny daughter
12 | ives in Houston, Texas, and the |ight

13 rail is not working there. People are not
14 riding it, and it's causi ng budget

15 overrides, and Houston, Texas, is the

16 fourth largest city in our state -- in our
17 United States.

18 Also this light -- light rail goes
19 t hrough part of RTP that is not the growth
20 area of our region. |t does not connect
21 to RDP [sic] and RDU i n Wake County. It
22 Is al so underesti mated on cost. Based on
23 Charlotte, 126 mllion per mle neans over
24 $2 billion in funding fromthe state is
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No traffic light - LRT - oppose
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:59 AM

To: 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 at-grade 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,
Keith R. Cameron

Keith R Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Route - LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/2015 8:57 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Route

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because the proposed route of the rail travels
through low-density areas. Also, none of the entire region has 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,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Archaic mode of transportation - D-O LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/2015 9:00 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — antiquated mode of transportation

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because rail has become an antiquated mode of
transportation for the 215 century. It is totally incompatible with up and coming technology.

Sincerely,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Unusable by seniors - D-O LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/20159:03 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — unusable by the aging population

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 pick-up and drop-off. The financial
resources used for this rail will use up any resources that could help seniors.

Sincerely,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Light rail never approved by voters - D-O LRT - AGAINST
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/2015 9:08 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Voters never voted on light rail

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

best, ignorance. Do not consider the .05% tax increase a mandate for the rail; it is a mandate for
improving "transportation systems."

Sincerely,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




|s for Duke, UNC, and developers only - D-O LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/2015 9:12 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — being built for Duke, UNC, and developers only

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because it is clearly being built for Duke, UNC,
and developers. Just follow the route and you can see, that is whom it serves and they want this for

their private reasons at the expense of the taxpayers.

Sincerely,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




No parking provided at stations - D-O LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/20159:15 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — no parking at stations

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 walk-up only and this will
further minimize ridership, which, by the way, is extremely overstated by GoTriangle.

Sincerely,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Maintenance Facility - D-O LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/20159:17 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — maintenance facility

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because the proposed maintenance facility is in a
rural but populated area close to a school. The originally proposed facility was to be in and 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 cleaned-up 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,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Minorities unserved - D-O LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/20159:21 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — does not serve minorities

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,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Cost - LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/2015 8:54 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Cost

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because the construction will cost at least $1.8
billion. This does not include cost over-runs. Based on accurate data, this rail will not even come close

to solving traffic problems that could justify such an initial and on-going expense.

Sincerely,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




No traffic light - LRT - oppose
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/2015 8:45 PM

To: 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 at-grade 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,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Safety - LRT - Against
Keith R. "KC" Cameron I
Sent: 10/12/2015 8:49 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety, at-grade crossings

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are at-grade crossings and at-grade
crossings are extremely dangerous for cars and pedestrians.

Sincerely,

Keith R. Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.
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Ref orm Synagog, Lerner El enentary School,

and the Jew sh Federations Comrunity
Center, all of which have high-density
popul ation, day and ni ght, weekday and
weekend.

Additionally, a ROV at that site
inplies land taking, literally em nent

domain taking of two to three acres of
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| and that is owned by the Jew sh

10 Federation and slated for future

11 devel opnent. Finally, a ROW at that

12 | ocati on woul d generate potential noise
13 and ot her things where quiet religious

14 activity occurs, and certainly during the
15 construction period between 2019 and 2026
16 and possibly thereafter. Thank you for

17 your consi derati on.

18 MR. JOYNER Thank you, sir. Next
19 speaker.

20 M5. CARCLI NE CAMERON: My nane i s
21 Caroline Caneron. | |ive at IS

-
I | pay taxes in both.

24 There are nunerous good reasons to




RE: PROPOSED DURHAM-ORANGE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
, on 09/29/2015
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be opposed to the Durham Chapel Hill Light
Rail. The one point | would like to
address is that it is assunmed by nost that
the light rail will at |east be safe.

This is a fal se assunption. The current
proposal includes at |east one

I ntersection that will be extrenely
dangerous. This is not just because it is
an intersection where the train runs at
grade | evel, ground |evel, but the key
danger is that there is not, nor wl|l
there be, a traffic light at this

I ntersection. The intersection is Downi ng
Creek Parkway and H ghway 54. NCDOT has
made it clear that there will -- they wll
not put a traffic light in there. As cars
try to nake their way onto the very busy
H ghway 54, they will be forced to stop on
the tracks and run the real risk of the
rail gate com ng down behind their car,
thus trapping themon the tracks.

Stopping on the tracks may be illegal, but
there will be no other way to get to

H ghway 54 during nost hours since the
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RE: PROPOSED DURHAM-ORANGE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
, on 09/29/2015
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track -- the track will cone very close to
t he hi ghway and there will be two tracks
side by side equaling a 30-foot span. A
car wll be hard pressed to get onto

Hi ghway 54 w t hout stopping on the tracks
in order to get close enough to 54 to neke
it into the traffic wthout a traffic

l'i ght.

Pl ease note that the train will be
crossing this intersection 140 tinmes every
day. Recipe for disaster. The danger is
not just to the people in the cars that
use this intersection but also to the
passengers on the train. Durham and
Chapel Hill officials involved in this
approval process, the NCDOI, and the
Federal Transit Adm nistration all need to
t ake note and assune responsibility for
this potentially dangerous situation
they're proposing. |'mrequesting the FTA
flag the Downi ng Creek-54 intersection and
research the safety of this intersection
before the rail is approved with any

federal nonies. Thank you.
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No Subject
|
Sent: 10/11/2015 6:57 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety — no traffic light

| 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 at-grade 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety, at-grade crossings
|
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:00 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety, at-grade crossings

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are at-grade crossings and at-grade crossings are
extremely dangerous for cars and pedestrians.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




No Subject
|
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:08 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — federally protected wetlands

| 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Cost
|
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:09 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Cost

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

Sincerely,

Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




No Subject
|
Sent: 10/11/20157:11 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety — no traffic light

| 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 at-grade 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety — no traffic light
|
Sent: 10/11/20157:15 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety — no traffic light

| 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 at-grade 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




No traffic light - oppose
I
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:21 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| 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 at-grade 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




safety, at-grade crossings - oppose
I

Sent: 10/11/2015 7:26 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety, at-grade crossings

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are at-grade crossings and at-grade crossings are
extremely dangerous for cars and pedestrians.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




wetlands destroyed - oppose
I

Sent: 10/11/2015 7:27 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — federally protected wetlands

| 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




cost - oppose
I

Sent: 10/11/2015 7:29 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Cost

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

Sincerely,

Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




route - LRT - oppose
I
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:31 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Route

| 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




No traffic light - LRT - oppose
I
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:36 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety — no traffic light

| 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 at-grade 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Safety at-grade - LRT - oppose
|
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:38 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety, at-grade crossings

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are at-grade crossings and at-grade crossings are
extremely dangerous for cars and pedestrians.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Wetlands - LRT - oppose
I
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:40 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — federally protected wetlands

| 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Cost - LRT - oppose
I
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:41 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Cost

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

Sincerely,

Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Maintenance facility - LRT - oppose

-
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:54 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — maintenance facility

| 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 and 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 cleaned-up 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Route - LRT - oppose
I

Sent: 10/11/2015 7:42 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Route

| 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




antiquated rail - LRT - oppose
I
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:44 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — antiquated mode of transportation

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because rail has become an antiquated mode of transportation for the
218t century. It is totally incompatible with up and coming technology.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron cscameron@att.net

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Unusable rail - LRT - oppose
I

Sent: 10/11/2015 7:45 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — unusable by the aging population

| 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
pick-up and drop-off. The financial resources used for this rail will use up any resources that could help seniors.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Aging population can't use - LRT - oppose
|
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:46 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — unusable by the aging population

| 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
pick-up and drop-off. The financial resources used for this rail will use up any resources that could help seniors.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Voter did not approve - LRT - oppose
|
Sent: 10/11/20157:48 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Voters never voted on light rail

| 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 foritis a lie, or at the best, itis ignorance. Do not consider the .05% tax increase
a mandate for the rail; itis a mandate for improving transportation.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Not for the people - LRT - oppose
|
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:50 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — being built for Duke, UNC and developers only
| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because itis clearly being built for Duke and UNC and developers.

Just follow the route, thatis whom it serves and they want this for their private reasons at the expense of the taxpayers.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




No parking - LRT - oppose
|
Sent: 10/11/20157:51 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — no parking at stations

| 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 walk-up only and this will further minimize ridership, which, by the way, is extremely overstated
by GoTriangle.

Sincerely,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Not serve poor - LRT - oppose

-
Sent: 10/11/2015 7:55 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — does not serve the poorest of the population

| 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,
Caroline Cameron

Caroline Cameron I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Please don't build the ROMF at Cornwallis Road
fcassen I
Sent: 9/29/2015 1:35 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Dear GoTriangle:

While | support the light rail transit project, | would like to ask you to please not build the ROMF at Cornwallis Road. It will
increase traffic and noise as well as security issues around the Jewish campus on Cornwallis Road. As a parent of two
young children who use these facilities, | am very concerned about this. Thank you for your consideration.

Flora

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Suggested additional station
Diane Catotti IEEEG@EGEG—N
Sent: 9/10/2015 5:26 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

With the NEPA preferred alternative NHC 2, | would like a new station considered at Garrett rd and 15-501.

Diane Catotti

_ =N

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Light-rail Comment
Robert & Pat Chappell I
Sent: 9/13/2015 10:22 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| was always surprised the first Chapel Hill line would be to Durham. | believe a Chapel Hill line to RTP and the
airport would attract more riders and be on more sound financial footing.

Robert Chappell

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.
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in the back row can hear ne. [|f not,

pl ease wave your hand and | et ne know t hat
| need to speak a little | ouder or closer
to the mcrophone. And we'll try to do
the sane for the speakers, as well, if
they're not able to be heard.

So wwth that, we'll go ahead and
begin. Any of our speakers that have the
nunber 1 on their card, if you would, walk
around to the back over to Jeffrey, who's
wavi ng his hand or hol ding his hand up,
and we wll get you lined up to speak.

And | failed to nention one piece
of logistics, as well. Wen the speakers
cone up, the cards that you have, if you
woul d hand that to Robert, and he wl|
make sure that it gets to the court
reporter so that they'll have your nane
and address.

Wth that, our first speaker, if
you woul d approach the m crophone.

MR. JAMES CHAVIS: Good

afternoon. M nane is Janes Chavis. |

stay at I

Page 10
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Page 11

. known

as the east Durhamarea and District 1.
|"mhere today to tell you all
that our area, along with ne, are
dissatisfied with this light rail system
And the reason why we're dissatisfied,
because we got lied to. You said to us
you was comng to our area and asked us to
vote for this. Wll, we voted for it, and
in the neanti ne you' ve been havi ng
neeti ngs and asking different questions
and still sonme of them have not been
answer ed.

Then found out at the very end we
are no | onger going to be a part of what
our taxpayer noney that drives -- you
know, drivers are paying for this. Wll,
| ama driver, and | just got through
paying this year for it, again. So how do
you think | feel about it? | amvery
di ssatisfied, and I hope you'll find a way
that we can discontinue this. Thank you.

MR. JOYNER |If you would, please,
hand your card to Robert. Thank you.




Get Involved Contact Form
David Charters I
Sent: 10/10/2015 9:16 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: David Charters

Phone Number:

Email Address: I

Message Body:

A viable transit network is an important component to improve the quality of life and sustain the economic development of
a region. The Triangle Region is on the door step of embarking on a mission to provide a viable transit network to this
area, and this opportunity should not be missed. A light rail transit system to compliment a robust bus network is the correct
mix of transit modes for the Chapel Hill - Durham corridor. Running on an exclusive guideway, the light rail system will
consistently and efficiently move students, faculty, family members, workers, business people and visitors to our wonderful
region through this corridor. Having a light rail system will continue to attract businesses to this region as they envision a
state-of-the-art transit system being planned, designed and constructed. It will focus the increasing number of
developments around station areas to provide an environmentally friendly and sustainable use of the limited available
land and natural resources

. The Triangle Region should complete the light rail transit system as soon as possible to take advantage of its many
benefits.

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




D-O Light Rail Project - DEIS
Susan Christopher I
Sent: 10/12/2015 7:59 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

The proposed light rail project comes at a tremendous cost in terms of money, environmental impact, safety
concerns, and community discord. Itis scheduled to cost over $1 billion, impact hundreds of acres of habitat, run adjacent
to an elementary school, and potentially destroy a beautiful historic site. It does nothing to connect Chapel Hill with
Raleigh; the I-40 Corridor connecting these cities is arguably our area’s greatest traffic problem. Likewise, it will not take
riders to Southpoint Mall or the airport, two popular destinations. Further, the proposed route does not branch outinto
neighborhoods; instead, riders must drive or take a bus to a station which could be 10-15 minutes from their home and
then ride the train, potentially increasing their commute time and, we suspect, limiting ridership.

We have seen nothing that convinces us that the proposed project is worth the price that we are all being asked
to pay.

Susan and Bill Christopher
I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




light rail stop in East Durham, please
Linda Chupkowski I
Sent: 10/5/2015 5:34 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com,

As a resident of Old East Durham, | strongly support and desire a light rail stop that goes beyond Alston Ave into my
neighborhood (perhaps at Driver St.). | work in Chapel Hill and would use the light rail every day if it existed now.

Thanks,

Linda Chupkowski
]
|

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




light-rail
I

Sent: 9/8/2015 10:27 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Sirs;

The idea of light rail joining UNC Hospitals to East Durham is a very poor idea. | object to it on many grounds. | do not want
my tax money at either the local, state or federal used for such a boondogle. It will service a very select group of people, it
will be very expensive, it will be prone to serious interruptions with our existing traffic patterns, it will be a night mare to fix
and maintain traffic flow , parking to get have access will be expensive, it will detract from the present ambiance of the
town, etc.

This is a ridiculuous idea and should be abdoned immediately.

Joseih A.Cima

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail along NC54
Katy Cimo I —
Sent: 10/12/2015 11:27 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

I am not in favor of the light rail on the proposed NC54, and no Federal or State money should fund this project. This
project would only (arguably) benefit the residents of Chapel Hill, NC and the Durham, NC communities. If these residents
believe this to be a beneficial and effective method of transportation, they should fund this project themselves. This project
does not benefit the non-Triangle residents of the State of North Carolina or the United States in any way. Next, this
proposed light rail routes are unpopular and put environmental concerns above the needs and concerns of the local
residents. This is notacceptable. There ARE much less disruptive routes that should be utilized, which do not devalue
resident's property values to the extent these current routes do.

If this light rail plan is to be implemented, the impact on the human residents of the town of Chapel Hill and Durham should
be considered more significantly than the environmental impact. This lightrail plan will devalue the property values of
communities adjacent to the light rail tracks, which will have a negative impact on many hard-working, middle class
families who feel betrayed by their communities for pushing this plan.

The bottom line is that the current light rail routes are being foisted upon the town by the powerful affluent residents of
certain neighborhoods (e..g, Meadowmont). These affluent citizens have pushed the light rail out of their neighborhoods
and line of visibility, onto the middle-class neighborhoods that to do not have the political clout that Meadowmont does.
The factis, if the people of Chapel Hill thought light rail was such a good idea, then they would have embraced it and
welcomed these routes, not pushed it out to the farthest boundaries, and less affluent footprints of their town.

These proposed light rail routes will be a disaster to the residents of Route 54NC and the light rail plan should be
abandoned. ltis already an outdated technology, and will only be more obselete by time itis built out.

| strongly urge you to vote AGAINST the Light Rail and to offer NO Federal money or State money to this project.
Kathleen Cimo

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Light rail comment

|
Sent: 9/17/2015 3:53 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Hi,

This may sound counterintuitive in this time of sparse and threatened funding, but | think that the Orange & Durham
Counties light rail project should not locate its eastern terminus on Alston Avenue. | think that the rail line should punch its
way on to RDU and locate its terminus at the airport - not near the airport, but muscle its way onto the ground floor of the
parking deck between the terminals.

RDU has roughly 10 million passengers arrival & departures per year. | think that only increases. Let’s say 33% (3.3
million) of all RDU passengers originate from Orange / Durham counties. Of that number would 15 % (roughly 1/2million)
ride the rails home? This added ridership could subsidize if not sustain the annual ridership required for solvency.

The additional few miles from Alston Avenue to RDU is mostly pastoral (or at least less congested) and would also pass
through the RTP making the extra miles cost effective.

I understand that there may be vested (parking concession) interests involved, but that would be a worthy fight to have in
the full light of public scrutiny.

Putting the eastern terminus at RDU, | heartily suggest, would be both forward thinking and financially sensible. You can’t
beat that.

Sincerely,

Gordon Clay
I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

e Juols Clagdnl

Zip Code:

How to Comment on the DEIS

Email us at info@ourtransitfuture.com

Submit a web-based comment form: ourtransitfuture.com/comment

Mail a letter to D-O LRT Project - DEIS, C/0 GoTriangle, Post Office Box 530, Morrisville, NC 27560
Submit a written comment form at two public information sessions and two public hearings.
Sign-up to speak at a public hearing.
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All methods of commenting will receive equal weight, Alf comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the development of the
combined Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2076, A response to
substantive comments will be included in the combined FEIS/ROD.

Be advised that your entire comment, including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personal identifying
information in your comment may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Act (N.C.G.S. § 132.7 et seq. ).
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1 youngest citizens.

2 17 acres of trucks, repairnen, and

3 rail workers, how can this be safe?

4 MR. ANDY SLAUGHTER. My nane is

5 Andy Sl aughter, and | |ive at IS
I

7 And I'mjust here to speak quickly

8 about ny support for the light rail

9 system as denonstrated. Miinly just

10 because | think that w thout a dedi cated
11 transit corridor that the light rail wll
12 provide, we're basically investing in nore
13 sprawl and we're basically investing in

14 nore congestion as our region grows over
15 the next few decades, which it inevitably
16 will. So thank you, and | -- again, |

17 support light rail and let's not be Wake

18 County.

19 MR TOM CLARK: |'mTom d ark. |
20 i ve at I
I

22 |'"ve lived in Durham and Orange

23 all of ny 68 years, so |'ve had a | ot of
24 opportunities to step back and watch what
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In re: Proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project
TRANSCRIPT, on 10/01/2015
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goes on in the comunities around here.

| heard a comment earlier about
the growth in the Triangle and that that
was one of the reasons we need this |ight
rail. Well, |I disagree with that. Yes,
the Triangle is grow ng by | eaps and
bounds, but it's not in Durham and Orange
County. It's in Wake County. Wake County
Is not in the scope of what we're trying
to acconplish here.

W do have a transportation
problem but we're trying to solve it with
the wong solution. One of ny coll eagues
at Duke had a great saying, you don't need
a cannon to kill arat, and | think that's
what we're trying to do now.

It's a very expensive, inflexible
approach to a problemthat we do have. |
| i ke sonet hing that Wake County's tal king
about wi th dedicated bus routes, not buses
on the regular streets, because they are
subj ect to whatever's going on with the
traffic. You have a weck, you can't stay

on schedul e.

Page 74

Legal Media Experts
800-446-1387




In re: Proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project
TRANSCRIPT, on 10/01/2015

1
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| think we need to do sonething
Wi th a nmuch nore sophisticated bus -- bus
system that has dedicated |lanes it can be
in so that it can stay on schedul e and
provi de service to our citizens.

| think this light rail has got
sone very attractive destination points,
yes, Chapel Hill, UNC, and downtown here
and over at Duke, et cetera, but how are
you going to get the people into the
systemto use it? People are not going to
drive their cars sonewhere and park and
get on a train to go sonewhere when they
can get there quicker wi thout that, or
certainly people that don't have the
means, they're not going to hire a taxi to
take themto a train stop sonewhere to get
on the train to get frompoint A to point
B.

I[t's not in our mndset to work
that way here. W don't have the
popul ation density to support that way of
novi ng around. W're not Portl and,

Oregon, or Norfolk or sone of these other
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pl aces that have those densities, and |

really don't think we will because,
truthfully, | don't want us to have that
kind of density. | like the fact that

we're not over popul ated around here.
Thank you.
M5. LORISA SEIBEL: Hello. M

nane i s Lorisa Seibel. Il live at IR

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

And |'m a nenber of the Durham People's
Al'liance and al so of Durham CAN, two | ocal
groups that supported the referendum for
funding the light rail and inprovenents to
our bus system

We are in support of inproving
transit for all residents of Durham and
we're also in support of making sure that
that transit is accessible and that
housing is affordable around each transit
station so that everyone in Durham no
matter what their incone, can benefit from
transit inprovenents to be able to get to
work, to school, to the doctors, and other

pl aces.
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Submit a written comment form at two public information sessions and two public hearings.
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All methods of commenting will receive equal weight. Alf comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the development of the
combined Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2016. A response to
substantive comments will be included in the combined FEIS/ROD.

Be advised that your entire comment, including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personaf identifying
information in your comment may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Act (N.C.G.S. § 132.1 et seg. )
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Submitting comments on DEIS
David Cocchetto NG
Sent: 9/26/2015 9:51 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

My understanding is that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit
project is open for comment until October 12, 2015. | have been a resident of Durham for many years and | value the
opportunity to provide comments. | am attaching a pdf of my letter (dated September 26, 2015) with comments on the
DEIS.

Thank you for your consideration.

David Cocchetto

Attachments: ea | etier-to-Triangle Transit-Sept2015.pdf

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




September 26, 2015

David M. Cocchetto

D-O LRT Project — DEIS
c/o Triangle Transit

PO Box 530

Morrisville, NC 27560

RE: Comments in Response to Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Dear Sir:

The purpose of this letter is to provide written comments for your consideration regarding the
~ proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit (D-O LRT) project. Based on public notices
published in The News & Observer and posted on your website (http://ourtransitfuture.com),
my understanding is that the project (including the draft EIS) is open for comment until
October 12, 2015.

I have been a resident of the Durham and Chapel Hill area for over 30 years. During this
time, my wife and I have owned homes in Chapel Hill and Durham. Currently, I reside on
Marcella Court in a neighborhood off Farrington Road in Durham. Ihave worked and been
active in the Durham community for many years. I have followed with keen interest the
information and proposals regarding rail transit in the Triangle area.

In this letter, I am providing the following main comments along with information on the
basis for my positions:

e I support the “no build” alternative. I am opposed to construction of the proposed light
rail system in the Durham and Chapel Hill areas.

e I am opposed to all proposed routes with any rail line adjacent to Farrington Road.

e Iam opposed to construction of a Rail Operations and Maintenance Facility (ROMF) on
Farrington Road.

My opposition to the proposed D-O LRT system is due to the greatly diminished scope of this
project, particularly following withdrawal of Wake County from participation in light rail.
The proposed D-O LRT system will not provide rail service to many of the most popular
destinations in the Durham and Chapel Hill areas, and it will not provide any rail service to
any location in Wake County. The estimates of riders per day seem very high relative to the
data on riders on the existing LRT system in Charlotte, NC. The LRT system slows travel,
rather than speeding travel; projected travel between Chapel Hill and Durham in 2040 is
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slower on D-O LRT (42-44 minutes) and faster by car (27 minutes) and bus rapid transit (39
minutes). Further, the pace of light rail must be even slower during the months when
temperatures are above 90°. Taken together, the diminished scope of the project, lack of
service to many popular destinations, inflexibility, high front-loaded cost of a static rail
system, slow pace of travel, and apparent overestimates of riders will result in a higher than

projected burden on taxpayers and an underutilized light rail system. For these reasons, the
proposed D-O LRT should not be built.

My opposition to all routes that include any rail line adjacent to Farrington Road and my
opposition to construction of a ROMF on Farrington Road are due to (1) the lack of
prospective disclosure to homeowners in this area (while the future plan for construction of a
light rail system in their development was prospectively disclosed to future homeowners in
Meadowmont), (2) the inevitable increase in traffic congestion on the already congested
corridors on NC 54, Farrington Road, and US 15-501, (3) the negative impact of increased
traffic congestion and road-level rail crossings on timely service by emergency vehicles, (4)
my support for the factors stated by the Durham City-County Planning Department that
currently preclude construction of rail lines and the ROMF on Farrington Road, (5) noise
pollution due to frequent, high decibel train horns imposed on homeowners along NC 54 and
Farrington Road, (6) the negative impact on a historic site (Patterson’s Mill Store) on
Farrington Road, and (7) light rail cars on lines adjacent to I-40 comprising an additional
distraction, potentially leading to more high-speed accidents, particularly for drivers in the
eastbound lanes on I-40 between US 15-501 and NC 54.

The remaining pages of this letter provide additional comments in opposition to light rail
transit, in particular my opposition to construction of a ROMF on Farrington Road and my
opposition to construction of any route with a rail line adjacent to Farrington Road.

Change in participating municipalities: In 2011, we in Durham had the opportunity to vote on
a new tax for public transportation. Since Wake County decided against a light rail system,
the original premise for the tax is no longer valid and the markedly different plan (with a
much shorter rail line, slower trains, and no stations serving many major venues) for light rail
in Durham and Chapel Hill should be terminated.

Prospective disclosure: Those of us in neighborhoods adjacent to NC 54 and Farrington Road
(e.g., Downing Creek, Falconbridge, Culp Arbor, and Glenview Park) had no prior notice
before buying or building a home that our property would be adjacent to a light rail line or a
Rail Operations Maintenance Facility. We had no prospective full disclosure. In contrast,
future residents of Meadowmont had prospective disclosure - - they knew the site plan
included light rail when they bought their lots and decided to build their homes. The
Meadowmont site plan (as approved by local authorities) was designed and approved with
light rail traveling through this development. It is wrong to transfer the burdens of the D-O
light rail line from homeowners in Meadowmont who had prospective disclosure to
homeowners in other neighborhoods who did not have disclosure prior to buying or building
their homes.
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Popular venues without rail service: As a longstanding resident of Durham, I would be
interested in rail service if it provided a means of transportation to stations at popular venues.
It is not obvious to me who would be interested in riding on D-O LRT due to the lack of
stations at many of the area’s most popular venues. The decision-making authorities for D-O
LRT, reviewers, and people who review requests for funds should carefully consider the
likelihood of failure of D-O LRT in view of the fact that rail service is not provided to stations
at the following popular venues:

Downtown Chapel Hill (e.g., Franklin St.) Kenan Stadium

Carrboro (e.g., Main St., Carr Mill area) Dean Smith Center

UNC Chapel Hill campus Wallace Wade Stadium
Duke University (main campus) Cameron Indoor Stadium
NCCU campus Duke Regional Hospital
Durham Technical Community College American Tobacco Campus
Seymour Center Durham Performing Arts Center
Durham Center for Senior Life Durham Bulls Athletic Park
University Mall Raleigh-Durham Airport
Streets at Southpoint Mall

Northgate Mall

Without stations at these popular venues, I understand why some of my neighbors have called
the proposed D-O LRT the “train to nowhere”.

Input from the Durham City-County Planning Department: I noted the written comments
provided by the Durham City-County Planning Department to Triangle Transit on March 13,
2015. 1 commend the Durham City-County Planning Department for providing comments
that are clear and specific regarding the location of the proposed ROMF and certain other
aspects of light rail. Note that the required buffer for the stream on parcel 0709-03-32-5392
on Farrington Road may make construction of the proposed ROMF nonviable. I obtained
additional information on this topic at the public meeting with GoTransit on September 15,
2015 at The Friday Center. At the meeting, I spoke with a representative of GoTransit about
the stream on the property at Farrington Road, i.e., the proposed site of the ROMF. I asked
about GoTransit’s plan to meet the required buffer around the stream (as stated in a letter of
March 13, 2015 from the Durham City-County Planning Department to Triangle Transit). I
was informed that GoTransit proposes not to comply with the buffer, but rather to enclose the
stream inside a culvert that will go under the ROMF’s parking lot. Such a culvert is a bad
idea and a deviation from Durham’s current requirements. Residents of Durham and Chapel
Hill will be familiar with two well publicized examples of culverts that have failed. In
Durham, the Rockwood Building (at the intersection of University Drive and James Street)
has a history multiple businesses with repeated flooding due in part to a culvert that fails to
function properly in handling water from a stream. In Chapel Hill, Eastgate Shopping Center
(1800 East Franklin Street) is built over a culvert that fails, periodically, to handle water from
a stream. Multiple businesses at Eastgate Shopping Center have flooded due to problems with
the culvert. In view of these prominent examples in our own communities, Durham County
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should not accept GoTransit’s proposal to enclose the stream on Farrington Road in an
underground culvert. GoTransit should honor the required buffer as stated by the Durham
City-County Planning Department.

I also want to highlight my support for the following statements in the letter (dated March 13,
2015) from the Durham City-County Planning Department:

1. Regarding the proposed Farrington Road location for a ROMEF:
e “We find an industrial use to be incompatible with the existing land use pattern and/or
designated future land uses.”
e “It appears there may be a stream crossing parcel 0709-03-32-5392. If it is determined
to be a perennial stream, a buffer of 100 feet would be required. An intermittent

stream would require a buffer of 50 feet. This would significantly alter the proposed
footprint of the ROMEF.”

2. Regarding the proposed Leigh Village:

e “We find an industrial use to be incompatible with the existing land use pattern and/or
designated future land uses.”

e “It appears there may be a stream crossing parcel 0709-03-32-5392. If it is determined
to be a perennial stream, a buffer of 100 feet would be required. An intermittent
stream would require a buffer of 50 feet. This would significantly alter the proposed
footprint of the ROME.”

Location of ROMF: The NEPA preferred alternative for the location of the ROMF is the site
on Farrington Road. However, through information in the DEIS, newspapers, and other
sources, I have come to understand that the Farrington Road site was the only one of the
alternative sites that was even viable. I was told at the public meeting on September 15 that
the Cornwallis Road site was never viable due to property deeded to the neighboring Jewish
congregation. I’ve read in various documents that the Alston Avenue site was not viable due
to the location of a water tower and existing businesses, while the Patterson Place site was not
viable due to issues with creek in that location. GoTransit should re-open consideration of
location of the ROMF so that at least two truly viable locations are considered. Surely a
forthright selection process must include more than one viable option for the location of the
ROMF.

Adverse impact of routes on multiple neighborhoods: Many public comments have clearly
stated that multiple rail routes will have multiple adverse impacts on longstanding residential
neighborhoods along NC 54 and Farrington Road. Specifically, these neighborhoods include
Culp Arbor, Downing Creek, and Falconbridge. Homeowners in these neighborhoods (who
are all taxpayers in Durham County) have stated their concerns about the marked increase in
congestion that will be caused by multiple street-level train crossings, as well as the adverse
impacts of a ROMF on Farrington Road.




September 26, 2015
Page 5

Traffic congestion: The proposed plans call for thousands of rail riders to drive on 1-40, NC
54, and US 15-501 to parking lots near rail stations (e.g., The Friday Center, Leigh Village).
The rail plans do not appear to account for the increase in volume of motor vehicles on these
already congested roads or the increase in road congestion that will result from the multiple,
proposed, road-level rail crossings along NC 54 (between the I-40 interchange at NC 54 and
the intersection of NC 54 and US 15-501). These proposed crossings will impede motor
vehicles and slow the very commuters the plan proposes to assist.

Road-level crossings are proposed to be operating 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, with
traffic to be stopped every 10 minutes during peak hours. Such crossings will delay
thousands of drivers every day. Such crossings will also delay emergency responders. Note
that these crossings in the NC 54 corridor will also wreak havoc with UNC alumni, sports
fans, and others attempting to travel to and from Kenan Stadium and the Dean Smith Center
to attend games and other events.

Table 3.2-4 in the DEIS provides a roster of at-grade interfaces for the proposed light
rail line. Note the large number of interfaces in the relatively short distances from UNC to
US 15-501. Specifically, Table 3.2-4 lists 17 at-grade interfaces from UNC to NC 54 and an
additional 13 at-grade interfaces from University Drive to US 15-501. This large number of
interfaces, including multiple road-level crossings, will further increase congestion for
emergency vehicles, automobiles, and buses on NC 54, US 15-501, and Farrington Road.

Crossing near Farrington Road: The C2A route includes a road-level crossing west of the
intersection of Farrington Road and NC 54. Some of us residents along Farrington Road
object to the delay of emergency vehicles caused by rail crossings and associated traffic
congestion. Farrington Road is commonly used by emergency vehicles traveling to southwest
Durham and Chapel Hill. Durham has two active fire stations on Farrington Road itself, i.e.,
4200 Farrington Road and 6303 Farrington Road. Today, none of the emergency vehicles
from these two stations are delayed by light rail. However, if routes with road-level crossings
along NC 54 and near Farrington Road are implemented, emergency vehicles from these two
fire stations, as well as police and other emergency vehicles, will be adversely impacted,
inevitably prolonging emergency response times.

Traffic on Farrington Road: I live in a development off Farrington Road. I would be
adversely impacted by the anticipated increase in traffic as employees of the ROMF
(proposed for Farrington Road) drive to and from work. The ROMF would be open 24 hours
a day, 7 days a week, thereby producing an increase, every day, in the number of drivers using
Farrington Road. This source of increased traffic on Farrington Road is only one of the
multiple, new sources of traffic and congestion fostered by light rail on Farrington Road, i.e.,

e Employees of the ROMF driving to and from work
Commuters using Farrington Road to drive to lots where they can park and then board a
light rail car

e drivers diverting to Farrington Rd in hope of avoiding congestion on NC 54 or US 15-501
e aroad-level crossing near the intersection of Farrington Road and NC 54
e traffic congestion due to delayed emergency vehicles (who always have the right-of-way)
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Parking: The proposed light rail system requires riders to get to stations where they can board
a train. Many riders will get to a station by driving. Unfortunately, most stations appear to
have inadequate parking adjacent to the stations. Lack of adequate parking, particularly free
parking, will be a substantial disincentive to many riders to use light rail.

Potential for accidents on I-40: My understanding is that various rail routes take the train
from the eastern side of Farrington Road to tracks that parallel I-40 (running below the road
bridge, under Farrington Road and adjacent to 1-40) until the train reaches 15-501, at which
time the train proceeds north towards Durham. Just as human nature prompts many
automobile drivers to be distracted and “rubber neck™ at various sites along the highway, there
is a very real danger that drivers along I-40 will be distracted by a train running on rails
adjacent to the eastbound lanes of I-40. This additional distraction could increase the
potential for high-speed accidents along this key interstate highway. Such accidents can
adversely affect drivers and their passengers, as well commuters to work and travelers.

Projected riders: Officials have projected 23,000 boardings per day on D-O LRT. This
projection seems much higher than any reasonable expectation based on this area’s population
and the limited locations to receive rail service. For comparison, consider that the light rail
system in Charlotte, NC had an average of 16,186 boardings per weekday (for the period from
July-December 2014; reference 1) in the context of a population of 809,958 (reference 2).
Note that the population of Charlotte is more than 2.5 times as large as the combined
population of the city of Durham (251,893; reference 2) plus the Town of Chapel Hill
(59,376; reference 2). LRT in Durham and Chapel Hill is likely to have ridership that is much
less than 16,000 boardings per day, resulting in higher costs for the sponsoring municipalities
and their taxpayers for many years into the future.

Historic site: Patterson’s Mill Country Store is a business that has been in operation at 5109
Farrington Road in Durham County since 1973. Its predecessor was Patterson and Company
Store which opened in the 1870s at this same location. This historic site is open to the public.
Visitors can see an extensive collection of medical and pharmaceutical items from the 1800s
and 1900s, as well as other items, primarily collected by Ms. Elsie Booker (a pharmacist and
UNC alumnus). The land around Patterson’s Mill Country Store has been occupied since
1834 by five generations of Ms. Booker’s mother’s family (reference 3). From my
perspective, it is a shame and a disservice to history that any consideration is being
given to building the ROMF next to this historic property or displacing any part of this
family and their multigenerational business with a route for light rail or a ROMF.

Noise: My understanding is that a train’s horn makes a sound in the range of 105-110
decibels. The horn is used at road-level crossings and when approaching stations. The high
frequency of the horn, as well as its high decibels, makes it a source of noise pollution for
residents living in the NC-54 corridor and along Farrington Road. This noise pollution may
substantially reduce the likelihood of selling a home and substantially reduce property values
for individuals who own homes in those areas.
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Previous vote in Durham: I have read a number of documents and heard multiple speakers
say that voters in Durham supported use of a portion of taxes to pay for light rail service.
Such verbal and written statements are a misrepresentation of the facts. “Light rail” or “rail”
were not specified on the ballot for voters® consideration. Rather, voters were asked to cast
ballots on whether to support use of a portion of taxes “. . . fo be used only for public
transportation systems”. Therefore, it would be consistent with the vote to use these funds to

improve existing bus services or evaluate bus rapid transit (to the total exclusion of the
proposed D-O LRT).

Alternatives to light rail: Chapel Hill Transit and its partners are already progressing a plan to
introduce bus rapid transit on the Martin Luther King Boulevard corridor. In view of this
progress toward bus rapid transit, consideration should be given to bus rapid transit for the
main corridors between Chapel Hill and Durham (i.e., US 15-501 corridor and the NC 54
corridor). Such bus rapid transit would be much more flexible and require much lower start-
up funding than light rail.

The need for new, public transportation may be negated in the coming years by
emerging technological and lifestyle advances. New technologies (e.g., hybrid buses and
cars; electric cars and buses; vehicles powered by natural gas or fuel cells) and lifestyle
options (e.g., telecommuting) are changing our country and seem likely to markedly alter the
need for new public transportation. In view of these rapidly changing factors, our
representatives and transit authorities would be wise to consider flexible, cost-effective
options for transportation, rather than an inflexible LRT option requiring a large upfront
capital investment and a decade or more from approval of the project to start of service.
Some of these factors appear to have impacted the thinking in Wake County, prompting them
to withdraw from construction of light rail. '

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Bﬂv—v} 4\ . W

David M. Cocchetto

References
1. Lynx light rail ridership back to 2008 levels. The Charlotte Observer. January 21, 2015.

2. U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Revised August 6, 2015.

3. http://www.ourstate.com/carolina-collectors/ August 2014




DOLRT comments from Gerry Cohen
Gerry Cohen IEEEEEG—S
Sent: 10/13/2015 2:16 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

My name is Gerry Cohen. | have lived in the Triangle area since 1968, Orange County 1968-1984 and Wake County
1984-present. | visit Orange and Durham Counties quite frequently. | have relatives in Orange County (a first cousin and
his family as well as my son's fiancée are Carrboro residents)

I have been actively involved in the development process for DOLRT. While on the staff at the General Assembly | staffed
the 21st Century Transportation Committee in 2007-2008, which recommended legislation authorizing a 1/2% sales tax for
transitin six counties and 1/4% in the other 96 counties. The reason for the differential was our study showed that the
1/2% tax would provide the necessary local funds for fixed guide way transit (light rail, commuter rail, heavy rail, etc). |
also was the drafter of the legislation which authorized the tax and spoke at carious committee meetings. That legislation
required a consensus proves of developing a financial plan by the affected local governments which was binding until
changed through a similar consensus process, and which gave the voters necessary information on what the actual plans
were prior to voting in the referendum. BOTH THE ADOPTED DURHAM AND ORANGE PLANS CALLED FOR LIGHT
RAIL BETWEEN THE TWO COUNTIES. Durham's also called for heavy rail from Durham to Raleigh.

I served on the three county Special Transit Advisory Committee. that developed the regional plan. | testified at the
mandatory Orange and Durham County public hearings before the boards of commissioners in favor of light rail. In at
least the Orange County hearing, some testified against the referendum because itincluded light rail.

Each county conducted a referendum on the proposed tax which incorporated the underlying financial plans thatincluded
lightrail. Explanatory literature and advertising all mentioned the light rail project. In both Orange and Durham Counties
voters approved the tax, Durhamin 2011 by 60-40 and Orange in 2012 59-41. Durham was vote on in an odd-year
election where turnout was relatively light, while Orange in a presidential election where turnout was very heavy. Under
both election models the results were nearly the same. While opponents of the project say that light rail was not part of the
election, | observed opponents of the tax hand out leaflets at the Carrboro Town Hall early voting site for several days
asking persons to vote no BECAUSE the plan included light rail.

I worked actively in both pro-referenda campaigns, serving on both the Orange and Durham campaign committees.

I am very supportive of the DOLRT plan and hope itis approved for federal funding. | do have one criticism. | support the
C1A alternate through Meadowmont rather than the local preferred alternative down NC54 east of the Friday Center.
Meadowmont was planned and approved as a community through which light rail was to be run. An easement from the
developer was provided for the guideway and rails. Persons buying in that area knew full well of the proposed project,
amnesia is not a defense here. | suggestthat GoTransit continue to advance C1A as an active alternate and abandon itin
favor of the current LPA only ifitis rejected by the appropriate federal agencies.

-Gerry Cohen

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

veme Opnie| W (M)
Mailing Address; City: Zip Code:

How to Comment on the DEIS

Email us at info@ourtransitfuture.com

Submit a web-based comment form: ourtransitfuture.com/comment

Mail a letter to D-O LRT Project - DEIS, C/0 GoTriangle, Post Office Box 530, Morrisvilie, NC 27560
Submit a written comment form at two public information sessions and two public hearings.
Sign-up fo speak at a public hearing.

W~

All methods of commenting will receive equal weight. All comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the developrent of the
combined Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2016. A response to
substantive comments will be included in the combined FEIS/ROD.

Be advised that your entire comment, including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personal identifying
information in your comment may be subject to the North Carofina Public Records Act (N.C.G.8. § 132.7 et seq. ).

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
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needs for their tax dollars than this

proj ect.
MR. JOYNER  Thank you. Next
speaker, please.

MR. DANIEL COLE: Daniel Cole, 1IN

Public transportation is sonething
that we should all support. | live in
Finley Forest. This is going to go right
by where I would live. This is sonething
t hat woul d cause ne to have to nake
sacrifices. It would cause ne to nove --
to make it harder for me to nove into the
Fi nl ey Forest nei ghborhood when |'m com ng
from54 into Sumrerwal k Grcle, but we al
have to nmake sacrifices for the greater
good. This would be for the greater good.

Traffic on 54 is absolutely
terrible. It takes 30 mnutes to go from
Finley Forest to the Food Lion down on the
ot her side of 40 at around 9 o'clock in
the norning and around 5 o' clock in the

afternoon. This is unacceptable. Buses




RE: PROPOSED DURHAM-ORANGE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
, on 09/29/2015
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wi Il not work as well because they al so
have to use the roads. Currently the
buses that run, the Chapel H Il buses that
run on 54, go around 54 because they
cannot use that road because there's too
many cars. They cannot go on 54 at 5

o' cl ock because there are too many cars.
The road w il not work.

To hel p the environnment, to help
the community, we have to get cars off the
road. Light rail is what does this. Yes,
it wll cost noney. All things cost
noney. Devel opnent is going to happen.

We have to control how it happens, but you
cannot stop it.

If people don't use it, it is on
t hensel ves for not using it. It's not for
us to nake people use it, and it's not for
us to worry about what is going to affect
the cars on the road that there are
al ready too many of. Wat we need to do
Is get the cars off the road, not build
things that will put nore cars on the road

and affect and be good for the cars on the

Page 18
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Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn Coleman I
Sent: 10/12/2015 3:00 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn Coleman

Phone Number: I

Email Address: I

Message Body:

I am against rezoning Farrington Road to an Industrial Zone because pollutants and toxins from the proposed ROMF (see
below), as well as the proposed densely populated Leigh Village Compact Neighborhood Tier will resultin waste by-
products from the ROMF and human use. These will poison the wetlands that surround us, destroying the residential
character, preventing the further development of open space and green buffers and upset the fragile balance of the
ecosystem in the Cape Fear River Watershed area.

Move the ROMF to a more reasonable location that has like properties (recommended by the Federal Transportation
Association), such as noise, pollutants and lights, instead of inflicting these elements on the 22,000+ residents of
Farrington Road and its vicinity.

Durham City and County has proposed the future land use changes to Leigh Village, to be located on NC 54/Interstate 40
and extending to Farrington Road, a 100% residential area with over 11,000 homes in the vicinity and Creekside
Elementary School on adjacent Ephesus Church Road. Instead of the designated 356-acre Suburban Transit Area as
established in 2005, Durham now plans to enlarge Leigh Village to include an additional 115 acres, west of George King
Road and south of the Villas of Culp Arbor community. This addition will resultin a Compact Neighborhood Tier of
approximately 423 acres.

Liabilities will result from having both Leigh Village Compact Neighborhood Tier and the ROMF within approximately a 2
mile distance:

1.GoTriangle is proposing that Farrington Road be rezoned as an Industrial Zone. If this is approved, the ROMF (Rail
Organization Maintenance Facility) will be built less than 100 yards from the Villas of Culp Arbor and less than 300 yards
from Creekside School. The ROMF, by itself, will be provide enough toxins and pollutants to poison the wetlands. (These
wetlands run into Jordan Lake that is already polluted).

2.Not only will the ROMF will located on Farrington but, if the proposal to include the 115 additional acreage is approved,
than Leigh Village will also be a part of this development.

In addition to compact housing and the ROMF, there are 3 creeks that cross NC 54

Northeast Creek, west of Alston Avenue, NC 55

New Hope Creek, east of 1-40 (several creeks flow into New Hope Creek, such as Third Fork Creek which flows along
University Road, south of downtown, at Forest Hills)

Little Creek, east of Meadowmont

The ROMF - an office, industrial plant, rail yard and parking lot will create a flow of toxic storm water running first beneath
I-40, then beneath Trenton Road, then into the Trenton wetlands adjoining New Hope Creek and the New Hope River
Wildfowl Impoundment and ultimately into a polluted Jordan Lake. In heavy rain, the pipe beneath Trenton Road currently
cannot handle the volume of runoff from the 6 lanes of interstate highway alone, and Trenton overflows with water, so
factor in the cost of a new Trenton culvertand NCDOT interface. Runoff would fill Trenton wetlands, overflow into Trenton
residents’ yards and nature camps offered by Piedmont Wildlife in Leigh Farm Park. It would negatively impact the Army
Corps’ Waterfowl Impoundment and water quality in Jordan Lake.

QUESTION: What kind of checks and balances will be in place in case a malfunction becomes hazardous to the area’s
11,000+ homes and to its vital ecosystem? What kind of collection system is being built to accumulate the varied toxins
that emanate from the service areas.

DO NOT REZONE FARRINGTON ROAD: As NC taxpayers, we who live in the vicinity have the right to the best quality of
life possible. Our neighborhood is filled with vibrant, active people who run, jog, bike and enjoy that which will be harmed
by GoTriangle’s ROMF. Rezoning Farrington Road to Industrial opens the door for urban blight, when the ‘shiny, newness



of the light rail and its operational cost wears away’, we will be left with polluted wetlands, unsaleable homes and a
minimum quality of life.

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Ms. Cyndy Yu Robinson

AECOM Public involvement and Communication .
Environmental Planning, NC /fé(/,e, %«ét. % /7M
1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 W . g
Morrisville, NC 27560 %L(/a ﬂ{(/ Al

As a tax paying citizen and homeowner in Durham, NC, | am deeply troubled by the
waste of my federal, state and local tax dollars as they will be allocated to the
Durham/Chapel Hill Go Triangle Light Rail project.

| strongly oppose Go Triangle Light Rail. This project will have a negative monetary
impact on my neighbors and me in Burham and Chapel Hill through taxation because
taxes will be increased yearly and wasted on an inefficient transportation system. The
future way of life for this culturally rich and beautiful area of Chapel Hill will not be
improved by Go Triangle’s unfulfilled ‘dream’ of the light rail and the area will still need
reliable transportation.

Below is a summary of the estimated cost of Go Triangle Light Rail:
A. $1.82 BILLION- Total estimated cost in today’s dollars

B. $107 MILLION PER MILE of 17 miles of track for construction.. (The
completion of the light rail is not projected until 2025.)

C. 80% ridership costs will be paid by the LOCAL TAXPAYER. (A total of
$12.8 MILLION in annual tax liability to Durham and Chapel Hill residents.)

| implore you to oppose this type of wasteful spending of our hard earned tax dollars
and instead of raising taxes, lower them.

Sincerely,




Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn A. Coleman I
Sent: 9/18/2015 2:33 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn A. Coleman

Phone Number: I

Email Address: I

Message Body:

Why do we need another mode of transportation, like the light rail, that will require constant and expensive maintenance,
when many of GoTriangle’s roadways and interstate highways, such as heavily used 54 & 55, have little to no
maintenance over a 2 year period? Here in the Triangle area we have hazardous potholes on major roads, big enough to
puncture a tire or damage the suspension, such as Alston Street, Farrington Road, Old Chapel Hill Blvd, University, Estes,
Weaver Street, to name roadways in Chapel Hill and Durham.

How is GoTriangle planning to keep up a regular maintenance schedule when it does not have one now that meets the
needs of our community, especially with the installation and daily maintenance costs of the light rail? (see projected
installation costs below

1. $1.8 Billion Dollars is estimated Total Cost; to increase through 2025.

2. Over $100 Million Dollars for Each Mile will be spent.

3. Only 20% of the costs are recovered from the passenger fare.

4. Federal money will cover 50% of the construction and operational budgets.

But Federal money is not free; itis collected from every US taxpayer.

5. Nearly $13 Million Dollars in annual taxes to Durham & Orange residents

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn A. Coleman I
Sent: 9/18/2015 3:30 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn A. Coleman

Phone Number: IIIIIIENEGGEN

Email Address: I

Message Body:

How will pollutants derived from clean and repairing light rail trains be stored and transported from GoTriangle’s proposed
Farrington Road, Durham, NC ROMF location to a storage facility or are the toxins going to be stored on site? My
neighbors and | will live 500 feet from the ROMF and are deeply concerned about pollutants emitted from the light train
maintenance facility, because of the many people over 65 who reside here at the Villas of Culp Arbor, as well as the 903
school children and staff members of Creekside Elementary School, 5000 feet from the ROMF.

According to the EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) lead, chromium, and cadmium are metals that form particle
pollution during sanding and welding light rail trains. EPA's Air Toxics Health Effects Notebook has more information on
lead, chromium, and cadmium, also by products of repairing the trains. Breathing particle pollution can cause respiratory
problems and other harmful health effects.

From the EPA Particle Pollution Web Site:

People with heart or lung diseases, children and older adults are the most likely to be affected by particle pollution
exposure. However, even if you are healthy, you may experience temporary symptoms from exposure to elevated levels of
particle pollution.

Particle pollution - especially fine particles - contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small that they can
getdeep into the lungs and cause serious health problems. Numerous scientific studies have linked particle pollution
exposure to a variety of problems, including: premature death in people with heart or lung disease, nonfatal heart attacks,
irregular heartbeat, aggravated asthma, decreased lung function, and increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of
the airways, coughing or difficulty breathing.

Thank you,

Rodalyn A. Coleman

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn A. Coleman I
Sent: 9/18/2015 3:39 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn A. Coleman

Phone Number: I

Email Address: I

Message Body:

What kind of checks and balances will be in place in case a malfunction becomes hazardous to the area’s 11,000+ homes
and to its vital ecosystem? What kind of collection system is being built to accumulate the varied toxins that emanate from
the service areas?

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn A. Coleman I
Sent: 9/21/2015 11:31 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn A. Coleman

Phone Number: (IIIIIIEIEIGNGGE

Email Address: I

Message Body:

The 14 mile route GoTriangle has proposed will not accommodate the needs of those without cars or vehicles to provide
them with reliable transportation. The following monies will be spent and still the people of Durham and Orange counties
will not have adequate public transportation and their tax dollars are wasted. (see projected installation costs below:)

1. $1.8 Billion Dollars is estimated Total Cost; to increase through 2025.

2. Over $100 Million Dollars for Each Mile will be spent.

3. Only 20% of the costs are recovered from the rider fare.

4. Federal money will cover 50% of the construction and operational budgets.

5. Nearly $13 Million Dollars in annual taxes to Durham & Orange residents.

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn A. Coleman I
Sent: 9/21/2015 6:24 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn A. Coleman
Phone Number: IIIIIIENEGGEN
Email Address: I

Message Body:

The mean travel time to work, according the 2014 US Census, is 21.5 minutes (Durham) & 22.0 minutes (Chapel Hill( yet
the proposed 17 mile proposed GoTriangle Light Rail Transit (D-O LRT) will take 42 minutes from end to end. At 90
degrees, the trains will have to slow because the electrical lines buckle! Is this really how the federal government wants to
use our tax dollars on machinery that will soon be outdated. $1.82 billion with $105 million per mile and the residents have
to make up 80% of the ridership costs. Not to mention a whopping $12.8 tax liability to the residents in Durham and
Chapel HIII.

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn A. Coleman I
Sent: 10/5/2015 1:36 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn A. Coleman

Phone Number: IIIIIIENEGGEN

Email Address: I

Message Body:
D-O LRT DEIS Comment

Go Triangle’s DEIS has not effectively addressed the environment and environmental consequences within the D-O LRT
study areas found in Section 4.9 through 4.17.2.3, pages 4-199 to 4-302. There is some question as to the efficacy of
GoTriangle’s organization thatis addressed on page 5 of this discussion. The sections comprise air quality, noise and
vibration, as well as hazardous, contaminated and regulated materials and safety involving light-rail transit. In addition,
acquisitions, construction and impacts also contained omissions. These topics will be subjected to comment and/or
question; they are in the order in which they occur in the DEIS. GoTriangle has clarified in the first section of the DEIS that
neither comment nor question will receive answers.

Light Rail Transit Car Body Repair and Paint Shop: GoTriangle failed to include any data on the Light Rail Transit Car
Body Repair and Paint Shop. Had the data been included it would have been linked to the following DEIS sections.

« Section 4.9 Air Quality, page 4-199

» Section 4:12 Safety and Security, page 4-241

» Section 4.11 Hazardous Contaminated and Regulated Materials, page 282

1. (EPA) Environmental Protection Agency reported... “(Light transit) body and paint shops emit pollutants such as
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), particle pollution (dust), and volatile organic compounds (VOC). While federal, state and
local regulations limit the amount of emissions from body shops, dangerous releases of HAPs can occur if a shop does not
operate in compliance with regulations.” See list below, but keep in mind that many of these toxins will be used at both the
body and paint shop and the ROMF (Rail Organization Maintenance Facility) and require underground storage tanks:

« Paints, cleaners, and paint strippers “...used in light transit body shops...” can release HAPS (Hazardous Air Pollutant)
and VOC (Volatile Organic Compound). Chemicals in these substances can form ground-level ozone, which has been
linked to a number of respiratory effects, such as asthma and COPD. http://www2.epa.gov/ust/revising-underground-
storage-tank-regulations-revisions-existing-requirements-and-new

* Lead, chromium, and cadmium are metals that form particle pollution during sanding and welding and found in the light
rail body and paint shops.

o Particle pollution - especially fine particles - contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small that they can
getdeep into the lungs and cause serious health problems.

o Diisocyanates are hazardous air pollutants emitted during painting operations.

Question: Why did GoTriangle neglect to report any information about the Car Body Repair and Paint Shop in the DEIS?

Question: If the shop is not located at the ROMF, as has been reported, how will wrecked, damaged or aged equipment be
transported and what precautions against hazardous waste spills will GoTriangle provide to protect the neighborhoods,
schools and businesses on the route between the ROMF and the shop, as well as the environment on which the spill or
accident could have an adverse effect?

Comment: Table 4.12.2.6, page 4-243, includes the list of police, security and emergency services available for the light
rail transit route and the ROMF. However, in the case of Farrington Road, the approved location for the ROMF, all of the
emergency services are to the South of an at-grade crossing on Farrington Road, while Creekside Elementary School and
major neighborhoods, such as the Villas of Culp Arbor - less than 100 yards from the ROMF, are all to the North of that
crossing.

According to Durham firemen, police and emergency room physicians, this will slow the process of rescue considerably.
WHY? Because of the at-grade level crossing train track and excess traffic from the ROMF personnel added to an already
heavily traveled road. When an incident happens at the end of a school day with buses and excessive traffic, the hazard is
doubly increased. Lives can be irreparably damaged or death may occur.



Comment: Page 4-242 through 4-244 lists emergency personnel and undetailed references to environmental
consequences, passenger safety and other areas of safety concerns. However, there is no rescue contingency or an
outline of one for disasters, only the promise of one in the future.

Question: What kind of checks and balances are planned in case of a hazardous malfunction and part or all of the area’s
11,000+ homes and the ecosystem are in harm’s way?

Comment: NO environmental statement should be released, much less approved unless GoTriangle makes public the
location of its car body repair and paint shop facility, provide studies on the impact of this facility and inform the community
of the steps GoTriangle will take to protect the environment and neighboring residents from the harm of the pollutants
generated.

Section 4:10 Noise and Vibration — Page 4-204 through 4-231

2. According to the FTA, Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) & the DEIS, noise is described as ‘unwanted
sound’ that travels to a receiver and is measured in decibels (dB). Vibration is the transfer of energy resulting from the
motion of a mechanical system. Lv is the velocity level and is measured in vibration decibels.

* Table 4.10-1, page 4-212 shows the sources of transit noise for the light rail, such as wheels rolling on rail, wheel squeal
on sharp curves, horns, whistles, brakes and bells at crossings or in case of collision or other types of accidents.
http://www fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf

Question: Light rail transit wheels are an important part of the system because of the constant noise and vibration they
emit, especially if care is not given in purchasing the right type of wheel. Since there was no discussion or information
about the types of rail wheels used nor about their maintenance, will GoTriangle use resilient wheels (resilient wheels use
rubber or some other resilient material between the wheel and tire) or damping wheels that lessens rolling noise by 15-20
decibels if used on a tangent (straight) rail? http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf

Question: Will the ROMF be equipped with a wheel maintenance center to cut down on the cost of frequent wheel
purchases?

Question: Will the rails be laid tangent (straight) in order to keep down the cost of wheel replacement and to create less
noise? (Some wheels cost $2,000 each and need replacement several times during the year.)

* Table 4.10-4, page 4-218, lists the locations where ‘noise-and vibration sensitive receptors’ will be placed and the
distance from the receptors to the tracks. Farrington Road, both north and south, is listed.

Question: How effectively will the wheel — rail racket and wheel squeal be contained by Farrington ROMF’s only receptor
so that it will not be heard by those residents living within 100 yards or the children at Creekside Elementary at 500 yards?
According to Track Design Handbook for Light Rail Transit, sponsored by the FTA, “...the wheel noise will be a constant
source of disruption for the entire neighborhood since the maintenance shop is usually opened 24/7. Damaged and
wrecked train cars will be in the repair shop where engineered equipment, also earsplitting, will make attempts to overhaul
them.” http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

Question: What precautions are being planned to prevent ground vibration with 100 tons of train moving into and out of the
maintenance yard 18/77? According to the resource below, “...as the light rail train wears, the noise and vibration increase,
as well as other menacing noises involve impact noise due to loss of contact between the wheel and rail, caused by rail
head defects, gaps and joints. Rail corrugation noise and grinding artifact noise, as well as singing rail sound. The
vibration can destroy our fragile ecosystem, including the protected watersheds.”
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

3. The interstate noise will increase without the 1-40 tree buffer that must be removed. According to TD Handbook, in order
for the Farrington Road ROMF to be built, the tree buffer will be removed and the land leveled to a “...desired grade of
0.5% for the Yard Running Tracks...” & a “...desired grade of 0.0% for the Yard Storage Tracks . . . to preventroll away of
trains waiting on maintenance.” With the removal of the existing tree buffer and leveling of the land, Farrington Road will
experience increased noise pollution from I-40 in addition to the noise pollution produced by the ROMF.
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt _155.pdf

Comment: Even though, the DEIS frequently mentions the methodology of the Federal Transportation Association, at no
time does it use the FTA's recommendations for creating an esthetic environment for the train and its many harsh features.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/sidewalks204.cfm

Comment: FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Section 6, discusses the variables of noise and vibration
“...and the proximity (of the light rail maintenance facility) to the same major stationary noise sources, such as power



plants, industrial facilities, rail yards and airports...”

Question: What purpose did GoTriangle have in choosing the only 100% residential site, out of at least 25+, on which to
build the ROMF, located 500 yards from Creekside Elementary Public School with 906 students + staffand in a vibrant
neighborhood of over 11,000 homes?

Section 4.11 Hazardous, Contaminated and Regulated Materials, Page 4-423

Section 4.12 Safety and Security, Page 4-241

Comment: Table 4.11-3, page 4-239 gives a summary of high and medium risk site. Figure 4.11 shows a map of high risk
sites. The Rail Organization Maintenance Facility (ROMF), according to GoTriangle’s engineers, will be built on Farrington
Road, Durham County.

4. The ROMF will negatively affect the traffic, housing prices, safety of the 22,000 taxpayers who live on Farrington Road or
in the vicinity and will pose potential harm to the 906 Creekside Public Elementary School students and faculty, only 500
yards from the site.

* Opened 18 hours per day, 7 days per week, the ROMF will be an out of place industrial facility in a 100% residential
area. Pollution, from noise, light and vibration caused by the ROMF will disrupt the daily activities and quality of life for all
22,000+ homeowners in this area. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubsi/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

* The tree buffer, that protects the neighborhood from traffic noise of I-40, will be removed and the ground leveled to a
“desired grade of 0.5% http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

Comment: When the tree buffer has been removed and the area where the ROMF will be built has been leveled, the
Farrington Road area from Hwy 54, past Ephesus Church Road and to the other side of the overpass will experience
increased noise pollution not only from [-40 but also from the ROMF.

» With an at-grade crossing less than a mile away from the entrance to the ROMF, all the inhabitants of Farrington Road
will experience the effect of extreme traffic congestion from additional cars at ROMF shift changes.

» All emergency personnel are to the South of Farrington. Those living on Farrington are to the North.

 Transporting damaged train cars and other train parts to the Car Body and Paint Shop on Farrington’s busy road, creates
the possibility of an industrial accident or toxic waste fire occurring at the ROMF. To date GoTriangle has not created an
evacuation plan that would apply not only to the ROMF but to the neighborhoods, like Villas of Culp Arbor, Trenton and
others close to the facility.

* 100 yards away from the ROMF is the ‘over 55’ community of the Villas of Culp Arbor, where 134 home owners and
taxpayers reside. Many of the residents are active & vibrant; however, some are in wheelchairs, use walkers and on
oxygen.

* 500 yards away is Creekside Elementary School, with 906 students and staff.

» The potential is high for traffic gridlock at the grade level crossing or the intersection of Farrington and Ephesus Church
roads. Emergency personnel from the fire station will be delayed, itis possible that death can occur.

* All emergency personnel are to the South of Farrington. Those living on Farrington are to the North.

Question: Why choose the only 100% residential site, out of atleast 25+, on which to build the ROMF, located 500 yards
from Creekside Elementary Public School with 906 students + staff and in a vibrant neighborhood of over 11,000 homes,
AND an area totally toxic free?

Comment: If GoTriangle builds the ROMF in any 100% residential, pollutant free neighborhood, this act will turn the area
into a medium to high risk toxin zone with a potential hazardous impact on the public’s health from contaminated
materials, used both at the ROMF and transported from the facility to the transit body and paint shop... resulting in an
ironic course of action! (See page 4-238, Table 4.11-2: Summary of High Risk Sites)

Section 4:13 Energy

5. Page 4-252 Chapel Hill, Durham, Durham and Orange counties have “...adopted plans to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, beginning back in 2005. It is speculated that by the year 2030, those emissions will be reduced by 30%.” Part
of this plan rests on building new, more efficient building, erecting a vast billion dollar light rail transit system and
developing large areas of Chapel Hill, Durham & Orange County into compact housing.

Question: From local news items, GoTriangle meeting, DEIS Hearings and other venues, the public is aware that several
high density, mixed use developments are planned along 15-501. Why is no LRT service planned for this growth area?

Question: Where is the reliable LRT transportation for those living in East Durham, beyond Alston Avenue, who have
limited or no modes of travel?

Section 4.14 Acquisitions, Relocations and Displacements, Page 4-255
Section 4.16 Construction, Page 4.269



Section 4.17 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Page 4-288

Below is a summary of the estimated cost of GoTriangle Light Rail:

A. $1.82 BILLION — Total estimated cost in today’s dollars

B. $107 MILLION PER MILE of 17 miles of track for construction. (The completion of the lite rail is not projected until 2025.)
C. 80% ridership costs will be paid by the LOCAL TAXPAYER. (A total of 12.8 MILLION in annual tax liability to Durham
and Chapel Hill residents.)

6. Page 4.256 With $1.82+ billion dollars at stake, a definitive organizational plan should have been set into motion, one in
which communicating with residents, whose personal lives will change because of the new transit plan, was critical but
lacking. Thus far, the FTA has approved Project Development that according to DEIS Appendix J.4 “...includes a complete
environmental review and adopting it into the fiscally constrained long range transportation plan.” Beginning in 2016, the
Engineering Process will begin.

There is a need for overhauling GoTriangle’s management which became apparent during 4 GoTriangle meetings held
this year: 24 June (Villas of Culp Arbor), 18 August (Creekside Elementary Public School), 29 September (DEIS Hearing)
& 1 October (DEIS Hearing). No strategy had been incorporated to help GoTriangle’s employees explain to VCA & other
neighborhood groups that a massive rail maintenance facility (ROMF), was going to be built 100 yards from their homes.
Without exception all the meetings have been met with chaos, distractions, staff members not knowing who was in charge,
what duties had to be done, the sign-in sheets could not be found and GoTriangle’s many employees seemed somewhat
confused and unprepared.

Question: With the lack of organizational skills and management evidentin 4 very simple meetings, as well as the poorly
written DEIS, how can the taxpayers of Durham-Chapel Hill, Orange and Durham counties, trust GoTriangle to make the
right monetary decisions that benefits all of the residents of this large area of NC? $1.82+ billion dollars are at stake...

Comment: Page 4-272 Under Section 4.16, there is no mention of how and when the tree buffer will be removed. 24 June
2015 meeting at the Villas of Culp Arbor, residents were told that construction on the ROMF would begin as early as 2018.
Question: When will be the tree buffer be removed and what steps will be taken to protect the immediate neighborhoods
from [-40 noise?

Question: Farrington Road is a 100% residential area and also pollutant free.

Why couldn’t the ROMF be constructed so that it would situated with the same major stationary noise sources, such as
power plants, industrial facilities, rail yards and airports, downtown buildings? These noise and vibration manufacturing
locations also act as natural receivers and their pollutants can be more easily contained.

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn A. Coleman I
Sent: 10/10/20159:16 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn A. Coleman

Phone Number: IIIIIIENEGGEN

Email Address: I

Message Body:
D-O LRT DEIS Comment

Go Triangle’s DEIS has not effectively addressed the environment and environmental consequences within the D-O LRT
study areas found in Section 4.9 through 4.17.2.3, pages 4-199 to 4-302. There is some question as to the efficacy of
GoTriangle’s organization thatis addressed on page 5 of this discussion. The sections comprise air quality, noise and
vibration, as well as hazardous, contaminated and regulated materials and safety involving light-rail transit. In addition,
acquisitions, construction and impacts also contained omissions. These topics will be subjected to comment and/or
question; they are in the order in which they occur in the DEIS. GoTriangle has clarified in the first section of the DEIS that
neither comment nor question will receive answers.

Light Rail Transit Car Body Repair and Paint Shop: GoTriangle failed to include any data on the Light Rail Transit Car
Body Repair and Paint Shop. Had the data been included it would have been linked to the following DEIS sections.

« Section 4.9 Air Quality, page 4-199

» Section 4:12 Safety and Security, page 4-241

» Section 4.11 Hazardous Contaminated and Regulated Materials, page 282

1. (EPA) Environmental Protection Agency reported... “(Light transit) body and paint shops emit pollutants such as
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), particle pollution (dust), and volatile organic compounds (VOC). While federal, state and
local regulations limit the amount of emissions from body shops, dangerous releases of HAPs can occur if a shop does not
operate in compliance with regulations.” See list below, but keep in mind that many of these toxins will be used at both the
body and paint shop and the ROMF (Rail Organization Maintenance Facility) and require underground storage tanks:

« Paints, cleaners, and paint strippers “...used in light transit body shops...” can release HAPS (Hazardous Air Pollutant)
and VOC (Volatile Organic Compound). Chemicals in these substances can form ground-level ozone, which has been
linked to a number of respiratory effects, such as asthma and COPD. http://www2.epa.gov/ust/revising-underground-
storage-tank-regulations-revisions-existing-requirements-and-new

* Lead, chromium, and cadmium are metals that form particle pollution during sanding and welding and found in the light
rail body and paint shops.

o Particle pollution - especially fine particles - contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small that they can
getdeep into the lungs and cause serious health problems.

o Diisocyanates are hazardous air pollutants emitted during painting operations.

Question: Why did GoTriangle neglect to report any information about the Car Body Repair and Paint Shop in the DEIS?

Question: If the shop is not located at the ROMF, as has been reported, how will wrecked, damaged or aged equipment be
transported and what precautions against hazardous waste spills will GoTriangle provide to protect the neighborhoods,
schools and businesses on the route between the ROMF and the shop, as well as the environment on which the spill or
accident could have an adverse effect?

Comment: Table 4.12.2.6, page 4-243, includes the list of police, security and emergency services available for the light
rail transit route and the ROMF. However, in the case of Farrington Road, the EPA preferred location for the ROMF, all of
the emergency services are to the South of an at-grade Farrington Road rail crossing, while Creekside Elementary School
and major neighborhoods, such as the Villas of Culp Arbor - less than 100 yards from the ROMF, are all to the North of this
at-grade crossing.

According to Durham firemen, police and emergency room physicians, this will slow the process of rescue considerably.
WHY? Because trains will cross at the at-grade level crossing train track approximately every 5 minutes at peak times. In
addition, traffic from the ROMF personnel added to an already heavily traveled road will further delay emergency vehicles.
When an incident happens at the end of a school day with buses and excessive traffic, the hazard is doubly increased.



Lives can be irreparably damaged or death may occur.

Comment: Page 4-242 through 4-244 lists emergency personnel and undetailed references to environmental
consequences, passenger safety and other areas of safety concerns. However, there is no rescue contingency or an
outline of one for disasters, only the promise of one in the future.

Question: What kind of checks and balances are planned in case of a hazardous malfunction and part or all of the area’s
11,000+ homes and the ecosystem are in harm’s way?

Comment: No environmental statement should be released, much less approved unless GoTriangle makes public the
location of its car body repair and paint shop facility, provide studies on the impact of this facility and inform the community
of the steps GoTriangle will take to protect the environment and neighboring residents from the harm of the pollutants
generated.

Section 4:10 Noise and Vibration — Page 4-204 through 4-231

2. According to the FTA, Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) & the DEIS, noise is described as ‘unwanted
sound’ that travels to a receiver and is measured in decibels (dB). Vibration is the transfer of energy resulting from the
motion of a mechanical system. Lv is the velocity level and is measured in vibration decibels.

* Table 4.10-1, page 4-212 shows the sources of transit noise for the light rail, such as wheels rolling on rail, wheel squeal
on sharp curves, horns, whistles, brakes and bells at crossings or in case of collision or other types of accidents.
http://www .fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf

Question: Light rail transit wheels are an important part of the system because of the constant noise and vibration they
emit, especially if care is not given in purchasing the right type of wheel. Since there was no discussion or information
about the types of rail wheels used nor about their maintenance, will GoTriangle use resilent wheels (resilent wheels use
rubber or some other resilent material between the wheel and tire) or damping wheels that lessens rolling noise by 15-20
decibels if used on a tangent (straight) rail? http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf

Question: Will the ROMF be equipped with a wheel maintenance center to cut down on the cost of frequent wheel
purchases?

Question: Will the rails be laid tangent (straight) in order to keep down the cost of wheel replacement and to create less
noise? (Some wheels cost $2,000 each and need replacement several times during the year.)

» Table 4.10-4, page 4-218, lists the locations where ‘noise-and vibration sensitive receptors’ will be placed and the
distance from the receptors to the tracks. Farrington Road, both north and south, is listed.

Question: How effectively will the wheel — rail racket and wheel squeal be contained by Farrington ROMF’s only receptor
so that it will not be heard by those residents living within 100 yards or the children at Creekside Elementary at 500 yards?
According to Track Design Handbook for Light Rail Transit, sponsored by the FTA, “...the wheel noise will be a constant
source of disruption for the entire neighborhood since the maintenance shop is usually opened 24/7. Damaged and
wrecked train cars will be in the repair shop where engineered equipment, also earsplitting, will make attempts to overhaul
them.” http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

Question: What precautions are being planned to prevent ground vibration with 100 tons of train moving into and out of the
maintenance yard 18/7? According to the resource below, “...as the light rail train wears, the noise and vibration increase,
as well as other menacing noises involve impact noise due to loss of contact between the wheel and rail, caused by rail
head defects, gaps and joints. Rail corrugation noise and grinding artifact noise, as well as singing rail sound. The
vibration can destroy our fragile ecosystem, including the protected watersheds.”
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

3. The interstate noise will increase without the 1-40 tree buffer that must be removed. According to TD Handbook, in order
for the Farrington Road ROMF to be built, the tree buffer will be removed and the land leveled to a “...desired grade of
0.5% for the Yard Running Tracks...” & a “...desired grade of 0.0% for the Yard Storage Tracks . .. to prevent roll away of
trains waiting on maintenance.” With the removal of the existing tree buffer and leveling of the land, Farrington Road will
experience increased noise pollution from |-40 in addition to the noise pollution produced by the ROMF.
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

Comment: Even though, the DEIS frequently mentions the methodology of the Federal Transportation Association, at no
time does it use the FTA’s recommendations for creating an esthetic environment for the train and its many harsh features.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/sidewalks204.cfm

Comment: FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Section 6, discusses the variables of noise and vibration



“...and the proximity (of the light rail maintenance facility) to the same major stationary noise sources, such as power
plants, industrial facilities, rail yards and airports...”

Question: What purpose did GoTriangle have in choosing the only 100% residential site, out of at least 25+, on which to
build the ROMF, located 500 yards from Creekside Elementary Public School with 906 students + staff and in a vibrant
neighborhood of over 11,000 homes?

Section 4.11 Hazardous, Contaminated and Regulated Materials, Page 4-423
Section 4.12 Safety and Security, Page 4-241

Comment: Table 4.11-3, page 4-239 gives a summary of high and medium risk site. Figure 4.11 shows a map of high risk
sites. The Rail Organization Maintenance Facility (ROMF), according to GoTriangle’s engineers, will be built on Farrington
Road, Durham County.

4. The ROMF will negatively affect the traffic, housing prices, safety of the 22,000 taxpayers who live on Farrington Road or
in the vicinity and will pose potential harm to the 906 Creekside Public Elementary School students and faculty, only 500
yards from the site.

* Opened 18 hours per day, 7 days per week, the ROMF will be an out of place industrial facility in a 100% residential
area. Pollution, from noise, light and vibration caused by the ROMF will disrupt the daily activities and quality of life for all
22,000+ homeowners in this area. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

* The tree buffer, that protects the neighborhood from traffic noise of I-40, will be removed and the ground leveled to a
“desired grade of 0.5% http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_155.pdf

Comment: When the tree buffer has been removed and the area where the ROMF will be built has been leveled, the
Farrington Road area from Hwy 54, past Ephesus Church Road and to the other side of the overpass will experience
increased noise pollution not only from I-40 but also from the ROMF.

» With an at-grade crossing less than a mile away from the entrance to the ROMF, all the inhabitants of Farrington Road
will experience the effect of extreme traffic congestion from additional cars at ROMF shift changes.

 All emergency personnel are to the South of an at-grade Farrington Road crossing. Those living on Farrington are to the
North of that crossing.

* Transporting damaged train cars and other train parts to the Car Body and Paint Shop on Farrington’s busy road, creates
the possibility of an industrial accident or toxic waste fire occurring at the ROMF. To date GoTriangle has not created an
evacuation plan that would apply not only to the ROMF but to the neighborhoods, like Villas of Culp Arbor, Trenton and
others close to the facility. 100 yards away from the ROMF is the ‘over 55’ community of the Villas of Culp Arbor, where
134 home owners and taxpayers reside. Many of the residents are active & vibrant; however, some are in wheelchairs,
use walkers and on oxygen.

+ 500 yards away is Creekside Elementary School, with 906 students and staff.

* The potential is high for traffic gridlock at the grade level crossing or the intersection of Farrington and Ephesus Church
roads. Emergency personnel from the fire station will be delayed, itis possible that death can occur.

Question: Why choose the only 100% residential site, out of atleast 25+, on which to build the ROMF, located 500 yards
from Creekside Elementary Public School with 906 students + staff and in a vibrant neighborhood of over 11,000 homes,
AND an area totally toxic free?

Comment: If GoTriangle builds the ROMF in any 100% residential, pollutant free neighborhood, this act will turn the area
into a medium to high risk toxin zone with a potential hazardous impact on the public’s health from contaminated
materials, used both atthe ROMF and transported from the facility to the transit body and paint shop... resulting in an
ironic course of action! (see page 4-238, Table 4.11-2: Summary of High Risk Sites)

Section 4:13 Energy

5. Page 4-252 Chapel Hill, Durham, Durham and Orange counties have “...adopted plans to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, beginning back in 2005. It is speculated that by the year 2030, those emissions will be reduced by 30%.” Part
of this plan rests on building new, more efficient building, erecting a vast billion dollar light rail transit system and
developing large areas of Chapel Hill, Durham & Orange County into compact housing.

Question: From local news items, GoTriangle meeting, DEIS Hearings and other venues, the public is aware that several
high density, mixed use developments are planned along 15-501. Why is no LRT service planned for this growth area?

Question: Where is the reliable LRT transportation for those living east of Alston Avenue in Durham who have limited
modes of travel?

Section 4.14 Acquisitions, Relocations and Displacements, Page 4-255



Section 4.16 Construction, Page 4.269
Section 4.17 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Page 4-288

Below is a summary of the estimated cost of GoTriangle Light Rail:

A.$1.82 BILLION — Total estimated cost in today’s dollars

B. $107 MILLION PER MILE of 17 miles of track for construction. (The completion of the lite rail is not projected until 2025.)
C. 80% ridership costs will be paid by the LOCAL TAXPAYER. (A total of 12.8 MILLION in annual tax liability to Durham
and Chapel Hill residents.)

6. Page 4.256 With $1.82+ billion dollars at stake, a definitive organizational plan should have been set into motion, one in
which communicating with residents, whose personal lives will change because of the new transit plan, was critical but
lacking. Thus far, the FTA has approved Project Development that according to DEIS Appendix J.4 “...includes a complete
environmental review and adopting itinto the fiscally constrained long range transportation plan.” Beginning in 2016, the
Engineering Process will begin.

There is a need for overhauling GoTriangle’s management which became apparent during 4 GoTriangle meetings held
this year: 24 June (Villas of Culp Arbor), 18 August (Creekside Elementary Public School), 29 September (DEIS Hearing)
& 1 October (DEIS Hearing). No strategy had been incorporated to help GoTriangle’s employees explain to VCA & other
neighborhood groups that a rail maintenance facility (ROMF), was going to be built 100 yards from their homes. Without
exception all the meetings have been met with chaos, distractions, staff members not knowing who was in charge, what
duties had to be done, the sign-in sheets could not be found and GoTriangle’s many employees seemed somewhat
confused and unprepared.

Question: With the lack of organizational skills and management evidentin 4 very simple meetings, as well as the poorly
written DEIS, how can the taxpayers of Durham-Chapel Hill, Orange and Durham counties, trust GoTriangle to make the
right monetary decisions that benefits all of the residents of this large area of NC? $1.82+ billion dollars are at stake...

Comment: Page 4-272 Under Section 4.16, there is no mention of how and when the tree buffer will be removed. 24 June
2015 meeting at the Villas of Culp Arbor, residents were told that construction on the ROMF would begin as early as 2018.

Question: When will be the tree buffer be removed and what steps will be taken to protect the immediate neighborhoods
from 1-40 noise?

Question: Farrington Road is a 100% residential area and also pollutant free.

Why couldn’t the ROMF be constructed so that it would situated with the same major stationary noise sources, such as
power plants, industrial facilities, rail yards and airports, downtown buildings? These noise and vibration manufacturing
locations also act as natural receivers and their pollutants can be more easily contained.

This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http:/ourtransitfuture.com)
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Get Involved Contact Form
Rodalyn A. Coleman I
Sent: 10/10/2015 9:21 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Rodalyn A. Coleman

Phone Number: IIIIIIENEGGEN

Email Address: I

Message Body:

Car Body Repair and Paint Shop

In 24 June 2015, Villas of Culp Arbor ROMF meeting on Farrington Road, the residents were shown slides with drawings
of the ROMF. The drawing of the Farrington Road ROMF displayed a “Future Car Body Repair and Paint Shop”. We were
told that the drawing was incorrect and decision on a “paint shop” had not been made.

In their response (08/08/2015) to the meeting question, When will the body repair and paint shop be built? GoTriangle's
reply was: “Light rail vehicle body repairs and painting will be contracted to an off-site business that does body and paint
work. This type of work will not be done atthe ROMF. There are no plans to construct a paint and body shop on site”.

In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), | can find no reference to a “Body Repair and Paint Facility.

Because of the following information, itis my opinion that no environmental statement should be released, much less
approved, without identifying the location of this facility, providing studies on the impact of this facility and letting us know
exactly how they intend to protect our environment and people from the pollutants generated.

From the EPA: What kinds of pollutants are emitted from body shops?

Body shops emit pollutants such as hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), particle pollution (dust), and volatile organic
compounds (VOC). These pollutants can contribute to health problems that may affect shop employees and the
community. While Federal, state, local, and Tribal regulations limit the amount of emissions from body shops, dangerous
releases of HAPs can occur if a shop does not operate in compliance with regulations.

« Paints, cleaners, and paint strippers can release some HAPs and VOC. Chemicals in these substances can also reactin
the air to form ground-level ozone, which has been linked to a number of respiratory effects. EPA has developed a Web
site on ground-level ozone.

From the EPA Ground-Level Ozone Web Site:

Breathing ground-level ozone can trigger a variety of health problems, particularly for children, the elderly, and people of
all ages who have lung diseases such as asthma. Ground level ozone can also have harmful effects on sensitive
vegetation and ecosystems. Children are at greatest risk from exposure to ozone because their lungs are still developing
and they are more likely to be active outdoors when ozone levels are high, which increases their exposure.

* Lead, chromium, and cadmium are metals that form particle pollution during sanding and welding. EPA's Air Toxics
Health Effects Notebook has more information on lead, chromium, and cadmium.

* Breathing particle pollution can cause respiratory problems and other harmful health effects. EPA has developed a Web
site on particle pollution.

From the EPA Particle Pollution Web Site:

People with heart or lung diseases, children and older adults are the most likely to be affected by particle pollution
exposure. However, even if you are healthy, you may experience temporary symptoms from exposure to elevated levels of
particle pollution.

Particle pollution - especially fine particles - contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small that they can
getdeep into the lungs and cause serious health problems. Numerous scientific studies have linked particle pollution
exposure to a variety of problems, including: premature death in people with heart or lung disease, nonfatal heart attacks,
irregular heartbeat, aggravated asthma, decreased lung function, and increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of
the airways, coughing or difficulty breathing.

+ Diisocyanates are hazardous air pollutants emitted during painting operations. These compounds are a leading cause of
occupational asthma.

This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http:/ourtransitfuture.com)
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Get Involved Contact Form
Helen Compton I
Sent: 10/2/2015 9:42 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Helen Compton

Phone Number:

Email Address: I

Message Body:
| support Light Rail in Durham and Orange Counties. | want it built now! | hope the project will be expanded to include
Wake County.

This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http:/ourtransitfuture.com)
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MR. JOYNER  Thank you.

MR GARY COOK: | may not -- | may
not need this. If | need it, let me know.
MR. JOYNER  Sir, you wll.

MR. GARY COOK: Ckay.

My main reason for being here --
My nane is Gary Cook. | was born in 1951
in the old Watts Hospital, so | have ny
roots in Durham Went to Durham Hi gh
School. Graduated in 1969. | went to
Canpbel | Coll ege, which is now Canpbel |




In re: Proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project
TRANSCRIPT, on 10/01/2015

1
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University. Gaduated fromthere. | got
nmy master's at Duke in 1974 -- no, | think
it was ' 75 because | did it at night
school .

| didit at night school because
it only cost alittle bit. | think it
cost ne $2,000. W need to revert back to

| ooki ng at how nuch things cost. Wth ne

having a master's in accounting, | have
several CPAs. | have a long |ist of
properties that | will be selling due to

return on investnent.

When | no | onger get a return on
I nvestnent, | -- | -- passed 65, | wll
slowly divest. Now, what does that nean?
| give opportunities to young peopl e that
want to | earn how to invest in real
estate. | will owner finance. | wll do
things to return Durhamto a great city.

Now, putting in this type of rail
doesn't nmean Durhamis going to be a great
city. It just neans that we're going to
change the traffic alittle. M

alternative for this would be to have sone
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In re: Proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project
TRANSCRIPT, on 10/01/2015

1
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type of rail systemstarting fromthe Ad
South Square running right into Franklin

Street and see how that works. Try that

and let's see how it works.

We know what it's like to run from
south -- the Southpoint Mall and try to
get to Franklin Street. W know that's
bad. Well, let's first put a nonorail
| i ke they have in Las Vegas. You ever
been to Las Vegas? They got that. Let's
try that and run the nunbers on that. Gas
Is pretty cheap. Gas being cheap, you're
going to get nore cars on the road. Now,
that's going to nake traffic worse.

Now, we do need sonething. Let's
try sonething at a | ower cost. You put
t he nonorail up, you don't have railroad
tracks wwth runoff. You can even put this
system over --

MR. JOYNER  Sir, your tinme is up.

MR. GARY COOK: Ckay. |I'msorry.
My reason -- I'mgoing to -- they're going
to take ny building. That's job |oss.

MR. JOYNER  Thank you.
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LRT project
Carolyn Coolidge and Timothy Riggs I
Sent: 10/13/2015 6:19 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

I am Carolyn Coolidge, and | live in Durham County, at 2511 W Club
Boulevard.

I believe that we need mass transitin the Triangle, to limit use of

fossil fuels and reduce highway congestion. Having come from Berkeley,
California, where | lived from 1963-1993, before, during, and after the
installation of BART (the Bay Area Rapid Transit system), | am excited

to think of what changes the Light Rail system will provide. In the Bay
Area, we were initially concerned about the proposed single-line system,
as are people in this area. However, we found there, as surely we will
here, that feeder lines from other transit systems will be provided. For

ten years, before | moved here, | commuted easily between Berkeley and
San Francisco.

My concerns about this plans are:

1)cost, and will there be transfers available between bus and light-rail
lines?

2)the proposed route along Farrington Rd: would not the Cornwallis Rd
route displace fewer homes and reduce grade crossings? | think the Judea
Reform congregation is able to manage with the loss of some of their land.

Carolyn Coolidge, 10/13/15
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Light rail project
Coombs, Randall Floyd
Sent: 10/13/2015 11:58 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| support the NO BUILD option for the proposed light rail from Durham to Chapel Hill for the following reasons:

(1) Rail travel has been shown to be less safe than auto, bus, or even motorcycle transportation.

(2) The_cost of this project is exorbitant and we will continue to pay for it indefinitely because fare for
travel will only cover 20 to 25% of the costs to maintain and run the rail system

(3) There will be limited ridership. Comparing our surrounding population to that of much larger
metropolitan areas with rail systems makes it apparent that the rail will not carry the number of
passengers estimated by the proponents of the rail system.

(4) There will be profound negative environmental effects on surrounding neighborhoods

For all of the above reasons, | urge you to vote against all of the proposals for the light rail system between
Durham and Chapel Hill.

Randall F. Coombs, M.D.

Professor of Anesthesiology
UNC at Chapel Hill Medical Center
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Subject: south hoover road, durham

From: Corey Coon IIENNEENEGEGEGG
Date: Tue, Sep 01,2015 9:44 am
To: "info@ourtransitfuture.com” <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Regarding the Light Rail Transit Project, will the following address be effected in any way...

Thanks.
Corey

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.



Light rail

Courtland Coon I
Sent: 9/28/2015 6:30 PM
To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

I am writing to express my concern over the Safety concerns for the location of the service facility so close to creek side
elementary. Please do not approve the light rail.

Sincerely,
Donna Coon

Sent from my iPad
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No to Light rail
Donna Coon I
Sent: 9/28/2015 6:35 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

What is the reason for the light rail when it only covers a part of Chapel Hill and Durham. It does not service the true growth
areas such as RTP and RDU, Wake County. This is not a fiscally sound plan with unsubstantiated ridership.
The use of RBT allows for changes to be made as growth patterns changed and doesn'tinvolve the cost of fixed rail.

Donna Coon

Sent from my iPad

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.
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everybody can hear and under st and,

particularly for our court reporters to
under stand what you're saying. So thank
you.

M5. WALLIS COOPER: My nane is
Wal | is Cooper. M address is I

| have to apol ogize -- start by
apol ogi zing. |'ma native New Yorker and
| naturally speak extrenely fast, so |I'm
going to sl ow down too, only fast.

When | attended a recent
I nformati on session here, | asked one of
the GoTransit representatives what is
better about l[ight rail when the buses are
now running |l ess than half full? And he
said, it's going to have lots of anenities
and it's going to have really good
branding. So in exchange for all the
costs, noise, danger, and fierce
obj ections, apparently what we are
actually going to gain are anenities and

brandi ng. That's according to one of the
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representatives of GoTransit.

Now, there's sonething nore
di sturbing to ne, and that is a conmmrent
t hat one of the previous speakers that
just left had said about students, which
made ne realize that when GoTransit is
using a figure of 40 percent of no cars
that there may be a deep deception there
I f they're including students, which then
makes one wonder what ot her deceptions are
I nvol ved. Thank you.

MR. JOYNER: Thank you. Next
speaker, please.

MR. HENRY LI STER. Good

afternoon. My nane is Henry Lister. |

live at

B i ght down the street here.

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

When | cane back fromltaly |ast

year, | was conpletely all in for |ight
rail, having experienced it there.
However, the nore | |earned about this

project, the less enthused | becane. As
stated previously, | agree that the

proposed |light rail plan does not serve

Page 61




Get Involved Contact Form
Ms. Wallis Cooper I
Sent: 9/14/2015 8:42 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Ms. Wallis Cooper

Phone Number: I

Email Address: I

Message Body:
If, as in your own comments, traffic in 20 years will be so intolerable on 15-501 and 140, how is light rail for NC 54 a
solution ?

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

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

Name: W ,ﬁ‘ L Ll S C 9 d‘ p Bl Teleph_

How to Comment on the DEIS

Email us at info@ourtransitfuture.com

Submit a web-hased comment form: ourtransitfuture.com/comment

Mail a letter to D-O LRT Project - DEIS, C/0 GoTriangle, Post Office Box 530, Morrisville, NG 27560
Submit a written comment form at two public information sessions and two public hearings.
Sign-up to speak at a public hearing.

Ao

All methods of commenting will receive equal weight. All comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the development of the
combined Final Environmental impact Staternent (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2016. A response to
substantive comments will be included in the combined FEIS/ROD. '

Be advised that your entire comment, including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personal identifying
information in your comment may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Act (N.C.G.S. § 132.7 et seq. ).

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
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Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Please .
return this

form to
the comment
box

" ©F oyt

www.ourtransitfuture.com



RDC I

Sent: 10/12/2015 3:12 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

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

Sincerely,

Randy Cork

Fast, Secure, NetZero 4G Mobile Broadband. Try it.
http://www.netzero.net/?refcd=NZINTISP0512T4GOUT2

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




RDC I
Sent: 10/12/2015 3:13 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| 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,

Randy Cork

Meet the Graviteers: Ezekiel Victor
My name is Zeke! | find it hard to pick favorites because | get sick of too much of one thing. Read more at’
http:/fthirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/561c0696c36a569626aest03vuc

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




RDC I

Sent: 10/12/2015 3:14 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| 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 itis a lie, or at the best, itis ignorance. Do not consider the .05% tax increase
a mandate for the rail; itis a mandate for improving transportation.

Sincerely,

Randy Cork

Meet the Graviteers: Ezekiel Victor
My name is Zeke! | find it hard to pick favorites because | get sick of too much of one thing. Read more at’
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/561c06d3e939d6d330d1st03vuc

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




RDC I

Sent: 10/12/2015 3:15 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| 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 and 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 cleaned-up 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,

Randy Cork

Meet the Graviteers: Cristin Nicholson
Hi, i'm Cristin. | could eat empanadas for breakfast, lunch and dinner. Read more at’
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/561c071bcf9097 104f27st04vuc

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




RDC I

Sent: 10/12/2015 3:16 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because based on figures submitted by GoTriangle in the DEIS, it
serves less than 5% of the population. There are more flexible and cost efficient ways such as Bus Rapid Transit to
address the transportation issue than spending $1.8 billion on such a small number of people.

Sincerely,

Randy Cork

Meet the Graviteers: Ezekiel Victor
My name is Zeke! | find it hard to pick favorites because | get sick of too much of one thing. Read more at’
http:/thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/561c074e9a5e74d1c26st01vuc

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




RDC I

Sent: 10/12/2015 3:17 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are other forms of transportation and technology being
developed that will solve the transportation needs in a much more efficient and flexible way. Why spend $1.8 billion on a
system that cannot be moved as ridership needs change, is dangerous and will be obsolete before it's complete. I'd prefer
my tax dollars to be spent more wisely and less frivolously.

Sincerely,

Randy Cork

Meet the Graviteers: Cristin Nicholson
Hi, i'm Cristin. | could eat empanadas for breakfast, lunch and dinner. Read more at’
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/561c078a5d64a78a26cbst01vuc

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




RDC I

Sent: 10/12/2015 3:18 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

| oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because with citizens working hard to make ends meet, state and
local officials making cuts to budgets in the areas of education and health, | think that spending $1.8 billion on a system
that serves a minor segment of the population, causes environmental impacts and disrupts the lifestyles of many is a waste
of money. As we, the taxpayers must take care of our personal budgets and spend our hard earned money as responsibly
as possible, | would expect you to do the same with the contributions we make to our economy. Please be responsible
with my tax dollars and look into other more progressive and less expensive ways to solve our traffic issues. Don’tinvestin
a system that will be obsolete before it's complete and leave a tax burden behind. I'd prefer my tax dollars to be spent
more wisely and less frivolously.

Sincerely,

Randy Cork

Meet the Graviteers: Ezekiel Victor
My name is Zeke! | find it hard to pick favorites because | get sick of too much of one thing. Read more a1’
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/561c07c7416cd7c72fa9st01vuc

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

i\

Name: ) @f’_/\ Cﬁ»&Jg ('C\)\ h‘S o )7\]/.\ Email: ; Telephone:

How to Comment on the DEIS

Email us at info@ourtransitfuture.com

Submit a web-based comment form: ourtransitfuture.com/comment

Mail a letter to D-O LRT Project - DEIS, C/0 GoTriangle, Post Office Box 530, Morrisville, NC 27560
Submit a written comment form at two public information sessions and two public hearings.
Sign-up to speak at a public hearing.

O W~

All methods of commenting will receive equal weight. All comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the development of the
combined Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2076. A response to
substantive comments will be included in the combined FEIS/ROD.

Be advised that your entire comment, including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personal identifying

information in your comment may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Act (N.C.G.S. § 132.7 et seq. ).

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impacf[ Statement:
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Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit PI‘O]eCt

Official Public Comment

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Please )
return this

form to
the comment
box
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Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

Name: M( SS (A' Fr (L\A—g Q(-Z_i Email: Telephone;

How to Comment on the DEIS
Email us at info@ourtransitfuture.com

Submit a web-based comment form; curtransitfuture.com/comment

Mail a letter to D-O LRT Project - DEIS, G/0 GoTriangle, Post Office Box 530, Morrisville, NC 27560
Submit a written comment form at two public infermation sessions and two public hearings.
Sign-up to speak at a public hearing.

AN~

All methods of commenting will receive equal weight. All comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the development of the
combined Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2016. A response to
substantive comments will be included in the combined FEIS/ROD.

Be advised that your entire comment, including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personal identifying
information in your comment may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Act (N.C.G.S. § 132.7 et seq. ).

Please leave your comment on the Draft Envn'(j@ental Impact Statement:
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Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Please ]
return this

form to
the comment
box
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Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

7 Email us at info@ourtransitfuture.com

2 Submit a web-based comment form: ourtransitfuture.com/comment

3. Mail aletter to D-O LRT Project - DEIS, C/0 GoTriangle, Past Office Box 530, Morrisville, NC 27560
4 Submit a written comment form at two public information sessions and two public hearings.

) Sign-up to speak at a public hearing.

Alf methods of commenting will receive equal weight. All comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the development of the
combined Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2016. A response to
substantive comments wilf be included in the combined FEIS/ROD.

Be advised that your entire comment, including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personal identifying
information in your comment may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Act (N.C.G.S. § 132.7 et seq. ).

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
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Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Iimpact Statement: Please )
return this

form to
the comment
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Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

o Shele, B.Caslh -

How to Commeni on the
Email us at info@ourtransitfuture.com

Submit a web-based comment form: ourtransitfuture.com/comment

Mail a letter to D-0 LRT Project - DEIS, C/0 GoTriangle, Post Office Box 530, Morrisville, NC 27560
Submit a written comment form at two public information sessions and two public hearings.
Sign-up to speak at a public hearing.

R N S

All methods of commenting will receive equal weight. All comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the development of the
combined Final Environmental Irnpact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2016. A response fo
substantive comments will be included in the combined FEIS/ROD.

Be advised that your entire comment, including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personal identifying
information in your comment may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Act (N.C.G.S. § 132.7 et seq. ).

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
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Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Please
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support this very inportant inprovenent in
our community. Thank you.

MR. JOYNER  Thank you. |Is there
anyone else that's signed up to speak?
Yes, ma'am |f you would hand it -- yes.
|"'msorry. And please state your nane and
address for the record.

M5. LYNN CULTON: My nane is Lynn
Culton. I live at [EEEG——

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

| don't understand how 1.6, 1.8
billion dollars can be spent on a project
that covers only 17 mles and a |limted
portion of our county and serve a snall
popul ation. The 17-mle route will not
take riders with their baggage to the
airport or a stress-free ride to work in
Mebane or Carrboro or any of the other
rapi dl y-grow ng surroundi ng areas. The
rail serves a specific group of people
travel i ng between UNC and Duke. It snakes
t hrough residential areas causing safety
I ssues at its grade-level crossings. Bus

rapid transit can provide the sane service

Page 83




RE: PROPOSED DURHAM-ORANGE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
, on 09/29/2015
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at a fraction of the cost. It can be
expanded to areas that were elimnated
fromthe original deal -- the plan.

BRT is flexible in that it can be
adj usted as ridership changes, and it can
go -- growwith the growh in the areas.

Li ght rail does not offer this
option. Once the tracks are in the
ground, they're there and that's it,
you're stuck with it. | believe this
option is not sustainable. It |eaves

behi nd a significant tax burden. The

project will be obsolete before it's
conplete. It can serve the sane
popul ation -- BRT can serve the sane

popul ation at a | ower cost.

| believe the expense is
I rresponsi ble and frivol ous, and | would
hope that our taxpayer dollars would be
spent nore w sely.

MR. JOYNER  Thank you. |Is there
anyone el se that has signed up to speak?
kay. We'll take a quick break while we

wait for others to cone. W will be here

Page 84
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RE: PROPOSED DURHAM-ORANGE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
, on 09/29/2015
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until 7 o' clock -- at least 7 o' clock, so
anyone that wants to speak or cones
bet ween now and 7 o' clock wll have an
opportunity to sign up to speak, but we'll
take a -- a quick break until we have
others that wll -- that cone in to
speak. Thank you.
( RECESS.)

MR. JOYNER Ckay. I'mgoing to
bring us back to order. W've got a
coupl e nore speakers. |[|f there's anyone
el se that has signed up to speak, if you
want to come forward and -- and sit down,
that would be fine. For those who have
just joined us, our ground rules are here
for the speakers. 1'll call you up. You
wi Il hand your card to the court
reporters. They will be doing a
transcript of this public hearing. So
you'll hand that, and then you'll stand at
the m crophone, state your nane and
address for the record. Once you've done
that, your two mnutes will start. You'l

have two m nutes to speak. Robert has a

Page 85
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Oppose Light Rail - Safety - At Grade Crossing Not
included DEIS Traffic Study

Sent: 10/13/2015 6:34 AM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety — Downing Creek Parkway Crossing not in DEIS Traffic Study

The grade level crossing at the intersection of Downing Creek Parkway and NC54 was inadequately
studied in the DEIS Traffic Simulations. No traffic counts were performed for this intersection that is
a major ingress/egress from a neighborhood of over 400 residences. Without adequate information,
how can Go Triangle consider this intersection as safe? Please have this area investigated further for
adequate mitigation before proceeding.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Voters approved tax increase for transportation system -
not light rail.

-
Sent: 10/13/12015 7:14 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.org

| oppose the Durham Orange Light Rail Project because:

Advocates say that the voter approved this projected when voting for a tax increase in 2011. That
increase was for the transportation system. Light rail was not on the ballot.

Lorna Lynn Culton
I
|

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Safety - No traffic light at busy grade
level crossings!

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:47 PM

To: 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 at-grade 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,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Does not serve "The People"
I

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:18 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — does not serve “the people”

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because it will not serve “the people”. When a
significant amount of taxpayer dollars are being spent for the people, I think of a project that would
serve a large number of people. This project will run along a small and very specific area and serve a
very small percentage of the population. As folks in the area are crying for transit to take them to
RTP and the airport, we are spending $1.8 billion to help people commute between UNC and Duke. If
you look at traffic numbers, there is a much greater need in many areas along 1-40 then in this small
and less traveled corridor along NC 54 and 15/501. There is rapid growth going towards Burlington
and Carrboro as well. Let’s really help “the people” and look into safer, flexible and less expensive
forms of transportation that can be expanded and get folks to the areas that they really want to travel
to. I’d prefer my tax dollars to be spent more wisely and less frivolously.

Sincerely,

Lorna L. Culton

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Safety, at-grade Crossings
I

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:45 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Safety, at-grade crossings

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are at-grade crossings and at-grade
crossings are extremely dangerous for cars and pedestrians.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Will not sustain itself!
|
Sent: 10/12/2015 12:20 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — will not sustain itself

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because it will not sustain itself and become a
financial burden to the taxpayers for years to come. There is no need to spend such an extravagant
amount of money on this project when there are other forms of transportation and technology being
developed that will solve the transportation needs in a much more efficient and flexible way. Why
spend $1.8 billion on a system that cannot be moved as ridership needs change, is dangerous and will
be obsolete before it’s complete. 1’d prefer my tax dollars to be spent more wisely and less
frivolously.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Simply a waste of taxpayer dollars.
|
Sent: 10/12/2015 12:21 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — it’s simply a waste of our taxpayer dollars

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because with citizens working hard to make ends
meet, state and local officials making cuts to budgets in the areas of education and health, I think that
spending $1.8 billion on a system that serves a minor segment of the population, causes environmental
impacts and disrupts the lifestyles of many is a waste of money. As we, the taxpayers must take care
of our personal budgets and spend our hard earned money as responsibly as possible, I would expect
you to do the same with the contributions we make to our economy. Please be responsible with my tax
dollars and look into other more progressive and less expensive ways to solve our traffic issues. Don’t
invest in a system that will be obsolete before it’s complete and leave a tax burden behind. I’d prefer
my tax dollars to be spent more wisely and less frivolously.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Extragavant use of taxpayer dollars!
|

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:23 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — An extravagant use of taxpayer dollars

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because with citizens budgets so tight there is no
need to spend such an extravagant amount of money on this project when there are other forms of
transportation and technology being developed that will solve the transportation needs in a much more
efficient and flexible way. Why spend $1.8 billion on a system that cannot be moved as ridership
needs change, is dangerous and will be obsolete before it’s complete. I’d prefer my tax dollars to be
spent more wisely and less frivolously.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail -- Why MUST it be a train?
|

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:24 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — why MUST it be a train

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because there are other forms of transportation and
technology being developed that will solve the transportation needs in a much more efficient and
flexible way. Why spend $1.8 billion on a system that cannot be moved as ridership needs change, is
dangerous and will be obsolete before it’s complete. 1’d prefer my tax dollars to be spent more wisely
and less frivolously.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Will not solve traffic issues.
|

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:25 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — does not solve the traffic issues

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because is not a complete solution to our traffic
issues. Studies have shown that drivers will continue to drive cars on a daily basis and LRT riders will

be the same ones currently using buses.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Noise and safety at grade level
crossing concerns!

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:26 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — noise and safety at grade level crossings

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because the grade level crossings on the C2A route
will create dangerous situations as people try to access NC54 without the benefit of traffic lights.
Please either, scrap the project and investigate alternative options, move C2A route to the north side of

NC54 or elevate it to eliminate these dangerous intersections.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I
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Oppose Light Rail - Serves less than 5% of population!
I

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:28 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — serves less than 5% of population

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because based on figures submitted by GoTriangle
in the DEIS, it serves a population of 231,000 with 11,500 riders which is less than 5% of the
population. There are more flexible and cost efficient ways such as Bus Rapid Transit to address the

transportation issue than spending $1.8 billion on such a small number of people.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I
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Oppose Light Rail - Does not serve the poorest of the
population!

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:30 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — does not serve the poorest of the population

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,

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Oppose Light Rail - Parking issues
-

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:34 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration

Subject: Oppose Light Rail — no parking at stations

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 walk-up only and this will
further minimize ridership, which, by the way, is extremely overstated by GoTriangle.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I
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Oppose Light Rail - Doesn't address the real needs of the
community!

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:40 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — Doesn't address the real needs of the community

I oppose the proposed Durham — Orange Light Rail because it is clearly being built for Duke and UNC
and private developers who plan to build along this small route. The route goes 17 miles from UNC,
directly to Duke. Follow the route, and you will see that this doesn't address major traffic concerns of
people traveling to RTP, RDU, Burlington, Raleigh, Carrboro or other growing areas with traffic
demands. Let's spend the money to serve the real needs!

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I
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Oppose Light Rail - Not convenient for the elderly
|

Sent: 10/12/2015 12:43 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To: Federal Transportation Administration
Subject: Oppose Light Rail — unusable by the aging population

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 pick-up and drop-off. The financial
resources used for this rail will use up any resources that could help seniors.

Sincerely,

Lorna Lynn Culton
]
I
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Get Involved Contact Form
Al and Karen Crumbliss I
Sent: 9/14/2015 3:58 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

Name: Al and Karen Crumbliss

Phone Number:

Email Address: I

Message Body:
To Whom It May Concern:

We have lived in the City of Durham since 1970 and have always been involved in and relatively well informed about our
community. When we first heard that light transit was being considered, we were interested, having used itin other cities. It
has many advantages in ease of use, minimal noise distraction, and attractive vehicles. When routes were being
considered, we did not see sufficient news to grab our attention, excepting the conflicts about where the Duke Medical
Center stop would be located. Perhaps we were away when it was put out for the public, but that was our experience.

Recently, we were rather suddenly made aware that the location of the vehicle maintenance center was being considered
and meetings were occurring. At one of those meetings, we realized where the path of the light transit is projected to be
located for Durham and Orange County. We became quite concerned.

Our primary concerns are these:

* Route touches only a very limited area of Durham and the same is true of Chapel Hill/Orange. Therefore only a small
percentage of Durham residents will benefit.

* Given the above, the cost projected is extremely high.

* We have seen very little about the parking needed for those who don’tlive in walking distance of the stops. Have the
calculations been done for the relative advantage of someone who has to drive to park to get on the train? Given the
distance and time from home to park ,and park to destination on transit, isn’t it likely more advantageous to simply drive?
Or take the bus which reaches far more residential and business areas of the counties?

* How much consideration has been given to the number of streets which will be crossed by the light transit and how the
cross traffic will be affected by the needed signals?

In sum, we feel Durham and Orange Counties are way too spread out to be viable communities for the cost/benefit ratio to
its citizens. In order to be viable, it would have to go to the RTP, the airport, and Raleigh. Until thatis in the plan we are not
supportive.

We also agree with the editorial comments of Eric Ghysels in the Durham Herald-Sun on August 28, 2015, “Durham-
Orange light rail is train wreck in the making."

Thank you for the opportunity to register our opinions.

Karen and Al Crumbliss
[ 000000 ]
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Our Transit Future (http:/ourtransitfuture.com)
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Light Transit
Karen Crumbliss I
Sent: 9/14/2015 3:59 PM

To: info@ourtransitfuture.com

To Whom It May Concern:

We have lived in the City of Durham since 1970 and have always been involved in and relatively well informed about our
community. When we first heard that light transit was being considered, we were interested, having used itin other cities.
It has many advantages in ease of use, minimal noise distraction, and attractive vehicles. When routes were being
considered, we did not see sufficient news to grab our attention, excepting the conflicts about where the Duke Medical
Center stop would be located. Perhaps we were away when it was put out for the public, but that was our experience.

Recently, we were rather suddenly made aware that the location of the vehicle maintenance center was being considered
and meetings were occurring. Atone of those meetings, we realized where the path of the light transit is projected to be
located for Durham and Orange County. We became quite concerned.

Our primary concerns are these:

e Route touches only a very limited area of Durham and the same is true of Chapel Hill/Orange. Therefore only a
small percentage of Durham residents will benefit.

e Given the above, the cost projected is extremely high.

e We have seen very little about the parking needed for those who don’t live in walking distance of the stops. Have
the calculations been done for the relative advantage of someone who has to drive to park to get on the train?
Given the distance and time from home to park ,and park to destination on transit, isn’t it likely more advantageous
to simply drive? Or take the bus which reaches far more residential and business areas of the counties?

e How much consideration has been given to the number of streets which will be crossed by the light transit and how
the cross traffic will be affected by the needed signals?

In sum, we feel Durham and Orange Counties are way too spread out to be viable communities for the cost/benefit ratio to
its citizens. In order to be viable, it would have to go to the RTP, the airport, and Raleigh. Until thatis in the plan we are
not supportive.

We also agree with the editorial comments of Eric Ghysels in the Durham Herald-Sun on August 28, 2015, “Durham-
Orange lightrail is train wreck in the making."

Thank you for the opportunity to register our opinions.

Karen and Al Crumbliss
I

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.




Print | Close Window

Subject: C2A

From: "Wary Cummings, P

Date: Thu, Aug 27,201511:00 am
To: "info@ourtransitfuture.com” <info@ourtransitfuture.com>

Hello

I am an engineering professor at Duke who lives in Chapel Hill. | am wholeheartedly in support of the C2A plan. | think it is
very well thought out and will dramatically increase the quality of life, as well as provide significant economic
opportunities for both Durham and Orange Counties. | applaud the effort and appreciate all the thoughtful planning.

Mary Cummings

Copyright © 2003-2015. All rights reserved.



Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

How to Comment on the DEIS

Email us at info@ourtransitfuture.com

Submit a web-hased comment form: ourtransitfuture.com/caomment

Mdil a letter to D-O LRT Project - DEIS, €/0 GoTriangle, Post Office Box 530, Morrisville, NC 27560
Submit a written comment form-at two public information sessions and two pubhc hearings.
Sign-up to speak at a public heanng

A W

All methods of commenting will rgcerVe equal weight. All comments will be reviewed and considered as part of the development of the
combined Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD), which is expected in February 2016. A response to
substantive comments will be included in the combined FEIS/ROD.

Be advised that y@ur'e'n'tire cér%ﬁvent including name, address, phone number, email address, or any other personal identifying
information in your cornment may be subject to the North Carofina Public Records Act (N C.G.S. § 182.1 et seq. )

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:

Please Turn Over ———j»
7 ©F oy

www.ourtransitfuture.com



Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project

Official Public Comment

Please
return this
form to

0'(‘ O(pe%;.m_a Spreles C DA, the comment
. 1 ] ‘ y

box

Please leave your comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:

Ho0Wel, ¢ it et Lo nonf
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to the consultants' reports, which are, in
our opinion, public domain docunents under
the North Carolina Public Records Act.
They have not been provided. | think the
ridershi p exaggeration and the | ack of
transparency nmeke this project even nore
suspect. Thank you.

MR PATRI CK CURLEY: M nane is
Patrick Curley. | live at NN

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

It is in Durham County.

When a hal f-cent tax increase was
proposed from Dur ham County sone years
ago, | voted for the tenporary increase
because the funds were to be used to | ook
at providing a regional transportation
system sol ution, including a possible
light rail solution.

| oppose this particular |ight
rail project as outlined by GoTriangle.
The follow ng seven reasons are nost
conpelling. First, this project is
fiscally unsound with a high annual

operating subsidy of alnost $14 mllion.
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In re: Proposed Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit Project
TRANSCRIPT, on 10/01/2015

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

| did not vote for a pernmanent tax
I ncrease.

Second, the noise pollution, Iight
pol | ution, and runoff pollution.

Third, the limted service area
provided by this particular route.

Fourth, safety concerns about the
proposed new at-grade crossings.

Fifth, adverse traffic inpact to
al ready congested areas because of the
proposed at-grade crossings.

Six, the lack of coordination with
the North Carolina Departnent of
Transportation and their future plans for
t he H ghway 54 corridor.

Seventh, no connectivity wth Wake
County or RDU.

| have three recommendations to
all of the deciding entities for the
Dur ham Orange Light Rail Transit. First,
hold a voter referendum and ask the Durham
and Orange County residents if this
specific proposed light rail project is

what they expected and what they truly

Page 46
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© 00 N o o ~A w N P

L i e
N~ O 0~ W N B O

want .

Second, if any light rail project
Is approved and built, let the riders pay
for the full cost of ridership. That
means no subsidies fromour tax dollars to
pay for the annual operating expenses.

And, third, if any light rail
project is approved and built, during the
course of the planning and the buil ding of
the new tracks, no new at-grade crossings
should be built. Existing at-grade
crossings, where utilized, should be
upgraded to appropriate safety standards,
but no new at-grade crossings should be
built.

MR. DI CK HAILS: Good afternoon.
My nane is Dick Hails. | live at Il

|

20 |'"ve worked for 24 years in

21 | eadership positions with the Durham
22 City-County Planning Departnent. |[|'ve
23 al so worked as planning director of the
24 transit planner, consultant w th other

Page 47




	2015-10-09_Claire_web
	2015-10-09_LaurenC_web
	Cabanes_ multiple comments
	2015-09-29_Alex_Cabanes_speaker15
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email1
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email2
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email3
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email4
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email5
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email6
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email7
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email8
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email9
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email10
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email11
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email12_NCCU letter
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email13
	2015-10-04_Alex_Cabanes_email14
	2015-10-10_Alex_Cabanes1_email
	2015-10-10_Alex_Cabanes2_email
	2015-10-11_Alex_Cabanes_email
	2015-10-11_Alex_Cabanes2_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes_A2_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes_A3_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes_A4_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes_A5_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes_A6_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes_A7_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes8_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes9_email
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes1_email
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes2_email
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes3_email
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes4_email
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes5_email_attachment
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes6_logging Bonnie Hauser opinion in N+O
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes7_email
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes8_forwardingToms_Swasey_letter to N+O
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes9_logging_INC position article_email
	2015-10-13_Alex_Cabanes10_logging_TammyGrubb N+O article
	2015-10-13_Alex_CabanesA1_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes10
_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes11_email

	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes12
_email
	2015-10-12_Alex_Cabanes13
_email

	2015-10-12_Pam_Calderwood1_email
	2015-10-12_Pam_Calderwood1
_email
	2015-10-12_Pam_Calderwood2
_email
	2015-10-13_Pam_Calderwood1_email
	2015-10-13_Pam_Calderwood2_email
	2015-10-13_Pam_Calderwood3_email

	2015-10-13_David_Calderwood1_email
	2015-10-13_David_Calderwood2_email
	2015-10-13_David_Calderwood3_email

	Keith_Cameron_13 comments
	2015-09-29_Keith_Cameron_speaker17
	2015-10-11_Keith_Cameron_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_A1_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_A2_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_A3_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_A4_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_A5_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_A6_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_A7_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_A8_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_Cameron_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_KC_Cameron_email
	2015-10-12_Keith_KC_Cameron2_email

	Caroline_Cameron_multiple comments
	2015-09-29_Caroline_Cameron_speaker13
	2015-10-11_CCameron1_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron2_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron3_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron4_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron5_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron6_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron7_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron8_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron9_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron10_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron11_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron12_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron13_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron14_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron15_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron16_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron17_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron19_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron20_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron21_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron22_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron23_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron24_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron25_email
	2015-10-11_CCameron26_email

	2015-09-29_Flora_Cassen_email
	cat 2015-09-10_Diane_Catotti_email
	2015-09-13_Robert_Chapell_email
	2015-10-01_James_Chavis_speaker1
	2015-10-10_David_Charters_web
	2015-10-12_Susan_Christopher_email
	2015-10-05_Linda_Chupkowski_email
	2015-09-08_Joseph_Cima_email
	2015-10-12_Katy_Cimo_email
	2015-09-17_Gordon_Clay_email
	2015-09-20_Nicole_Clayton_PM
	2015-10-01_Tom_Clark_speaker30
	2015-10-01-Tom_Clark_HC
	2015-09-20_Ashley_coates_PM
	2015-09-26_David_Cocchetto_emailcover
	2015-10-13_Gerry_Cohen_email
	2015-09-29_Daniel_Cole_HC
	2015-09-29_Daniel_Cole_speaker3

	2015-10-12_Rodalyn_Coleman_web
	2015-08-31_Rodalyn_Coleman_PO
	2015-09-18_Rodalyn_Coleman_web
	2015-09-18_Rodalyn_Coleman2_web
	2015-09-18_Rodalyn_Coleman3_web
	2015-09-21_Rodalyn_Coleman_web
	2015-09-21_Rodalyn_Coleman2_web
	2015-10-05_Rodalyn_Coleman_web
	2015-10-10_Rodalyn_Coleman_web
	2015-10-10_Rodalyn_Coleman2_web

	2015-10-01_Helen_Compton_email
	2015-10-01_Gary_Cook_speaker22
	2015-10-13_Randall_Coombs_email
	2015-10-13_Carolyn_Coolidge_email
	2015-09-01_Corey_Coon_email
	2015-09-28_Donna_Coon_email
	2015-09-28_Donna_Coon2_email

	2015-09-29_Wallis_Cooper_speaker24
	2015-0914_Wallis_Cooper_web
	2015-09-15_Wallis_Cooper_PM

	Randy_Cork_7 Comments
	2015-10-12_Randy_Cork_email
	2015-10-12_Randy_Cork2_email
	2015-10-12_Randy_Cork3_email
	2015-10-12_Randy_Cork4_email
	2015-10-12_Randy_Cork5_email
	2015-10-12_Randy_Cork6_email
	2015-10-12_Randy_Cork7_email

	2015-09-20_Joel_Crawford-Smith_PM
	2015-09-20_Missy_Crawford_PM
	2015-09-15_Agnes_Crews_PM
	2015-09-29_Sheila_Creth_HC
	Lorna_Lynn_Culton_18 comments
	2015-09-29_Lynn_Culton_speaker 35-b
	2015-10-13_Lorna_Lynn_Culton_email
	2015-10-13_Lorna_Lynn_Culton2_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton2_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton3_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton4_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton5_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton6_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton7_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton8_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton10_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton11_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton12_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton13_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton14_email
	2015-10-12_Lorna_Lynn_Culton16_email

	2015-09-14_Karen and Al_Crumbliss_web
	2015-09-14_Karen_Crumbliss_email
	2015-08-27_Mary_Cummings_email
	2015-09-29_Karen_Curtin_HC
	2015-10-01_Patrick_Curley_speaker15



