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The special commitments provided in the December 2009 Environmental Assessment have 
been amended and agreed to by NCDOT as follows: 
 
PDEA / Roadway Design 
 

1. The NCDOT will coordinate with the City of Durham regarding providing destination 
signage along the East End Connector to attractions in east Durham. 
 

2. The NCDOT will coordinate with the Durham Area Transit Authority (DATA) regarding 
delays and detours during construction, as well as potential relocations of bus stops on 
US 70 and Holloway Street. 
 

3. NCDOT will attach conduit to the East End Connector bridges over Holloway Street and 
Angier Avenue. 

 
 
Right-of-Way Branch 

 
4. The NCDOT will mitigate the acquisition of 0.30 acres of parkland from C. R. Wood Park 

by acquiring land adjacent to the C. R. Wood Park and donating this land to the City of 
Durham Parks and Recreation Department in accordance with Section 6(f) of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Act.  Prior to land donation, the NCDOT will remove the 
existing residence currently located on this property. 

 
  PDEA/Division 5 
 

5. The NCDOT will also mitigate the acquisition of 0.30 acres of parkland from C. R. Wood 
Park by paving the C. R. Wood basketball courts or parking lot, in coordination with the 
City of Durham Parks and Recreation Department. 
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1.0 TYPE OF ACTION 

This is a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Administrative Action, Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the East End Connector (EEC) project connecting NC 147 to US 
70 in Durham, NC.  This Finding of No Significant Impact is based on the December 16, 2009 
Environmental Assessment (EA), which was prepared pursuant to 23 CFR 771.130(c) to identify 
and assess the impacts of the changes, new information and new circumstances from those 
presented in the 1982 Final Environmental Impact Statement prepared for this project.   
 
Recognizing that transportation decision affects citizens, neighborhoods and travel patterns, EA 
procedures and documentation were used to disseminate information to the public for receiving 
input from the affected community. In the EA, FHWA re-evaluated the impacts associated with 
the modifications that occurred after the FEIS and assessed the impacts associated with these 
changes.  The assessment of impacts included an analysis of each alternative, including the 
Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3. FHWA has determined that the modifications assessed in 
the EA do not result in any new, significant impacts not previously identified; therefore, a 
Supplemental FEIS is not required. 
 
 

2.0 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

The following persons may be contacted for additional information concerning this document: 
 
Mr. John F. Sullivan, III, PE 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410 
Raleigh, NC 27601 
(919) 856-4346 
 
 
Dr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph. D. 
Branch Manager 
NC Department of Transportation 
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
1548 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699 
(919) 707-6000 
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3.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

The NCDOT 2009–2015 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) includes the East 
End Connector project beginning on NC 147 in the vicinity of Glover Road and ending on US 70 
just south of Cheek Road.  The proposed project will upgrade US 70 to a freeway from NC 98 
(Holloway Street) to Pleasant Drive.  US 70 has already been upgraded to a freeway north of 
NC 98, providing a continuous freeway connection to I-85. The project is located within the City 
of Durham in Durham County, North Carolina (Figure 1 – note that all figures are included in 
Appendix A).  The NCDOT 2012-2018 Draft STIP indicates that the right-of-way acquisition 
would begin in 2012 with construction to start in 2014. 
 
The purpose of the proposed East End Connector project is to improve capacity on the Durham 
Freeway (NC 147) and US 70 and improve connectivity between these high speed routes which 
provide direct access to I-40 to the south, and I-85 to the north.  The proposed improvement will 
offer a number of secondary benefits to travelers and residents in East Durham, including 
improved access to major employment centers, particularly the Research Triangle Park; 
enhance connectivity between suburban areas to the north and east of downtown Durham; and 
divert through traffic away from local surface streets, such as Magnum Street and Roxboro 
Street.  
 
The East End Connector will be designed to interstate standards.  Freeway-to-freeway junctions 
will be provided between US 70 and the East End Connector and between the East End 
Connector and NC 147.  The proposed facility is approximately 3.6 miles long and will ultimately 
include three continuous through lanes in each direction plus auxiliary lanes as needed.  
Corresponding design elements include a median 26 feet wide, 12-foot wide inside shoulders, 
and 14-foot wide outside shoulders (Figure 2, top section).  This roadway geometry will provide 
a free-flow traffic movement at high speeds, connecting the area’s freeway and interstate 
facilities.   

Due to budgetary constraints, project construction phasing studies were performed resulting in 
an alternative build section.  This alternative section includes four lanes for the East End 
Connector (two continuous lanes in each direction) with a median 50 feet wide allowing for 
future median widening (Figure 2, middle section). 

During the planning process the ultimate six-lane section was analyzed in order to clarify final 
roadway conditions and develop resulting environmental impacts.  The build section was 
studied only for purposes of reducing initial project construction costs.   

During the Design Public Hearings, held subsequent to the completion of the December 2009 
EA, several requests were received related to providing a full access US 70 interchange at Carr 
Road rather than the partial access interchange previously planned.  NCDOT evaluated these 
requests and determined an interchange could be provided at this location that would safely 
accommodate traffic operations.  NCDOT intends to work with adjacent land owners and 
business interests in development of this interchange moving forward into final design and 
construction.  A more detailed discussion on citizen comments received during the Design 
Public Hearings is presented in Section 7.0 – Public Involvement and Agency Coordination.  
Impacts associated with this US 70/ Carr Road interchange modification are presented in 
Section 8.0 – Additions and Revisions to the Environmental Assessment. 
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The December 16, 2009 EA served as a reevaluation of the 1982 Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) for the Durham East-West Freeway.  The 1982 FEIS evaluated the impacts 
associated with both the Durham Freeway (NC 147) and the East End Connector; however, 
only the Durham Freeway was constructed.  The Federal Highway Administration has 
concluded, in accordance with 23 CFR 771.130(c), that an EA is the appropriate document for 
conducting a reevaluation of the 1982 FEIS to “assess the impacts of changes, new information, 
or new circumstances” that have transpired since 1982.       
 
The 1982 FEIS evaluated the impacts of four alternatives for the East End Connector. Under the 
2009 EA, a new range of reasonable alternatives were considered. Other alternatives chosen 
for evaluation included the No-Build Alternative, the Improve Existing Roadways Alternative, the 
Transportation Management Alternative, and the utilization of Alternative Transportation Modes.  
Also included were modifications to the four Build Alternatives from the 1982 FEIS study.  All 
alternatives considered under the EA are described below. 
 

4.1 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative analysis investigated future conditions if no transportation 
improvements are realized.  The traffic projections indicate that under the No-Build Alternative, 
the traffic demand along local streets in downtown Durham would increase by 24-94% in the 
next 25 years.  The EA findings indicated that this alternative will not meet any of the purposes 
identified for the project, nor will it address any of the needs described in the project’s Purpose 
and Need Statement.  A No-Build Alternative could have the potential to adversely impact social 
and economic conditions in downtown Durham and the area east of downtown, given the 
increased congestion on NC 147 and increased delay at local intersections. 
 

4.2 Improve Existing Roadways Alternative 

The Improve Existing Roadways Alternative included study of roadway widening and 
intersection improvements along Duke Street/Gregson Street and Mangum Street/Roxboro 
Street (one-way pairs), Alston Avenue/Avondale Drive, Ellis Avenue, Glover Road, Lynn Road, 
Pleasant Drive and East End Avenue. Improvements considered for these local roadways 
consisted of adding lanes and/or improving intersections to increase capacity between US 70 
and NC 147. 

A qualitative analysis of this alternative indicated that additional right-of-way acquisition will be 
required in a highly urbanized and/or historic portion of Durham and could require significant 
relocation of residences and businesses.  Also, proposed improvements will cause congestion 
and traffic disruption during construction.  Possible improvements will not be sufficient to meet 
2035 traffic demand. This alternative will not satisfy the capacity, connectivity, and consistency 
needs described in the project’s Purpose and Need Statement.  

4.3 Transportation Management Alternative 

Transportation Management Alternatives include Transportation Demand Management and 
Transportation System Management strategies as alternatives to the proposed project. 
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Transportation Demand Management improvements focus on reducing the peak travel demand 
and Transportation System Management improvements focus on operational and physical 
improvements to roadways and intersections.  Some actions may have impacts on the natural, 
human and physical environment. Actions related to the Transportation Management Alternative 
are an important component of efficient transportation; however, the effect of these actions are 
not sufficient to meet the purposes identified for the project, nor will it address any of the needs 
described in the Purpose and Need Statement.  

4.4 Alternative Transportation Modes 

The Durham Area Transit Authority (DATA) provides local bus, paratransit, park-and-ride, and 
vanpool service within the City of Durham and Durham County.  Triangle Transit complements 
the local DATA service by providing regional bus and car/vanpool services. Triangle Transit also 
will be the operator for the proposed light rail system that will link Durham to Raleigh (through 
the project study area). The Alternative Transportation Mode Alternative will not meet the 
purposes identified for the project, nor will it address the needs described in the Purpose and 
Need Statement.  Alternative transportation modes do not provide connectivity between NC 147 
and US 70, but rather serve local trips between neighborhoods and employment centers in 
downtown Durham.  Planned transit system improvements in the region will not provide the 
capacity or frequency of service to satisfy the demand for travel between NC 147 and US 70, or 
by extension, demand between I-40 and I-85.  

4.5 Build Alternatives 

Four Build Alternative corridors similar to the alternatives reviewed in the 1982 study were 
evaluated as part of the EA.  Additional environmental studies were performed including 
jurisdictional water investigations and inventories.  As a result, corridor adjustments and 
alignment modifications to the 1982 alternatives were performed in order to reduce impacts to 
streams and wetlands where possible.  Also, these updated alternatives were designed for a 
higher classification of interstate roadway, allowing the East End Connector to potentially be 
signed as a connecting interstate route.  These interstate standards further modified the original 
geometry of the 1982 alternatives.  Listed below are descriptions for each build alternative 
considered. 

Alternative 1 – Alternative 1 is closest to downtown Durham and is similar to the 1982 FEIS 
Alternative 1.  Alternative 1 begins on US 70 south of its interchange with Cheek Road, 
continues traveling west to east between East End Avenue and Hoover Road, joining NC 147 
south of Briggs Avenue. The alternative terminates south of Glover Road (Figure 3).   

Alternative 2 –  Alternative 2 is located just south of Alternative 1 and is similar to the 1982 FEIS 
Alternative 2; however the more recent Alternative 2 has been shifted slightly west to minimize 
jurisdictional surface water impacts.  Alternative 2 begins on US 70 south of its interchange with 
Cheek Road, continues traveling west to east, crossing East End Avenue and joining NC 147 
south of Briggs Avenue. The alternative terminates south of Glover Road (Figure 4).   

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) – Alternative 3 is located south of East End Avenue. It 
begins on US 70 south of its interchange with Cheek Road, continues traveling west to east 
crossing Rowena Avenue and joining NC 147 south of Briggs Avenue. The alternative 
terminates south of Glover Road (Figure 5).  
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Alternative 3 is similar to the 1982 FEIS recommended design; however, more extensive public 
involvement and natural system studies were performed during the EA study, resulting in new 
design features.  Design differences between the 1982 FEIS and this EA study are listed below: 

 
• The most recent alignment has been designed to interstate standards. 
• Previously a single-point urban interchange was proposed for NC 98.  The EA 

provides for a compressed diamond design at this location. 
• Rowena Avenue has not been extended to Miami Boulevard as previously proposed.  

Instead, East End Avenue and Rowena Avenue will have access to US 70 via the Carr 
Road interchange. 

• In the 1982 FEIS, a proposed service road connecting Lynn Road and Pleasant Road 
was mentioned; however, no design was provided.  As part of the EA, a service road 
design is provided between the two roadways. 

• A service road between Rowena and Angier Avenue is not provided. 
• A northbound off-ramp from US 70 is provided for access to Carr Road. 
• East End Connector roadway bridges over both Angier Avenue and Norfolk Southern 

rail lines are provided in lieu of the railroad bridges previously shown in the 1982 
document. 

• A new typical section for US 70 (six-lane divided highway with variable-width median) 
from north of NC 98 to the East End Connector is provided. 

• A new single box culvert to carry flow at Little Lick Creek and one of its tributaries is 
provided.    

 
Alternative 4 – Alternative 4 is the southernmost alternative and is located close to Glover Road.  
Alternative 4 is similar to the 1982 FEIS Alternative 3, beginning on US 70 south of its 
interchange with Cheek Road and continuing west to east between Pleasant Drive and Glover 
Road. The alternative terminates north of Ellis Road (Figure 6).   
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5.0 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The proposed East End Connector EA was prepared through the NEPA/404 Merger Process, 
an interagency process that integrates the NEPA planning process and the Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permitting process.  This process allows regulatory and resource agencies to 
participate and concur with project direction through a series of milestone meetings called 
“concurrence points.”  
 
As documented in the EA, concurrence was reached at each project milestone including 
“Concurrence Point 3 (CP3) – Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 
(LEDPA/Preferred Alternative).”  At this CP3 meeting Alternative 3 was selected as the 
LEDPA/Preferred Alternative because this alternative has the shortest total project length; the 
fewest residential and business relocations; minimal natural system impacts; the least amount 
of required right-of-way; and the lowest project cost.  The Durham City Council voted in support 
of selecting the Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative in February 2007. 
 
Table 1 summarizes the functional design impacts of each build alternative. Not included in the 
table is the consideration that none of the alternatives impacted threatened or endangered 
species, water supply critical areas, 100-year floodplains, or greenways.  The selection of 
Alternative 3 as the LEDPA is a confirmation of the preferred alternative selected under the 
1982 FEIS.  
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Notes:  
° Boxes shown in black have the greatest impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 
° Construction costs do not include right-of-way or relocation costs. 
° Impacts based on ultimate EEC six-lane section (three continuous lanes each direction) 
° Natural resources impacts shown for Alternative 3 include the additional impacts resulting from the full-

access interchange at US 70/Carr Road

Table 1:  Alternatives Analysis Summary 
 

Impact Category Alternative 
1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

(Preferred) 
Alternative 

4 
Project Description 
Project Length (Miles) 3.58 3.77 3.61 5.04 
Total Length - all roadway improvements (Miles) 22.02 21.5 15.7 20.3 
Replace Existing Structures 
Number of Railroad Structures 1 1 1 1 
Square Feet of Railroad Structures 21,955 22,774 15,134 15,134 
Number of Grade Separation 6 7 2 2 
Square Feet of Grade Separation 104,862 119,417 51,967 51,967 
Temporary Railroad Structures (detour) 
Number of Railroad Structures 2 3 2 2 
Square Feet of Railroad Structures 13,440 19,848 3,850 3,850 
Proposed Structures (New Locations) 
Number of Railroad Structures 1 2 0 0 
Square Feet of Railroad Structures 8,184 8,571 0 0 
Number of Grade Separation 11 12 7 8 
Square Feet of Grade Separation 331,250 308,809 158,605 144,918 
Constructability - Design/Phasing Complexity 
Low, Moderate or Highly Complex High High Moderate Moderate 
Roadway Capacity 
Traffic Volume (Vehicles per day) 106,300 106,300 106,300 106,300 
Natural Resources Impacts 
Wetlands & Ponds (acres) 0.25 1.05 1.47 2.3 
Stream Crossings (Linear Feet) 4,700 6,000 5,890 15,000 
Stream Buffers (acres) 11 14 12.25 36 
Human Environment Impacts 
Residential Relocations (number) 18 75 17 39 
Business Relocations (number) 15 25 9 10 
Environmental Justice Areas Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Churches (number of takings) 1 church office 3 churches; 
1 church office 

1 church office; 
1 church (lease space) 1 church office 

Cemeteries (number of takings) 1 cemetery 
(5 gravesites) 

1 cemetery 
(5 gravesites) 

1 cemetery 
(0 gravesites) 

1 cemetery 
(0 gravesites) 

Physical Environment Impacts 
Railroad Crossings 11 6 2 2 
USEPA-listed Superfund Sites Impacted 1 site (1.1 ac.) 1 site (1.6 ac.) 0 0 
Right-of Way 
Right-of-Way (acres) 133 119 88 225 
Construction Limits (acres) 262 277 205 326 
Costs 
Construction Costs (Millions) $190 $195 $140 $150 
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6.0 PERMIT CLARIFICATION 

 
Section 404 (Impacts to “Waters of the United States”): Impacts to “Waters of the United 
States” come under the jurisdiction of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  
Discharge of dredge or fill material into jurisdictional wetlands, streams, or open waters 
associated with the construction of this transportation project will require a Section 404 permit 
from the USACE.  A Nationwide Permit (NWP) 14 may be applicable to cover the impacts to the 
jurisdictional wetlands and streams within the project limits.  If the project impacts exceed the 
NWP impact thresholds (300 linear feet of a single jurisdictional stream and/or 0.5 acres of 
jurisdictional features [wetlands and streams]), a Section 404 Individual Permit will be required.  
Any required compensatory mitigation will be coordinated with the N.C. Ecosystem 
Enhancement Program (NCEEP).   
 
Section 401 General Water Quality Certification: A Section 401 General Water Quality 
Certification (WQC) will be required for any activity that may result in a discharge into “Waters of 
the United States” or for which an issuance of a federal permit is required.  The issuance of a 
Section 401 certification is a prerequisite to the issuance of a Section 404 permit.  The North 
Carolina Division of Water Quality (DWQ) WQC that corresponds to a NWP 14 is General 
Certification (GC) No. 3820.  If the project impacts exceed the NWP impact thresholds stated in 
the above section, a Section 401 Individual WQC will be required.   
 
Neuse River Riparian Buffer Authorization: The NCDOT will coordinate with the NCDWQ to 
obtain the required authorization certificate for the Neuse River riparian buffer impacts. 
 
Final determination of permit applicability lies with the USACE and the NCDWQ.  After 
completion of the final design, NCDOT will coordinate with the regulatory agencies to obtain the 
necessary permits. 
 
Where the need for stream relocations is anticipated, coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and the NC Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) will be completed in 
accordance with mandates expressed in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (72 Stat. 563, as 
amended, 16 USC 661 et seq. [1976]). 
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

The following section provides a summary of the public involvement and agency coordination 
efforts that took place after approval of the Environmental Assessment (EA) in December, 2009. 

7.1 Circulation of the Environmental Assessment 

The EA was approved by the NCDOT and FHWA in December, 2009.  The approved EA was 
circulated to the following federal, state and local agencies for review and comments.   
 

Federal Agencies 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
*U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
 U. S. Department of the Interior 

  *Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 

U. S. Department of Transportation - Federal Railroad Administration Region IV 
 
State Agencies 

 N. C. Department of Administration 
State Clearinghouse 
State Publications Clearinghouse 

*N. C. Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) 
 N. C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR) 

*Division of Water Quality (NCDWQ) 
*Division of Environmental Health 

 
Local Agencies 

City of Durham 
 
In addition, the EA was available for public review at the following locations in Durham: 

City of Durham Town Hall – Transportation Division (101 City Hall Plaza) 
NCDOT Highway Division 5 Office (2612 N. Duke Street) 

 
An electronic version of the EA and the Public Hearing maps remain available online at: 
www.ncdot.gov/projects/eastendconnector 
 

7.2 Agency Comments Received on the Environmental Assessment 

Agencies that provided written comments on the EA are indicated with an asterisk (*) above.  
Copies of the agencies’ written comments are included in Appendix B.  The following are 
specific comments requiring a detailed response. 
 
US Environmental Protection Agency (February 26, 2010) 
 

1. “EPA requests that the NCDOT 2004 Traffic Noise Abatement Policy be applied and that 
full consideration be given to providing noise barriers or other abatement measures 
consistent with that policy.  There is a ‘potential’ noise barrier wall approximately 1,082 



FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 
10 

 
 
 

EAST END CONNECTOR
DECEMBER 2011 

feet long and 10-12 feet that is proposed in the vicinity of Rowena Avenue.  This noise 
wall would benefit five receptors.  EPA believes that unless there is significant public 
opposition to the construction of the noise wall, NCDOT and FHWA should construct this 
noise wall within the future public right of way consistent with other new location projects 
and the NCDOT 2004 Traffic Noise Abatement Policy.” 

Response:  The design noise study, completed by the NCDOT PDEA in March, 2010, 
concluded that 17 receptors (residences/buildings) in the vicinity of Rowena Avenue will be 
impacted.   In order to abate these noise impacts, a noise barrier is recommended.  The 
optimized design of a concrete barrier that will provide the necessary noise reduction is 1,185 
feet long with an exposed height ranging from 8 to 12 feet.  This noise barrier will be located 
along the East End Connector’s westbound roadway shoulder from approximately 600 feet west 
of Rowena Avenue to approximately 600 feet east of Rowena Avenue and would benefit 14 
receptors.  This barrier length and location meet the feasibility and reasonableness 
requirements of NCDOT and therefore is recommended for construction.   
 
The proposed noise barrier length, width or location may change if the roadway design plans of 
the proposed project are modified during the final design.  The final decision on construction of 
noise abatement measures will be made upon completion of the final roadway design, and 
approval by the affected local residents and the Federal Highway Administration.   

 
2. “The EA identifies impacts to terrestrial forest communities in Section 4.4.1.1. Mixed 

Pine/Hardwood Forest and Pine Forest represent the two major terrestrial community 
types impacted by the proposed project.  Total impacts to these forest types are 
estimated at approximately 138 acres.  Another 137 acres is maintained/disturbed areas 
as shown in Table 4-4.  EPA notes that this summary table does not include terrestrial 
forest impacts and noise receptor impacts.” 
 

Response: Terrestrial forest and noise receptor impacts have been added under this 
document’s Section 12.0 – Summary of Project Impacts. 
 

3. “EPA has previously commented on other projects involving MSAT emissions and the 
need to perform an additional analysis for potential sensitive receptors that will be near 
the new freeway.  The EA does not identify if there are any near roadway sensitive 
receptors.  The FONSI should include a more robust and project specific analysis on this 
issue.” 

 
Response:  Generally, for MSAT emissions, FHWA recommends three tiers of air quality 
analysis during the environmental/planning process of a highway project.  Under the first level, 
for projects above 150,000 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT), a quantitative analysis is 
performed.  Under the second level, for projects under 150,000 AADT, a qualitative analysis is 
performed.  Under the third level, no analysis is required for small projects or exempt projects. 
 
For the proposed East End Connector project, the projected 2035 AADT is less than 150,000 
vehicles per day.  Therefore, the NCDOT performed a qualitative analysis (second level), 
indicating that the overall air quality is expected to improve due to reduced congestion resulting 
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from the proposed project completion.  Also, as the vehicle technology improves over time, 
vehicle air pollutants are expected to reduce. 
 

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Water 
Quality (February 10, 2010) 

 
4. NCDWQ is very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could result from this 

project.   NCDWQ recommends that highly protective and most protective sediment and 
erosion control BMPs be implemented in accordance with Design Standards in Sensitive 
Watersheds to reduce the risk of nutrient runoff to these waters.  NCDWQ requests that 
road design plans provide treatment of the storm water runoff through best management 
practices as detailed in the most recent version of NCDWQ’s Stormwater Best 
Management Practices. 

 
Response:  Comment noted and best management practices will be implemented into final 
designs. 
 

5. Part of this project is within the Neuse River Basin.  Riparian buffer impacts shall be 
avoided and minimized to the greatest extent possible pursuant to 15A NCAC 2B.0233.  
New development activities located in the protected 50-foot wide riparian areas within 
the basin shall be limited to “uses” identified within and constructed in accordance with 
15A NCAC 2B.0233.  Buffer mitigation may be required for buffer impacts resulting from 
activities classified as “allowable with mitigation” within the “Table of Uses” section of the 
Buffer Rules or require a variance under the Buffer Rules.  A buffer mitigation plan, 
including use of the NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program, must be provided to 
NCDWQ prior to approval of the Water Quality Certification.  Buffer mitigation may be 
required for buffer impacts resulting from activities classified as “allowable with 
mitigation” within the “Table of Uses” section of the Buffer Rules or require a variance 
under the Buffer Rules.  A buffer mitigation plan, including use of the NC Ecosystem 
Enhancement Program, must be provided to NCDWQ prior to approval of the Water 
Quality Certification. 
 

Response:  Comment noted and best management mitigation practices will be implemented into 
final designs.  Final plans will clearly identify buffer limits.  Buffer impacts along with mitigation 
plan will be included in permit application.  Project will be constructed in accordance with 
appropriate permit and mitigation plan. 

 
6. Part of this project is within the Jordan Lake Basin.  Since this project reached 

concurrence point 4A (Avoidance and minimization) prior to the passage of 15A NCAC 
2B.0267, any impacts to Jordan Buffers are allowed and do not require a Jordan Buffer 
Authorization.  However, any significant increases in impacts to Jordan Basin streams in 
the future (such a permit modification or future phases) may require a Jordan Buffer 
Authorization and mitigation. 
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Response:  Comment noted and buffer will be observed on future modifications/phases. 

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (February 16, 2010) 
 

7. Any open burning associated with subject proposal must be in compliance with 15 A 
NCAC2D.1900. 
 

Response:  Comment noted and the referenced requirement will be implemented into 
construction specifications. 
 

8. Demolition or renovations of structures containing asbestos material must be in 
compliance with 15 A NCAC 20.1110(a) (1) which requires notification and removal prior 
to demolition.  Contact Asbestos Control Group 919-707-5950. 

 
Response:  Comment noted and the referenced requirement will be implemented into 
construction specifications. 
 

9. Sedimentation and erosion control must be addressed in accordance with NCDOT’s 
approved program.  Particular attention should be given to design and installation of 
appropriate perimeter sediment trapping devices as well as stable stormwater 
conveyances and outlets. 

 
Response:  Comment noted and the referenced best management practices will be 
implemented into final design and construction specifications. 
 

10. Abandonment of any wells, if required must be in accordance with Title 15 A. 
Subchapter 2C.0100. 
 

Response:  Comment noted and the referenced requirement will be implemented into final 
designs and construction specifications. 

 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Environmental Health 
(January 22, 2010) 
 

11. “Relocation of waterlines must be approved prior to moving the water mains.” 
 

Response:  Comment noted and the referenced requirement will be implemented into final 
designs and construction specifications. 

 
12. “New waterlines must be approved in accordance with Rules Governing Public Water 

Systems.” 
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Response:  Comment noted and the referenced requirement will be implemented into final 
designs and construction specifications. 

7.3 Pre-Hearing Open House and Public Hearings 

In accordance with 23 USC 128, the North Carolina Department of Transportation certified that 
a public hearing for the subject project has been held, and the social, economic, and 
environmental impacts, consistency with local community planning and goals and objectives, 
and comments from individuals have been considered in the selection of the Preferred 
Alternative for this project.  This certified letter is included in Appendix C.  

 
A Pre-Hearing Open House and a Design Public Hearing were held on March 25, 2010 at the 
Holton Career and Resource Center in Durham, NC.  This meeting included an open house, 
from 4:00 PM to 6:30 PM, followed by a formal Public Hearing at 7:00 PM.  Newsletter 
announcements of the Public Hearing were mailed to over 4,500 citizens and postings of the 
Public Hearing were released by the local media. 
 
Due to a post office delay in the newsletter delivery, some citizens expressed a concern about 
receiving timely notification of the March 25th Public Hearing. In response to these concerns, 
NCDOT held a second informal Public Hearing on Tuesday, April 27, 2010. 
 
Based on sign-in sheets, approximately 100 citizens attended the workshops combined. 
 

7.4 Public Hearing Comments 

During the formal Public Hearing on March 25, 2010, nine area citizens and officials provided 
verbal comments.  In addition, approximately 25 written comments were received at the two 
formal and informal Public Hearings and during the subsequent 50 day comment period.  Most 
of the comments received were either in full support of the project or suggested adding a full 
interchange at Carr Road along US 70.  One citizen clearly stated that he is against the project 
as a whole and did not believe that this project will be funded.  Two citizens raised concerns 
about toxics and mobile source air toxic compounds (MSATs). 
 
The Official Public Hearing Transcript is included in Appendix D.  Also, Post Hearing Meeting 
Summary, with NCDOT responses are included in Appendix E. 
 

7.5 Additional Project Coordination 

As previously mentioned, during the Design Public Hearings held subsequent to the completion 
of the December 2009 EA, several requests were received related to providing a full access US 
70 interchange at Carr Road versus the partial access interchange previously planned.  NCDOT 
evaluated these requests and determined an interchange could be provided at this location that 
would safely accommodate traffic operations.  NCDOT intends to work with adjacent land 
owners and business interests in development of this interchange moving forward into final 
design and construction.   
 
Subsequent to the EA document completion, three additional Ad Hoc Advisory Committee 
meetings were held to present the EA; share the information discovered during the Public 
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Hearings; and discuss the Ad Hoc Advisory Committee recommendations.  Recommendations 
from the committee have been formally presented to the City of Durham and NCDOT.  NCDOT’s 
responses to these comments are included in Post Hearing Meeting Summary (Appendix E). 
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8.0 ADDITIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

8.1 Project Commitments 

The EA Project Commitments page incorrectly reported park impact mitigation as the paving of 
parking lot and/ or tennis courts.  The following text should be replaced as shown below (bold 
text denotes revisions). 
 
Page 1 (Project Commitments) – PDEA/Division 5 – Revise the sentence: “The NCDOT will 
mitigate the use of parkland from C. R. Wood Park by paving the C. R. Wood parking lot 
and/or basketball court, in coordination with the City of Durham Parks and Recreation 
Department.” 

8.2 Park Impacts 

As reported in Chapters 4 and 6 of the EA (Section 4.1.3.2), the East End Connector will result 
in a Section 4(f) de minimis impact to the C. R. Wood Park.  In the EA, it was reported that the 
preferred alternative will require the use of approximately 0.08 acres of land from the extreme 
southeastern corner of the C.R. Wood Park; however, since the completion of the EA, more 
detailed roadway design impact limits have been determined resulting in a required acquisition 
of 0.30 acres of land from the park.  Section 9 of this report provides a summary of the Section 
4(f) de minimis impact analysis. 
 
Section 2.5.2.2 of the EA incorrectly reported that there are no impacts to parks.  As reported in 
Section 4.1.3.2 of the EA, the proposed East End Connector will cause a de minimis impacts to 
C. R. Wood Park. 

8.3 Carr Road Interchange Update 

Through coordination with adjacent landowners and business interests, NCDOT intends to 
provide a full access US 70 interchange at Carr Road rather than the partial access interchange 
previously planned (Figure 7).  These changes will improve overall traffic flow and access for 
local traffic, including the nearby community of Hayestown along with other adjacent residential 
areas.  The full access interchange will provide better access to the community and is expected 
to have an overall positive economic development impact with direct/fully directional access to 
the adjacent Borden property, which has plans for industrial development.   

The preliminary design plans for this interchange indicate minor additional impacts to natural 
environmental features, which are described in Section 10.0.  No significant human or physical 
environmental impacts are expected.  The proposed Carr Road interchange may cause impacts 
to an active junk yard, which is located in the northeast quadrant of the interchange.  During the 
final design, NCDOT will perform additional studies to evaluate if hazardous material locations 
will be impacted and if mitigation measures are required. 

NCDOT held a Citizens Informational Workshop on September 20, 2010 specifically addressing 
the Carr Road Interchange modifications.  Approximately 4,500 copies of newsletter 
announcements were mailed to the project’s mailing list; a formal informational letter providing 
additional interchange details was mailed to approximately 450 Hayestown Community citizens 
adjacent to the interchange area; announcements were provided to the local media for 
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broadcast; and meeting information was posted on the website www.ncdot.gov/projects/ 
eastendconnector.  Approximately 60 citizens were in attendance and 24 comment cards were 
received with 23 comments supporting the interchange modification. 
 
NCDOT revised the Triangle Regional Travel Demand Model to include the Carr Road 
interchange and verify air quality conformity.  On December 16, 2011, the Durham-Chapel Hill-
Carrboro (DCHC) MPO received approval from the FHWA. 
 
The Carr Road interchange modifications resulted in minor additional jurisdictional waters impacts 
to two streams (S-18 and S-26) and two wetlands (W-25 and W-39).  As shown in Tables 2 and 3, 
the addition of Carr Road interchange will result in an additional 179 linear feet of stream impacts; 
0.15 acres of zone 1 buffer impacts; 0.10 acres of zone 2 buffer impacts; and 0.05 acres of 
wetlands impacts.  The interchange modification would cause no additional impacts to ponds.  
These changes have been coordinated with the US Army Corps of Engineers and the NC Division 
of Water Quality. 
 

Table 2:  Additional Stream Impacts – Carr Road Interchange 
 

Stream /  
Seasonality 

Stream  
Name Impact Category 

Impacts without Carr 
Road Interchange 
(December 2009 EA) 

Impacts with 
Carr Road 

Interchange 

Additional 
Impacts due 
to Carr Road 
Interchange

Perennial 
S-18 – UT 

to Little 
Lick 

Linear (Ft) 750 856 106 
Zone 1Buffer (Ac) 1.03 1.18 0.15 
Zone 2 Buffer (Ac) 0.69 0.79 0.10 

Intermittent 
S-26 – UT 

to Little 
Lick 

Linear (Ft) 480 553 73 
Zone 1Buffer (Ac) 0.66 0.66 0 
Zone 2 Buffer (Ac) 0.44 0.44 0 

 
 

Table 3:  Additional Wetland Impacts – Carr Road Interchange 
 

Wetland Description Type NCDWQ 
Rating 

Impacts without 
Carr Road 

Interchange 
(December 2009 EA)  

Impacts with 
Carr Road 

Interchange  

Additional 
Impacts due 
to Carr Road 
Interchange

W-25 PEM1A Riverine 38 0.00 (Ac.) 0.01 (Ac.) 0.01 (Ac.) 
W-39 PF01A N/A 51 0.04 (Ac.) 0.08 (Ac.) 0.04 (Ac.) 
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8.4 Update Right-of-Way and Cost Estimate 

In March, 2010, the NCDOT right-of-way branch updated the right-of-way acquisition and 
estimates as presented in the Table 4, showing a reduction in acquisitions.  These estimates 
are based on the preliminary interchange modification designs at Carr Road. 
 
 

Table 4:  Right-of-Way Estimate - March, 2010 
 

Category Previous 
(March 13, 2007)

Updated 
(March 1, 2010) 

Number of parcels 146 83 
Residential relocations 23 ($345,000) 17 ($340,000) 
Business relocations 10 ($200,000) 9 ($225,000) 
Land and damage $42,450,000 $45,675,000 
Acquisition $876,000 $490,500 
Total estimated right-of-way cost $43,871,000 $46,730,500 

 
 
Also, in May 2011, NCDOT updated constructions costs based on the preliminary interchange 
modification designs at Carr Road.  The revised estimate is $140 million, about $3 million higher 
than the previous estimate. 
 

8.5 Land Use and Transportation Planning 

As indicated on Page 3-17 of the EA, at the time of document preparation, the Durham-Chapel 
Hill-Carrboro (DCHC) Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) was in the process of updating 
their Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  On May 13, 2009 the DCHC policy board, the 
Transportation Advisory Committee, approved the final 2035 LRTP and Air Quality Report, 
followed by which, the MPO received the FHWA’s approval on June 15, 2009. 
 
The Durham County portion of Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Urban Area thoroughfare plan of 
1992 is the most current thoroughfare plan and is referenced herein as a current transportation 
plan. 

8.6 Updated Federally Protected Species Survey 

As reported in the EA, earlier surveys by the NCDOT Natural Environment Unit (NEU) indicated 
that the proposed project would not affect the smooth coneflower or Michaux’s sumac in the 
study area. 
 
An update to the original protected species survey was conducted on June 8, 2010.  During this 
survey, no populations of the smooth coneflower or Michaux’ sumac were identified within the 
project study area.  Additionally, a review of the NC Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) 
database revealed no known populations within one mile of the project. 
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8.7 Noise Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Subsequent to the EA, a project design noise study was completed in March 2010 by the 
NCDOT PDEA Branch.  This study concluded that 17 receptors (residences/buildings) in the 
vicinity of Rowena Avenue will be impacted by the highway traffic noise of the proposed East 
End Connector (EEC) project.  In order to abate these noise impacts, a noise barrier is 
recommended.  The optimized design of a concrete barrier that will provide the necessary noise 
reduction is 1,185 feet long with an exposed height ranging from 8 to 12 feet.  This noise barrier 
will be located along the EEC’s westbound roadway shoulder from approximately 600 feet west 
of Rowena Avenue to approximately 600 feet east of Rowena Avenue and would benefit 14 
receptors.  This barrier length and location meet the feasibility and reasonableness 
requirements of NCDOT and therefore is recommended for construction.   
 
The proposed noise barrier length, width or location may change if the EEC roadway design 
plans are modified during final design.  The final decision on construction of noise abatement 
measures will be made upon completion of the final roadway design, and approval by the 
affected local residents and the Federal Highway Administration.   
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9.0 C R WOOD PARK - SECTION 4(F) DE MINIMIS IMPACT ANALYSIS 

9.1 Section 4(f) De Minimis Impact Background 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, (23 U.S.C. 138) 
states that the U.S. Department of Transportation “may not approve the use of land from a 
significant publicly-owned park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any 
significant historic site unless a determination is made that: (i) There is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to the use of land from the property; and (ii) The action includes all possible planning 
to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use.”  For Section 4(f), a “use” is defined 
as one of the following: 
 

• A direct use – property is permanently incorporated into the right-of-way of the 
transportation project; 

 
• A temporary use – property is temporarily occupied in a way that is adverse to the 

property’s purpose; or 
 
• A constructive use – a use that occurs when the “the transportation project does not 

incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the project’s proximity impacts are so 
severe that the property activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 
protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.  Substantial impairment 
occurs only when the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property are 
substantially diminished.”  (23 CFR 774.15(a)) 

 
In 2005, Congress amended Section 4(f) in its passage of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), specifically in Section 
6009(a).   An important change was the introduction of the de minimis procedures for 
processing minor impacts to Section 4(f) resources.  Subsequent to the passage of SAFETEA-
LU, the FHWA amended the Section 4(f) regulations (23 CFR 774.3(b), 23 CFR 774.5(b) and 23 
CFR 774.17) and issued guidance for determining de minimis findings (Guidance for 
Determining De Minimis Impacts for Section 4(f) Resources).  
 
Based on these regulations and guidance documents, the use of land from a publicly-owned 
park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge may be determined to be de minimis if: 
 

1. The transportation use of the park, together with any impact, avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation or enhancement measures do not adversely affect the activities, 
features, and attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f). 
 

2. The  official(s) with jurisdiction over the property is informed of FHWA’s intent to make 
the de minimis impact finding, based on his/her written concurrence that the project will 
not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the property for 
protection under Section 4(f). 
 

3. The public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the affects of 
the project on the proposed activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) 
resource.   
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According to the provisions set forth in Section 6009(a) of SAFETEA-LU, once the US 
Department of Transportation determines that a transportation use of property from a Section 
4(f) resource constitutes a de minimis impact, analysis of avoidance alternatives is not required 
and the Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete. 

9.2 Area of Concern - C.R Wood Park 

C.R. Wood Park is a 17.4 acre park owned by the City of Durham.   It is located at 417 S. 
Commonwealth Avenue, between East End Avenue to the north and Angier Avenue to the 
south (see Figure 8).  The proposed East End Connector will lie to the southeast of the park.  
The park includes a ball field, basketball court, the Hayestown Community Center, a 
playground, and picnic facilities.  The playground at the park was recently renovated and other 
improvements are planned by the City.  The park’s recreational facilities are located on the 
northern side of the park, with the southern side remaining undeveloped and wooded to serve 
as a buffer to the planned freeway. 

9.3 Impacts to C.R. Wood Park 

The preferred alternative will require the use of approximately 0.30 acre of land from the 
extreme southeastern corner of the 17.38 acre C.R. Wood Park, as shown in Figure 8.  The 
land impacted is undeveloped and wooded and contains no recreational facilities.   Access to 
the park will be maintained at its current location.  No trails or paths are located in the impacted 
area. 
 
After coordination with officials from the City of Durham Parks and Recreation Department and 
the NCDOT and review of the project’s impacts, the Federal Highway Administration finds that 
the East End Connector will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that 
qualify the park for protection under Section 4(f).  This de minimis finding includes the Section 
4(f) requirement that all possible planning to minimize harm to the resource have been achieved 
(23 CFR 774.117(5)).  The NCDOT has agreed to mitigate the use of the parkland by paving the 
C.R. Wood parking lot and/or basketball court, as proposed by the City of Durham.  This will be 
coordinated with the City of Durham Parks and Recreation Department at the time of 
construction. 
 
The City of Durham was informed of FHWA’s determination that no adverse effects to the park 
will result from the project and of the agency’s expectation that the impact will constitute a de 
minimus use of land from a Section 4(f) resource.  Initial design work indicated that the impact 
to the C. R. Wood Park would entail 0.08 acres of land.  Upon completion of more detailed 
design, it was determined that 0.30 acres would be impacted.  This impact increase was 
coordinated with the City of Durham Parks and Recreation Department.  The City concurs that 
the East End Connector will have no adverse effect on the C.R. Wood Park (see letter dated 
August 28, 2009 in Appendix F).  The Durham City Council approved the transfer of 0.30 acres 
from the Park on February 7, 2011 (See item no. 7 on Page 2 of the Durham City Council 
Consent Agenda dated February 7, 2011 in Appendix F).  

9.4 Public Involvement 

The proposed use of park land from the C.R. Wood Park was presented at the March 25, 2010 
and April 27th, 2010 public hearings for the East End Connector project.  No citizens commented 
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on the impacts to the park at the public hearings or during the subsequent comment period 
which ended May 10, 2010. 
 
The East End Connector Ad Hoc Committee, a committee of citizens from the project area, was 
informed of the impact to the park and the proposed mitigation.  They were asked for comments 
and concerns, but none were expressed.  The Committee indicated support for the mitigation 
proposed by the City of Durham Parks and Recreation Department.  On February 5, 2010, the 
City of Durham, on behalf of the East End Connector Ad Hoc Committee, presented the NCDOT 
with a memorandum detailing the mitigation measures the Ad Hoc Committee had identified as 
their requests to be included in the East End Connector project.  Among these measures were 
the following, which pertained to the C.R. Wood Park: 
 

• Minimize impacts to the park during construction.  
• Minimize disturbance of vegetation and provide replacement vegetation for any 

unavoidable impacts.   
• Paving of the parking lot and/or basketball courts.  
• Provision of replacement land in exchange for the land taken from the park. 

9.5 Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF) 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 USC 4601-4 et seq), 
established a federal program to stimulate preservation and development of outdoor 
recreational resources by providing matching grants to states and local governments for use in 
acquiring and developing public outdoor recreation facilities.  The program is currently 
administered by the National Park Service.   
 
A number of “post completion” responsibilities apply to each recreation area or facility assisted 
with Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) grants, as documented in Section 6(f)(3) of 
the Act.  One such responsibility in the law states that property acquired or improved with LWCF 
monies must remain in public outdoor recreation use and cannot be partly or wholly converted 
to another use without approval by the National Park Service, pursuant to 36 CFR 59 and 
guidelines set forth by the National Park Service in the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
State Assistance Program: Federal Financial Assistance Manual (October, 2008).   
Replacement land of equal value and recreational use must be provided for any land converted 
to non-recreational uses.  
 
The entire C.R. Wood Park is included within the 6(f)(3) boundary map for LWCF grant number 
37-00118.8.  A formal request to the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service to 
convert the 0.30 acre of land needed for the East End Connector was made by the project 
sponsor, the City of Durham, with assistance from the NCDOT.   
 
The LWCF boundaries comprising C.R. Wood Park in the City of Durham, NC are revised to 
exclude a 0.30 acre area in the park’s southeastern corner, and include a 1.33 acre tract 
adjacent to the park’s southern boundary. The 1.33 acre tract provides replacement land for the 
0.30 acre portion removed from the park boundary. The C.R. Wood Park was originally 17.38 
acres in size. The 6(f) conversion, with the addition of the replacement land, will increase the 
overall park size to 18.41 acres. 
 
The NCDOT coordinated extensively with Parks and Recreation officials with the City of Durham 
and the LWCF Coordinator with the North Carolina Parks and Recreation Division to discuss the 
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parkland conversion and identify possible replacement land options.  The City of Durham is on 
record as supporting the use of the 0.30 acre area of the C.R. Wood Park for the proposed East 
End Connector and has served as the project sponsor in the land conversion process.   
Appendix F includes documentation of support for the park land conversion and replacement 
land from the City of Durham.  The Durham City Council approved the conversion at the 
meeting on February 7, 2011 (see Appendix F). 
 
The US Department of Interior, National Park Service, approved the conversion of land from the 
C.R. Wood Park on February 11, 2011 (see letter in Appendix F).  Prior to approval of the 
conversion, the following steps were accomplished: 
 
Step 1: All practical alternatives to the conversion were considered before moving forward with 
the proposed use of the 0.30 acre area from the C.R. Wood Park. Alternatives considered 
included construction of retaining walls and realigning the freeway.  Designs that incorporated a 
retaining wall were prepared and evaluated.  The retaining wall option was determined to be 
infeasible because it did not eliminate the need for a permanent access easement on park 
property to allow vehicular access to the wall for maintenance.  Also, the wall would be 20 feet 
high at its highest point.  It was concluded that given its relative isolation at the southeastern 
end of C.R. Wood Park, it could be an attractive nuisance, attracting graffiti and other 
vandalism, in addition to being inconsistent with the natural woodland setting of the eastern side 
of the C.R. Wood Park.  
 
Realigning the freeway with a shift to the east also was evaluated.  However, the impacted park 
area is located in a tangent, or straight section between two interchanges.  Moving the roadway 
tangent shifts both interchanges, substantially altering their design and increasing their impacts, 
particularly to wetlands, streams, and businesses along US 70.  It also would increase the 
number of electrical transmission towers on an adjacent utility easement that would require 
relocation, substantially increasing the cost of the project.  
 
The City of Durham’s Park and Recreation Department has taken the planned East End 
Connector into account in the development of the C.R. Wood Park.   Approximately five acres of 
the 17.38 acre park is developed, all in the northern and western portions of the park.  The 
southeastern side of the park was left undeveloped and wooded to serve as a visual and 
auditory buffer to the freeway from the active recreational areas, once the freeway is 
constructed.   The Parks and Recreation Department’s future development plans for the C.R. 
Wood Park will be unaffected by the proposed small conversion.  The Department indicated a 
preference for a vegetative slope rather than a concrete retaining wall for the reasons cited 
above. 
 
Step 2: The fair market value of both the property to be converted and the replacement property 
were determined.    The replacement property must be of at least equal value to the property to 
be converted.  The conversion land within C.R. Wood Park has an appraised value of 
$3,250.00.  The adjacent 1.33 acre replacement land has an appraised value of $11,100. 
 
Step 3:  The replacement property must be of “reasonably equivalent usefulness and location” 
as the converted property.  The 1.33 acre replacement land is located immediately adjacent to 
the C.R. Wood Park’s southern boundary at 3215 Angier Avenue, Durham NC, 27703-4419.  It 
can serve as a buffer area between the active recreational areas of C.R. Wood Park. However, 
the replacement land has frontage on Angier Avenue, a Durham arterial.  This frontage provides 
the City of Durham with an opportunity to use the replacement land to improve access to the 
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park, if so desired.  Currently, access to the park is via residential streets off Angier Avenue, 
including Commonwealth Drive.  The replacement land is currently in residential use.  The 
NCDOT will remove the existing structure on the property prior to transferring title to the City of 
Durham.  Otherwise, the property is level and largely wooded. 
 
Step 4:  The replacement property must meet the eligibility requirements for LWCF assisted 
acquisition and must be a viable recreation area.  The replacement land can be used as a buffer 
to the East End Connector, which will be located to the east of the C.R. Wood Park, to provide 
another entrance to the park, or for some other recreational purpose. 
 
Step 5:  The impact of the conversion on the remainder of the Section 6(f)(3) resource must be 
considered.  The unconverted area of the C.R. Wood Park will remain recreationally viable.  
None of the existing recreational facilities will be affected.  Because the replacement land adds 
a net gain in the park’s total acreage and provides an opportunity for a more visible access 
drive, the conversion can be viewed as an overall net benefit for the park and its users. 
 
Step 6:  All necessary coordination with the appropriate federal agencies has been satisfied, 
including compliance with Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as 
described in earlier in this section. 
 
Step 7:  The environmental review requirements under NEPA have been satisfied and all 
environmental review requirements for all federal actions involving the park have been met and 
approved by the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service. 
 
Step 8:  All state intergovernmental review procedures will be followed for this FONSI.  The 
State of North Carolina Parks and Recreation Department has not developed an 
Intergovernmental Review Process pursuant to Executive Order 12372. 
 
Step 9:  The proposed conversion and replacement land is consistent with the State 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), the  North Carolina Outdoor Recreation 
Plan 2009-2013. 
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10.0 JURSIDICTIONAL WATERS FINDING 

In 2004 and 2007 natural system studies were performed that covered the project study area 
boundaries.  During the studies, onsite meetings were held with representatives of the US Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the North Carolina Department of Water Quality (NCDWQ) to 
obtain jurisdictional concurrence of the wetland, stream, and riparian buffer delineations.  A 
summary of the wetlands, streams, and buffers identified and mapped within the project study 
area are illustrated in Figure 9. 
 
Tables 5, 6, and 7 identify the project’s estimated impacts to streams, ponds, and wetlands 
respectively and also include the additional impacts resulting from the full-access interchange at 
US 70/Carr Road.  Impacts   As shown in Table 6, preliminary stream impacts exceed the 
nationwide permit impact threshold of 300 linear feet of jurisdictional stream impacts to a single 
stream.  Therefore, if these impacts are not reduced, both a Section 401 Individual Water Quality 
Certification from NCDWQ and a Section 404 Individual Permit from USACE will be required for 
the project.  A site visit re-verification of the jurisdictional waters was approved on July 20, 2011.  
There are no changes to any jurisdictional waters reported earlier in the EA and this re-verification 
would expire on July 20, 2016. 
 
During the final design process, measures to further minimize the jurisdictional impacts will be 
explored.  Some of the possible minimization efforts were listed in the EA document along with 
potential locations for on-site mitigation.  Potential avoidance and mitigation measures will be 
discussed during the Merger 01 4B and 4C concurrence meetings.  Decisions regarding final 
mitigation plans will be made in cooperation with the North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement 
Program (NCEEP), the USACE, and the NCDWQ. 
 
 

Table 5:  Estimated Stream Impacts 
 

Stream /  
Seasonality 

Stream  
Name 

Estimated Impacts 

Linear 
Impacts (Ft) 

Zone 1 
Buffer 

Impacts (Ac) 

Zone 2  
Buffer 

Impacts 
(Ac) 

Intermittent S-2 – UT to Little Lick 105 0.14 0.10 
Perennial S-6 – UT to Little Lick 940 1.29 0.86 
Intermittent S-7 – UT to Little Lick 185 0.25 0.17 
Intermittent S-16 – UT to Little Lick 558 0.77 0.51 
Perennial S-18 – UT to Little Lick 856 1.18 0.79 
Intermittent S-19 – UT to Little Lick 618 0.85 0.57 
Intermittent S-26 – UT to Little Lick 553 0.66 0.44 
Perennial S-30 – UT to Northeast 250 N/A* N/A* 
Intermittent S-35 – UT to Little Lick 468 0.64 0.43 
Intermittent  S-A – UT to Little Lick 490 0.67 0.45 
Intermittent ** S-B – UT to Little Lick 462 0.64 0.42 
Perennial S-D – UT to Third Fork Creek 225 N/A * N/A * 
Intermittent S-2 – UT to Little Lick 180 0.25 0.17 
Total 5,890 7.34 4.91 

 

* Cape Fear Basin – No Buffer Regulation 
** No Mitigation is required by the USACE 
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Table 6:  Estimated Pond Impacts 
 

Pond NCDWQ Rating  Description Type Impact  
(acres) 

Pond 8 N/A PUBHh N/A 0.84 
Pond 12 N/A PUBHhxd N/A 0.22 
Total 1.06 

* The December 2010 EA included impacts to Pond 10, which now is classified as Wetland 10a.  Therefore, these impacts are 
shown in Table 8. 

 

Table 7:  Estimated Wetland Impacts 
 

Wetland NCDWQ 
Rating  Description Type Impact  

(acres) 
W-28 29 PEM1A Riverine 0.04 
W-B 47 PF01A Riverine 0.09 
W-31 16 PSS1E Non-riverine 0.07 
W-39 51 PF01A N/A 0.08 
W-11 16 PUBEx Non-riverine 0.05 
W-25 38 PEM1A Riverine 0.01 
W-10a N/A PUBEhd N/A 0.07 
Total 0.41 
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11.0 FLOODPLAIN FINDING 

Durham County and the City of Durham are participants in the National Flood Insurance 
Regulatory Program.  The proposed alignment for the East End Connector project will not 
directly impact areas designated as 100-year floodplain/floodway.  One mapped flood zone just 
outside the project limits is worth noting.  The site is located just north of the intersection at 
Holloway Street (NC98) and North Miami Boulevard. (Business US70).  The limits of work along 
Holloway Street stop just north of the culvert/stream crossing.  Therefore, the proposed 
alternative currently has no impact to the flood zone.  If during the final design the project limits 
are extended, the established floodway may be impacted, in which case, the necessary 
hydraulic modeling will be performed to determine if a FEMA flood map revision is required.    
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12.0 SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS 

Table 8 provides an analysis of the Preferred Alternative Impacts as described under the EA 
document.   
 

Table 8:  Preferred Alternative – Significant Impact Analysis 
 

Section of EA Significant Impact? 

4.1.1 
Community 

No. 
 
Community cohesion will be maintained through the extension of 
Rowena Avenue to US 70 and a grade separation of the East End 
Connector over Rowena Avenue to maintain its connection to Carter 
Avenue.  

4.1.1.1 
Transportation 
Services 

No. 
 
The existing and proposed rail transit systems, bicycle routes and 
greenways are not expected to be impacted, but some of the current 
Durham Area Transit Authority bus routes will be modified. 
 
During construction, there will be no interruption to rail service along 
the major freight railroad corridors located in the study area. 

4.1.1.1 
Access Changes 

No. 
 
Generally, for the preferred alternative, the major changes to local 
access and travel routes within the EEC study area will be associated 
with the reconstruction of US 70 from Holloway Street to Pleasant 
Drive.  
 
The project will change travel patterns for motorists traveling from south 
of Durham to I-85 by providing a freeway-to-freeway alternative to the 
current through-town routes to I-85, via Gregson and Duke Streets.  As 
a result, traffic volumes on those roadways are expected to be 
maintained at 2006 levels in 2035, rather than increase by 24 percent 
under the no-build condition.  
 
In order to maintain adequate access to roadways and properties in the 
study area, the construction of Alternative 3 will include the provision of 
new roadway connections and alternate access routes.   

 
In addition, the reconstruction of US 70; realignment of East End 
Avenue/Lynn Road; construction of the full interchange at Carr Road; 
and changes to the existing US 70/Lynn Road/Pleasant Drive 
intersections will create some new travel patterns for local traffic 
circulation within the study area.   
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Section of EA Significant Impact? 

4.1.2 
Relocations 

No. 
 
The preferred alternative will displace 17 residents, 9 businesses, and 
1 church. 

4.1.3 
Community 
Facilities & 
Services 

No. 
 
The preferred alternative will impact the Living Water Christian Church 
office at the intersection of US 70 and Lynn Road and the Believers 
Assembly Christian Church on Harvard Avenue. 
 
One 4(f) and 6(f) resource will be impacted – City of Durham’s C. R. 
Wood Park.  Approximately 0.30 acres of undeveloped land will be 
acquired from the park.   A de minimis impact has been determined for 
this resource.  Approximately 1.33 acres of replacement land will be 
provided adjacent to the park property.  

4.1.4.4 
Environmental 
Justice 

No. 
 
The preferred alternative alignment, Alternative 3, either follows 
existing facilities or, where there is a new alignment, crosses mainly 
undeveloped property adjacent to three neighborhoods.  
 
The number of non-minority relocation impacts equals or exceeds the 
number of minority and low income relocation impacts.  Relocation 
opportunities are expected to be readily available within the project 
area. 
 
Also, the impacted properties are not concentrated in one 
neighborhood, but are instead dispersed through the project corridor.  
Users of public facilities and services, including minority and/or low-
income populations, will have substantially the same accessibility to 
these facilities with the East End Connector and other related roadway 
improvements as exists today.   
 
The provision of new service roadways and other local roadway 
extensions to those areas that currently have very limited or no access 
could also stimulate growth and increase development.     
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Section of EA Significant Impact? 

4.1.5 
Economic Impact 

No. 
 
The East End Connector facility is expected to have an overall positive 
economic impact on the Durham area.  The new freeway connector 
along with the construction of additional local access/service roads will 
provide greater accessibility to some existing businesses and some 
undeveloped properties in the study area. 
 
The EEC facility will also provide a direct route for commercial truck 
traffic through the area which could result in fewer trucks on local 
streets, enhanced marketability of industrial sites, and reduced travel 
costs for existing businesses in the area. 

4.1.7 
Noise 

No. 
 
During the EA development, a noise-impacted area was identified 
along the proposed alignment on the north end of the East End 
Connector in the vicinity of Rowena Avenue. Based on the NCDOT 
Traffic Noise Abatement Policy, a noise barrier was determined to be 
feasible and reasonable at this location.   
 
Subsequent to the EA, a project design noise study was completed in 
March 2010 by the NCDOT PDEA Group.  This study concluded that 
17 receptors (residences/buildings) in the vicinity of Rowena Avenue 
will be impacted by the highway traffic noise of the proposed East End 
Connector (EEC) project.   In order to abate these noise impacts, a 
noise barrier is recommended.  The optimized design of a concrete 
barrier that will provide the necessary noise reduction is 1,185 feet long 
with an exposed height ranging from 8 to 12 feet.  This noise barrier will 
be located along the EEC’s westbound roadway shoulder from 
approximately 600 west of Rowena Avenue to approximately 600 feet 
east of Rowena Avenue and would benefit 14 receptors.  This barrier 
length and location meet the feasibility and reasonableness 
requirements of NCDOT and therefore is recommended for 
construction.  

4.1.8 
Air Quality 

No. 
 
The carbon monoxide hotspot analysis determined the project is in 
conformity with air quality standards. 
 
The localized levels of Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) emissions for 
the preferred alternative could be higher relative to the No-Build 
Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds and 
reductions in congestion.   
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Section of EA Significant Impact? 

4.1.9 
Farmlands 

No. 
 
The study area is located within the designated Urban Growth Area 
boundary for the City of Durham; therefore, no consideration of 
potential impacts is required. 

4.1.10 
Utilities 

No. 
 
Construction of the preferred alternative will require some adjustment, 
relocation, or modification to public utilities in the study area.  Also, 
relocation of up to nine large transmission towers will be required east 
of Angier Avenue. During final design, all utility providers will be 
contacted, and coordination will be undertaken to ensure that the 
proposed design will not lead to a substantial disruption of service 
during construction 

4.1.11 
Aesthetics 

No. 
 
In most cases the proposed roadway’s visual impacts will be negligible 
due to its separation from the nearby properties and because of natural 
vegetation buffers.  Also, for many properties the project will be an 
improvement to a roadway that already exists, resulting in minimal 
increased visual impacts.   

4.1.12 
Hazardous 
Materials 

No. 
 
Nine underground storage tank sites are located within 100 feet of the 
preferred alternative.  Also, four hazardous waste sites are located 
within the project study area, but none are in proximity to the proposed 
alignment.  None of these sites are currently anticipated to be impacted 
by the project. 

4.2 
Land Use & Trans-
portation Planning 

No. 
 
The preferred alternative is consistent with all land use and 
transportation plans adopted by local and State planning agencies. 

4.3 
Cultural 
Resources 

No. 
 
There are no historic or cultural resources impacts located within the 
study area. 
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Section of EA Significant Impact? 

4.4.1 
Biotic Community 
and Wildlife 

No. 
 
The federally protected species listed for Durham County includes the 
bald eagle (de-listed), smooth coneflower, and Michaux’s sumac.  None 
of these species were found in the study area.  
 
Construction of the project will have various impacts on the biotic 
resources in the study area.  Any construction-related activities in or 
near these resources have the potential to impact biological functions.  
Three terrestrial community types exist within the proposed alignment, 
including maintained/disturbed; mixed pine/hardwood forest; and pine 
forest.  The area of impact is 137 acres, 100 acres, and 38 acres 
respectively.  Impact areas may be higher or lower, depending on 
whether revisions/modifications are made during preliminary and final 
design.  Note that approximately half of the project area terrestrial 
impacts are comprised of the maintained/ disturbed community which 
includes lawns, and right-of-way. 

4.4.1.2 
Impacts to Aquatic 
Communities 

No. 
 
Prior to construction, an Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
Plan/Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be developed for the 
preferred alternative in accordance with the NCDENR publication 
Erosion and Sediment Control Planning and Design and the NCDOT’s 
Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters, to 
minimize any adverse impacts to aquatic communities.  These Plans 
will be implemented and maintained throughout the construction period. 

4.4.2 
Water Resources 

No. 
 
All hydraulic structures will be designed to not substantially increase 
upstream flooding and not increase the flood hazard potential of the 
existing floodplain.  The standard sedimentation and erosion control 
measures adopted by the NCDOT for the installation of culverts will be 
followed. 

4.4.2.3 
Flood Hazard 
Evaluation 

No. 
 
The proposed alignment will not directly impact areas designated as 
100-year floodplain/floodway. 

4.4.3 
Jurisdictional 
Areas 

No. 
 
Approximately 5,890 linear feet of streams, 0.41 acres of wetlands, and 
1.06 acres of ponds will be affected in the study area.  The NCDOT will 
coordinate the project with the Ecological Enhancement Program (EEP) 
to mitigate the stream impacts identified above.  Efforts will be made to 
mitigate the wetland impacts on-site.  If suitable on-site wetland 
mitigation is unavailable, wetland impacts also will be mitigated through 
the EEP. 
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Section of EA Significant Impact? 

4.4.3.2 
Permits 

No. 
 
A Neuse River riparian buffer Authorization Certificate will be needed in 
addition to a USACE Section 404 permit and a DWQ Section 401 
Water Quality Certification. 

4.4.3.3 
Mitigation 

No. 
 
Decisions regarding final mitigation plans for the project will be made in 
cooperation with the North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program 
(NCEEP), the USACE, and the NCDWQ. 
 
If on-site opportunities are not sufficient to mitigate for potential wetland 
and stream impacts, or are not available for mitigation, off-site 
compensatory mitigation will be accomplished through coordination 
with NCEEP. 

4.5 
Construction 

No. 
 

Construction of the preferred alternative may cause temporary adverse 
impacts to the local environment, including impacts to air quality, water 
quality, noise, and biotic communities. Construction impacts are 
generally short-term in nature and can be controlled, minimized, or 
mitigated through the use of Best Management Practices and standard 
NCDOT procedures.  
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13.0 BASIS FOR FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

The 2009 EA confirmed that the project’s purpose and need and alternatives are consistent with 
the original 1982 FEIS document.  The affected environment of the project area has also 
remained consistent with those documented previously, with the few exceptions appropriately 
addressed in the EA.  The changes in the affected environment do not alter the selection or 
evaluations of the alternatives studied in detail in the previous FEIS.   
 
The impacts listed in Table 9 have not resulted in any change to the regulatory compliance of 
the project.  Additionally, these impacts do not affect the decision made in selecting the 
Preferred Alternative.  Based on the results of the EA and as updated with this document, it is 
concluded that the 1982 FEIS prepared for the project remains a valid document in accordance 
with NEPA regulations.   
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Appendix A – Figures 
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Appendix B: Agency Review Comments on the Environmental Assessment
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OFFICIAL PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT 1 
Design Public Hearing for the East End Connector  2 

From 147 (Durham Freeway) to North of NC 98 (Holloway Street) 3 
Holton Career and Resource Center 4 

March 25, 2010 5 
U-0071 6 

 7 
 8 
Okay, we’re going to go ahead and get started.  I’d like to welcome everyone to the 9 
Design Public Hearing for the East End Connector from NC 147 (Durham Freeway) to 10 
north of NC 98 (Holloway Street).  It’s TIP Project U-0071 here in Durham County.  11 
Before we get started I would ask if you have cell phones, please cut them off or put them 12 
on vibrate out of respect for everyone else so that everyone will be able to hear and 13 
understand what is going on here this evening.  Also, logistically there are restrooms 14 
outside if you need them.  Just outside to the right there are restrooms, men’s and 15 
women’s and then there are some larger restrooms farther down the hall on the left 16 
outside.   17 
 18 
My name is Drew Joyner and I’m a Public Hearing Officer for the North Carolina 19 
Department of Transportation.  I’m going to start with a couple of quick introductions of 20 
some folks that are here today.  I did want to recognize a couple of city council members 21 
from the City of Durham, Mike Woodard, is here.  Brenda Howerton, the Durham 22 
County Commissioner was here earlier and she was not able to stay until the formal part 23 
of the presentation.  Are there any other public officials that I’ve missed?  I certainly 24 
want to make sure to recognize everyone who is in attendance.  We do have some other 25 
folks from the City of Durham staff:  Wesley Parham, Mark Alrendsen, Ellen Beckman, 26 
and Felix Nwoko.  From Federal Highway Administration we have Felix Davilla.  27 
NCDOT staff, we have a whole bunch of folks here.  From Division 5 staff, this is your 28 
local division here in Durham, Wally Bowman, Dennis Jernigan, Al Grandy and Tasha 29 
Johnson.  From the Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, those are 30 
the folks that are actually doing the project development studies for this particular 31 
project; we have Derrick Weaver, Eric Midkiff and Leza Mundt.  Roadway Design, these 32 
are the folks that have helped put this design together for the project, we have Doug 33 
Taylor, Jason Moore, Kevin Moore, David Clodgo, Justin Green, Herman Edwards, and 34 
Dave Scheffel.  Our Right of Way staff this evening, we have several folks, these are the 35 
right of way agents that if you have property to be purchased as a part of this project, 36 
these are the folks that you’ll be seeing and they were here tonight for your questions, 37 
Kathy Smith, Timette Hales, and Terry Niles.  From our DOT Office of Civil Rights, 38 
Aketa Emptage.  Our consultant, well actually, I’m always forgetting some people at 39 
DOT so let me get those real quick.  From our Human Environment Unit, Harrison 40 
Marshall is with Community Studies and Greg Smith our Noise & Air Quality Specialist.  41 
I certainly don’t want to forget from our Quality Enhancement  Unit, Doug Cox is here 42 
tonight.  Last but not least on the DOT folks, I don’t want to forget the staff that helps me 43 
out the most here which is the Public Involvement Staff.  These are my folks that I 44 
couldn’t do this with out and that is Ed Lewis, Jamille  Robbins,  and Eileen Fuchs.  And, 45 
Chad Webb has also been working with us the last couple of months, is here.   46 
 47 
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Okay, I just got a note that State Representative Winky Wilkins is here.  Thank you.  I 48 
certainly want to make sure everybody knows their elected officials are here representing 49 
them so thank you for that.  Then, let’s see here, we have a private consultant firm that is 50 
also working on this project that has done a lot of the work for us, RS&H.  They have a 51 
lot of staff here but some of the key folks, Chad Critcher, Radha (Inaudible) and Jan 52 
Anderson are here.  And let’s see, I think that should cover all of the folks unless there’s 53 
somebody else that I need to recognize.  I think that is half the county out here.   54 
 55 
Okay, so before we get started, I’m going to go through a quick agenda.  Here’s what 56 
we’ll cover this evening.  The first thing I’m going to do is run quickly through the 57 
handouts.  Hopefully, everybody got handouts.  If anyone did not get a handout, please 58 
let me know.  Okay raise your hand and Mr. Lewis will be glad to get you one.  Any of 59 
our staff will be glad to get you a handout.  Thank you.  Once I’ve completed/run through 60 
the handout, I’ll run through the map real quick and explain that for those of you who 61 
have not had and opportunity to look at it yet.  Then we’ll open it up for public 62 
comments.  That’s the most important reason we’re here is to hear from you, the local 63 
community, what you think about the project as it is now.  I will mention now, we are 64 
going to have a 3 minute time limit on speakers in the interest of time to allow everyone 65 
the opportunity to speak.  However, once everyone has had an opportunity to speak, if 66 
you want to come back up a second time to continue and have any additional comments, 67 
you’ll be able to do that at that time, but I do want to make sure that everyone in the 68 
interest of time has an opportunity to speak.  This hearing is being recorded and a written 69 
transcript will be prepared for that so that when we do have the opportunity to speak into 70 
the microphone so that we can record it.    71 
 72 
And, I will get started running through our public hearing handout.  I’ll breeze through 73 
sort of the high level stuff on this.  First of all, Why are we here?  Again, the main 74 
purpose of this is to obtain public input.  We want to hear what you have to say about this 75 
project so that is really why we’re out here.  We certainly have information that we want 76 
to pass along to you but mostly we want to hear from you and what you think about this.  77 
We’re looking for pubic input on both the design and the Environmental Assessment for 78 
the project.  An Environmental Assessment, for the project was completed late last year.  79 
This is it.  This is the document that covers all the project development studies that have 80 
been done on this project recently.  It talks about the alternatives that were studied, the 81 
preferred alternative – why it was chosen, and the impacts to both the human and natural 82 
environment of the project.  Copies of the Environmental Assessment and the public 83 
hearing map have been available for the last month or so in the City of Durham 84 
Transportation Division at City Hall Plaza on the 4th floor and at DOT’s Highway 85 
Division 5 Office on 2612 North Duke Street.  We’ve also had them on our website 86 
which is listed there on page 1, ncdot.gov/projects/eastendconnector (that’s one word) so 87 
all of this information is available online as well.     88 
 89 
We really want your comments.  There are many ways you can give us your comments 90 
on the project.  One way is to come up here and speak at tonight’s hearing.  We’ve got a 91 
sign-up sheet that hopefully everybody has had an opportunity to sign in.  Once that list is 92 
done, I’ll open it up to the floor so if there’s anybody that did not sign in who wishes to 93 
speak, they’re welcome to come up at that time.  Another way you can comment is to 94 
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send in your comment sheets.   On the back of these handouts, you’ll find a comment 95 
sheet.  Let me just rip that off and mail that in to us.  You can either mail it in to us; if 96 
you fold it in half and put a piece of tape here.  We’ve got the mailing address there, so 97 
you just put a stamp on it and stick it in the mail.   Or you can leave it on the way out in 98 
our comment box.  Or you can fax it to me, the fax number is in here.  Or you can email 99 
me your comment.  So we’ve got lots of ways that you can comment to us.  If you do 100 
send an email, please be sure to reference the “East End Connector TIP Project U-71”.  101 
That will help me to route it to make sure it gets to the right project team.   102 
 103 
We do have a time limit on comments.  We would like all comments in by April 30th so 104 
that gives us an opportunity to get the comments together and make good changes to the 105 
project, make the project better for you.   106 
 107 
Another thing to remember about tonight’s hearing is that we’d like to make sure that we 108 
respect everyone’s opinion, even if it’s very different from your own.  Even if you don’t 109 
agree with someone that’s come up here, we want to be respectful and give everyone the 110 
opportunity to speak.  So, if you’re going to come up and speak, please do and everyone 111 
in the audience all them to speak.  If you have a differing opinion then you’re welcome to 112 
come up to speak as well or write your comments in and send them.  Written comments 113 
and verbal comments are weighed the same.  Basically we take all the comments together 114 
whether you come up here to speak or not.  We look at all the comments whether it is a 115 
verbal or written comment.  Another thing to note is this is not a vote.  We are not voting 116 
on any pieces of the project today.  We’re here to listen to your comments and be able to 117 
add those to the project record and look at them, like I said, and make this project better 118 
for you.   119 
 120 
So what’s done with the input?  What do we do with all these comments that we get in 121 
here?  After April 30, we’ll take all the spoken and written comments and pass those out 122 
to the project team to look at.  Then we’ll have what is called a post hearing meeting.  123 
The DOT project team, which consists of a bunch of different disciplines, all of those 124 
folks that I listed earlier today.  All of those folks that I listed and more, will be involved 125 
in the post hearing meeting.  We will go through each and every comment and address 126 
those and make appropriate changes to the project based off of those.  Minutes of that 127 
post hearing meeting will be prepared.  A summary will be put together.  If you’d like a 128 
copy of that when the meeting is completed, just let us know.  Put that on the  comment 129 
sheet that you would like a copy of the post hearing meeting minutes or you can send me 130 
an email or give me a call and let me know you want a copy of that.  Then when it’s 131 
done, we’ll be glad to get that out to you.  Some of the other entities that  are involved in 132 
decision making on the project in addition to our project team include City of Durham 133 
staff, include other State and Federal agencies such as the US Army Corps of Engineers, 134 
the Federal Highway Administration and the North Carolina Department of Environment 135 
and Natural Resources.  All of those are also involved in our project decision making so 136 
it is important to note that. 137 
 138 
So what happens next?  What are our next steps on the project?  It’s certainly the post 139 
hearing meeting as we mentioned.  Then the final planning document will be completed.  140 
We’re anticipating a “Finding of No Significant Impact” or FONSI to be completed by 141 
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the end of this year.  Final design plans will be completed.  They’ll take this design and 142 
finalize that so that we can begin to purchase right of way for the project.  Once right of 143 
way is purchased then we will begin construction on the project.   144 
 145 
The project is a Federal-Aid project.  80% of the funding comes from the Federal 146 
government and 20% of the funding comes from State funds.   147 
 148 
Previously the right of way acquisition scheduled for the project was to begin buying 149 
right of way this year, begin acquiring right of way this year.  However, NCDOT is re-150 
evaluating all of their project schedules based on funding and needs at this particular time 151 
and we’ll be coming out with a draft State Transportation Improvement Program.  That 152 
State Transportation Improvement Program is basically a list of all the projects that we 153 
are looking at planning and/or funding over the next 7 to 10 years.  That draft document 154 
should come out later this year, excuse me, later in the next several months.  So sometime 155 
this summer we anticipate being able to get back out with everybody with a new schedule 156 
for the project.  We do have a link if you’re interested in the prioritization process and 157 
how we’re doing funding. If you go to DOT’s website which is listed at the top of page 3, 158 
www.ncdot.gov, it talks about our prioritization process and how that works. 159 
 160 
So why are we building this project?  Why are we planning this project?  The purpose of 161 
the project is to improve traffic capacity by relieving future traffic congestion in 162 
downtown Durham, or excuse me, on the Durham freeway and other north-south routes 163 
in downtown Durham.  It will provide a connection from US 70 to the Durham Freeway.  164 
When we talk about traffic capacity, that’s a big engineering language and that sort of 165 
thing, essentially what we’re saying is we’re going to try to put enough lanes out there 166 
that cars will be able to move freely and get where they need to go.  That’s what we’re 167 
talking about as far as improving traffic capacity.  I think everyone knows what 168 
congestion is so I won’t define that one.    The project is consistent with state and local 169 
transportation plans, land use and transportation plans, and an added benefit to the project 170 
is to enhance transportation safety in the project area by pulling transportation off of 171 
some of the streets in Durham such as Roxboro, Mangum, Gregson and Duke Streets. 172 
 173 
So, we’ve talked about the project and it is the East End Connector.  Again, it connects 174 
US 70 with the Durham Freeway.  It will also upgrade US 70 between NC 98 here 175 
(Holloway Street) and Pleasant Drive.  That area will be upgraded to a freeway as 176 
opposed to a full access roadway that we have today.   177 
 178 
So, we talked about the Environmental Assessment.  In it, it concludes Alternative 3 as 179 
the preferred alternative.  This is Alternative 3, it is the map that you’ve been seeing for 180 
the project.  Shown on here, is what’s called a typical section.  If you’ll look on page 7, 181 
there’s a picture of this typical section.  What this is, if you’re driving down a road and 182 
you just slice it right down the front of you, this is what you would see, two lanes going 183 
on this initial phase and two lanes going in one direction, two lanes going in another.  184 
That’s the two arrows.  What this demonstrates is that there are two phases to the project.  185 
The initial phase of the project will build two lanes in each direction with a 50-foot 186 
median as part of the project.  Later on down the road as traffic increases, and money 187 
becomes available, we can go back in and add and extra lane in each direction in the 188 
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median to decrease it to a 26-foot median.  Now you’ll see up here this is the future 189 
phase.  It’s what’s shown on here.  So that’s what the future phase is on the design map.  190 
The other thing you’ll probably notice is that rather than three lanes in each direction , it 191 
looks like four in many places.  Those extra lanes are merge lanes coming on and off of 192 
ramps.  Those are not for the main line of traffic.  Those are actually merge lanes that are 193 
added in there.  So for the initial phase you may see what looks like as many as six lanes 194 
out there, three in each direction, but those outside lanes are merge lanes got for the 195 
project.   196 
 197 
The project is 3.6 miles in length and it will be designated interstate standards.  Most 198 
folks are familiar with interstates, you do not have driveway accesses.  There are no 199 
traffic lights on there.  You get on and off, only at interchanges and that’s what we’re 200 
looking at here.  The total cost of the project is $182.2 million.  We’ve got some 201 
breakdowns of the cost in there if you would like to see that.  Project impacts – this 202 
particular project we are looking at 16 residential relocations, 16 people/residences that 203 
will be relocated as a result of this project, 9 businesses, 1 church and 1 church office that 204 
will be removed as part of the project.  One cemetery will be impacted by the project but 205 
it does not impact the gravesites itself.  It does not involve moving any of the gravesites.  206 
There are .29 acres of wetland impacts, 1.13 acres of pond impacts, and 5,700 linear feet 207 
of stream impacts.   208 
 209 
Another thing I want to make note of is the C.R. Wood Park which is on Commonwealth 210 
Avenue, between East End Avenue and Angier Avenue right in here for those who are 211 
familiar with that.  The proposed East End Connector is going to clip the corner of that 212 
property eight hundredths (0.08) of an acre.  It’s wooded, undeveloped and contains no 213 
recreational facilities.  The City of Durham concurs with us that the East End Connector 214 
will have no adverse affect on the park.  But this park is protected by Section 4(f) of the 215 
Department of Transportation Act and the park is also protected by Section 6(f) of the 216 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act.  So there’s some protections on this park that we 217 
have to kind of work through.  And as part of that, we have to kind of disclose that and 218 
give an opportunity for the public to comment on any impacts to that park.  The Federal 219 
Highway Administration is proposing that there is a determination of de minimus impact 220 
as far as Section 4(f) and what that means is very minimal impacts.  So that’s what 221 
they’re proposing is de minimus call on that project or on that park.   222 
 223 
Let’s talk about the Noise Abatement Policy real quickly.  What we mean by traffic noise 224 
abatement is reducing noise impacts, that’s noise abatement.  Usually we’ll put in noise 225 
walls.  That’s NCDOT sort of standard for reducing noise impacts. The only area we 226 
have of concern on this project as far as noise impacts that fits within the noise policy or 227 
that is covered by the noise policy, certainly there will be other noise impacts, but the 228 
area that is covered by the noise policy is this area here near Rowena Avenue on the 229 
Connector portion.  It’s shown on the design and listed on the Environmental Assessment 230 
as a noise sensitive area, as an area we needed to go back and study further.  Since the 231 
EA on this design has been completed, we have done additional noise studies and we are 232 
proposing a wall in that area.  Now that noise wall will be pending a vote by property 233 
owners that are directly adjacent to the noise wall.  We give the adjacent property owners 234 
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an opportunity to vote yes or no on the property, I mean on the wall.  If we get above  235 
50% back that say yes we want the wall then we go ahead and put the wall in.   236 
 237 
Another key point of our Noise Abatement Policy is that Federal and State governments 238 
are no longer responsible for providing noise abatement for the new development which 239 
permits were issued after the Date of Public Knowledge.  Now the Date of Public 240 
Knowledge on this project will be the completion of the Finding of No Significant Impact 241 
which I mentioned is slated for later this year.  After that time, it is the responsibility of 242 
the local governments and property owners to do a noise sensitive design.  Federal and 243 
State government is no longer responsible for noise abatement.  244 
 245 
Alright right of way procedures.  I’m going to run through this with a little bit of depth to 246 
make sure everybody catches all this.  After the final design is complete, the proposed 247 
right-of-way limits will be staked on the ground.  If you are an affected property owner, a 248 
Right-of-Way Agent will contact you to arrange a meeting.  The agent will explain the 249 
plans and advise you as to how the project will affect you.  The agent will inform you of 250 
your rights as a property owner.  If permanent right-of-way is required, professionals who 251 
are familiar with real estate values will evaluate or appraise your property.  The 252 
evaluations of or appraisals will be reviewed for completeness and accuracy; then the 253 
Right-of-Way Agent will make a written offer to you.  The current market value of the 254 
property at its highest and best use when appraised will be offered as compensation.  This 255 
is the same type of appraisal that you would get if you went to put your property on the 256 
market today.  So it would be appraised and they would look at comparison property in 257 
the area just like you would do if you were trying to sell your property today.  The 258 
Department of Transportation must:  1. Treat all owners and tenants equally; 2. Fully 259 
explain owner’s rights; 3. Pay just compensation in exchange for property rights; and 4. 260 
Furnish relocation advisory assistance.  261 
 262 
If you are a relocate, that is, if your residence or business is to be acquired as part of the 263 
project, additional assistance in the form of advice and compensation is available.  You 264 
will be provided with assistance in location of comparable housing and/or commercial 265 
establishments, moving procedures, and moving aid.  Moving expenses may be paid to 266 
you.  Additional monetary compensation is available to help homeowners cope with 267 
mortgage increases, increased value of comparable housing, closing costs, etc.  A similar 268 
program is available to assist business owners.  Our Right-of-Way Agents that were here 269 
tonight, can assist you with that in further details.  If you did not have an opportunity to 270 
talk to them, send me an email or give me a call and I’ll make sure to get you in touch 271 
with them.   272 
 273 
I’ve got a little section in here on additional information.  Comment sheets do need to 274 
come to the address that we have listed in here.  But, if you want additional information, 275 
again our website is listed here as well as the project hotline 1-800-734-7062, and that’s a 276 
toll-free hotline.   277 
 278 
Okay, so let’s run through the map real quick.  Okay, can everybody hear me?  If 279 
anybody has any problems in the back just holler down here and I’ll go louder.  Okay, so 280 
we’ll quickly go through the map.  The first thing we want to do is run through the colors 281 
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on the map and what those colors mean.  The brown represents our buildings.  The dark 282 
green is existing right of way that DOT already owns.  The light green is right-of-way 283 
that NCDOT is proposing to acquire for the project.  The easements which can be either 284 
temporary or permanent, it could be that we need to use a piece of property during 285 
construction to get the construction complete and then after the construction is done, then 286 
those pieces revert back to the property owner.  We just use them temporary.  There’s 287 
also permanent easements for drainage and different things of that nature that may be part 288 
of the project.  Those are listed as light green with cross hatchings in it.  The existing 289 
roadway is gray.  Existing roadway to be removed is gray with hatching through it.  The 290 
Orange is existing roadway to be repaved as part of the project.  The new proposed road 291 
is in yellow.  And temporary detours, its not actually a roadway detour is a railway 292 
detour, we’re going to have a temporary detour here is in a sort of yellow-brown.  Red 293 
are proposed structures such as bridges and culverts, curb and gutter, islands and those 294 
kind of things, that’s in red.  The candy-cane striped red and white is existing structures 295 
that are going to be removed, excuse me the existing structures to be retained are white 296 
and red.  .  The black and red are existing structures to be removed as part of this project.  297 
The blue are lakes, rivers, streams and water bodies.  Railroad right-of-way is the light 298 
purple in here and here.  Then the other sort of purplish color is … forgive me for not 299 
having a good description of these colors, I’m a guy and I don’t know what the different 300 
colors are, I think it is fucha or something of that nature.  But, these are utility easements 301 
in this color here.  That second color with the hatchings in it is the cemetery.  Proposed 302 
control of access, again we’re having full access control on this project, that means no 303 
driveways and no roads connecting right up to the project, that shows a redline with a red 304 
circle that says CA.  Existing control of access is a black hatched line that has CA and a 305 
white circle.  The traffic that is listed here and that’s gained traffic for both 2009 and 306 
2035 predicted use of traffic, that’s shown on a lot of different areas of the project.  The 307 
noise sensitive area that I mentioned before is a red cross hatched area (Inaudible) of the 308 
project.  Existing traffic lights, the red-yellow-green traffic lights, if it has a hatching in 309 
it, it’s existing.  If it does not have a hatching in it, it is proposed as a part of the project.  310 
Wetlands boundaries are the blue dashed lines with WLD.  Stream buffer zones area a 311 
black dashed line with BZ on them.  In this area, there are buffers around the steams to 312 
prohibit land development in those buffer zones around the streams.   313 
 314 
So, again the project begins on US 70just north of NC 98 which is Holloway Street.  The 315 
interchange at Holloway Street which currently has ramps and loops, and by the ramps, 316 
ramps are the ones where you make the right turn and you hop on the ramp and you go 317 
straight, loops are when you are on Holloway Street and you go across the bridge and you 318 
make that right turn and then all of sudden you do that loop.  That’s a loop.  So, let’s see 319 
here.  That’s what’s out there now.  What we are proposing now is a compressed 320 
diamond.  A diamond interchange is four ramps where you’re just going straight on and 321 
straight off.  There are no loops in this particular project.  The other important thing to 322 
note about Holloway Street is that we do have access controlled down Holloway Street in 323 
each direction both east and west on Holloway Street.  That will mean that some of the 324 
properties there will have access control in front of their house and typically with access 325 
control, we do put in access control fencing.  So on rural areas of the project or the 326 
undeveloped areas of the project, you’ll see the wooden post with woven wire fence that 327 
you see on the interstates when you are just driving out in the country you’d have woven 328 
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wire fences.  In urban areas we typically will look at a chain link fence and we can do 329 
some other things with that if not …(Inaudible) … So that’s what we’re looking at in that 330 
area and that’s important for us to kind of point out.   Focusing as far as access right now, 331 
Southerland Road has direct access to Holloway Street.  As part of this project, we will 332 
be extending Rowena Street to tie into Hoover Road.  So if you want to get from 333 
Southerland to Holloway Street now you will need to take that connection over to Hoover 334 
and access Holloway at the existing traffic light that is right there.  So that is a little 335 
change of access there.  The project continues on and as I mentioned, it crosses the 336 
railroad here and you’re going to have a temporary detour for the trains during time 337 
period.  Carr Road currently connects directly to Business 70.  Excuse me, Carr Road 338 
currently connects to 70 Bypass.  With this project, it will now connect to Business 70 339 
which means if you want to go south onto 70, you can continue down and there will be a 340 
…(Inaudible)…   If you go north what you will actually need to do is take an access road 341 
that will connect to Holloway into this interchange or come all the way down to Business 342 
70 and come back up 98 on Holloway to get to this interchange.  So you won’t have 343 
direct access to the Bypass from Carr Road anymore.  Another change that we have along 344 
here, another change that you will see is the Lynn Road.  Lynn Road currently connects 345 
to 70.  You have a full connection right now.  We’re going to have a median all the way 346 
down in this section all the way down to Pleasant Drive.  Lynn Road will now connect to 347 
Pleasant Drive and have a connection there at the traffic light with Pleasant Drive for 348 
Lynn Road coming from the east to the west.  Coming from the west it will have this sort 349 
of right in right out access.  You will be able to get to Lynn Road but then you will go 350 
across the median and then go left coming out.  You can go right in and right out.  If you 351 
want to go north, you’ll need to come right out and then go to this traffic light and make a 352 
u-turn and head back and then go north on 70 if you’re coming from the west side.  Okay 353 
coming east there will be an access road that gets you to that traffic light at Pleasant 354 
Drive.   355 
 356 
The connector continues down across Rowena.  There’s no direct connection.  There’s a 357 
road at the top of Rowena and then at the top of the railroad and then connects to Durham 358 
Freeway.  The end of the project is here at Glover Road.  So that’s, in a very large 359 
nutshell, the project.   360 
 361 
Now comes the most important part of the public hearing now that I have bored you with 362 
all of that.  This is to hear from the community.  This is to hear from you.  This is why 363 
we’re really here for the project.  Again, I’m going to go through the speakers here that 364 
have signed up first.  I’ll go one at a time.  We will ask you for a 3 minute time limit.  365 
Eileen has got a couple of signs.  When you have one minute left, she will give you the 366 
one minute warning and when you are out of time you will see the stop sign.  At the stop 367 
sign, if you would, please wrap up the last sentence or two.  I’m not going to pull out the 368 
bullwhip unless I have to.  But if you would, go ahead and wrap up what you’re talking 369 
about and give the next person an opportunity to speak.   370 
 371 
Again, this is not a debate.  Please be respectful of everyone’s opinions.  It also is not a 372 
vote.  This is being recorded, so please when you come up, state your name and address 373 
for the record, and annunciate and kind of lean in to the mic a little bit if you would.  That 374 
will help us to make sure we get you recorded.  So I appreciate that.  If you are not a 375 
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good public speaker like I am, I’m a horrible public speaker, and I hate being up here.  376 
I’m only kidding.  If you’re a horrible public speaker or you are not comfortable with 377 
public speaking, you can send in written comments.  That’s fine.  They do carry the same 378 
weight.  We look at all the comments and go through everything whether it is spoken or 379 
written comments.  You’re welcomed to do that to go either way.  So, with that, I’ll call 380 
the first speaker up here.  If you would, I think everybody is on this side anyway, I don’t 381 
think anybody is going to come around here.  There are some cords over here so please 382 
make sure you do come in from this side over here.  I would appreciate that.  The first 383 
speaker is Reverend Melvin Whitley. 384 
 385 
Rev. Melvin Whitley:  My name is Melvin Whitley.  I live 2614 Harvard Avenue 386 
in East Durham. 387 
 388 

East Durham in the last couple of years has done a lot to make itself 389 
marketable for development.  The idea of bringing forth the East End Connector, we were 390 
first to champion the idea of bringing it through East Durham because we saw 391 
economical potential for us.  We want to thank DOT for this opportunity to have this 392 
public hearing.  But, we would like to suggest to them that they do a little bit more.  Right 393 
now we are loosing access getting on and off in East Durham.  We can only get on and 394 
off on Holloway Street and Lynn Road.  What we would ask for is a complete loop at 395 
Carr Road, one that would give us a full motion interchange at …  I don’t have a little red 396 
light on my light. 397 

 398 
Moderator:  You can borrow mine if you’d like.  If you want to stand over here, 399 
you’re more than welcomed.  Just don’t point this at anybody.  It could be dangerous.  400 
Push that red button right there.  If you’re going to speak, do stay over here and speak in 401 
the microphone otherwise we won’t be able to pick you up.   402 
 403 
Rev. Melvin Whitley:  What is does is it opens up all this land right in here.  404 
There’s a potential for an industrial park that will create jobs for East Durham but not 405 
having to loop there really doesn’t make it marketable.  At least, it increases the potential 406 
for economic development.  We’re asking that this idea may cost a little bit more but 407 
we’ll get a lot more for it.  And, it would give us some social justice in exchange for our 408 
support for this project.  Thank you so much.  Thank you.   409 
 410 
Moderator:  Thank you Rev. Whitley.  We next have Kennan Borden.    411 
 412 
Kennan Borden:  Hello my name is Kennan Borden.  I live at 5 Kimberly 413 
Drive here in Durham.   414 
 415 
  As Rev. Whitley described, we … I represent a company that owns 100 416 
acres adjacent to Highway 70 between East End Avenue, Hoover Road and Angier 417 
Avenue.  This is one of the largest pieces of undeveloped land in the city of Durham with 418 
zoning, water and sewer and all utilities.  Our goal, and our goal has been to develop this 419 
property into a business park that would bring jobs to East Central Durham.  Presently we 420 
have a deeded right of access to Highway 70 which gives us eastbound and westbound 421 
access to Highway 70.  The present plan that DOT has provided would allow access to 422 
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Carr Road and our property is across the street from Carr Road on Highway 70.  So the 423 
present plan would give us access from going west and then access going east but we feel 424 
that providing a full movement access east and westbound at the Carr Road Bridge and 425 
Interchange would help access to all the residents in East Durham, would enhance 426 
economic development and would not hurt the design but improve the design of the road 427 
and have a minimal impact and would have a great impact to the community. 428 
 429 

So we support the East End Connector Project, I do and the owners of this 430 
property do.  We would like to see improved access to Highway 70.  it’s always been a 431 
road that you could access.  Now it will be a controlled access road.  What we’d like to 432 
see is improved access by adding a full movement interchange there at Carr Road.  I have 433 
submitted some plans there to the Department of Transportation to Ms. Leeza Mundt and 434 
Mr. Taylor.  I have the plans here with me.  I’d like to enter those into the public record if 435 
that is permitted and I thank you for your time.   436 

 437 
Moderator:   If you’re giving a copy to me that’s fine or if you’ve given a copy 438 
to the two of them, that’s fine.  In giving them copies, you’ve entered it into record.   439 
 440 
  Thank you Mr. Borden.  Let’s see, the next one is John White.  Is that 441 
right?  And I’ll apologize if I’ve mispronounced anyone’s name.  I’m pretty atrocious at 442 
names so I apologize ahead of time.   443 
 444 
John White:  With a name like John White, I don’t think you have any troubles 445 
so … 446 
 447 
Moderator:  I think I got that one. 448 
 449 
John White:  Good evening, John White on behalf of the Greater Durham 450 
Chamber of Commerce.     I just wanted to come out this evening and express our support 451 
for this project.  452 
 453 
  The Durham Chamber, as you know, as most chambers, are focused on 454 
economic development.  We work closely with the property brokers family as well as we 455 
understand the concerns that folks have brought to us such as Rev. Whitley.  But before I 456 
even go down that road, I would like to first say thank you to DOT, those folks that have 457 
helped us and been advocates for this project.  Wally Bowman and Chuck Watts are 458 
greatly appreciated.    459 
 460 
  On January 6, there were about 12 people that we took into Secretary 461 
Conti’s office to express our support for the work on this project.  It wasn’t just folks 462 
from Durham, this was a regional initiative in which the Mayor of Durham, Bill Bell as 463 
well as the Mayor of Raleigh, Charles Meeker were at the table to state how much this 464 
means to the community and ultimately to the region.   465 
 466 
  What we would like to do is we would just like to continue to not only just 467 
have this conversation but more so, we would like to see the dollars appropriated to this 468 
project.  For Durham, there is a small boundary as many of you know in this community 469 
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of where you can develop, where the property is available for development.  Ultimately 470 
what we’d like to do is we’d like to see some of this property that is available developed 471 
on and ultimately we’d like to alleviate some of the congestion which currently exists 472 
between not only 70 and 147 but also 85 and 40.  So, if at all possible, we would just like 473 
to go on the record tonight and state that the business community supports this not only 474 
here in Durham but over in Raleigh and we just ask for the community to continue to 475 
support this project and ultimately for DOT to find the dollars necessary to fund it. So, 476 
we greatly appreciate it.   477 
 478 
Moderator:  Thank you Mr. White.  The next speaker is Joe Milozzo.   479 
 480 
Joe Milozzo:  Hey I’m Joe Milozzo.  I’m the Executive Director of an 481 
organization called the Regional Transportation Alliance.   It’s a regional business group 482 
founded by the Chamber of Commerce here in Durham, Raleigh, Cary and Chapel Hill.  483 
We’re based with the Chamber in Raleigh and we’re located at 800 South Salisbury 484 
Street in Raleigh. 485 
 486 
  The Alliance represents about 100 business and 23 Chambers of 487 
Commerce in the region.  We do focus on economic vitality and quality of life issues by 488 
trying to advance critical highway transit and air service projects or regional significance.   489 
 490 
  We often refer to the connector as the Triangle Connector to I-85.  When 491 
complete and when coupled with the under construction Triangle Expressway in southern 492 
Durham and western Wake counties, this project will create a new north-south freeway 493 
between I-85 and US 1.  The project will link existing and emerging job centers in 494 
Durham, including Treyburn to the north and Research Triangle Park to the south.  It will 495 
also link I-85 in the Durham area to Cary and Apex in western Wake County.  In 496 
addition, it’s called the “Connector” on our mind for another reason.  It will create a new 497 
east-west linkage between downtown Durham and 70.  That will streamline traffic 498 
between downtown and Miami Boulevard and points east.  The Connector is our top 499 
freeway project priority for the region and the Connector will remain so until it is 500 
completed.   501 
 502 
  We applaud the Department and all the members of the project team for 503 
their continuing efforts.  We encourage the team to continue to value engineer the project 504 
and look for opportunities to reduce cost while maintaining the integrity of the new 505 
freeway linkages that this project will create the critical project for our regional 506 
community and we hope that it will receive the loop of funding needed to allow it to 507 
move forward. I appreciate it.   508 
 509 
Moderator:  Thank you Mr. Milozzo.  The next speaker is Pastor Sylvester 510 
Williams.   511 
 512 
Pastor Sylvester Williams:  I am Pastor Sylvester Williams.  I live at 404 513 
Sparella Street, Durham North Carolina, zip code 27703.  I am President of Hayes Town 514 
Community.  I am also the Vice Chair for the Durham Community Affairs for Black 515 
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People for Economic Development, and also the Chair for Economic Development for 516 
the Durham Business and Professional Chain.   517 
 518 
  Opposition to the building of the East End Connector has been joined by 519 
the Durham Community Affairs for Black People for Economic Development and the 520 
Durham Professional Chain which I am Chair of economic development.  There are three 521 
reasons why we are opposed to the building of the East End Connector.  The first one is 522 
health concerns.  Section 4.1.8 on Air Quality states that msat or mobile source of air 523 
toxins would be increased due the increased traffic on the East End Connector.  The 524 
document does not take into the account how the elderly residents of Hayes Town health 525 
will be negatively impacted by the initiative msat’s.  The Environmental Assessment 526 
Document emphasized that msat’s cause cancer in animals and that there is currently not 527 
a way to measure levels of these toxins.   The localized levels are mobilized emissions for 528 
the preferred alternative could be higher relative to the no-build alternative.  Why would 529 
the State of North Carolina want to build a road that could impair the health of local tax 530 
paying citizens?  There is mitigation for wildlife, but there is nothing in place to protect 531 
the health of residents in the East End Connector area.   532 
 533 
  The second thing is economic development.  The proposed road would not 534 
significantly add to traffic being driven to the local businesses along Holloway Street and 535 
Highway 98.  Why Durham communities continue to suffer double digits unemployment 536 
rates, why are roads being built that would not address this economic malaise? The East 537 
Connector should provide better access to these businesses in orchestrate economic 538 
growth in a predominantly minority community.  If given the opportunity we can make 539 
the economic base of northeast central Durham much stronger without the East End 540 
Connector.  We can not do this with erroneous zoning laws with threats of eminent 541 
domain.   542 
 543 
  Lastly, lack of funding.  I’m on the adhoc committee and one of the things 544 
that I heard out of each of the meetings that I went to is that there is not enough money 545 
now currently to fund the total completion of the East End Connector.  So then comes my 546 
next question.  Why then are they pursuing this or even making a threat of eminent 547 
domain?  We see this no more than a land graph.  It is the same thing that was done with 548 
Highway 147 and destroyed communities for the sake of building highway through 549 
businesses that were vibrant and we see the same thing happening again.  So we are 550 
opposed to it because we don’t see the money there with the City nor with the State to 551 
provide the adequate money to build.   552 
 553 

We think that all it is just a threat of eminent domain to drive people out of 554 
their homes and to get them to be afraid and sell their land for pennies on the dollar.  As 555 
was said earlier about fair market value for your homes, we need to know that there is no 556 
such thing for those that have experienced eminent domain.  Thank you and I am Pastor 557 
Sylvester Williams.  I love the Lord Jesus with all my heart and I’m not ashamed of my 558 
community in which I live.  Thank you.   559 

 560 
Moderator:  Thank you Pastor Williams.  And the next name is Erin Hammeke?  561 
I know I’ve got that one wrong.   562 
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 563 
Erin Hammeke:  My name is Erin Hammeke and I live at 613 Pleasant 564 
Drive.   565 
 566 
  Since the goal of the project is to alleviate car traffic congestion, I would 567 
like to ask what type of support for alternative methods or transports, such as for 568 
pedestrians or cyclists has been considered as a part of this project?  And I would also 569 
like to ask the Department of Transportation to prioritize the construction of better 570 
sidewalks and bike lanes that can be a better alternative for people to commute in the city 571 
of Durham.   572 
 573 
Moderator:  Thank you.  That’s all the folks we have on our list to speak.  Is 574 
there anyone else who would like to speak?  Is there anyone in the audience who has not 575 
spoken that would like to speak?  Certainly, come on up.  And again, please state your 576 
name and address for the record.  Thank you.   577 
 578 
James Stansler:  My name is James Stansler.  I live at 3101 Bryant Street.  I 579 
am just outside the CR Wood Park. 580 
 581 
  And, I’d like to know… I understand you have a person here who is in 582 
charge of air quality.  I’d like to have them address the issue of toxins that will be created 583 
by this construction and how safe or unsafe it’s going to be. 584 
 585 
Moderator:  Okay, let me do one of a couple of things here.  If you’d like to 586 
there’s a lot more information than what’s in the Environmental Assessment or a lot more 587 
detail than what’s in the Environmental Assessment.  If you’d like to, you can talk to him 588 
afterwards.  Have you talked with him yet tonight?  If you haven’t ….where is he hiding?  589 
There he is.  Would you raise your hand a little bit so when we’re done here why don’t 590 
you connect up with him and have him discuss this in a whole lot more detail with you 591 
and answer your question in complete detail.  We’ll be glad to … 592 
 593 
James Stansler:  Can I get a short answer? 594 
 595 
Moderator:  A short answer for that?  I don’t know, is there a short answer for 596 
mobile source air toxins stuff?  You can’t hear me?  I’m sorry.  He was asking this, I 597 
apologize, he asked me if there was a  short answer for his question about mobile source 598 
air toxins.  Is that an easy explanation to do here? 599 
 600 
Greg Smith:  I’ll try but I didn’t hear his question. 601 
 602 
Moderator:  Oh, you didn’t hear his question?  Okay. 603 
 604 
James Stansler:  (Inaudible) 605 
 606 
Moderator:  No actually sir just to make sure it’s on public record, if you 607 
wouldn’t mind, step back up here and we’ll just make sure he can hear that and then that 608 
way we’ll have it in the record.  So if you don’t mind,  I apologize for getting you up and 609 
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down.  No, step up here if you would.  Yeah, I’m sorry for getting you up and down and 610 
up and down.  You’re getting you exercise tonight.  If you would repeat the question a 611 
little closer to mic so he can hear it. 612 
 613 
James Stansler:  My question was in reference to air toxins that will be 614 
created from the construction.  Can you tell me how dangerous this is going to be for us?  615 
I live right outside the C. R. Woods Park.  That’s going to be a direct impact on my 616 
community as well as myself.   617 
 618 
Moderator:  I didn’t know if that was an easy short answer or if that is 619 
something that he needs to have a more detailed discussion with you on that.  Okay.  620 
We’ll handle it that way if you don’t mind.   621 
 622 
  All right, is there anyone else?  Yes sir.  And while he’s coming up too, I 623 
failed to mention your Board of Transportation member that represents this area, Chuck 624 
Watts, is present.  He’s in the back over there.  I did want to mention that he’s here or 625 
that he was here.  Did he … Oh yeah, there he is.  I thought I saw him back there.  Chuck 626 
Watts is in attendance and I wanted to make sure to recognize that he is her serving you.   627 
 628 
Casem Wong:  Good evening.  My name is Casem Wong.  I’m the property owner 629 
of 901 South Miami Boulevard.  It’s commercial property.  It’s a car dealership, about 2 630 
acres.  Also a 1 acre lot on the main road.   631 
 632 
  I was for this project.  But first of all, I was not prepared to talk tonight.  633 
This is just some idea right after I heard a couple of comments earlier.  I was for this 634 
project until tonight.  After I heard it, I kind of have doubts.  First of all, helping local 635 
economy?  I don’t think so.  I spend nine hours a day sitting in a corner on South Miami 636 
Boulevard watching traffic.  95% is my gut feeling, 95% is transient traffic.  When I say 637 
transient traffic, they’re not here to spend money.  They’re commuting traffic. There’s no 638 
business for them to stop.  It’s already bad as is.  If this project going out would control 639 
access, it’s pretty much DOT is building a tunnel going through this area and wiping out 640 
my business and a bunch of other businesses.  Is it helping the local economy?  I don’t 641 
think so.  Maybe a little bit with a 100 acres of business park, possibly.  But even that is 642 
limited access.   643 
 644 
  So, I live in Chapel Hill myself.  I commuted to Miami Boulevard, to my 645 
business every day.  I know we need some kind of connector because we have the zig zag 646 
through local traffic and through the local streets.  But, with limited access to the 647 
highway, this whole area, you can’t get to a local area.  You have to go, you have to 648 
travel all the way through the big loop some way, some how zig-zagging into your local 649 
street to a local business.  So basically we’re providing, we’re sacrificing ourself.  We’re 650 
providing a super highway for commuting traffic.  Maybe folks in Raleigh who live in 651 
North Durham or whatever.  They’re not going to stop.  I don’t see where any business 652 
can be created from this thing unless 100 acres … I’m not talking for you, but with 100 653 
acres anything can happen, possibly but … So please if you’re a resident in this area, give 654 
a serious thought.  We need a connector but not this kind.  We need more access.  Give 655 
more access to local growth.  Do not block our access.  Thank you. 656 
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 657 
Moderator:  Thank you Mr. Wong.  Is there anyone else who would like to 658 
speak who has not already spoken?  Yes sir.   659 
 660 
Unidentified Male:  I too wasn’t planning on speaking here tonight, but I guess 661 
I felt a little spur urged on to voice my opinion.  You know at a wedding they say ‘speak 662 
now or forever hold your peace’.    I just want to correct one thing, you are a good 663 
speaker. 664 
 665 
  By my name is Kent Walton.  Myself and two other friends of mine, 666 
David Stowe and R. B. Patel, we’re here tonight.  About 11 years ago, and I’m going to 667 
try to not get the card, ‘cause I know I’m going to run long but I’m going to leave when 668 
she flashes that stop card here.  But we bought some brought some property about 11 669 
years ago at 909 South Miami.  At the time we bought it, we bought an investment 670 
purpose.  We thought Food Lion was going to build a grocery store and a shopping center 671 
was going to come maybe directly across the road from us.  That was the good news.  But 672 
it seems as soon as we bought it, that fell through and Food Lion never bought and 673 
developed.  So for about 11 years, we’ve spent a good part of that cleaning up tires, junk, 674 
household items, bags of trash on our property that people have just abused for the last 11 675 
years.  For the last 2 or 3 weeks, we spent many hours over there making that property 676 
look better and not be an eye sore to the traffic and people coming by.  They’ve stole 677 
siding off of our house.  It’s really been a headache.   678 
 679 

So, like I say, I don’t live there but I feel like I have a small voice having 680 
property there.  So I would just ask DOT when it comes time and you do start buying up  681 
a part of our property.  Part of our property it’s going to be busted up.  Part of the front is 682 
going to be bought and part of the middle is where the service road to Lynn Road 683 
Expressway is going to come through.  I would only ask DOT to treat me fairly.  That’s 684 
all I’ve ever asked and I think my partners would feel the same.  I feel like I’ve been took 685 
advantage of for the last several years and I try to live by the Golden Rule, ‘Do unto 686 
others as you would have them do unto you’.  That’s all I ask is just to be treated fairly 687 
when it comes to the time to buy our property.  Thank you.   688 

 689 
Moderator:  Thank you Mr. Walton.  And as we mentioned earlier, we do offer 690 
fair market value for the property so I hope you will be satisfied when we do approach 691 
you and your partners.   692 
 693 
  Is there anyone else who would like to speak that has not already spoken?  694 
Okay.  Is there anyone who has spoken that would like another couple of minutes?  Okay, 695 
well if that’s it, I appreciate everyone’s attendance tonight.  I thank you and please drive 696 
safely.   697 
 698 
 699 

700 
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Hearing Adjourned. 701 
 702 
 703 

Drew Joyner,  Moderator 704 
Human Environment Unit 705 

March 25, 2010 706 
 707 
Typed by Demorris N. Hukins 708 
 709 
 710 
   711 
   712 
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Date: December 15, 2010

To: Thomas J. Bonfield, City Manager

Through: Theodore L. Voorhees, Deputy City Manager

From: Joel Reitzer, Director, General Services Department
Rhonda B. Parker, Director, Department of Parks and Recreation
David Fleischer, Senior Real Estate Officer, General Services Department
Beth Timson, Senior Planner, Department of Parks and Recreation

Subject: Exchange of Property between the City and the NC Department of 
Transportation at C. R. Wood Park

Executive Summary
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is requesting that the City 
exchange .3 acres of land in C. R. Wood Park for 1.33 acres of land adjacent to the park in a 
different location.  The smaller section is needed for the right-of-way for the proposed 
Alternative 3 route of the East End Connector. The land for the right-of-way is not essential to 
the park’s function, and NCDOT is preparing the survey and assessments necessary to 
submit the land exchange to the National Park Service for its consideration since the park is 
encumbered by a Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) grant.

The property to be transferred to the City is not yet owned by the NCDOT. This proposed 
property transfer will close once NCDOT actually takes possession of their parcel, anticipated 
to be in the fall of 2012.

Recommendation
The General Services Department and Parks and Recreation Department recommend that 
the City Council, 1) pursuant to G.S. 160A-274, which allows exchange of property between 
governmental units, authorize the exchange of approximately .3 acres of City-Owned 
property (a portion of Parcel ID # 131048) for approximately 1.33 acres of land owned by the 
North Carolina Department of Transportation (a portion of Parcel ID # 131023), and 2) 
authorize the City Manager or Mayor to convey the City-owned property by non-warranty 
deed.

Background
The City of Durham, in partnership with the NCDOT, proposes to construct the 3.6 mile East 
End Connector, a 6-lane freeway between NC 147 and US 70.  The freeway connector has a 
long history, first appearing in Durham’s transportation plans in 1959.  It was identified as the 
Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization’s top transportation priority in 
2000.  The East End Connector will allow motorists traveling south-north from I-40 and the 
Research Triangle Park area to access I-85 north of Durham without traveling on local Durham 
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streets. The NCDOT prepared an Environmental Assessment for the East End Connector 
project (East End Connector from NC 147 to US 70 north of NC 98, Durham, Durham County, 
Administrative Action, Environmental Assessment, FHWA, December 16, 2009).  Two public 
hearings have been held.

NCDOT evaluated four alternative corridors for the freeway.  Environmental surveys were 
conducted for each alternative.  These included surveys for threatened and endangered 
species habitat, wetlands and streams, properties and sites potentially eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places, community impacts, cultural resources, air and noise impacts, and 
other environmental concerns. Alternative 3 was selected by the City Council as the preferred 
alternative because it has the least overall impact to the communities in the study area, 
including the fewest residential and business displacements and second-lowest impacts to 
wetlands and streams.  

A portion of C.R. Wood Park is located within the detailed study corridor of the preferred 
alternative, Alternative 3, for the East End Connector.    NCDOT initially believed the park itself 
could be avoided; however, as detailed design on the roadway progressed, using more 
detailed topography survey data, it became apparent that a minor land acquisition from C.R. 
Wood Park would be unavoidable.  Minor acquisition of land is necessary to accommodate the 
earthen slopes that will support the portion of the freeway approaching the bridge over the 
North Carolina Railroad and Angier Avenue, both of which are located just south of C.R. Wood 
Park.  The slopes are constructed at a 2:1 ratio to prevent erosion and allow vegetative growth.  
Appropriate drainage structures will be provided at the toe of the slope to ensure that runoff 
from the slope is contained within NCDOT right-of-way.  The NCDOT will install a fence to 
prevent park patrons from entry into the freeway right-of-way.   Landscaping will be installed 
along the fence to screen the view and further discourage entry from the park to the freeway 
right-of-way.

The parcel proposed for the exchange is owned by a willing seller, and NCDOT proposes to 
demolish the house currently existing on the site and re-vegetating the site before turning over 
the property to the City.

Issues/Analysis
DPR has taken the planned East End Connector into account in the development of the C.R. 
Wood Park.   Approximately five acres of the 17.38 acre park is developed, all in the northern 
and western portions of the park.  The southeastern side of the park was left undeveloped and 
wooded to serve as a visual and auditory buffer to the freeway from the active recreational 
areas, once the freeway is constructed.   Future development plans for the C.R. Wood Park will 
be unaffected by the proposed property exchange, and DPR prefers a vegetated slope to a 
concrete retaining wall as the park’s boundary.  The proposed new parcel in fact has the 
potential to allow a better access to the park than currently exists.

C. R. Wood Park is encumbered by a past LWCF grant, thus any reduction of the property that 
is contained in the park parcel requires mitigation (replacement by an equivalent parcel) and 
approval by the National Park Service.  NCDOT is offering to mitigate the .3 acre section of 
property the roadway right-of-way requires with a 1.33 acre parcel that is adjacent to the park a 
bit further west (see attached maps).

Alternatives
Alternatives to avoid using parkland were considered, including construction of retaining walls 
and realigning the freeway.  Designs that incorporated a retaining wall were prepared and 
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evaluated.  The retaining wall option was determined to be undesirable because it did not 
eliminate the need for a permanent access easement on park property to allow vehicular 
access to the wall for maintenance.  Also, the wall would be 20 feet high at its highest point.  It 
was concluded that given its relative isolation in C.R. Wood Park, it would be an attractive 
nuisance, attracting graffiti and other vandalism, in addition to being inconsistent with the 
natural woodland setting of the eastern side of the park. 

Realigning the freeway with a shift to the east also was evaluated.  However, the impacted 
area is located in a tangent, or straight section between two interchanges.  Moving the 
roadway tangent shifts both interchanges, substantially altering their design and increasing 
their impacts, particularly to wetlands, streams, and businesses along US 70.  It also would 
increase the number of electrical transmission towers on an adjacent utility easement that 
would require relocation, substantially increasing the cost of the project. 

Financial Impact
There is no financial impact to the City from this proposed property exchange.

SDBE Summary
There is no SDBE impact from this proposed property exchange.

Attachment:  3 maps
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION AGENDA  
Monday, February 7, 2011 – 7:00 p.m. 

Council Chambers – City Hall 
 

 
Present: 
Mayor William V. Bell 
Mayor Pro Tempore Cora Cole-McFadden and Council Members 
Farad Ali    
Eugene Brown 
Diane Catotti 
Howard Clement, III 
Mike Woodard      
 
Absent:  None 
  
[CONSENT AGENDA] 
 
1.  Approval of City Council Minutes 
 
To approve City Council minutes for the January 3, 2011 City Council Meeting.  [Approved – 
Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Person: D. Ann Gray – 4166 ext. 12267) (PR# 7547) 
 
 
2.  Equal Business Opportunity Program Advisory Committee - Appointment 
 
To appoint Ronald Williams to the Equal Business Opportunity Program Advisory Committee 
representing a SDBE Construction Firm Owner with the term to expire on April 1, 2012.  
[Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
 (Resource Person:  LaVerne V. Brooks – 4166 ext. 12264) (Attachment #2 - 3 pages)  
(PR# 7555) 
 
 
3.  Bid Report – December 2010 
 
To receive a report and to record into the minutes bids which were acted upon by the City 
Manager during the month of December 2010.   [Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Person:  Joseph W. Clark – 4132 ext. 18222) (Attachment #3 - 7 pages) (PR# 7549) 
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4.  Home Investment Partnership Agreement and Loan Agreement between the City of 
     Durham and Durham County Habitat for Humanity for the Acquisition of Properties 
     Located in Southwest Central Durham and North East Central Durham 
 
To authorize the expenditure of up to $250,000.00 In FY 10-11 Home Funds; and 
 
To authorize the City Manager to execute a Home Investment Partnership Agreement and related 
loan documents with Durham County Habitat for Humanity in the amount of $250,000.00 to 
acquire/demolish a minimum of eight (8) properties for development of affordable housing.  
[Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Person:  Michael Pullum – 4570 ext. 22241) (Attachment #4 - 12 pages) (PR# 7546) 
 
 
5.  Amendments to the City of Durham Employment and Training 2008-2010 and 
     2009-2011 Grant Project Ordinances to Supersede Grant Project Ordinances #13965 
     and # 14059 Respectively 
 
To authorize the City Manager to accept the Employment and Training Grants by executing the 
grant documents; and  
 
To adopt the Employment and Training Grant Project Ordinances FY 2008-2010 in the amount 
of $1,582,242.87 superseding Grant Project Ordinance #13965 and FY 2009-2011 in the amount 
of $1,792,677.00 superseding Grant Project Ordinance #14059.   [Approved – Vote 7/0] 
  
(Resource Person:  Darrell Solomon – 4965 ext. 15221) (Attachment #5 - 6 pages) (PR# 7551) 
 
 
6.  City of Durham Employment and Training 2010-2012 Grant Project Ordinance 
     Superseding Project Ordinance #14028 
 
To authorize the City Manager to accept the Employment and Training Grant by executing the 
grant documents; and  
 
To adopt the City of Durham Employment and Training FY2010-2012 Grant Project Ordinance 
Superseding Project Ordinance #14028 for Federal Grant.  [Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Person:  Nicholas McCoy – 4965 ext. 15220) (Attachment #6 - 4 pages) (PR# 7552) 
 
 
7.  Exchange of Property between the City and the North Carolina Department of 
     Transportation at C. R. Wood Park 
 
To authorize the exchange of approximately .3 acres of City-Owned property (a portion of Parcel 
ID # 131048) for approximately 1.33 acres of land owned by the North Carolina Department of 

hariharv
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Transportation (a portion of Parcel ID # 131023) pursuant to G.S. 160A-274, which allows 
exchange of property between governmental units.  [Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Person:  David Fleischer – 4197 ext. 21288) (Attachment #7 - 6 pages) (PR# 7545) 
 
 
9.  Durham Arts Council, Carolina Theatre, City Hall Envelope Phase II Project: 
     Amendment #1D and #1E to the Skanska USA Building (CMAR) Preconstruction 
     Services Contract 
 
To authorize the City Manager to execute Amendment 1D to the CMAR Preconstruction 
Services contract with Skanska USA Building for pre-construction services for the Durham Arts 
Council Phase II and Carolina Theater Phase II, in an amount not to exceed $50,000.00; 
 
To establish a project contingency in the amount of $7,500.00 for the Durham Arts Council 
Phase II and Carolina Theater Phase II pre-construction services;   
 
To authorize the City Manager to negotiate and execute change orders on the Amendment 1D to 
the CMAR Preconstruction Services contract with Skanska USA Building, provided the total 
project cost does not exceed the amount budgeted for preconstruction phase services plus the 
project contingency of $57,500.00; 
 
To authorize the City Manager to execute Amendment 1E to the CMAR Preconstruction 
Services contract with Skanska USA Building for the City Hall Envelope project, in an amount 
not to exceed $10,000.00; 
 
To establish a project contingency in the amount of $1,500.00; and  
 
To authorize the City Manager to negotiate and execute change orders on the Amendment 1E to 
the CMAR Preconstruction Services contract with Skanska USA Building, provided the total 
project cost does not exceed the amount budgeted for preconstruction phase services plus the 
project contingency of $11,500.00.  [Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Person:  Trish Creta – 4197 ext. 21258) (Attachment #9 - 10 pages) (PR# 7550) 
 
 
10.  License Agreement with Hope Valley Green Homeowner's Association for Irrigation 
       Line within the Public Right-of-Way 
 
To authorize the City Manager to enter into a license agreement with Hope Valley Green 
Homeowner's Association for irrigation line at Meadowrun Drive.  [Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Persons:  Edward Venable and Robert Joyner – 4326) (Attachment #10 - 6 pages)  
(PR# 7543) 
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11.  ESRI Inc., Software Maintenance Agreement Fiscal Year 2011 
 
To authorize the City Manager to purchase the renewable software maintenance service provided 
by Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc (ESRI) in the amount of $93,192.84.  
[Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Person:  Marcus Bryant – 4122 ext. 33249) (Attachment #11 - 10 pages) (PR# 7544) 
 
 
12.  2010 Residential Water Meter Replacement Project Phase II - Contract MR-6 
 
To authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with Vanguard Utility Service, Inc. for the 
MR-6 Residential Water Meter Replacement Project Phase II for $4,695,266.32;  
 
To establish a contingency fund for the contract in the amount of $470,000.00; and 
To authorize the City Manager to negotiate change orders for the contract provided that the cost 
of all change orders does not exceed $470,000.00 and the total project cost does not exceed 
$5,165,266.32.   [Approved – Vote 7/0] 
 
(Resource Person:  Bryant Green – 4381 ext. 35268) (Attachment #12 - 3 pages) (PR# 7522) 
 
 
The City Council disposed of the following agenda item at the January 27, 2011 Work 
Session: 
 
 
8.  Management Consulting Agreement and Five-Year Management Contract for the  
     Durham Convention Center with Global Spectrum, L.P.  
      
(This item was approved at the 1-27-11 Work Session by a vote of 6/0) 
 
 
Announcements by Council 
 
 
Adjournment – 8:01 p.m.   
 

 
 

Notice under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
 
A person with a disability may receive an auxiliary aid or service to effectively participate in city 
government activities by contacting the ADA Coordinator, voice 919-560-4197, fax 560-4196, 
TTY 919-560-1200, or ADA@durhamnc.gov, as soon as possible but no later than 48 hours 
before the event or deadline date. 

mailto:ADA@durhamnc.gov
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From: Timson, Beth [Beth.Timson@durhamnc.gov]
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2011 1:56 PM
To: Mundt, Leza W
Subject: RE: C.R. Wood Park

Thank�you,�Leza.�
�
The�small�increase�in�impact�to�C.�R.�Wood�park�to�0.29�acre�will�not�negatively�affect�the�
park's�function�and�recreational�value.�
�
Beth�Timson�
Assistant�Director,�Durham�Parks�and�Recreation�
�
�����Original�Message������
From:�Mundt,�Leza�W�[mailto:lwmundt@ncdot.gov]�
Sent:�Friday,�June�10,�2011�1:53�PM�
To:�Timson,�Beth�
Subject:�C.R.�Wood�Park�
�
Hi�Beth,�
�
I�hope�you're�well.�
�
I�am�tying�up�some�loose�ends�on�the�U�71�project�and�noticed�that�the�letter�sent�to�us�from�
Mr.�Bonfield�regarding�the�de�minimis�(Section�
4(f))�states�the�impact�as�0.08�acre.��As�you�know,�further�design�resulted�in�an�impact�to�
0.29�acre.�
�
Would�you�mind�confirming�your�agreement�that�this�impact�will�not�affect�the�park's�function�
and�recreational�value,�by�responding�affirmatively�to�this�email?�
�
Of�course,�let�me�know�if�you�have�any�questions.�
�
Thank�you,�
Leza�
�
*Note�my�new�phone�number:��919.707.6032.*�
�
�
�
Email�correspondence�to�and�from�this�sender�is�subject�to�the�N.C.�
Public�Records�Law�and�may�be�disclosed�to�third�parties.�




