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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

North Carolina Department of Transportation Secretary Norris Tolson committed to the 
Durham City Council and the Durham Board of County Commissioners that NCDOT 
would evaluate the Northern Durham Parkway to the same level of detail as the 
preliminary alternatives evaluated in the State Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop.   

The Durham Joint City-County Planning Committee developed the Northern Durham 
Parkway and associated road improvements in response to public opposition to the 
Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop.  The Durham City Council and the Board of 
Commissioners endorsed the Northern Durham Parkway as a substitute for the Durham 
Northwest and Northeast Loop in June 1999 Resolutions. 

The Northern Durham Parkway begins at US 70 at the proposed extension to Aviation 
Parkway and follows NCDOT’s preferred alternate for the Northwest and Northeast 
Loop (Alternate 3) to Hamlin Road.  The Parkway follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill 
Road and Red Mill Road to SR 1004.  A new roadway links Red Mill Road with 
Roxboro Road, extending across the Little River and passing north of existing Snow Hill 
Road.  The Parkway then follows existing Roxboro Road/Duke Street south to I-85.  The 
Northern Durham Parkway is approximately 25.5 miles in length. 

Three key factors were evaluated to determine if the Northern Durham Parkway could 
potentially substitute the preferred alternate for the Northwest and Northeast Loop.  
These three key factors are: 

A. Is the Northern Durham Parkway eligible for funding by the 1989 Highway Trust 
Fund Act as a “loop project”? 

B. Is the Northern Durham Parkway supported by federal and state environmental 
regulatory and resource agencies? 

C. Does the Northern Durham Parkway meet the purpose and need of reducing 
travel demand and relieving traffic congestion on the existing and planned arterial 
roadway network? 

Based on a review of the 1989 Highway Trust Fund Act, the North Carolina Special 
Deputy Attorney General, Robert O. Crawford, III determined that “In order for 
Highway Trust Fund money to be used to fund improvements to existing corridors for 
the Durham Northern Loop, the project must meet the legislative description of a 
‘multilane facility on new location from I-85 west of Durham to US 70 east of 
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Durham.”  Mr. Crawford added that in his “…opinion...the MPO proposal (Northern 
Durham Parkway)…is inconsistent with the legislature intent.” 

The environmental resources within the project area were inventoried and evaluated.  
It was determined that the Northern Durham Parkway could have a significant impact 
on the human and natural environments.  The comments received from the federal and 
state environmental resource and regulatory agencies are consistent with this 
determination.  The primary concerns expressed by the agencies involved the impacts 
to the Falls Lake State Park and Wildlife Refuge owned by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers.  The Falls Lake State Park and Wildlife Refuge is a mitigation site that was 
designated to replace the land flooded by Falls Lake.  The use of any of these lands for 
transportation purposes would require the approval from the US Army Corps of 
Engineers and the acquisition of replacement lands.  In addition, the NC Wildlife 
Resource Commission stated their concerns that the proposed Parkway could 
compromise their management plans for the wildlife refuge and game lands. 

The purpose of and need for the Northwest and Northeast Loop as stated in the 
Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan is to relieve congestion on arterial 
routes in Durham.  The No-Build Alternative and the Northern Durham Parkway 
Alternative were compared using the approved Triangle Regional Traffic Model to 
determine the transportation services provided by the Northern Durham Parkway.  
Based on the comparison of the traffic projections for the design year 2025 for these 
two alternatives, the Northern Durham Parkway does not relieve a substantial amount 
of traffic from the arterial routes in western Durham County.  The Northern Durham 
Parkway serves the northern areas of Durham County and Person County but does not 
provide a route west of Durham to relieve major routes such as Cole Mill Road, Guess 
Road, and Roxboro Road. 

Therefore, the NCDOT concludes that the Northern Durham Parkway does not warrant 
detailed study as a substitute for the Northwest and Northeast Loop.  The answers to 
the three key factors evaluated for the Northern Durham Parkway are: 

A. The Northern Durham Parkway is not eligible for funding by the 1989 Highway 
Trust Fund Act as a loop project, 

B. The Northern Durham Parkway in the area northeast of Hamlin Road could have 
significant impacts to the natural and human environment and is unlikely to be 
supported or permitted as the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA)” by the federal and state environmental regulatory 
agencies, and 
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C. The Northern Durham Parkway north of Hamlin Road would not significantly 
reduce travel demand or relieve traffic congestion on existing and planned arterial 
routes.  Therefore, the Northern Durham Parkway is inconsistent with the 
transportation purpose and need for a loop roadway in northern Durham. 
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I. Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to present the results of the Alternate Evaluation for the 
Northern Durham Parkway in Durham County, North Carolina.  The following sections 
outline the history of the project, present the key issues evaluated for the Northern 
Durham Parkway, and respond to the local resolutions proposing the Northern Durham 
Parkway with other transportation improvements as an alternative to the Durham 
Northwest and Northeast Loop.   

Copies of the North Carolina Department of Transportation correspondence and the 
City and County resolutions referenced in this report are included in Appendices A and 
B, respectively.  Additional sources of information that were used in the preparation of 
this report are listed as references at the end of the report.   

II. Project History and Status 

The Northern Durham Parkway Alternative was developed in 1999 by the Durham 
Joint City-County Planning Committee in response to public concerns with the 
alternatives studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Durham 
Northwest and Northeast Loop.  The following sections outline the historic chronology 
of the events that occurred during the planning stages for the Durham Northwest and 
Northeast Loop and the Northern Durham Parkway.   

A. Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop 

The need for a transportation facility in northern and eastern Durham was first 
identified in the 1967 Durham Urban Area Long Range Thoroughfare Plan and was 
known as Eno Drive - Gorman Road.  Conceptual design plans were prepared in the 
late 1960s to assist authorities in planning for the facility.  The proposed location of the 
Eno Drive - Gorman Road corridor remained relatively unchanged throughout the 
1970s and 1980s, and was incorporated into each of the Durham Area Thoroughfare 
Plans from 1967 through 1991.  The project was never advanced beyond the 
thoroughfare planning stage because of a lack of available funds to construct the 
facility. 

In the late 1980s, the North Carolina General Assembly enacted legislation which 
would take full advantage of the nation’s expanding economy and attract new industry 
to the state.  The Legislature’s Joint Transportation Oversight Committee determined 
the state would realize significant economic benefits from improving North Carolina’s 
“primary transportation corridors” and constructing urban loops around seven of the 
state’s major metropolitan areas.  
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Based on the Committee’s findings, the 1989 Highway Trust Fund Act was 
passed.  The “Durham Northern Loop” was described in the Act as a “multilane facility 
on new location from I-85 west of Durham to US 70 east of Durham.”  In 1990 the 
Durham City Council passed a resolution requesting that the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) prepare an Environmental Impact Statement to 
determine the most feasible corridor location for the proposed urban loop.   

In 1991, the NCDOT initiated a corridor planning study and the development of 
an Environmental Impact Statement for Eno Drive - Gorman Road in accordance with 
the North Carolina Environmental Policy Act.  Eno Drive - Gorman Road was listed in 
the North Carolina Department of Transportation’s 1995-2001 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) and subsequent TIPs as TIP project Nos. R-2630 and 
R-2631 and labeled the Durham Northwest Loop and the Durham Northeast Loop, 
respectively.  TIP Project No. R-2630, the Durham Northwest Loop, extends from I-85 
west of Durham, near the Durham - Orange County line, to I-85 northeast of Durham.  
TIP Project No. R-2631, the Durham Northeast Loop, extends from I-85 northeast of 
Durham to US 70 near the Durham - Wake County line.   

The corridor planning study considered the beneficial and adverse impacts of the 
No-Build Alternative, the Mass Transit Alternative, the Transportation Systems 
Management Alternative, and 432 Build Alternatives.  Preliminary Build Alternatives 
were developed from four major corridors and more than one dozen connecting 
corridors.  Combining selected major corridors with various connecting corridors 
produced over 1900 preliminary Build Alternatives north and south of the Eno River.  
An environmental screening was conducted on the major and connecting corridors to 
identify which of the preliminary Build Alternatives would be studied in detail.  The 
three major corridors and multiple connecting corridors south of the Eno River were 
selected for detailed study.  The major corridor and connecting corridors north of the 
Eno River were eliminated from further consideration. 

From 1991 to 1994, the Build Alternatives were studied in detail in order to 
determine the significance of each alternative’s potential impact on the human and 
natural environments.  The NCDOT held twenty-two (22) informational meetings and 
workshops to present the study findings to the public and receive comment on the 
project alternatives. 

The State Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) documenting the human 
and natural environmental impacts of the No-Build Alternative and 432 Build 
Alternatives was approved in October 1994.  The Corridor Public Hearings were held 
in February 1995. 
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In February and March 1995, resolutions were adopted by the Durham County 
Board of Commissioners and the Durham City Council, respectively.  These resolutions 
stated that the Council and the Commissioners “did not support any of the Alternatives 
presented for the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop.”  In April 1995, the City of 
Durham passed a resolution supporting the “establishment of a Joint City-County 
Committee to evaluate transportation alternatives…”  The Durham City Council and the 
Durham County Board of Commissioners appointed citizens to serve on the 
“Northeast/Northwest Corridor Alternatives Evaluation Committee”.  This committee 
was charged with the task “to examine the present and future transportation needs of 
the North Durham community and determine the best ways to achieve the goal of 
efficient travel…”  The Final Report from the Northeast/Northwest Corridor Alternatives 
Evaluation Committee was published in June 1996.   

The NCDOT announced the selection of Alternate 3 from US 70 at the Wake 
County line to Guess Road as the Preferred Alternative in September 1997.  Additional 
studies were proposed for the Durham Northwest Loop from Guess Road to I-85 west 
of Durham because each of the Build Alternatives evaluated in the SDEIS encroached 
into the expanded Eno River State Park near Sparger Road.  

B. Northern Durham Parkway 

Throughout 1998, the Durham City Council and County Commissioners 
continued to express their concerns about the Preferred Alternative for the Northwest 
and Northeast Loop.  The NCDOT Secretary Norris Tolson requested that the City and 
County reach a consensus on how to proceed with the proposed project.  In October 
1998, the Durham Environmental Affairs Board prepared a report entitled 
“Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Northwest/Northeast Loop”.  Based on the 
findings of this report, the Durham County Commissioners passed a resolution to 
support the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop from the eastern terminal at US 70 
to I-85 in the vicinity of Junction Road in February 1999.   

A Joint City-County Planning Committee comprised of three representatives from 
the city council and three county commissioners undertook a study of transportation 
options in northern Durham.  Under the leadership of the joint committee, 
representatives from Durham’s business, environmental, and political communities 
made personal commitments to develop an alternative that could offer “the preferred 
solution to transportation problems in northeastern Durham.”  The communities’ 
preferred solution recommended the Northern Durham Parkway and associated 
roadway improvements as the “…substitute for the Northwest and Northeast Loop 
(TIP Nos. R-2630 and R-2631) and the proposed Durham Northern Freeway…” 



 Northern Durham Parkway 

Alternative Evaluation  Page 4 of 39 
 

The Joint City-County Planning Committee called a special session on May 21, 
1999 at City Hall to present their resolution to NCDOT and the elected officials 
representing the project area.  Members of the Joint City-County Planning Committee; 
representatives from the Eno River Association, the Greater Durham Chamber of 
Commerce, the Durham Board of Realtors, the Citizens Alternatives Committee and the 
Gorham Community Association; and four members of the North Carolina General 
Assembly stated their favor for the Northern Durham Parkway.  

The NCDOT Secretary Norris Tolson responded to the proposal of the Northern 
Durham Parkway with the promise that the NCDOT would “look closely” at this new 
alternative.  Secretary Tolson assured the Joint City-County Planning Committee that 
the Northern Durham Parkway would be evaluated to the same level of detail as the 
other preliminary Build Alternatives identified in the SDEIS. 

The City and County passed resolutions supporting the Northern Durham 
Parkway in June 1999.  In response to the resolutions, NCDOT Secretary David McCoy 
reaffirmed former Secretary Norris Tolson’s commitment to the Joint City-County 
Planning Committee.  Secretary McCoy stated that NCDOT would conduct a “fatal flaw 
analysis (Alternative Evaluation) for the Northern Durham Parkway corridor using the 
same criteria used to evaluate the preliminary build corridors presented in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.”  This Alternative Evaluation was initiated by NCDOT 
in late 1999.  The results of the Alternative Evaluation and the responses to the June 
1999 Resolutions are presented in the following sections of this report. 

III. Northern Durham Parkway 

This section describes the Northern Durham Parkway location as prepared by the 
Durham Joint City-County Planning Committee and the refined corridor location 
defined for the Alternative Evaluation by the NCDOT.  Both locations of the Northern 
Durham Parkway are shown on Exhibit 1. 

A. Durham Joint City-County Planning Committee Location 

The Northern Durham Parkway, as identified by the Durham Joint City-County 
Planning Committee, is shown on Exhibit 1 with a purple dashed line.  It begins at 
US 70 at the proposed extension to Aviation Parkway and follows NCDOT’s preferred 
alternate for the Northwest and Northeast Loop (Alternate 3) to Hamlin Road.  The 
Parkway follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill Road and Red Mill Road to SR 1004.  A new  
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roadway links Red Mill Road with Roxboro Road, extending across the Little River and 
passing north of existing Snow Hill Road.  The Parkway then follows existing Roxboro 
Road/Duke Street south to I-85.   

The Northern Durham Parkway is proposed in the City and County resolutions as a “4-
lane Class I rural arterial (parkway) with 45 MPH speed limit”.  The Parkway would 
include ”limited access to newly-constructed segments, landscaped median and right of 
way, turn bays, bus pull-outs, sidewalks, facilities for bicycles, and maximum use of 
noise mitigation.” 

B. Northern Durham Parkway Modifications  

The Northern Durham Parkway as proposed by the Joint City-County Planning 
Committee was modified in a few areas to meet the required design standards for a 
four-lane rural arterial and to minimize the impacts to both the human and natural 
environments.  These modifications ensured that the most practicable location for the 
Northern Durham Parkway was evaluated.  The modified corridor is shown in red on 
Exhibit 1. 

As shown on Exhibit 1, the Northern Durham Parkway was not revised between 
US 70 and SR 1636 (Glenn Road).  However, the Parkway was revised in the area of 
Hamlin Road to allow free-flow, continuous movement between the Parkway and 
Hamlin Road to the west.  Hamlin Road to the east would connect to the Northern 
Durham Parkway with a “T” type intersection.   

The existing horizontal curves and vertical grade along Hamlin Road are not 
consistent with the design standards for an arterial.  Therefore, the Parkway was shifted 
south onto new location for a short section to improve the horizontal and vertical 
design and to avoid impacting several residences along Hamlin Road and Chewning 
Middle School, located at the existing intersection of Hamlin Road and Red Mill Road.  
The revisions to the Parkway also provide a safe connection for the south end of Red 
Mill Road to the Parkway. 

No revisions were made to the Northern Durham Parkway along Red Mill Road 
between Hamlin Road and the existing bridge at the Eno River.  However, north of the 
river, the Parkway was shifted from existing Red Mill Road to Old Red Mill Road in 
order to minimize wetland impacts and to avoid the proposed industrial development 
located north of Technika Parkway in Treyburn.   

The new location portion of the Northern Durham Parkway proposed in the 
resolution was modified northeast of Technika Parkway to minimize the land required 
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from the US Army Corps of Engineers property and to avoid the recently purchased 
Durham City Park land.  The new location section was also modified east of Old 
Oxford Road to minimize impacts to the Little River crossing and the proposed 
Treyburn development.   

The Northern Durham Parkway corridor is approximately 25.5 miles long.  The 
segment from US 70 to Hamlin Road is approximately 9.3 miles long; the segment 
from Hamlin Road to Roxboro Road (US 501) is also approximately 9.3 miles long; and 
the segment along Roxboro Road/Duke Street to I-85 is approximately 6.9 miles long.   

IV. Northern Durham Parkway Evaluation 

The Northern Durham Parkway was evaluated as a four-lane divided arterial with at-
grade, signalized intersections at major road crossings.  The Parkway is highlighted in 
red in Exhibit 1.  The Northern Durham Parkway was evaluated using the same criteria 
used to evaluate the preliminary Build Alternatives studied in the State Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. The NCDOT evaluated the Northern Durham 
Parkway based on three key factors: 

A. Is the Northern Durham Parkway eligible for funding by the 1989 Highway Trust 
Fund Act as a “Loop Project”? 

B. Is the Northern Durham Parkway supported by federal and state environmental 
regulatory and resource agencies? 

C. Does the Northern Durham Parkway meet the purpose and need of reducing 
travel demand and relieving traffic congestion on the existing and planned arterial 
roadway network? 

The results of the Alternative Evaluation are presented in the following three sections: 
A.  Loop Status and Project Funding, B.  Environmental Impacts and Permits, and 
C.  Project Purpose and Need.  The results presented in these sections answer the 
above three questions using the following sources of information: 

•  The legal definitions of Loop Projects stated in the Highway Trust Fund Act, 

•  The NEPA/Section 404 Merger Interagency Agreement,  

•  The environmental resources located in the project area,  

•  The Federal and state resource and regulatory agencies’ comments, 

•  The Federal and state permit and land acquisition requirements for highway 
projects, and 

•  The Triangle Regional Model. 
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A. Loop Status and Project Funding  

In 1989, the legislature created the North Carolina Highway Trust Fund (Article 
14 of Chapter 136 of the North Carolina General Statutes).  Monies in the Trust Fund 
are allocated for Intrastate System roadways, urban loops, and other projects. 

The General Statute 136-180 states that the monies allocated from the Trust Fund 
for urban loops may be used only for seven legislatively specified projects.  These 
seven loops, one of which is the Durham Northern Loop, constitute 25.05 percent of 
total Trust Fund monies. 

The Northern Durham Parkway and the legislation in the Highway Trust Fund Act 
were reviewed by the North Carolina Special Deputy Attorney General, Robert O. 
Crawford, III.  Mr. Crawford stated in a memorandum dated September 25, 2000 (see 
Appendix A, Exhibit A-9 for the complete opinion) that:  

“In order for Highway Trust Fund money to be used to fund 
improvements to existing corridors for the Durham Northern 
Loop, the project must meet the legislative description of a 
‘multilane facility on new location from I-85 west of Durham to 
US 70 east of Durham.’  It is my opinion that...the MPO 
proposal (Northern Durham Parkway)…is inconsistent with the 
legislature intent.”   

Mr. Crawford further stated that: 

“The legislature intended that the Durham Northern Loop 
consist of a bypass around Durham on new location.  Roxboro 
Road, Cole Mill Road, and Guess Road are existing roads that 
have traffic capacity problems.  The legislature clearly did not 
intend Trust Fund loop money to be used to improve existing 
inner city streets.  The Northern Loop was intended to alleviate 
congestion, not add to it by using existing streets as part of the 
loop facility.” 

 

Answer A:  Based on the current legal definitions, the Northern Durham Parkway is not 
eligible for funding under the 1989 Highway Trust Fund Act as a Loop Project. 
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B. Environmental Impacts and Permits  
The NCDOT, the Federal Highway Administration, and the US Army Corps of 

Engineers signed “an Interagency Agreement integrating Section 404/NEPA” in May 
1997.  The agreement merged the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
transportation decision-making process with the Section 404 Clean Water Act 
permitting processes.  The purpose of the agreement is to ensure that the effects of a 
transportation project on the waters of the United States, including wetlands, are 
considered at the earliest stages of project development.  The process requires a Project 
Team to concur at five strategic stages in the NEPA/Section 404 project development 
process.  The Project Team consists of one member from each of the following 
agencies: 

 NCDOT 

 Federal Highway Administration 

 United States Army Corps of Engineers 

 NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) 
 Division of Water Quality (DWQ) 
 Division of Coastal Management (DCM) 
 Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF) 
 Wildlife Resources Commission (WRC) 

 NC Department of Cultural Resources (DCR) 

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

 United Stated Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) 

Concurrence implies that each team member agrees to the decisions made at 
each strategic point and, in doing so, “pledges” to abide by the decisions unless 
profound changes in project scope or concept occur.  The five strategic concurrence 
points in the NEPA/Section 404 project development process include: 

1. Purpose and Need.  The foundation upon which justification for the 
project is agreed. 

2. Alternatives for Detailed Study.  Alternatives which satisfy the purpose 
of and need for the project.  These alternatives will be studied and 
evaluated in sufficient detail to ensure good transportation and permit 
decision making.  
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3. Corridor Selection.  This alternative is selected through the project 
development process as the “Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative”. 

4. Project Minimization.  A detailed, interdisciplinary and interagency 
exercise to optimize the benefits of the project while reducing 
environmental impacts. 

5. Mitigation.  The identification of means and strategies to provide 
compensatory mitigation for environmental impacts. 

An inventory of the environmental resources in the project area was developed to 
evaluate the impacts of the Northern Durham Parkway and to identify potential permit 
and regulation requirements associated with the construction.  Exhibit 2 shows the 
environmental constraints in the project area.   

A letter from NCDOT was sent to local officials and federal and state regulatory 
and resource agencies to solicit input regarding the potential for the Northern Durham 
Parkway Alternative to be selected as the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative” (Concurrence Point 3).  The letter and agency responses are included in 
Appendix C.  The comments referenced in the following text are numbered 
chronologically on each agency letter. 

As discussed in Section III B., the Northern Durham Parkway as defined by the 
Joint City-County Planning Committee was revised to avoid or minimize impacts to 
both the human and natural environments where feasible.  The corridor evaluated for 
the Northern Durham Parkway is shown on Exhibit 2 in red and the impacts associated 
with this corridor are listed in Table 1.  The following sections discuss these impacts, 
the agency comments, and the corresponding permits that would be required for the 
construction of the Northern Durham Parkway.   

1. Environmental Impacts 

The Northern Durham Parkway from US 70 to Hamlin Road is located in a 
predominantly urban area and would impact several existing residential developments.  
This section of the Northern Durham Parkway would impact approximately 156 
parcels and approximately 76 buildings.  The section of the Northern Durham Parkway 
from Hamlin Road to Roxboro Road (US 501) is located on the fringe of the urban area 
in a mostly rural setting.  This section of the Parkway was shifted in some areas to avoid 
existing homes and would impact approximately 51 parcels and 4 buildings.  
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TABLE 1: Preliminary Summary of Impacts for the 
Northern Durham Parkway 

RESOURCE EVALUATED IMPACTS (1) 

Number of Parcels Impacted 207 (2) 

Number of Buildings Impacted 80 (3) 

Number of Stream Crossings  15 

Wetlands Impacted 28 acres 

Historic Properties Impacted 45 acres 

Corps of Engineers Property Impacted 3 acres 

Notes: No improvements to existing Roxboro Road (US 501) are proposed 

1. All Impacts are based on a four-lane, divided roadway with a minimum 
150-foot right of way width.   

2. The parcels impacted are based on 1999 tax data courtesy of the Durham GIS 
Department 

3. The buildings impacted are based on 1994 planametrics and 1999 aerial 
photographs courtesy of the Durham GIS Department. 

As shown on Exhibit 2, there are several natural resources located in the northern 
section of the project area.  These resources include the Eno River, the Little River, the 
Little River and Falls Lake watersheds, US Army Corps of Engineers property, a wildlife 
refuge, natural heritage areas, and several historic resources listed in or eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places.   

The US Army Corps of Engineers property within the study area is associated with 
the Falls Lake and Dam project.  Falls Lake extends 22 miles upstream from the dam to 
the confluence of the Eno and Flat Rivers.  Falls Lake contains 38,000 acres of public 
land with approximately 12,000 surface acres of water and 230 miles of shoreline.  The 
land areas in the Falls Lake State Park are dedicated to recreational activities and a 
wildlife refuge.  The wildlife refuge includes undeveloped areas with many unique and 
high quality natural resources.  These undeveloped areas were reserved to replace 
areas lost when the reservoir flooded the Neuse River Floodplain.   
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The area of the Falls Lake State Park located northwest of I-85 and west of Red 
Mill Road encompasses approximately three square miles of land and is managed by 
the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission as wildlife habitat and game lands.  
One type of resource in this area is seven water fowl impoundments.  These 
impoundments are manmade wetlands which are designed to periodically flood to 
create waterfowl habitat.   

The Northern Durham Parkway extends through the US Army Corps of Engineers’ 
property around Falls Lake at two locations.  The first location extends through the 
property along existing Red Mill Road for approximately 3,500 feet.  There is currently 
a 150-foot right of way along Red Mill Road through this section of the Corps property.  
No right of way acquisition was included in this preliminary review; however, 
additional property could be required for roadway right of way and construction 
easements.  The second location extends on new location through the Corps property 
at the northern boundary near Treyburn for approximately 660 feet and would require 
the acquisition of a minimum of 3 acres from the Corps property.   

Since the Corps property is mitigation for land lost with the flooding and creation 
of Falls Lake, replacement land for the property impacted by the Northern Durham 
Parkway would be required.  The replacement land would require the approval of the 
US Army Corps of Engineers prior to a land transfer.  The comments received from the 
agencies in reference to the impacts to the Falls Lake U.S. Corps of Engineers property 
are as follows: 

Comment: “The public lands surrounding Falls Lake in the study area (as well 
as many of the lands elsewhere on the lake) are being managed as 
mitigation lands for the construction of the lake per an agreement 
between the Corps and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources 
Commission (NCWRC).  This mitigation status requires that the 
lands be managed for wildlife habitat and public access, which 
would be negatively impacted by the proposed road 
construction.”  (Agency Comment 2:  U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers – Falls Lake, May 12, 2000) 

Comment  “The property along the shoreline of Falls Lake is public lands 
held by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and leased to the 
NCWRC for enrollment in the Game Lands Program as public 
recreational areas.  This route fragments a section estimated to be 
approximately 1000 acres from the main portion of the Butner-
Falls of the Neuse Game Lands. (Agency Comment 7:  North 
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Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission – Habitat Conservation 
Program, May 23, 2000) 

Comment: “Habitat connectivity is a key component in these lands.  This 
property was set aside to mitigate for the property that was lost 
when Falls Lake was flooded.  It is likely that substantial 
replacement lands would be required for any land taken by 
NCDOT right of way and any land, which is isolated by the new 
roadway, may also require replacement.” (Agency Comment 8:  
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission – Habitat 
Conservation Program, May 23, 2000) 

Comment: “The Northern Durham Parkway also has the potential to spur 
additional development in areas adjacent to the Game Lands.  
This may cause problems with management as many sections of 
these lands are managed through controlled burns.  Dense smoke 
caused by these burns can create hazards to motorist(s) and is 
sometimes a nuisance to adjacent property owners.  The result of 
increased adjacent development is unmanageable portions of 
property, which can not be utilized to the fullest potential.” 
(Agency Comment 9:  North Carolina Wildlife Resources 
Commission – Habitat Conservation Program, May 23, 2000) 

Comment: “In areas of dense adjacent development, NCWRC is under 
increased pressure to limit certain uses of Game Lands...  Often 
when development borders Game Land Property, residents and 
homeowners associations ask that hunting be restricted to areas 
away from their property.  This devalues the game land for one of 
its primary purposes.”  (Agency Comment 10:  North Carolina 
Wildlife Resources Commission – Habitat Conservation Program, 
May 23, 2000) 

Comment: “…the Corps Falls Lake Office …stated objections to the proposed 
alignment for the NDP (Northern Durham Parkway), and to any 
alternatives that cross the public lands and waters at Falls Lake, 
and stated concerns regarding negative impacts that the proposed 
project would have to Falls Lake lands managed for wildlife 
habitat and public access, and to other resources on the Falls Lake 
property.  NCDOT will have to address the Falls Lake Office’s 
concerns and objections in any permit applications for alternatives 
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that cross Falls Lake property, and obtain all required real estate 
approvals from the Corps prior to completion of the Corps permit 
process.” (Agency Comment 19:  Mr. Eric Alsmeyer, Raleigh Field 
Office, Regulatory Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – 
Wilmington District, August 16, 2000) 

Comment:   “The proposed Northern Durham Parkway appears to have few 
impacts to rare species or significant Natural Heritage Areas, 
although it is unclear from the enclosed map whether the Parkway 
will cross Corps lands along the Little River or Ellerbee Creek.  We 
also cannot determine whether the Eno Crossing – which appears 
to be on a new alignment – is located within the permanently 
impounded portion of Falls Lake or lies within only seasonally 
inundated floodplain habitats.  Any taking of Corps lands for this 
project would be of potential concern and the above points need 
to be clarified.” (Agency Comment 5:  North Carolina Department 
of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Parks and 
Recreation, May 22, 2000) 

The Northern Durham Parkway will cross 15 streams from US 70 to I-85 at Duke 
Street.  Ten streams are crossed from US 70 to Hamlin Road and five streams are 
crossed from Hamlin Road to I-85 at Duke Street. 

There are two Eno River crossings associated with the Northern Durham Parkway.  
Both locations are at existing crossings.  One is located on Red Mill Road and the 
second is located on Roxboro Road (US 501).  The existing crossing located on Red 
Mill Road is currently a two-lane roadway.  Based on a typical four-lane roadway with 
a grass median, approximately seven acres of wetlands would be impacted at this 
crossing.  No additional improvements to Roxboro Road (US 501) were proposed in 
the resolution. 

The Northern Durham Parkway would require a new crossing over the Little 
River.  This crossing would impact approximately six acres of wetlands.  The length of 
the Northern Durham Parkway that encroaches into the Falls Lake watershed and the 
Little River watershed are approximately 4.5 miles and 1.5 miles, respectively.   

A future Durham City Park is proposed adjacent to the US Army Corps of 
Engineers property in the Treyburn area.  The Northern Durham Parkway extends along 
the southern boundary of this park.  The project is not anticipated to require property 
from this park.   
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The Bennehan-Cameron Historic District encompasses approximately 6,000 acres 
mostly bounded by three rivers:  the Flat River, the Eno River, and the Little River.  This 
District is located in the northern section of Durham County east of Snow Hill Road 
and along Old Oxford Highway.  Several individually eligible resources, such as the 
Farintosh Plantation, the Horton Grove Complex, the Stagville Historic Site, and 
multiple archaeological resources are located within this District.  The Northern 
Durham Parkway extends through the District for approximately 2.5 miles and would 
impact approximately 45 acres within the District. 

The additional comments received from the agencies in reference to the impacts 
discussed above are as follows: 

Comment: “We are also concerned about negative impacts to registered 
Natural Heritage Areas (that contain numerous rare plant species), 
flood storage, significant cultural resources, and wetlands and 
water quality in Falls Lake.” (Agency Comment 3:  U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers – Falls Lake, May 12, 2000) 

Comment: “We are especially concerned about the route shown for the 
Northern Durham Parkway Corridor.  It appears that this route 
shown in the maps would have numerous stream crossings which 
empty into Falls Lake.  Most of these crossings will involve 
wetland impacts.  These streams are all in the Neuse River Basin 
and have mandatory buffer requirements.”  (Agency Comment 6:  
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission – Habitat 
Conservation Program, May 23, 2000) 

Comment: “The new location segment of the proposed alternative would 
have deleterious impacts to natural resources.  It would involve 
impacts to municipal water supplies including Falls Lake and Little 
River Reservoirs...”  (Agency Comment 14:  North Carolina 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of 
Water Quality, June 1, 2000)  

Comment: “The project (Northern Durham Parkway) would require 
significant impacts to Neuse Riparan Buffers.  Moreover, the 
project would require a new crossing of the Eno River and would 
impact existing State-managed Gamelands adjacent to Falls Lake.” 
(Agency Comment 15:  North Carolina Department of 
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Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Water Quality, 
June 1, 2000) 

Comment: “… one detailed and several approximate study streams appear to 
be crossed by the proposed Northern Durham Parkway Corridor.  
The detailed study stream is Ellerbe Creek and the approximate 
streams include the Eno River, Cabin Branch, and Little River.” 
(Agency Comment 18:  Mr. Bobby L. Willis, Planning Services 
Section-U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Wilmington District, 
August 16, 2000) 

Comment: “We have conducted a search… and have located the following 
structures of historical or architectural importance within the 
general area of the project. 

•  Farintosh Plantation… This property is listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

•  West Point Mult Street, West Point Mill, West Point Mc-
Cown-Mangum … These properties are listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

•  Bonnie Brae Farm … This property is listed on the State Study 
List. 

•  Bennehan-Cameron Plantation …, this property has been 
determined eligible for the National Register…” 

(Agency Comment 17:  North Carolina Department of Cultural 
Resources – State Historic Preservation Office, August 8, 2000) 

2. Permit Requirements  

The following permits, law compliances, and coordination efforts are required to 
construct the Northern Durham Parkway. 

•  A Section 404 Dredge and Fill Permit from the US. Army Corps of Engineers. 

•  A Section 401 Water Quality Certification Permit and National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Permits (NPDES) from the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources. 

•  Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for 
the Bennehan-Cameron Historic District and other historic properties. 

•  Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will be required 
for any protected species in the corridor. 
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•  The acquisition of suitable replacement land as mitigation for impacts to the 
Falls Lake Public land.  The identification of replacement land would be 
coordinated with and approved by the US Army Corps of Engineers. 

Answer B:  Based on a review of the resources in the project area and the comments 
received from the agencies, the Northern Durham Parkway appears to have significant 
environmental impacts to the natural environment.  In addition, it is not likely that the 
Northern Durham Parkway would be permitted as the “Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative” for a loop project in northern Durham. 

C. Project Purpose and Need 

The purpose and need for any transportation project is a vital part of determining 
the feasibility of the project.  Transportation projects require the commitment of a large 
range and magnitude of natural, physical, human, and fiscal resources.  The benefits 
gained from the implementation of a transportation project need to outweigh the 
expense and adverse impacts associated with the commitment of these resources.   

The purpose for committing to the use of these resources is based on the concept 
that residents in the immediate area, region, and state will benefit from the improved 
quality of the transportation system.  Some of the benefits a transportation project 
should include are improvements in access and service, safety, and travel time savings. 

The project purpose and need is the first Concurrence Point (Concurrence 
Point 1) of the NEPA/Section 404 Project Development Process, discussed in the 
previous section.  The comments received from the agencies regarding the Northern 
Durham Parkway purpose and need are summarized below.   

Comment: The alternative as presented does not appear to function in a 
manner consistent with the stated purpose and need...  Due to the 
circuitous route of the proposed project, the DWQ believes the 
project lacks independent utility.”  (Agency Comment 12:  North 
Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources – 
Division of Water Quality (DWQ), June 1, 2000) 

Comment: “The upgrade of US 501 may be appropriate as another 
independent project to improve north/south movements due to 
traffic deficiencies.  However, the DWQ does not believe that the 
proposed new location segment will provide any tangible traffic 
improvements relative to the anticipated impacts.”  (Agency 



 Northern Durham Parkway 

Alternative Evaluation  Page 20 of 39 
 

Comment 13:  North Carolina Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources – Division of Water Quality (DWQ), June 1, 
2000) 

Comment: “Prior to impacting high quality natural resources, we need to 
ensure the transportation benefits derived from the project are 
sufficient...” (Agency Comment 16:  North Carolina Department 
of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Water 
Quality (DWQ), June 1, 2000) 

The Northern Durham Parkway Alternative was evaluated to determine if the 
Parkway would serve the purpose of and need for a loop road in northern Durham.  
The following sections outline the locally approved, long-term plans developed to meet 
the transportation needs within the project area, and how the Northern Durham 
Parkway contributes to servicing these needs.   

1. Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan 

The 1991 Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan identifies an 
expanded and improved transportation system (roadway network) that will serve the 
area’s existing and future transportation demands.  The Durham County portion of this 
plan was developed based on locally approved land use plans and was approved by 
the Durham City Council and the North Carolina Department of Transportation.   

The Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Urban Area Long-Range Thoroughfare Plan, 
Analysis of Deficiencies and Needs, identifies the following deficient radial routes in 
the City of Durham and Durham County: 

•  Guess Road (At Eno River) 

•  NC 98 (East of US 70) 

•  Mineral Springs Road (North of US 70) 

•  Cole Mill Road (at Eno River) 

•  Roxboro Road (at Eno River) 

•  Old Oxford Highway (at Eno River) 

•  I-85 (Northwest of US 70 East) 

•  US 70 (West of Mineral Springs Road) 

•  Cole Mill Road (West of Umstead Road) 

•  I-85 (West of US 70 East) 
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•  Sherron Road (East of Mineral Springs Road) 

•  Leesville Road (Northeast of US 70): 

The future roadway network identified in the Thoroughfare Plan was developed 
to address these and other existing and future transportation deficiencies.  A loop 
project in northern Durham is reflected in the Plan.  The purpose of and need for this 
loop is to remove the traffic that can be better served by a circumferential facility from 
these congested radial routes. 

The June 1999 resolutions from the Durham City Council and Board of County 
Commissioners stated their endorsement of the Northern Durham Parkway and 
associated roadway improvements “as the substitute to the Northwest and Northeast 
Loop and proposed Durham Northern Freeway…”  The Durham Northern Freeway is a 
fully controlled access facility planned for north of the Eno River.  It is anticipated that 
the Northern Durham Freeway will be eliminated with the next update of the 
Thoroughfare Plan.   

2. Transportation Demands 

The future 2025 transportation demands in the project area were determined 
using the Triangle Regional Model (TRM) Version 5--2001.  The Triangle Regional 
Model was jointly developed by the North Carolina Department of Transportation, the 
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (City and County of Durham), the Triangle Transit 
Authority, the Triangle-J Council of Governments, and the Federal Highway 
Administration. 

This model is considered a State-of-the-Practice travel demand forecast model for 
the Triangle Region and models the travel mode and time choices made by roadway 
users in the region.  The model was developed using local socio-economic data and 
inputs unique to the region: 

•  100% housing and employment inventory (data collected in 1995). 

•  Travel Behavior Survey conducted in 1995. 

•  Transit On-Board Survey for the Durham Area Transit Authority, Triangle 
Transit Authority, Chapel-Hill Transit, Capital Area Transit. 

•  Origin-Destination survey. 
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•  Socio-economic forecasts (housing, employment, population, and median 
income) were prepared by local planning departments.  Socio-economic 
projections for Durham County were prepared by the Durham City/County 
Planning Department based on the adopted land-use plans. 

The performance measures for calibrating and validating the model are within the 
accepted national standard endorsed by the Federal Highway Administration.  The 
model was approved in 2001 by the Triangle Regional Committee, Capital Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, and the Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro 
Metropolitan Planning Organization.   

The NCDOT, in coordination with the City of Durham, used this approved model 
to predict the 2025 traffic demands (volumes) for the local roadway network under two 
scenarios.  One scenario was the No-Build Alternative.  The No-Build Alternative 
includes all planned/funded transportation projects in the Region except the Durham 
Northwest and Northeast Loop, the Northern Durham Parkway, and the Northern 
Durham Freeway.  The second scenario included using the same model as the No-
Build Alternative but added the Northern Durham Parkway.   

Exhibits 3 and 4 illustrate the average daily traffic volumes on the network with 
the No-Build Alternative and the Northern Durham Parkway Alternative.  The traffic 
volumes on the section of the Northern Durham Parkway south of I-85 range from 
73,400 vehicles per day at US 70 to 67,000 vehicles per day at I-85 at Glenn School 
Road.  The traffic volumes on the Northern Durham Parkway decrease to 
approximately 47,000 vehicles per day before continuing north.  This reduction 
indicates that traffic will continue to use I-85, an east/west roadway. 

The traffic projected to use the Northern Durham Parkway at I-85 near Glenn 
School Road to Roxboro Road (US 501) ranges from approximately 28,400 vehicles per 
day to 9,600 vehicles per day.  This decrease in traffic demonstrates less demand for 
the Northern Durham Parkway on the northern portion of the Parkway.   

Based on a review of these volumes the Northern Durham Parkway would not 
operate as a circumferential facility in the northern areas of Durham.  The Northern 
Durham Parkway would not significantly serve traffic commuting east and west of 
Durham.  The traffic would continue to utilize existing I-85 and the other arterial 
roadways.  However, it would serve residents commuting to and from the northern 
areas of Durham in the Treyburn development and Person County.   
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3. Northern Durham Parkway Transportation Services 

To forecast how the Northern Durham Parkway would serve the future traffic demands 
within the planned roadway network, future traffic volumes on various roads with the 
Northern Durham Parkway were compared to the future traffic volumes on the same 
roads without the Northern Durham Parkway.  This comparison was made to 
determine which roadways in the network would experience a reduction in traffic 
volumes and a subsequent relief in traffic congestion.   

A review of Exhibits 3 and 4 reveals that the traffic patterns in northern Durham 
are substantially the same with and without the Northern Durham Parkway.  For 
example, the volumes along existing Roxboro Road (US 501) are essentially the same 
with the Northern Durham Parkway Alternative as with the No-Build Alternative.  A 
few arterial routes show some changes in volumes, but only for short segments.   

Exhibits 5, 6, and 7 illustrate the roadways that would experience at least a 10 
percent, a 20 percent, and a 30 percent reduction in traffic with the Northern Durham 
Parkway.  Five of the twelve roads listed as deficient in the Thoroughfare Plan will 
experience a 10 percent reduction in traffic.  These roads include Old Oxford Road, 
NC 98, US 70, Sherron Road, and Mineral Springs Road.  However, only Sherron Road 
and Mineral Springs Road will experience at least a 30 percent reduction in traffic.  
These two roads are located in the southeastern area of the project.   

Some decreases in traffic are also shown along Snow Hill Road and Orange 
Factory Road in the areas near the Northern Durham Parkway which confirms that the 
Northern Durham Parkway would primarily serve the less developed areas of northern 
Durham County.   

In summary, comparison of the traffic projections for the Northern Durham 
Parkway and the No-Build Alternative show that the Northern Durham Parkway would 
serve some traffic in the northern areas of Durham County.  However, little to no 
benefit is seen on the roadways listed in the Thoroughfare Plan as deficient.  These 
deficient roadways are located within the Durham city limits north and west of central 
Durham.   

Answer C:  The Northern Durham Parkway will not significantly reduce travel demand 
or relieve traffic congestion on existing and planned arterial routes and is, therefore, 
inconsistent with the purpose and need for a loop roadway in northern Durham. 
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V. June 1999 City and County Resolutions 

As discussed in Section II, the Durham Joint City-County Planning Committee 
presented their resolution to support the Northern Durham Parkway to the NCDOT 
and the local elected officials on May 21, 1999.  This resolution, endorsed by the City 
and County in June, was proposed as a joint community effort to emphasize 
commitment in “encouraging the protection of the Eno River Basin and parkland, Little 
River Basin, Penny’s Bend rare plant habitats, and residential neighborhoods as 
transportation improvements are designed and implemented.”  There were several 
items in addition to the Northern Durham Parkway proposed in the resolution.  Several 
of these items were addressed by the City and County’s implementation and approval 
of the Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan in April 2000 and the 
approval of the Triangle Regional Model in 2001.  However, the NCDOT offers the 
following responses to each item listed in the resolution: 

Resolution Item 1: “As the substitute for the Northwest and Northeast Loop 
(TIP Nos. R-2630 and R-2631) and proposed Durham Northern Freeway, the Board of 
County Commissioners and City Council endorse the Northern Durham Parkway and 
associated road improvements, as specifically described in the map and list that are 
attached as appendices to this resolution.” 

NCDOT Response: The NCDOT conducted an “Alternative Evaluation” for the 
proposed Northern Durham Parkway as a potential substitute for the Preferred 
Alternate for the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop.  The Northern Durham 
Freeway is shown on the current Thoroughfare Plan for the area but is not 
reflected in the Current Trend Base Plan used for traffic forecasts in the 
Alternative Evaluation. 

Resolution Item 2: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse a 
sequence of road construction that simultaneously begins with construction in the 
north, i.e., in the vicinity of the proposed Red Mill extension at US 501, and in the 
south, i.e., in the vicinity of US 70.” 

NCDOT Response: The City of Durham, through the local Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO), should coordinate their construction scheduling 
preferences with NCDOT as part of the biannual adoption of the Transportation 
Improvement Program. 
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Resolution Item 3: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council 
recommend that the Durham representatives on the Transportation Advisory 
Committee (TAC) to make a motion and advocate adoption at the TAC’s next meeting 
that endorses the substitution and construction sequence described in the previous 
paragraphs (1 and 2).” 

NCDOT Response: No action is required by NCDOT relative to this item. 

Resolution Item 4: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse 
the road construction performance standards and measures for mitigating water quality 
impacts from road construction that are listed in appendix three to this resolution, 
stipulate these standards and measures as the minimum that are necessary, and call for 
full funding and the most stringent adherence to these standards and measures.” 

NCDOT Response: Funding and adherence to these standards and measures 
are not part of the Alternative Evaluation.   

Resolution Item 5: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse a 
well-funded, inclusive planning process that within one year will develop a Durham 
Transportation Demand Management Plan which seeks to reduce travel by single-
occupant vehicles by at least 10 percent in no more than five years.” 

NCDOT Response: A Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan was 
approved by the Durham City Council and Board of County Commissioners in 
April 2000.  The same reduction in travel demand through the use of this 
program was included in the traffic forecasts for the Northern Durham Parkway 
Alternative and the No-Build Alternative.   

Resolution Item 6: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council strongly 
recommend that the City and County jointly fund a Durham Transportation Demand 
Management Plan described in the previous paragraph (Resolution Item 5) and seek 
federal and state funding to the maximum extent feasible.” 

NCDOT Response: The Durham City Council and County Board of 
Commissioners approved the Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan 
in April 2000.   

Appendix 2 – Item 1: “4-lane Class I rural arterial (parkway) with 45 MPH speed 
limit (capacity per direction of 19,700 ADT), limited access to newly-constructed 
segments, landscaped median and right of way, turn bays, bus pull-outs, sidewalks, 
facilities for bicycles, and maximum use of noise mitigation measures.” 
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NCDOT Response: The Northern Durham Parkway was evaluated to conform 
to the specifications identified in this item to the extent practicable. 

Appendix 2 – Item 2: “Alignment begins at US 70 at proposed extension to Aviation 
Parkway and follows NCDOT’s preferred alignment (Alternative 3) to Hamlin Road.” 

NCDOT Response: The Northern Durham Parkway and the Durham 
Northwest and Northeast Loop use the same corridor between US 70 and Hamlin 
Road. 

Appendix 2 – Item 3: “Alignment follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill Road, then 
follows Red Mill Road north.” 

NCDOT Response: The location evaluated for the Northern Durham Parkway 
follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill Road and Red Mill Road to SR 1004.  The 
corridor was refined along Hamlin Road and Red Mill Road in some locations to 
adhere to AASHTO design standards and to avoid impacts to existing and 
proposed development.   

Appendix 2 – Item 4: “A new segment links Red Mill Road with Roxboro Road 
(Thoroughfare Plan alignment), extending across the Little River and passing north of 
existing Snow Hill Road.” 

NCDOT Response: The Northern Durham Parkway generally follows the path 
described between Red Mill Road and US 501.  The Northern Durham Parkway 
was refined in some locations to minimize impacts to wetlands and to proposed 
development within the Treyburn Industrial/Residential Site Plans.   

Appendix 2 – Item 5: “Alignment follows existing Roxboro Road/Duke Street south 
to I-85 and existing intersections are upgraded, as needed.” 

NCDOT Response: The Northern Durham Parkway uses the existing routes of 
Roxboro Road and Duke Street to connect to I-85.   

Appendix 2 – Item 6: “Extend Carver Street as 3 lanes to link up with Hamlin Road 
at Old Oxford Road.” 

NCDOT Response: The extension of Carver Street to Old Oxford Road is on 
the current Thoroughfare Plan and is included in the Current Trends Base Plan for 
the area. 
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Appendix 2 – Item 7: “Upgrade Old Oxford Road but retain 2-lane cross-section for 
this road, until demand warrants a wider cross-section.” 

NCDOT Response: The proposed upgrade of Old Oxford Road is a separate 
project.  A two-lane cross section on Old Oxford Road was used for the Northern 
Durham Parkway evaluation. 

Appendix 2 – Item 8: “Replace the Old Oxford Road bridge across the Eno River by 
a higher/longer span bridge to improve the river as a wildlife corridor.” 

NCDOT Response: The Old Oxford Road bridge over the Eno River is a 
separate project.  The City of Durham should coordinate through the local MPO 
with NCDOT on this transportation improvement. 

Appendix 2 – Item 9: “Relocate intersection of Snow Hill and Old Oxford Roads to a 
point north and east of the diabase glade sites (Thoroughfare Plan alignment).” 

NCDOT Response: Relocation of the intersection of Snow Hill Road and Old 
Oxford Road is a separate project and would be common to both alternates 
being considered in this study.  The City of Durham should coordinate through 
the local MPO with NCDOT on this added transportation improvement. 

Appendix 2 – Item 10: “Upgrade other existing intersections, using roundabouts 
where they are beneficial.” 

NCDOT Response: Upgrading unspecified intersections and adding 
roundabouts are separate projects.  The City of Durham should coordinate 
through the local MPO with NCDOT on this intersection improvement. 

Appendix 3 – All Items 

NCDOT Response: The performance standards and mitigation measures 
outlined in this appendix should be coordinated with the City of Durham through 
the local MPO, NCDOT, and other appropriate agencies.   
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VI. Conclusion 

The NCDOT has evaluated the Northern Durham Parkway based on three key factors.  
The answers to these questions are as follows: 

A. The Northern Durham Parkway is not eligible for funding by the 1989 Highway 
Trust Fund Act as a Loop Project, 

B. The Northern Durham Parkway could have significant impacts to the natural and 
human environment and is not likely to be permitted as the “Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative”, and 

C. The Northern Durham Parkway would not serve the transportation purpose and 
needs consistent with a Loop Project. 

The first question was answered based on the legal definition of the Northern Durham 
Loop outlined in the 1989 Highway Trust Fund Act.  The second question was 
answered based on the potential for significant impacts to natural and cultural 
resources in the project area and the opposition expressed by federal and state 
environmental regulatory and resource agencies to the Parkway.  The US Army Corps 
of Engineers’ and the NC Wildlife Resources Commission’s specific comments 
opposing the Northern Durham Parkway are as follows: 

Comment: “We would be opposed to an alignment of the Northern Durham 
Parkway which crosses Falls Lake project lands and brings the 
potential for additional impacts to NCWRC Game Lands.  Routes 
to the west of this property should be thoroughly evaluated.”  
(Agency Comment 11:  North Carolina Wildlife Resources 
Commission – Habitat Conservation Program, May 23, 2000) 

Comment:  “The environmental concerns that were expressed during 
development of the Durham Loop Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement about routes crossing the Corps of Engineers mitigation 
lands remain valid.  We do not support alternatives that cross the 
public lands and waters at Falls Lake.” (Agency Comment 4:  U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers – Falls Lake, May 12, 2000) 
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Comment: “The proposed alignment of the Northern Durham Parkway 
crosses portions of Falls Lake at Ellerbe Creek, the Eno River, and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers lands surrounding Red Mill Road.  
The lands in this area are leased to the State of North Carolina 
Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC).  We have consulted 
with the NCWRC (North Carolina Wildlife Resources 
Commission) as our management partners in the area, and concur 
with their objections to the proposed alignment.”  (Agency 
Comment 1:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Falls Lake, May 12, 
2000) 

Apart from the funding sources needed and the magnitude of the potential impacts to 
natural and cultural resources, the Northern Durham Parkway provides only minimal 
transportation benefits to the northern areas of Durham and Durham County.   

The Northern Durham Parkway would improve access and save commuting time for 
people traveling from Person County and the northern areas of Durham County to the 
Research Triangle Park and the Raleigh Durham Airport.  However, the Northern 
Durham Parkway would not meet the purpose of and need for a loop facility as 
established in the current adopted Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan.   

The Thoroughfare Plan identifies several arterial routes in Durham as deficient 
roadways.  Based on the design year 2025 traffic volumes projected by the Triangle 
Regional Model, the traffic demands on the transportation network with the Northern 
Durham Parkway are not significantly different than the demands on the network with 
the No-Build Alternative.  An additional comparison of the traffic volumes on the major 
arterials identified in the Thoroughfare Plan as deficient determined no significant 
differences in traffic volumes with or without the Parkway. 

Therefore, the Northern Durham Parkway is not considered a viable alternative for a 
loop project and does not warrant additional detailed studies in a supplemental State 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Northwest and Northeast Loop.  
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Appendix B 

Durham City and County Resolutions 
 

Exhibit B-1 Resolution from the Durham County Commissioners stating that they do 
not support the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop – February 1995 

Exhibit B-2 Resolution from the City of Durham stating that they do not support the 
Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop – March 1995  

Exhibit B-3 Resolution from the City of Durham supporting the establishment of a 
Joint City-County Committee to evaluate transportation alternatives – 
April 1995 

Exhibit B-4 Resolution from Durham County Commissioners supporting the 
Northeastern Loop to I-85 – February 1999   

Exhibit B-5 Resolution from the Durham City Council requesting review of the 
Northern Durham Parkway – June 1999 

Exhibit B-6 Resolution from the Durham County Commissioners requesting review of 
the Northern Durham Parkway – June 1999































  

 

Appendix C 

Northern Durham Parkway Agency Correspondence 
 

Exhibit C-1 Letter from NCDOT to Agencies requesting comments (Includes list of 
agencies who received letter) 

Exhibit C-2 US Army Corps of Engineers Response Letter—May 12, 2000 

Exhibit C-3 North Carolina Division of Parks and Recreation Response Letter - 
May 22, 2000 

Exhibit C-4 North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission Response Letter - 
May 23, 2000 

Exhibit C-5 North Carolina Division of Water Quality Response Letter - June 1, 2000 

Exhibit C-6 North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources Response Letter - 
August 8, 2000 

Exhibit C-7 US Army Corps of Engineers Response Letter - August 16, 2000 






















































