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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
SOUTHERN LOOP CORRIDOR STUDY
The Southern Loop, an element of the Burlington-Graham Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan,
begins at the intersection of NC 49 and Monroe-Holt Road Cherry Lane near Jimmy Kerr Road.
In 2003, the Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization (BGMPO) voted to have a
corridor study and functional design developed for this project.

A summary of the study’s

progress to date is provided below:

Goals of the Study – The BGMPO recognized that protection of this segment is critical due to
increasing growth, particularly residential development, occurring throughout the southern
portion of the county in and around the City of Graham. The goal of the study is to identify
“project-stopper” environmental issues, evaluate alternatives, and develop a functional design.
The estimated right-of-way width associated with the functional design corridor can then be
protected in the land use planning process.

Methodology – Fieldwork and GIS data collection were employed to compile known
environmental data. Alternative corridor alignments, based on the concept as shown on the
Thoroughfare Plan, were developed and evaluated.

Functional roadway designs were

developed based on County topographic data, aerial photography, and tax mapping.

Recommendations – Four alternatives (Alternatives A, B, C, and D) were evaluated.
Alternative A was selected because it balanced avoidance (to the extent possible) of impacts to
existing residential development and streams while providing a desired alignment. Alternative A
also provides the best intersection at NC 87. On January 25, 2005, the TCC recommended
proceeding with Alternative A (Exhibit 6) as the Recommended Alternative. The TAC approved
Alternative A as the Recommended Alternative on February 8, 2005.

Contents of Report – The following report describes the methodology, findings, and
recommendations of the study. Preliminary comparisons of environmental impacts, roadway
design criteria, and integration with adjacent projects and plans are all described. Exhibits
showing the alternatives and functional design for the recommended corridor are also included.
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1.0

1.1

INTRODUCTION

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Southern Loop is an element of the Burlington-Graham Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan,
dated February 2002. The Thoroughfare Plan shows a loop system that completely encircles
the Burlington area via a combination of new location facilities and improvements to existing
roads. In 2003, the Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization (BGMPO) decided
to conduct a corridor study and develop a functional design for the loop segment from MonroeHolt Road to Cherry Lane. Exhibit 1 shows the project study area. Protection of this segment is
deemed critical by the BGMPO due to increasing residential development occurring south of
Burlington.

This report describes the existing conditions in the study area, the study methodology, the
alternatives considered, recommendations, and coordination with the MPO.

1.2

STUDY AREA

The study area, shown on Exhibit 1, is located south of Burlington with the majority of the
proposed improvements within the Town of Graham’s planning jurisdiction. This portion of the
county is characterized by relatively dense residential development composed of older
established neighborhoods and several new, or under-construction, residential developments.
There is some commercial development and a church along NC 87 in the center of the study
area. The Graham municipal wastewater treatment plant is located in the eastern end of the
study area. Little Alamance Creek winds through the approximate center of the study area and
the eastern portion of the study corridor crosses the Haw River. There are several small ponds
and tributaries scattered throughout the study area.

After the proposed corridor diverges from Monroe-Holt Road, it intersects five existing
roadways: Lacy Holt Road, Rogers Road, NC 87, Swepsonville Road, Cheeks Lane, Gilbreath
Road, and NC 54. The development at the termini and along most of these roads in the vicinity
of the corridor is residential with the exception of the previously described development along
NC 87.

Most of the study area traversed by the project is developed and the corridor will impact
residences or squeeze tightly between existing developed properties. The exception is the
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western portion between Monroe-Holt Road and NC 87. This section remains somewhat open
due to a combination of past corridor preservation efforts and some large open tracts of land
adjacent to Little Alamance Creek.

1.3

PURPOSE AND NEED

The project referred to as the Southern Loop in this study is part of a proposed facility
designated as the Alamance Parkway South in the BGMPO Thoroughfare Plan.

The

Thoroughfare Plan establishes the purpose and need for this project which is summarized
below (source: NCDOT Statewide Planning Branch, email 12/26/2003):

Need - Many transportation problems can be addressed by building the Alamance
Parkway South.

The Alamance Parkway South is part of a loop facility, called the

Alamance Parkway, that will encompass Burlington, Graham, Elon and Haw River.
Alamance Parkway South will extend from NC 62 to I-40/85.

The future land use

projections show that the area south of I-40/85 is the fastest growing part of Alamance
County. One problem addressed by Alamance Parkway South is that due to congestion
within the planning area, many motorists choose to use I-40/85 to make trips within the
planning area instead of using the existing minor thoroughfares. By building Alamance
Parkway South motorists will have an alternative for east/west travel. There is also a
need for an incident management facility for the interstate.
Purpose - The purpose of this project is two-fold. First, it will provide local traffic a safe
and efficient way to get around the urban area and as a result some of the local traffic
will be removed from I-40/85. Second, it will provide through traffic access to NC 49, NC
54, NC 62 and NC 87. As a result some of the traffic will be removed from the central
business districts of Burlington, Graham, Haw River and Elon. It will also serve as a
detour when there is an incident on the interstate.

Other information to support the purpose and need is included below (source: NCDOT
Statewide Planning Branch, email 12/26/2003):
System Linkage - Because the Alamance Parkway South will be part of the loop around
Burlington, Graham, Elon and Haw River, it will help motorists traveling in all directions.
Specifically, the Alamance Parkway South will serve motorists traveling in an east/west
direction. It will intersect NC 49, NC 54, NC 62, and NC 87.
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Through Trips - Motorists using the Alamance Parkway South to access a NC route in
order to reach a destination outside of the planning area can be classified as through
trips or internal-external trips. The Alamance Parkway South will provide a safe and
attractive alternative to motorists traveling through the county in an east/west direction.

External-Internal Trips - Trips that originate outside the planning area with destinations
within the urban area can be classified as external-internal or commuter trips. The
Alamance Parkway South will be linked to I-40/85 at Cherry Lane. As part of the
Alamance Parkway South the existing grade separation at Cherry Lane will be upgraded
to an interchange by adding ramps. In order to access Alamance Parkway South,
motorists with a destination inside the urban area could enter the planning area at the
eastern boundary and exit the interstate at Cherry Lane. By adding a new interchange
at Cherry Lane, local traffic on the interstate could be reduced.

Internal Trips - Motorists living within the planning with a destination inside the planning
area will be able to use the Alamance Parkway South instead of I-40/85.

Alamance Parkway Social Demands - The land near Alamance Parkway South will
probably be developed for residential use in the future. In addition to the land close to
the Alamance Parkway, the southern part of Alamance County as a whole will probably
become residential. Alamance County is becoming an attractive place to live for people
who work in the TRIAD (Greensboro, High Point, Winston-Salem) and the TRIANGLE
(Raleigh, Durham, Chapel Hill). Alamance Parkway South will help future residents
access I-85/40 for work related travel in the Triad, Triangle, or within the BurlingtonGraham Urban Area.

Modal Interrelationships - The Alamance Parkway South will provide easy access to
the Burlington Graham Regional Airport. The airport entrance is located on NC 62, just
south of the Alamance Parkway. The Alamance Parkway South will also provide easy
access to the trucking hub located at the intersection of Tucker St. and Industry Dr. The
Alamance Parkway South will provide trucks with access to I- 40/85, NC 49, NC 54, NC
62, and NC 87. It will help long haul trucks and local delivery trucks.
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This study addresses only one section of the Alamance Parkway South because it is perceived
to be the highest priority for corridor protection. However, this segment is a stand-alone project
with independent utility and logical termini. It connects NC 49 with NC 87 and NC 54 and
creates a partial loop facility in the southern portion of Alamance County. This connection will
provide traffic relief to NC 49, NC 87, NC 54 and several other north-south radial routes.

1.4

ADJACENT PROJECTS AND PLANS

Prior to developing this corridor study, a review of adjacent projects and plans was conducted to
determine if any other project would have an effect on the proposed cross-section or location of
the Southern Loop. No substantial proposed project was found to have a direct effect on the
Southern Loop. However, the following project would eventually be an integral component of
the system of projects that also includes the Southern Loop:

St. Marks Church Road – This project is currently under construction and involves the
provision of a new facility from SR 1146 (Kirkpatrick Road) to US 70. This project is being
constructed as a four-lane divided facility.

Exhibit 2 shows an inset of the BGMPO

Thoroughfare Plan with the St. Marks Church Road project noted. Its construction as a fourlane divided facility is consistent with the proposed cross-section for the Southern Loop. This
consistency is important because, as shown on Exhibit 2, the projects will both eventually be
part of a series of improvements creating a loop in Southern Alamance County.

1.5

METHODOLOGY

The following sections describe the general methodology of the study.

1.5.1

Field Review

A field review was conducted on July 11, 2003 in order to evaluate existing conditions. The field
review was used to supplement aerial mapping by noting existing development, type of land
use, and environmental concerns.

Photographs were taken throughout the area and key

features and design constraints were noted on the mapping.

1.5.2

Environmental Screening

In addition to the field review, existing environmental data was collected, primarily from GIS
sources, to develop constraints mapping. The collection and evaluation of this existing data
was not meant to constitute a complete environmental evaluation. Rather, this screening was
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used to seek out potential “red-flag” issues or “project-stoppers”. The purpose is to ensure that
no existing features would prohibit construction. However, as the project becomes funded,
more detailed investigation, in accordance with state and federal regulations, will be required.

Environmental data used to prepare the base mapping was obtained from the BGMPO and the
Center for Geographic Information and Analysis (CGIA). The following data was compiled for
this screening:
•

aerial photographs

•

county topography

•

United States Geological Survey (USGS) quad mapping

•

tax mapping parcels

•

existing land use data from MPO and other sources

•

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)

•

streams and hydrography

•

watershed classifications

•

critical watersheds

•

hazardous materials sites

In addition, research was conducted in the file library of the N.C. Department of Cultural
Resources to investigate potential historic architectural and archaeological sites. To identify
Federally protected species habitat issues, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Threatened and
Endangered Species list for Alamance County (updated February 2003) was checked as well as
the N.C. Natural Heritage Program record of occurrences.

1.5.3

Traffic Analysis

An official traffic forecast was not available for this project. Therefore, a general traffic analysis
was conducted to develop ADT-level projections, verify the roadway cross-section, and flag
locations where substantial volumes of turning movements may occur. This level of data is in
no way meant to serve as an official project-level traffic forecast sufficient to perform detailed
intersection operational analysis, however, it is adequate to provide enough data to develop a
functional corridor footprint for preservation purposes.
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In order to estimate the design year volume utilizing the facility, the Burlington Travel Demand
Model was first compared to the forecast for U-2411, Maple Street Extension from I-85 to NC
87. The comparison of the U-2411 forecast to model volumes is shown in the following table.

Table 1 Comparison of Forecast to Model Volumes
LOCATION

MODEL
VOLUME

U-2411 VOLUME

PERCENT
INCREASE

NC 87 north of I-85

22,841

47,600

210 %

NC 87 south of I-85

32,373

52,200

160 %

NC 87 north of SR 2309

20,824

40,200

190 %

NC 87 south of SR 2309

18,390

32,600

180 %

The comparison of model volumes to the U-2411 forecast volumes leads to the observation that
model volumes on U-2411 were considerably lower than the forecast values for NC 87. The
average increase from model output to forecast volume for the locations shown in the preceding
table averages over 19,500 vehicles per day (vpd). While the volumes provided for this study
are based on the model, careful consideration should be paid to the design of this intersection,
as an actual forecast could provide significantly higher volumes.

A second forecast, B-3601, bridge replacement on SR 2158, also shows a forecast volume
greater than the model output. The volume shown at the northwestern edge of the forecast
area of 9,200 vpd is over 1,500 vpd higher than the model output of 7,646 vpd.

Model output for NC 49 is comparable to a 3.9% average annual growth rate (5,800 count in
2001, 14,536 model volume). While there was no forecast data with which to compare, the
average annual growth rate was deemed reasonable for the area.

Model output for SR 2100 of 3,773 vpd south of the proposed loop and 1,544 vpd north of the
proposed loop seemed low, especially considering the 2001 count of 3,000 vpd. Similarly to the
NC 87 intersection, the volumes shown in this report are based on model output. However,
careful consideration should be paid to this intersection, as an actual forecast would most likely
be higher than shown here. However, it is not assumed that the design year volume on SR
2100 will exceed the capacity of a two-lane roadway.
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There was little data with which to compare model output for NC 54, therefore model volumes
are shown on the forecast figure. The model appears to route no trips from northbound NC 54
onto the new facility. While the demand for this movement may be low, some traffic should be
assumed to make this movement.

Turns were added to the estimate to account for this

assumption.

Exhibit 3 shows the projected traffic volumes. These projections are unofficial and intended to
provided enough information to determine the mainline cross-section and flag intersections
where potentially significant turning movement volumes may occur. This level of information is
consistent with the Thoroughfare plan and with the cross section of nearby projects (Section
1.4) in that it supports the recommendation of a four-lane divided roadway.
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2.0

BUILD ALTERNATIVES

The proposed Southern Loop was developed as part of the BGMPO Thoroughfare Plan.
Development of this plan is an intensive, typically multi-year process, which establishes a
system of transportation improvements that are intended to provide mobility and adequate
capacity for the urban area over a given design period. During plan development, a number of
alternatives are evaluated including No-Build, transportation systems management, transit, and
improvements to existing facilities. Because the scope of this study focuses specifically on the
location of a proposed project, already established in the mutually adopted Thoroughfare Plan,
only Build Alternatives were evaluated. The general design considerations and evaluation of
alternatives are discussed in the following sections.

2.1

ROADWAY DESIGN CRITERIA

In developing the alternatives, several design elements were evaluated. Physical constraints in
the study area included intersections with existing roads, creek crossings, residential
development, an existing church, and the Graham wastewater treatment plant.

Other

considerations included the complex intersection at NC 87 and Swepsonville Road and the
rolling topography near Little Alamance Creek and east of the Haw River.

The BGMPO Thoroughfare Plan shows the Southern Loop as a proposed four-lane facility. The
traffic analysis described in Section 1.5.3 yielded volumes that warrant a four-lane roadway.
This project is therefore proposed as a four-lane divided facility with a median that varies in
width from 12-16 feet to accommodate turn lanes. Exhibit 4 shows the recommended typical
cross- section. The general design criteria are listed in Table 2.

2.2

ALTERNATIVES

Four preliminary alternatives were developed for this project and presented to the BGMPO staff.
The alternatives, shown in Exhibit 5, are described below:

Alternative A - Alternative A closely matches the corridor alignment shown on the BGMPO
Thoroughfare Plan. It begins at the intersection of Monroe-Holt Road with NC 49 and runs east
along Monroe-Holt Road before diverging southeast to intersect with Lacy Holt road and Rogers
Road. Within this segment the corridor crosses a small tributary and runs behind existing
subdivision lots. East of Rogers Road the alignment curves to the north and crosses Little
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TABLE 2 ROADWAY DESIGN CRITERIA
Element
Terrain
Roadway Classification
Design Speed
Posted Speed
Typical Section
Median Width
Lane Width
Access
e max
Min. Radius
Max. Grade
Min. Grade
Alamance Creek.

Criteria
Rolling
Rural Arterial
50 mph
45 mph
4-lane divided
16 feet
12 feet
Partial control of access
8%
760 feet
4%
0.5 %

As the alignment approaches NC 87 it crosses another tributary and

potentially impacts a pond.

The proposed intersection at NC 87 will involve realigning Swepsonville Road to tie into NC 87
south of its existing intersection and constructing a cul-de-sac just south of an existing church.
The alignment then utilizes the entire length of Nicks Street with an asymmetrical widening on
the north side. The alignment then bears east intersecting Cheeks Lane, Gilbreath Road, and
NC 54. West of NC 54 the alignment is located just north of the wastewater treatment plant.
East of NC 54 the alignment crosses the Haw River and then ties into Cherry Lane at Jimmy
Kerr Road.

Alternative B – Alternative B is identical to Alternative A for the western segment between NC
49 and Little Alamance Creek, and for the eastern segment from Gilbreath Road to Cherry
Lane. The main distinction between Alternative A and Alternative B is the segment where the
proposed corridor intersects NC 87. Alternative B intersects NC 87 south of Alternative A and
does not require realignment of Swepsonville Road. East of Swepsonville Road, Alternative B
intersects Dixon Road and Cheeks Lane before converging with the Alternative A alignment.

Alternative C – Alternative C was developed in response to a request from the Graham City
Council to further investigate minimizing impacts by incorporating specific alignment changes.
After diverging from an alignment concurrent with the other alternatives at Monroe-Holt Road,
Alternative C is aligned slightly further south to miss an old barn structure on the property just
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east of Rogers Road.

As it approaches NC 87, Alternative C is shifted further north to

completely avoid Nicks Street, before tying back into the common alignment at Gilbreath Road.

Alternative D – Alternative D, also developed in response to the Graham City Council’s request
to investigate specific alignment changes, shares a common alignment with Alternative C for
most of its length. Alternative D varies form the other alternatives at its western end where it is
aligned to the south in order to utilize a substantial portion of Lacy Holt Road. Because the
majority of this segment is on existing roadway through relatively flat terrain, a narrower 150foot right-of-way was used to provide a more realistic estimate of impacts. This alternative
would require widening the existing Lacy Holt Road, which is fronted by several residential
properties, from two to four lanes.

East of Rogers Road,

Alternative C.
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Alternative D converges with

3.0

3.1

RECOMMENDATIONS

PRELIMINARY IMPACTS SUMMARY

A summary of potential impacts was developed to provide a relative comparison of the
alternatives.

These impacts are based on existing environmental and land use data in

combination with the corridor width or functional design footprint. Impacts should be considered
preliminary estimates and would need to be supplemented by in-depth field investigation and
updating of information when funding for the project becomes available. These estimates are
based on a coarse corridor width and should be considered worst-case. Evaluation factors are
discussed below:

Relocations – Alternative A is anticipated to cause 26 residential relocations.

These

relocations are distributed throughout the study area with the majority anticipated in the vicinity
of where the corridor crosses NC 87 and Swepsonville Road.

Alternative B is anticipated to

result in 25 residential relocations concentrated similarly to Alternative A. Alternatives C and D
are anticipated to impact 27 and 26 residences, respectively.

Cemeteries – No cemeteries are anticipated to be impacted by any of the alternatives.

Stream Crossings – As shown in Exhibit 5, Alternative A would require eight stream crossings,
Alternative B would require ten crossings, Alternative C would require eight crossings and
Alternative D would require nine crossings. For each of the alternatives, the crossings are
aligned as close to 90 degrees as possible to minimize impacts.

When the project is

implemented, the options of bridges versus culverts will need to be investigated at each
crossing with the intent of minimizing impacts to streams and adjacent riparian buffers. Once
the project is funded and final design is complete, actual linear impacts should be calculated. If
actual impacts exceed 300 linear feet, an Individual Permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers per Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, will most likely be required.

Floodplains – The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) has determined the regulatory
floodways, floodplains, and other flood hazard areas for Alamance County.

The Federal

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) regulates activities associated within these
designated areas. According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the study
area, there is one 100-year special flood hazard area that is affected by all of the alternatives.
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This flood area, which includes a regulatory floodway, is one for a which a detailed study has
been completed and base flood elevations have been determined. The regulatory floodway is
located along Little Alamance Creek where Alternatives D-E cross the creek. The floodway
crossing means that, if implemented, the Recommended Alternative would require hydrologic
and flood analysis. This analysis would be done to ensure that the crossing would not cause an
obstruction and adversely affect the flood elevations. This factor has a bearing on the analysis
and design of the crossing, but does not affect the feasibility of the recommended alternative.

Forested Communities – Although the corridors for all alternatives skirt along the edge of
existing fully developed areas for most of their length, they actually are impacting forested areas
for a good portion of the corridor.

Based on aerial photography and the functional-level

corridor, anticipated impacts to forested areas are 117, 114, 109 and 95 acres for Alternatives
A, B, C, and D, respectively.

Wetlands – According to National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping, wetland areas in the
immediate vicinity of the alternative corridors (the area covered by Exhibit 5) are some existing
ponds and a wetland area adjacent to the Haw River.

Based on the NWI mapping it is

anticipated that Alternative A, B, C, and D will impact 0.4, 0.7, 0.2, and 0.2 acres of wetlands,
respectively. When wetland delineations are conducted and design is undertaken, the wetland
impacts may be minimized by bridging at the Haw River crossing and possibly by making
refinements to the alignment or slopes.

Historic Architectural Sites – According to the file records at the N.C. Department of Cultural
Resources State Historic Preservation Office, there are no properties either listed on or eligible
for the National Register of Historic Properties within the study area. Therefore no impacts to
historic architectural sites are anticipated for any of the alternatives.

Archaeological Sites – According to the file records at the N.C. Department of Cultural
Resources State Historic Preservation Office, there are seven archaeological sites in the
immediate vicinity of Alternatives A-D. These sites are located along Little Alamance Creek
where the alternatives cross as a common alignment. Of the seven sites, five were previously
evaluated and determined not eligible for the National Register of Historic Properties. A sixth is
definitely located far enough from the proposed corridor to avoid impacts. The remaining site
would need to be evaluated if impacted. However, it appears that this site may be avoided
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based on the current level of design and the current level of detail regarding the locations of
archaeological sites. Planning conservatively, this study assumes impacts to the site. It is likely
that once the project is funded and detailed design and archaeological survey work is
conducted, no impacts will be determined.

Hazardous Materials Sites – There are no known hazardous material sites within the study
area. However, there is an abandoned gas station at the existing intersection of NC 87 and
Swepsonville Road. A geotechnical investigation of this property should be conducted once the
project becomes funded.

Threatened and Endangered Species – The project is located entirely within Alamance
County.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife listing of Threatened and Endangered Species (latest

update February 3, 2003) was reviewed and Alamance County has no listed species.

TABLE 3 PRELIMINARY IMPACTS COMPARISON
ESTIMATED IMPACTS

EVALUATION FACTOR

Length (miles)

Alt. A

Alt. B

Alt. C

Alt. D

5.8

5.9

5.9

5.9

27
5
4
0
0
8

26
4
5
0
0
9

1

1

109
0.2
0
1
0
---

95
0.2
0
1
0
---

Relocations
25
26
Residences
14
8
Parcels w/o Structures*
2
2
Businesses
0
0
Churches
Cemeteries
0
0
Number of Stream Crossings
8
10
Number of Regulatory Floodways
1
1
Impacted
Forested Communities (ac)
117
114
Wetlands (NWI) (ac)
0.4
0.7
Historic Architectural Sites
0
0
Archaeological Sites
1
1
Hazardous Material Sites
0
0
Threatened & Endangered Species
----* Indicates probable residential construction in the near future.

NOTE: Impacts based on corridor widths for comparison purposes.
anticipated to be substantially less.
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Actual impacts

3.2

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

Alternative A was selected by the BGMPO as the Recommended Alternative.

Functional

roadway design was completed for this alternative and electronic files were submitted to
BGMPO.

Two separate files were submitted.

One includes the entire functional design

(centerline, edges of pavement, side street realignments, construction limits, and right-of-way,
and conceptual interchange) and is provided primarily for informational purposes. The second
file is the 250-foot right-of-way corridor only. This file extends the 250-foot corridor from NC 49
to Cherry Lane. This file will be incorporated in the BGMPO’s GIS mapping and used for
corridor protection. Exhibit 6 shows the Recommended Alternative. Exhibit 7 shows an inset
detailing the proposed realignment of Swepsonville Road associated with the Recommended
Alternative.
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Insert Exhibits 6 & 7
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Exhibit 6
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4.0

MEETINGS & COORDINATION

The following sections describe formal coordination that took place during the progress of this
study.

4.1

TCC BRIEFING

The initial stage of the study involved developing estimates of projected traffic, conducting a
field review, and collecting environmental data. Following these steps, a conceptual alignment
approximately matching the Thoroughfare Plan alignment (Alternatives A) was developed and
overlain on the aerial photography. This alternative was presented at the August 19, 2003
meeting of the BGMPO Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC).
At the meeting, the progress of the study was presented and the methodology used to develop
the traffic projection estimates was discussed. Input was sought from the committee members
specifically related to the recommended alignment and the recommended cross section.
Direction provided by the TCC was to proceed with a functional design for the single alternative
(Alternative A) due to the constrained conditions of the study area.

The members also

concurred in proceeding with a 4-lane divided with a 16-foot median cross section.
4.2

STAFF BRIEFING

A staff briefing was held on October 28, 2003 to present the draft functional design of
Alternative A. The right-of-way, typical cross section, and intersection concepts were reviewed
and discussed. At this briefing, NCDOT Statewide Planning Branch presented a just completed
functional design completed by NCDOT Roadway Design for the entire loop system around the
Burlington area. The NCDOT design showed an alignment for the segment consistent with this
study that was aligned further south with different termini and alternate crossing of NC 87.
Staff decided that the termini for Alternative A should not be changed to remain consistent with
adjacent projects, the Thoroughfare Plan, and previous corridor preservation efforts. However,
staff proposed investigating an alternative location for the intersection with NC 87 consistent
with the NCDOT functional design. The new alignment with the different NC 87 intersection was
designated Alternative B. It was proposed that a functional design be prepared for Alternative B
and presented to City of Graham staff for review.
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A briefing was conducted with City of Graham staff on December 18, 2003 to discuss
Alternatives A and B.

The preliminary impacts comparison for the two alternatives was

presented and their relative benefits were discussed.

City staff elected to present the

information to their City Council at a later date and subsequently select a recommended
alternative.
4.3

GRAHAM CITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

Alternatives A and B were presented to the Graham City Council on April 6, 2004. Following the
meeting, the council scheduled a public meeting to solicit public comments on the alternatives.
The public meeting, held on June 8, 2004, included a presentation of Alternatives A and B.
Information on the alternatives and the process were provided and the public was encouraged
to contact the city staff with any specific comments.
Following the public meeting, the Council requested that design revisions be investigated to see
if impacts could be minimized by using an existing segment of Lacy Holt Road and by revising
the alignment as it crosses Lacy Holt Road.

These revisions were drafted and impacts

recalculated. The revised alignments were designated Alternatives C and D. The investigation
showed that the design revisions avoided some residences but added others for no net
improvement in total impacts. This information was presented to Council on November 2, 2004.
At their December 7, 2004 meeting, the Graham City Council approved Alternative A.
4.4

TCC/TAC RECOMMENDATIONS

The alternatives were presented to the TCC and TAC on January 25, 2004 and February 8,
2004, respectively.

The TCC recommended approval of Alternative A as the Recommended

Alternative. The TAC formally approved this recommendations at the February 8th meeting.
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