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Peter Doehring <pjdoehring@gmail.com>

Re: TSC Recommendation not to move forward w/ additional consultant expenses 

Peter Doehring <pjdoehring@gmail.com> Mon, Mar 7, 2022 at 11:13 AM
To: RudyK <rudyk@kennett.net>, Tim Peterson <timp.pla@gmail.com>, Abbie Kessler <preservation@tlcforscc.org>,
Christina Norland <cnorland@ksqroots.com>, Eden Ratliff <eden.ratliff@kennett.pa.us>, Diane McGovern
<dmccmcg@gmail.com>, Tom <proftmj@juno.com>, Richard Leff <richard.leff@kennett.pa.us>, Tim Plemmons
<mtntoseatrek@gmail.com>, Geoffrey Gamble <geoffrey.gamble@kennett.pa.us>, Scudder Stevens
<scudder.stevens@kennett.pa.us>

Thanks to all of you for your time in considering these issues. I am afraid this will take still more time, as 
Christina’s response contains many statements that serve to confuse the discussion.  I will address the most 
significant of these here, but have also provided an appendix listing statements that I would consider to be 
false, misleading, or irrelevant. 

It is important to understand my specific request: Does the Trails and Sidewalks Committee (TSC) have a 
plan to review the proposal to consider widening the paved path as needed to as little as 3’ in width to save 
trees, protect sensitive areas, and avoid going beyond the right of way?  Christina refused to consider any 
discussion whatsoever about this option. She used her role as Chair to summarily dismiss even just the 
attempt to discuss what a plan would look like, preventing TSC from hearing any information whatsoever 
about the possible costs and benefits. I am also concerned with the extent to which she also uses her 
position as Chair to provide false and misleading information that prevents the TSC from making informed 
decisions.

Christina has also claimed that experts (i.e., the current design team) had weighed in on this plan and 
concluded that it either not feasible or not desirable or both. I doubt that this is true, because the research 
on the relationship between traffic volume and comfort was recently published.  More importantly, this 
claim ignores a critical fact; the original plan that led to the successfully funded grant application included 
the plan to narrow the path as I have proposed. This was submitted by experts (PennTrails, with McMahon 
as engineers). 

The argument that developing this plan is onerous is also without merit. Perhaps designers whose stock in 
trade involves 10’ wide shared use paths in urban/suburban settings may not be as familiar with the task. 
But designers of other kinds of trails built in more sensitive rural environments do this all the time!  I have 
walked with Penn Trails several times as they have done the preliminary mapping to see if a universal access 
path is feasible.  They identify the trees to protect, and slopes and other sensitive areas to avoid, and then 
map a route while staying with the slope requirements, with the option to narrow the path as needed.  

Claims that TSC intelligently “voted” on this is specious, because it was likely that members misunderstood 
what such a process or path might look like (for the record, no formal motion was put on the table to which 
members were asked to provide a clear Yes or No). Some may have misunderstood that I was asking the 
path to be 3’ through its entire length (like Abbie - one of the 4 “Yes” votes - who shared that she and others 
might have been confused). Christina also refused to allow me to cite the actual standards to clarify her mis- 
statements about universal access trails. So TSC was tasked with voting on a plan they had not discussed, 
after being provided with patently false information about universal access trails, and denied the 
opportunity to be provided with the correct information. 
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I did not request that we approve a path that narrowed to 3’ as needed, but that we explore this option.  It is 
reasonable to expect that this process might be guided by several important questions.

How many trees can we save? I have already projected that there are almost 100 healthy trees at 
least 25 years old that are slated for destruction but clearly worth protecting.  And we can protect an 
additional, possibly significant proportion from damage that could eventually weaken and kill them. 
My conversation with landowners suggested that they might be supportive of extending the ROW 
even further to protect trees. There is little doubt that we can save many trees, helping to protect 
CMR’s unique charm.

How many sections of path would have to be narrowed, and how could that affect the experience for 
pedestrians? It is true that pedestrians cannot walk beside or pass one another on a 3’ path, but will 
that happen often enough to justify the additional costs?  For the 93% of the route outside of the 
chokers, we would expect the path to narrow for 4’ to 10’ for each of the trees (averaging no more 
than once 70’).    For the two “chokers” that comprise 535 feet of the route, we can add “passing 
spaces” periodically. So a pedestrian would have to monitor who is approaching and occasionally 
have to adjust their pace when passing one another, while two pedestrians would have to walk single 
file for perhaps 7% of the route.  We would argue that this would be more than offset by the fact that 
the canopy over CMR would be largely preserved.  And we note a path that winds between and 
around trees has its own charm, a fact that leads some designers to intentionally introduce such a 
route even when it is not otherwise necessary.  Thus, we would argue that any discomfort arising from 
the narrowing of the path would be more than offset by the other improvements in the trail  
experience. 

Would problems worsen significantly with increase in volume? There is recently published research 
and data re usage on CMR that help us to answer that question. The research models how to 
calculate the frequency of uncomfortable encounters between users, and clearly indicates that this 
drops very rapidly as volume decreases. Thanks to a Right to Know request, we now have updated 
data on the volume of users on CMR - averaging about 20/day.  Our preliminary analyses suggest 
that the likelihood that two pedestrians will happen to pass one another while in the chokers, even 
with a 5-fold increase in volume, is very low.   So we project that even significant increases in volume 
will create no meaningful increase in discomfort for pedestrians.

Would implementation of this plan add significant delays?  No. Construction is not slated to begin 
soon. Narrowing of the path may also obviate Right of Way disputes that would otherwise be costly 
and time-consuming to resolve. 

Would implementation of this plan add significant costs?  The net effect will likely be a significant 
reduction in costs. On the one hand, the adjusted route would need to be mapped, although we would 
expect that most if not all of the route would stay within the existing corridor for which permitting has 
been sought.  On the other hand, the number of trees to replant could drop by 25-30%, and the total 
square footage of the path could decrease by 9-24%. Given that construction costs typically 
constitute 80-85% of overall project costs, we believe it is reasonable to expect that this would 
translate into important cost reductions - even just a 15% drop in $4M of construction costs translates 
into $600K in savings.

I believe that TSC is best served by research, data, policy, and precedent, and not by lawerly arguments that 
omit key information or include unsupported claims. I encourage TSC to at least explore the costs and 
benefits of narrowing the path to 3’ as needed. We have the potential to prevent the destruction of up to 100 
healthy trees, and save money.  We can improve the trail experience, even if the number of users increases 
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significantly.  Moving forward, I would also encourage TSC members to use the resources I have repeatedly 
directed them to; read the trail standards, and walk the local universal access trails that are 3-8’ wide. That 
can help everyone make informed decisions about how best to spend millions more dollars on CMR.

Peter
[Quoted text hidden]
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