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Executive Summary

Study Purpose

Getting There 2045 updates the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for
the Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization (BGMPO)
planning area. An MTP is a federally-required plan for any urbanized area
over 50,000 in population that serves as a vision for the future
transportation system of the region, and includes a fiscally-constrained list
of recommended transportation improvements that will be needed to
support the vitality and transportation needs of the region going forward.

Study Process

The study was conducted over a fifteen-month period beginning in March
2019 and concluding in May 2020. The study was overseen by a Project
Team comprised of BGMPO and North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) Transportation Planning staff and VHB, Inc staff.
The public involvement process consisted of forming a Steeriing
Committee ofstakeholder agency representatives from across the
region,three public meetings o review the preliminary findings and draft
recommendations, and public surveys. The final plan is expected to be
considered for adoption by the BGMPO Transportation Advisory
Committee at its June 2020 meeting.

|
Study Recommendations

Federal regulations require MTPs to be “fiscally constrained.” MTPs,
demonstrate fiscal constraint by including financial plans to ensure that
project recommendations can be implemented using committed or
available revenue sources and the federally supported transportation
system will be adequately operated and maintained. A fiscally-constrained
plan, Getting There 2045 lays out highway rail, transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian improvements across the funding horizons years that



correspond to the adopted Piedmont Triad regional travel demand model
(PTRM): 2025, 2035 and 2045. Additional projects that were identified but
not included in the fiscally-constrained project list will be carried forward
as an update to the region’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP).

Additionally, highway and transit future year project recommendations are
consistent with the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21 Century (MAP-
21) Act and the Fixing America’'s Surface Transportation (FAST Act)
performance based requirements.
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Introduction

1.1 Burlington — Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization (BGMPO)

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are regional decision-making bodies that are federally
designated and responsible for conducting regional transportation planning in a continuing,
cooperative, and comprehensive manner. Federal legislation requires urbanized areas with populations
greater than 50,000 to have an MPO to carry out the transportation planning process among the
member jurisdictions within its, established planning area boundary. A Transportation Advisory
Committees (TAC) is the name of the MPO's decision-making body, comprised of local elected officials,
and regional, state and federal transportation agenciesfrom the communities that the MPO serves.

The Burlington-Graham MPO (BGMPO) is the federally designated agency responsible for working
with residents and local, state, and federal agencies to coordinating transportation planning and
project development within the Burlington-Graham urbanized area.

In partnership with FHWA, NCDOT and area transit providers, the Burlington-Graham MPO provides
transportation planning for the following jurisdictions:

e City of Burlington

e City of Graham

e City of Mebane

e Town of Elon

e Town of Gibsonville
e Town of Green Level
e Town of Haw River
e Town of Whitsett

e Village of Alamance



e Alamance County
e Portions of Guilford and Orange County
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Figure 1 BGMPO Planning Area

Metropolitan Planning Organizations are required to provide transportation planning for a planning
area that includes the urbanized area designated by U.S. Census, as well as the additional contiguous
geographic area (or areas) expected to urbanize over the next twenty years. While the Burlington
Urbanized Area designated by U.S. Census as a result of 2010 Decennial Census included a smaller
portion of Alamanance County in addition to portions of Guilford and Orange Counties, with maps
available for reference on the U.S. Census website’, the entirety of Alamance County is included in the
BGMPO Planning Area, illustrated in Figure 1 above.

. _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
1.2 What is Getting There 2045?

Getting There 2045 is an update to the adopted 2015 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) . The
plan identifies the Burlington-Graham region’s transportation needs across various modes and
provides a vision afor mobilty over the next 25 years that will support the growth and development
of the region and its people and businesses. The process of bringing a transportation project to
implementation requires many steps and is dependent on funding availability, environmental and
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1U.S. Census. 2010 Urban Area Reference Maps. https://www.census.gov/geographies/reference-maps/2010/geo/2010-
census-urban-areas.html


https://www.census.gov/geographies/reference-maps/2010/geo/2010-census-urban-areas.html
https://www.census.gov/geographies/reference-maps/2010/geo/2010-census-urban-areas.html

community concerns, and project complexity. Adopting a fiscally-constrained, long range
transportation plan for the region is the first step as this planning process helps the local jurisdictions
and stakeholder agencies prioritize projects that are the most important to advance .

MTPs are one type of plan in a series of regional and smaller subarea plans that North Carolina MPOs
develop in coordination with NCDOT. A Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) reflects the
transportation needs of the region for a slightly longer (30-year) timeframe, without fiscal constraint.
Unfunded projects identified as part of Getting There 2045 will be incorporated into the CTP for the
Burlington — Graham MPO region. Transportation special studies, bicycle and pedestrian plans,
feasibility studies and other subarea plans, and updates are important both to identify transportation
issues and to explore potential solutions.

The Burlington-Graham MPO will continue to utilize Noth Carolina’s Strategic Prioritization Process to
advance projects drawn from long-range plans and locally-adopted plans for funding in the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The Strategic Prioritization Process is the methodology
that NCDOT uses to develop the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The process
involves scoring projects submitted across a variety of modes using a data-driven approach. In
addition to a data-based score, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), Rural Planning
Organizations (RPOs) and the NCDOT Division offices contribute to the final project score by assigning
local priority points. BGMPO selects projects for submission into the scoring process and then assigns
local input points for projects. The Strategic Prioritization Proces P5.0 resulted in the currently-adopted
2020-2029 State Transportation Improvement Program and BGMPO Transportation Improvement
Program.

As part of plan approach, a Public Involvement Plan was developed for MTP update. The following
elements were included as part of the publit outrach and engagement strategies:

e Dedicated study website set up at the following URL: bgmpo2045gettingthere.com

e Steering Committee made up of MPO member jurisdictions staff and additional stakeholders

e Initial public survey in August 2019 in MetroQuest format, including an interactive mapping
feature to solicit feedback regarding specific issues and transportation needs

e Stakeholder interviews conducted to augment the information gathered through existing plans
review and Steering Committee participation and input

e Three public input meetings held throughout the plan process

e Newsletters reviewing the study progress

e Second public input survey in May-June 2020

e Interactive online map of recommended projects developed to supplement static maps and
report documents posted for public comment

e Press releases were sent out for public meetings to support media awareness and coverage of
the process



Additional details regarding the process and input received through public and stakeholder
involvement is detailed in Chapter 3, Public and Stakeholder Involvement.

. _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
1.3  Getting There 2045 Vision, Goals and Objectives

Working with the Getting There 2045 Steering Committee and subcommittees, and with support
from stakeholder groups and the general public, the Burlington-Graham MPO staff and the study
team developed a guiding Vision statement as well as goals and objectives for the plan. The goals
and objectives were cross-correlated with the ten federally-required transportation planning factors
to ensure that the required elements were included as part of the plan considerations. The goals
and objectives were used to inform the project selection methodology for the plan.

Figure 2 From Vision to Strategies and Projects
Getting There 2045 Vision

Getting There 2045 supports investment in a multimodal transportation network supporting a vibrant
and prosperous Burlington-Graham region where all residents have access to opportunities and a
good quality of life, and where businesses can grow and thrive while natural and cultural resources
are protected.

Getting There 2045 Goals and Objectives

Getting There 2045 goals and objectives were selected by the Steering Committee in consideration of
existing conditions and pressing transportation concerns in the community. Public input received
through the online public survey was also taken into account when formalizing the vision, goals, and
objectives for the plan.



Table 1: Goals, Objectives and Performance Metrics

Goals and Objectives

Metrics

GOAL1

Provide a safe, secure, comprehensive, and effective
transportation system to move people and goods
within and through the area

Objective 14

Enhance mobility and accessibility and manage congestion
across the transportation system and across modes of
transportation

®  Travel Time Reliability utilizing TT1 (Travel Time Index from
INRIX/HERE data) for interstates and US routes

®  Bicycle, pedestrian and transit access to passenger rail stations
(metric to be refined)

«  Ridership on passenger rail and transit

Objective 16

Support projects, programs, and policies that advance safe
and secure travel for all transportation system users

*  Reduce non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries rate (5-year
average) (utilizing NCDOT data)
«  Reduce seripus injury and fatality crash rates (utilizing NCDOT data)

Objective 1C

Plan and support a freight transportation system that allows
for the efficient movement of goods

*  The number of at-grade rail crossings

Objective 1D

Improve resiliency and reliability of the transportation system
through increasing roadway network connectivity and
supporting multiple route options

®  The number of deficient bridges/roads

GOAL 2

Provide a transportation system that enables mobility
choices

Objective 24

Integrate walking and bicycling with vehicular travel and
encourage the use of walking and bicycling

»  Miles of existing sidewalks, bike facilities and greenways

»  Percentage of CBDs and Designated TOD areas with a walk score of
50 or higher

»  Number of communities within the region recognized as Walk-
Friendly or Bicycle-Friendly Communities

«  Funding for a follow-up study to identify bicycle and pedestrian
network gaps

Objective 2B

Develop an integrated public transportation system that
supports multimodal transportation options

+  Percentage of the region’s population located within 1/4-mile buffer
of fixed route transit

®  Percentage of the population served with 30-minute frequency
(within % mile buffer)

Objective 2C

Maximize rail and air transportation opportunities (no
changes)

®  Percentage of identified future economic development sites that can
be potentially served by rail

Objective 20

Support transportation demand management strategies
including Park-and-Ride lots, carpooling and vanpooling
throughout the region

®  MNumber of Park-and-ride lots
®  Number of people registered for carpooling and vanpooling (data
from PART)

Objective 2E

Support better coordination and integration of existing transit
services in Alamance County

«  Fund and program a Regional Transit Feasibility Study

GOAL3

Seek to optimize the existing transportation system

Objective 34

Prioritize maintaining existing assets before exploring system
expansion options

®  MNumber of deficient/posted bridges

Objective 3B

Utilize existing transportation capacity through targeted
economic redevelopment in areas with sufficient
infrastructure




Integrate land use and transportation planning

GOAL4 Promote equity and accessibility in transportation
options for transportation-disadvantaged populations
Objective 44 Improve opportunities to serve transportation-disadvantaged Percentage of the region's block groups with a high EJ concern score
populations with convenient transportation to needed located within % mile of fixed route transit
services and desired travel destinations Percentage of the region’s key community resources including town
halls, parks, libraries, post offices, K-12 schools, colleges, universities,
health and social services offices and grocery stores within % mile of
fixed route transit
Objective 48 Provide meaningful opportunities for public involvement in
the transportation planning process (No change)
Objective 4C Use inclusive design to make the system work for all users Mumber of ADA Transition plans for local communities completed or
updated in the last 10 years
GOALS

Objective 54

Support land use planning strategies that facilitate efficient
transportation system use and development

Mumber of activity centers {nodes) across the region designated as
accessible (via walk and transit)
MNumber of locally-adopted comprehensive plans

Objective 5B

Align the transportation infrastructure investment with
community vision of future growth

Percentage of major transportation capacity projects that align with
locally-adopted plans for growth areas

Objective 5C

Encourage density and destination clustering which will
increase accessibility and multimodal transportation options

Residential and employment density in activity centers

Objective 5D

Support areas designated for additional economic
development potential under programs such as Opportunity
Zones and North Carolina Industrial Commission Certified
Sites through transportation infrastructure investments

Percentage of major transportation capacity projects that overlap
with and/or provide access to designated Opportunity Zones, N.C.
Industrial Commission Certified sites or other locations designated
for targeted economic development

1.4 Transportation Planning Factors

An MTP is required to address the transportationplanning factors established by Federal

transportation legislation. Eight of those factors were initially defined in the Safe, Accountable,

Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), enacted in 2005, and
carried forward by MAP-21 in 2012. The FAST Act, signed into law in 2015, included the addition of

two planning factors (focused on resiliency and reliability, and on tourism), for a total of ten

transportation planning factors.

The projects and strategies recommended in the MTP must support these planning factors. The
Federal planning factors can be summarized as follows:

e Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area




¢ Increase the safety of the transportation
system for motorized and non-motorized
users

e Increase the security of the transportation
system for motorized and non-motorized
users

e Increase the accessibility and mobility of
people and for freight

e Protect and enhance the environment,
promote energy conservation, and improve
the quality of life

e Enhance the integration and connectivity of
the transportation system, across and between
modes, for people and freight

e Promote efficient system management and

operations
e Emphasize the preservation of the existing :
transportation system Figure 3 Stormwater Features Can be
e Improve the resiliency and reliability of the Incorporated as Part of Complete
transportation system and reduce or mitigate Streets Retrofit Projects

stormwater impacts of surface transportation
e Enhance travel and tourism

As can be seen in the table below, the MTP goals align with the federal planning factors to ensure
that the federal guidelines are addressed throughout the MTP 2045 plan development.



Table 2: MTP Goals and Objectives and Federally-Required Transportation Planning Factors

BGMPO MTP Goals and Objectives

Goal 1: Provide a Goal 2: Provide a Goal 3: Seek to Goal 4: Promote Goal 5: Integrate
safe, secure, transportation  |optimize the existing equity and land use and
comprehensive, and | system that enables transportation accessibility in transportation
effective mobility choices systems transportation planning
transportation options for transpor-
system to move tation-
people and goods disadvantaged
within and through populations
the area

Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area
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Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users

L] L ] L ] L] o}

Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users

] e} o]

Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and freight
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g Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the quality
S |of life
o
L
& o ° o o ®
E
= Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between
— |[modes, for people and freight
]
5 ° . ® . °
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Promote efficient system management and operations

[e] ° '] ® o

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system
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Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate
stormwater impacts of surface transportation

o] o] o L]

Enhance travel and tourism

e Full o Partial



Burlington —
Graham
Planning Area
Overview

2.1 Burlington-Graham Planning Area Overview

The Burlington-Graham region is strategically positioned in the center of North Carolina, between
the Piedmont Triad and the Research Triangle regions. The Burlington-Graham MPO Planning area
had a population of 176,711 in 2017. The area is well-served by transportation networks including
the 1-40/1-85 interstate corridor running east-west through the heart of the Burlington-Graham MPO
region. Two large commercial airports accessible by 1-40 are just outside the MPO planning area--
Piedmont Triad International Airport to the west and Raleigh-Durham International Airport to the
east. The region also has access to a local general aviation airport, Burlington-Alamance Regional
Airport (BUY) with a 6,400-foot runway serving over 74,000 operations (take-offs and landings) per
year. Norfolk Southern operates freight trains on the rail corridor through the region, and the
Amtrak passenger train station in Burlington sees four southbound and four northbound trains per



day operating between Charlotte and Raleigh (including the Piedmont and the Carolinian; the
Piedmont gives passengers an option to travel to New York).

TRAVEL DISTANCE

Triangle (Raleigh, Durham, Chapel Hill) Washington, D.C. New York, NY

BB 35mi 291 mi 515 mi
113 mi 352 mi
22 mi Charlotte, NC Atlanta, GA

Triad (Greensboro, Winston-Salem, High Point)

Figure 4 Travel Distance to Major Metro Areas, Source: Alamance Chamber of Commerce Economic
Development

In decades past, the region’s economic development saw a slowdown due to transition away from
textile-oriented industries. As of mid-2019, the economy was growing and diversified across a
variety of manufacturing, medical testing, distribution and consumer goods companies, with
LabCorp alone accounting for 3,000 jobs in Alamance County®. Government and higher education
sectors are also among the top ten employers for the region. While there is likely to be a slowdown
in economic development due to COVID-19 related social distancing measures and higher
unemployment rates across a variety of industries, having a diverse economic base means that the
region will likely be well-positioned for recovery and return to a growth trajectory in the near future.

The region’s population has slightly lower postsecondary educational attainment when compared
with the larger region encompassing both the Piedmont Triad and the Research Triangle metro
areas—22 percent of Alamance County residents have a Bachelor’s or higher degree, versus 29
percent of population with a Bachelor’s or higher degree for the larger area.

EDUCATION ATTAINMENT
ALAMANCE COUNTY ALAMANCE AREA*

22% sssssssssse Bachelor's Degree or Higher.eecoasesss 29%

Figure 5 Educational Attainment in Alamance County, Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2015, Alamance
Chamber of Commerce Economic Development Infographics

2 Alamance County Chamber of Commerce, Economic Development Infographics. Retrieved from
http://www.alamancechamber.com/economic-development-infographic-downloads/
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Figure 6 Employment by Industry in Alamance County, Source: Labor & Economic Analysis Division, NC
Department of Commerce, 2016 as cited in Alamance Chamber of Commerce Economic Development
Infographics
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Figure 7 Major Employers in Alamance County, Source: Employer Information 2016-2017, Alamance
Chamber of Commerce Economic Development Infographics
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The diversity of local employers presents an opportunity to continue to grow the region’s economy
and median household income, which as of 2014 was at $44,209-below North Carolina median
household income of $48,256.

2014 MEDIAN INCOME

HOUSEHOLD PER CAPITA

Alamance County 543,209 Alamance County $2 3,989
North Carolina 548,256 North Carolina $2 6,779
United States $55,322 United States $2 9,829

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey, US Census Bureau, 2014

Figure 8 2014 Median Income, Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau
2014, as cited in Alamance Chamber of Commerce Economic Development Infographics

Due to its unique geography of being located between two larger regions — the Piedmont Triad to
the west and the Research Triangle to the east - BGMPO sees some unusual commuting patterns.
Workers in Burlington-Graham region households often choose to commute to nearby job centers in
the Piedmont Triad or the Research Triangle metro areas. Of approximately 68,000 people in the
labor force in Alamance County as of 2015, a little over 36,000 (53 percent) were working outside the
area and just under 32,000 (47%) of the labor force were living and working in Alamance County.
Approximately 53% travel to other areas, with the following break-down between neighboring metro
areas:

e 24% travel to the Triangle region for work
e 17% travel to the Piedmont Triad region to work
e About 5% travel to jobs in the greater Charlotte region

An additional 31,000 employees were commuting into Alamance County for work as of 2015. This
points to the importance of major transportation corridors like 1-40, 1-85, US 70 and NC 54 to the
economic vitality of the region and to the well-being of households that call Burlington-Graham
metropolitan area their home.

12
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Figure 9 Inflow and Outflow Commuting Patterns for Alamance County, 2015, Source: Census on the
Map, U.S. Census.

Inflow/Outflow Job Counts in 2015 Inflow/Cutflow Job Counts (All Jobs)
2015
Count  Share
Employed in the Selection Area 62345 100.0%
Employed in the Selection Area

but Living Outside 30,663  49.2%
Employed and Living_in the

Selection Area 31,682  50.8%
Living in the Selection Area 67,895 100.0%
Living_in the Selection Area but 36213  53.3%

Employed Qutside

W 30,663 - Employed In Selection Area, Live Outside  Living_and Employed in the
36,213 - Live in Selection Area, Employed Qutside Selection Area 311682 dﬁ-?%
[0 31,682 - Employed and Live in Selection Area -

Figure 10 Inflow and Outflow Commuting Patterns for Alamance County, 2015, Source: Census on the
Map, U.S. Census.
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2.2 Natural Resources, Water and Sewer Service Area, and Future Growth

Development patterns in the region are currently concentrated where people already live and work
(the wider corridor along 1-40/1-85), which generally corresponds to existing municipal boundaries.

Water and sewer infrastructure will influence the type and density of future development across the
region. Three municipal governments in the BGMPO area operate water and sewer systems:
Burlington, Graham, and Mebane. Remaining municipalities rely on neighboring jurisdictions for
water and sewer services, so might be more limited in their opportunities for growth and expansion.

The region’s natural and cultural resources will also impact future growth and development,
imposing constraints on improvements to the transportation infrastructure. The Haw River flows
through the region and several critical watershed areas and lakes are important for the region'’s
water supply:

e Graham-Mebane Laken is a 650-acre municipal reservoir, fed by Quaker Creek and four other
creeks (Otter Creek, Mill Creek, Stagg Creek, and Back Creek). The lake's primary purpose is
as a source of drinking water for the citizens of Graham, Mebane, Green Level, and
Swepsonville, and no swimming or wading is allowed?.

e Stoney Creek Watershed

e Big Alamance Creek Watershed

The region’s rivers represent a resource in terms of outdoor recreation, scenic beauty, and
biodiversity. They can also be a constraint in terms of transportation infrastructure- roadways and
greenways -crossing over the bodies of water.

3Graham Recreation and Parks. https://www.cityofgranam.com/departments-2/recreation-and-parks/graham-mebane-lake/
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Historic preservation sites and districts can be a source of community pride, preserving local
landmarks and a sense of place and heritage. When it comes to transportation projects, it is
important to avoid negative impacts to historic districts and places. Historic districts and landmarks
are common throughout the Burlington-Graham region, including the following districts and places*:

e Alamance Battleground State Historic Site (Alamance vicinity)

e Alamance County Courthouse (Graham)

e Alamance Mill Village Historic District (Alamance)

e Bellemont Mill Village Historic District (Bellemont)

e Beverly Hills Historic District (Burlington)

e Cedarock Park Historic District (Coble Township)

e Cross Roads Presbyterian Church and Cemetery and the Stainback Store (Cross Roads)

e Downtown Burlington Historic District (Burlington)

e East Davis Street Historic District (Burlington)

e Elon College Historic District (Elon College)

e Glencoe Mill Village Local Historic District (Burlington/Glencoe)

e Granite Mill (Haw River)

e James Monroe Thompson House (Saxapahaw vicinity)

¢ Mebane Commercial Historic District (Mebane)

¢ North Main Street Historic District (Graham)

e Saxapahaw Spinning Mill (Saxapahaw)

e South Broad-East Fifth Street Historic District (Burlington)

e Southern Railway Passenger Station (Front & Main Streets, Burlington-see Figure 13 below)

e West Davis Street-Fountain Place Historic District (Burlington)

4 A selection of historic districts and landmarks obtained from https://www.ncdcr.gov/about/history/division-historical-
resources/state-historic-preservation-office/architectural-3
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Figure 13 Southern Railway Passenger Station in Downtown Burlington

2.3 Future Population and Employment Distribution

The Burlington-Graham MPO Planning Area population is expected to grow from 176,711 in 2017 to
241,734 in 2045—an almost 37% increase—based on the regional socio-economic data projections
developed to support the regional travel demand model developed and maintained by the Piedmont
Area Transportation Authority.

While the BGMPO Planning Area population might cross the 200,000 threshold as early as 2030, it is
not expected that the urbanized area population will exceed 200,000 by 2045. Under current Federal
legislation, exceeding 200,000 population in the urbanized area would redefine BGMPO as a
Transportation Management Areas (TMA). This would add new federal transportation planning

requirements, and could provide access to additional federal transportation funding for the region
(STBG-DA).

A subset of select demographic parameters is provided in Table 3 below for Alamance County. It
should be noted that this includes a smaller area and a smaller total population that the overall BGMPO
Planning Area. Of particular interest during the COVID-19-associated social distancing and working
from home trends is the percentage of households with a broadband internet subcscription-
approximately 75.9 percent of households, which means the remaining 24.1 percent of Alamance

18



County households rely on mobile connection for their internet access or might not have at-home
internet access at all. This is almost double the population in poverty rate of 13.5 percent.

Table 3. Demographic Characteristics for Alamance County, U.S. Census Quick Facts®

Population
Demographic Characteristics for Alamance County, U.S. Values or
Census Quick Facts Percentage
Population estimates, July 1, 2019, (V2019) 169,509
Population estimates base, April 1, 2010, (V2019) 151,155
Persons under 18 years, percent 22.20%
Persons 65 years and over, percent 16.90%
Black or African American alone, percent 20.60%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone, percent 1.40%
Asian alone, percent 1.80%
Two or More Races, percent 2.20%
Hispanic or Latino, percent 12.90%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino, percent 63.40%
Foreign born persons, percent, 2014-2018 7.90%
Language other than English spoken at home, percent of persons age 5 years+,
2014-2018 12.60%
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16 years+, 2014-2018 23.8
Households with a broadband Internet subscription, percent, 2014-2018 75.90%
Median household income (in 2018 dollars), 2014-2018 $45,735
Persons in poverty, percent 13.50%
v

5 U.S. Census Quick Facts. Alamance County, North Carolina.
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/geo/chart/alamancecountynorthcarolina/PST045219
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Figure 14 BGMPO Planning Area Projected Population Growth, 2017-2020

Future population and employment projections out to 2045 were derived from the Piedmont Triad
Regional Model (PTRM). Population growth trends across the region indicate concentration in
existing municipalities and along the key travel corridors, including 1-40/1-85, US 70, and NC 54. A
portion of the population growth is more spread out across the region, however.
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Figure 15 Socioeconomic Comparison for Population, 2017 v. 2045

Employment growth between 2017 and 2045 is projected to be more concentrated than population
growth, concentrating closer to the region’s core—and falling mostly within existing municipalities.
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Employment in the planning area is expected to grow from 73,611 in 2017 to 114,934 in 2045 (by
approximately 40,000 jobs).

: lBGMPO Boundary e Y - .I__/ | ._ _
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« 1Dot=50 . r \ (
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A / \
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Figure 16 Socioeconomic Comparison for Employment, 2017 v. 2045
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Public and
Stakeholder

Involvement

3.1 Overview

Public and stakeholder engagement was a critical component in developing Getting There 2045. The

following elements helped ensure the study team heard from a variety of stakeholders and members
of the public:

e A Steering Committee was formed for the plan update, including representatives from local
governments, transit agencies, and railroad and aviation representatives.

e Stakeholder interviews were conducted to ensure that the perspective of business groups,
colleges, and community and health services groups was captured in the process.

e An online MetroQuest public survey was set up (late July-August 2019) to solicit feedback on
plan vision and goals and to identify areas of concern.

e Three rounds of public input meetings were held during the plan process, including the first
public input meeting on July 23, 2019; a second public input meeting on January 14, 2020;
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and a third public input opportunity held in virtual format due to COVID-19 social distancing
restrictions in May 2020.
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FUTURE
CONDITIONS

EXISTING
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VISIONS & GOALS

INVESTMENT STRATEGIES/
SCENARIOS

IMPACTS & BENEFITS
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Figure 17 Public and Stakeholder Involvement Approach

|
3.2 Stakeholder Interviews

As part of the Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (BGMPOQO) 2045 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (Getting There 2045), interviews were conducted with eight stakeholder groups
in May and June of 2019. These groups were selected with the guidance of the BGMPO and
represent the diverse educational, health, economic development, and transportation interests and
needs of the planning area. Interviews were conducted in-person at Impact Alamance and over the
phone. The summary of the comments is included below and grouped by major theme. While all

24



stakeholders were asked a similar set of questions, some questions were tailored to capture the
specific needs of certain populations (i.e. students, senior, low-income householders, prospective
businesses, etc.). The following agencies participated in the stakeholder interviews and were able to
provide a response within the time constraints:

e Burlington Recreation and Parks

e Alamance County Recreation and Parks Department
e Wellness Collaborative

e Burlington Chamber of Commerce

e Alamance County Chamber of Commerce

e Elon University

e Alamance Community College

e Alamance Network for Inclusive Health Care

e Kernodle Senior Center

The following are themes that were repeated over the course of the interviews. Specific information
on responses can be found in Appendix A.

e Unfamiliarity among the stakeholders with the BGMPO, its functions, and the MTP
process was cited; however there was consistent interest in participating in the transportation
planning process.

e Interviewees stressed the existing deficiencies of the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
networks for access to social services, recreation, employment, and supporting a high quality
of life.

e There was strong support for coordinating future multimodal transportation
investments with the region’s growth.

e The BGMPO transportation area was reported as lacking north-south connections to the
interstate system and that gap was affecting mobility and economic development.

e Key roadways near the interstates and large institutions were identified where congestion
during peak hours and events presents mobility and safety issues with recommendations
for widenings, intersection improvements, and additional roadways.

e Requests were made to include other considerations such as health and transportation
options for the mobility impaired, low-income populations and populations with
limited vehicle access in transportation investment decisions.

. _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
3.3  Online Survey Results

The BGMPO Getting There 2045 survey was administered as an online survey hosted on the
MetroQuest platform. Survey respondents were able to respond through the web (54% of responses)
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or on a mobile device (46% of responses). The survey recorded 137 unique respondents between
August 8 and August 28, 2019. The BGMPO Getting There 2045 survey was posted on the bgmpo.org

and bgmpogettingthere2045.com websites and by steering committee members. Specific responses
can be found in Appendix A.

3.4 Public Input Meetings

July 2019 Meeting

The first meeting, held at Graham Council Chambers in Downtown Graham on the evening of July 23,
2019, The study team provided an overview of existing conditions and asked participants to
comment regarding transportation issues and concerns, as well as study goals and objectives most

important to consider as part of project selection. A link to the website was provided for the
participants to fill out the online survey.
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Figure 18 Attendees at the Public Meeting on July 23, 2019 Reviewing Maps and Charts and Interacting
with the Study Team
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January 2020 Meeting

The second public input meeting was held at Gibsonville Community Center on the evening

of January 14, 2020. Study team reviewed the project selection approach and presented a draft list
of recommended projects for review.

Figure 19 Public Meeting on January 14, 2020 at Gibsonville Community Center
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4 Burlington-
Graham
Iranspor-
tation System

4.1 Roadway

Traffic Volumes and Congestion

Burlington-Graham MPO planning region includes approximately 1,950 roadway miles, including:

One interstate facility: [-40/1-85
e One US route: US 70

Six NC routes—NC 49, NC 54, NC 61, NC 62, NC 87 & NC 119

The 1-40/1-85 corridor carries the highest volumes of traffic across the region, peaking at around
134,000 vehicles per day near Exit 143 for NC 63 Alamance Road (Burlington exit). Outside of
interstate traffic volumes, several key corridors that carry higher volumes include Huffman Mill Road

between [-40 at Exit 141 and US 70 (at 34,000 vehicles per day) and University Drive just north of 1-40
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at Exit 140 (at 31,000 vehicles per day). US 70 west of downtown Burlington, between Chapel Hill
Road and Huffman Mill Road tends to average around 27,000-29,000 vehicles per day based on 2017

counts.
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Figure 20 Annual Average Datily Traffic Volume ( AADT), 2017 Data
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Traffic congestion during the PM peak period, 4 PM-6 PM was analyzed using real-time cell phone
HERE data from 2018. Based on cell phone data, congestion appears to be most frequent and severe
along US 70 and major arterials connecting to 1-40, as well as along portions of NC 87 and NC 54.
HERE data is not available for all roadway corridors, so some roadway corridors with known
congestion issues are not showing all on this map if they are not NC or US routes.
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Figure 21 Major Roadway Corridors-Percent of Time Congested During Afternoon Peak,
Based on 2018 HERE (Cell Phone) Data
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Bridges

A significant number of bridge and culvert structures are present throughout the BGMPO region, as
visible in the map from NCDOT on Figure 23 below. NC 54 bridge over the Haw River (see Figure 22

below) spans 365 feet and has a 64-foot wide, 5-lane cross-section with a narrow sidewalk on one
side.

Figure 22 NC 54 Bridge over the Haw River
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Figure 23 Alamance County Bridges, Source: NCDOT County & Bridge Maps

The North Carolina Department of Transportation indicates the maximum amount of weight a bridge
can safely support by “posting” bridges where some deficiencies and weight limitations for heavier
freight vehicles are in place; this is a service to the freight industry, law enforcement and local state
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and federal agencies, Of the three known posted bridges below, two already have an associated
improvement programmed in the STIP:

e #1112 NC 87 across Reedy Fork Creek
e #1119 NC 87 across Haw River (STIP project B-5239)
e #126 NC 87 across Mill Race (STIP project B-5239)
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Figure 24 Map of Division 7 Posted Bridges, Source: NCDOT Posted Bridges Maps
Projects Funded in the STIP

A variety of interstate, other roadway, aviation, bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and passenger rail
improvements in the Burlington-Graham MPO region are included for funding in the 2020-2029
STIP. As a result of the latest two-year Strategic Prioritization process P 5.0, fourteen new projects
have been added to the draft 2020-2029 STIP, including one sidewalk project and a variety of
intersection and interchange improvements and modernization projects.

The following interchange improvements are funded in the 2020-2029 STIP:
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e 1-6009 1-40/1-85 at Huffman Mill Road (Burlington)

e |-57111-40/1-85 at Mebane Oaks Road (Mebane)

e 1-6059 1-40/1-85 at Trollingwood Hawfields Road (Mebane)

e 1-6004 1-40/1-85 at Rock Creek Dairy Road (Guilford County, just outside of BGMPO planning
area)

The map and the tables below illustrate STIP projects, with the map showing only those projects
considered “committed” (funded for ROW or PE in FY 2025 or earlier). The tables exclude pavement
rehabilitation and transit operations projects, except transit operations for new or expanded transit
routes.
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Figure 25 Projects Committed for Funding in 2020-2029 STIP
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Table 3: Projects Included in the 2020-2029 STIP
(Repaving and Transit Operations on Existing Routes not Included)

STIP ID Facility cg:}:; Location Project Description PEROW Construction Cost
INTERSTATE
Construct Teft tum lane and improve
1-6009 1-40/85 Burlington |Huffman Mill Road Garden Road Operations Y 2025 FY 2028 5 1.533,000
I-5711 1-40/85 Mebana Mebane Oaks Road nterchange Improvements Fy 2018/21 5 16.176.000
1-6059 1-40/85 Mebane Trollingwood-Hawhields Road nterchange Improvements FY 2027 FYy 2028 3 12,400,000
1-6004 1-40/85 Guilford Rock Creek Diary Road Upgrade Interchange F¥ 2025 FY 2028 5 5.510,000
HIGHWAY
R-57&7 Various Division 7 |Division wide ADA Intersection Upgrades Under Construction 5 3,089,000
L-6011 us 7o Burlington |Huffman Mill Road ntersection Improvements Fy 2020 Fy 2021 5 1,750,000
LI-5752 us 7o Burlington |St. Marks Church Road ntersection Improvements Under Construction 5 4 278,000
U-60039 Us 70 Burlington  |Tarleton Avenue to Fifth Street Widen and Construct Center Turn Lane FY 2020 FY 2021 5 11,710,000
LI-6183 MNC 48 Haw River |Wilkins Road and Bason Road ntersection Improvements Fy 2027 Fy 2028 5 2,700,000
ntersection Improvernents and Upgrade
L-6115 MNC 54 Graham Riverbend Road to Whittemore Road |Culvert Fy 2025 Fy 2028 5 8,700,000
U-61584 NC 54 Burlington | South O'MNeal Strest ntersection Improvements By 2027 Fy 2028 5 1.900.000
ntersechion Improvements and Wigening
U-e010 us 7o Burlington |University Drive of US 70 FY 2020 FY 2021 5 1,750,000
LJ-5844 NC &2 Burlington |Ramada Road to Church Street Widen to Multlanes FY 2020 FY 2021/22 5 11.400.000
L-6182 MNC 87 Burlington |Flora Avenue Mew Traffic SignalTum Lanes Fy 2027 Fyv 2028 5 1,300,000
J-3109 NC 119 Mebane I-85 to 5. Mrs. White Road Widen to Multianes, Mew Location n Progress 5  155.840.000
U-6013 NC 118 Mebane Trellingwood-Hawfields Road to Lowe{Widen to Multianes FY 2021 FYy 2023 3 8,100,000
U-6214 E. Haggard Elaon W. Webb at University Drive mprove Intersection FY 2027 F 2029 5 13,100,000
U-5538 New Route Mebane Trollingwood-Hawfields Road to Indus) Construct Two-Lane Road n Progress 5 3.740.000
U-3110 New Route Elan US 70 to NC 100 Construct Multdane Faclity Under Construction 5 30.477.000
U-6114 NC 82 Burlington |Hatchery Road at Bonnie Lane Mew Traffic SignalTum Lanes FY 2025 Fy 2027 5 1,210,000
Graham-
U-6014 Hopedale Road |Burlington  |W. Hanover Road to Maomingside Driv{Widen to Multianes with Bike/Ped Lanes  |Fy 2021 FY 2023/25 5 15,600,000
U-6132 M. Main Street  |Graham W. Parker Street ntersection Improvements FY 2025 Fy 2028 5 3.000.000
U-6010 us 7o Burlington  |University D rive ntersection Improvements and Widening  |Coordinate with U-5752 5 1,750,000
U-6131 NC 54 Burlington |Maple Avenue ntersection Improvements FY 2025 FY 2026 5 1,600,000
U-6017 MNC 54 Graham East Elm Strest ntersection Improvements Fy 2020 FY 2021 3 1,584,000
LJ-5843 us 7o Burlington |Graham-Hopedale Road ntersection Improvements In Progress Fy 2018 5 3,888,000
SIGNAL SYSTEM
Burington/
U-6015 Burlington Graham  |Upgrade Upgrade Signal System UUnder Construction % 15,075,000
BRIDGE REFLACEMENT
B-5239  |NC &7 Alamance  Mill Race and Haw River Bridge Replacement Under Construction 5 5,865,000
B-5347  |Pond Read [Alamance |Alamance Creek [Bridge Replacement Under Construction 3 1,580,000
SAFETY
afety improvements at various lecations
W-5207 |Various Division 7 |Division wide in Division 7 In Progress 5 5.636,000
Safety improvements at vanous lecations
W-5707 \arious Division 7 |Division wide in Division 7 In Progress 5 1,350,000
R-57&7 Various Division 7 |Division wide ntersection Upgrades for ADA Compliance |In Progress 5 3.080,000

3
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Table 4: Projects Included in the 2020-2029 STIP -Continued
(Repaving and Transit Operations on Existing Routes not Included)

STIP ID Facility Cgll::i{.r Location Project Description PEROW Construction Cost
AVIATION
Burlington/Alama
AV-5851  |nece Airport Burlington |Runway Construct Paved Owverrun/Safety Improvements FY 2020 5 2,080,000
Burlington/Alama
AV-ST3IT  |nce Airport Burlington |Runway 24 Approach Improvements |Easements and Construction Clearance  |FY 2019 5 1,363,000
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
Graham-Hopedale Road to Sellars Mill
EB-SB79 |UsS70 Burlington |Road Construct Sidewalk FY 2019 FY 2019 5 110.000
EBeaumont Avenue to Graham-Hopedale
EB-5885 |UsSTO Burlington  |Road Construct Sidewalk FY 2020 -1 120,000
EB-5B82 |Graham-Hopedal|Burlington |W. Hanower Road to N. Mebane Street | Construct Sidewalk FY 2020 FY 2021 5 137,000
EB-5887 |NC 4% NC 54  |Graham W. Pine Street to M. Marshall Street Construct Sidewalk FY 2019/21 FY 2022 5 175,000
EB-5884 |MC &7 Graham Ivey Road to East Gilbreath Street Construct Sidewalk FY 2020 F 2021 5 538,000
W. Lebanon Avenue to W. Haggard
EB-5988 |Lee Avenue Elan Anenue Construct Sidewalk FY 2025 FY 20268 5 248,000
TRAMSIT
TA-BEE4  |ACTA Alamance Capital Assistance 5 250,000
TAE116 |ACTA Alamance Capital Assistance 5 1,875,000
Burlington/Gi
TA-5176 |LinkTransit bzonville Purchase Five Vehicles 5 1,086,000
Burlington/Gi
TGE-67%4  |LinkTransit bzonville Capital Assistance -1 740,000
Buriington/=i
TE-5259 |LinkTransit bzonville ADA Services -1 75,000
Buriington/=i
TG-5258  |LinkTransit bsonville Routing Capital Assistance 5 2,347,000
Crange Public AlamancelOr
TD-5155 |Transit ange Vehicle Replacement and Capita 5 111,000
COrange Public Two New Crculator Houtes 'Eastem
TO-5206 |Transit Alamance/Or. Burfington 3 430,000
TG-61376 |PART Alamance Capital 5 1.000,000
TO-6145 |PART Alamance Expansion of Route 4 5 217,000
T5-5115 |PART Alamance Safety and Security 5 39,000
Alamance
TS-E6187 |Statewide Providers Capital Assistance/Urban Area -1 3,751,000
Triangle Transit
TA-5195  |Authority Alamance Purchase One Replacement Vehicle 5 475,000
Triangle Transit
TA-5193  |Authority Orange Purchase One Replacement Vehicle 5 475,000
Triangle Transit Furchaze One Transit Bus for Mebane
TAS1TS  |Authority Orange Park and Ride 5 495,000
PASSENGER RAIL
P-4405 Various Division 7 Private Crossings Safety In Progress $ 10,291,000
P-5719 NCRR Division 7 Purchase and Refurbish Rail Cars In Progress $ 45277000
P-5205  |Piedmont Comidor |Alamance | Graham to Haw River Siding and Curve Realignment Under Construction § 11,605,000
P-2018 Piedmont Comidor |Division 7 | Train 7475 Equipment and Capital Yard Maintenance In Progress $ 174422000
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4.2 Transit

SRRV - My

Figure 26 Link Transit Vehicle at a Park-and-Ride Lot Locations Served by PART Express Route 4

Existing Transit Service

The Burlington — Graham MPO planning area is served by publicly- funded transit providers that
serve the demand for regional transit trips within and through Alamance County. Alamance County
also supports a demand response service for general public use, special needs, medical trips, and
shopping trips. Piedmont Authority for Regional Transportation (regional commuter/express bus)

e GoTriangle (regional commuter/express bus)

e Link Transit (fixed route)

e Orange County Public Transportation (fixed route)

e Alamance County Transportation Authority (demand-response system)

e Elon BioBus (student shuttle routes which are open to the general public)

PART

The Piedmont Authority for Regional Transportation (PART) provides regional planning and
coordination services for the BGMPO planning area and operates the regional transportation system.
PART's regional programs include:

e Regional transit system (PART Express)
e Regional ridesharing and vanpool program
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Maintains and operates the regional travel demand model
Air quality conformity planning and coordination

Air quality awareness outreach and education

Regional land use and transportation planning

Planning for future regional transit services

The PART Express system provides regional bus connecting the local bus systems of Alamance

County, including the City of Burlington and Town of Elon, with surrounding counties. The PART

Express Route 4 is a peak-only service that operates every 20-40 minutes between Burlington and

Mebane. PART Express Route 4 does not operate during the evening or on weekends.

Figure 27 PART Route 4 Express Bus at Alamance Regional Medical Center Park-and-Ride Lot. Image

Courtesy of PART, https://twitter.com/PARTNC/

GoTriangle

GoTriangle provides regional transit services between Wake, Durham, Orange, and Alamance

Counties. In addition to regional bus operations, GoTriangle offers the following resources:

Paratransit services
Ridematching and vanpools
Emergency ride home program
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GoTriangle's Orange-Durham Express route provides hourly peak only service between Durham
Station and Mebane City Hall. The ODX route does not operates during the evening or on weekends.

Figure 28 GoTriangle Express Bus

Link Transit

Link Transit is the City of Burlington'’s public transit system, established in 2016. Link Transit has five
routes that serve the City of Burlington, Town of Gibsonville and Alamance Community College.
These routes operate Monday through Friday 6:30am — 8:00pm. The agency operates ADA-accessible
LTVs (Light Transit Vehicles) that can hold up to two bicycles at a given time.

Lu A = o / I

Figure 29 Link Transit Bus with Bicycle Rack on the Front
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Orange County Public Transportation

Orange County Public Transportation (OPT) is Orange County’s transportation agency responsible
for providing transportation services to residents of Orange County, the Town of Hillsborough,
Efland and a port of the City of Mebane. OPT provides community transportation including demand
response and circulator bus service. The Orange-Alamance Connector provides hourly service

between major activity centers in Hillsborough, Efland and Mebane. The connector operates
Monday-Friday from 10am-3pm.

Figure 30 Orange County Public Transportation Vehicle. Image Courtesy of GoForward Initiative,
https://goforwardnc.org/county/orange-county/get-involved/

ACTA

The Alamance County Transportation Authority provides transportation for the elderly, disabled, and
general public in Alamance County. The Authority uses ADA-accessible vans and buses to assist
individuals with special needs. All transportation services are available Monday-Friday from 5:00am-
5:30pm and require a reservation the day before.

Figure 31 ACTA Public Transportation Vehicle. Image Courtesy of the Times News
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Elon BioBus

The Elon University BioBus system provides free transportation to all Elon students, faculty, staff and

community members. The system operates six routes throughout the campus and surrounding

neighborhoods and commercial districts.

Park-and-Ride Lots

There are currently four Park-and-Ride lots in Burlington-Graham MPO Region based on information
shared on the PART website®

Alamance Regional Medical
Center Park & Ride: Located A
on the Alamance Regional Medical % I~
Center campus at 1240 Huffman &;“
Mill Road, Burlington. This location g
provides connections between the
Triangle and the Triad and is
served by PART Route 4, Link Red
Route, and Alamance County
Transportation Authority (ACTA)
Alamance Community College:
Located at 1247 Jimmie Kerr Road,
Graham; Served by PART Route 4,
and Link Orange Route.

Figure 33 Alamance Regional Medical Center Park & Ride

6 Piedmont Authority for Regional Trasnportation, https://www.partnc.org/162/Park-Ride-Locations
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e Graham Park & Ride: Located at the intersection of Highway 87 and Crescent Square Drive,
near PNC Bank. Served by PART Route 4, and Link Orange Route.

e Mebane Cone Health Park & Ride: Located at 3940 Arrowhead Boulevard, Mebane. Served
by PART Route 4, GoTriangle ODX/OA.

Number of People Registered for Carpooling and Vanpooling

PART currently supports six registered 15-passenger vanpools that originate in the BGMPO region
and travel outside the region; there are no known registered vanpools traveling into the BGMPO
region. The break-down by destination is as follows:

e Two 15-passenger vans that travel to UNC-Chapel Hill at 200 West Cameron Avenue (UNC-
Chapel Hill main campus, Orange County)

e One 15-passenger van that travels to UNC-Chapel Hill at 101 Manning Drive (UNC Health
Care Hospital, Orange County)

e One 15-passenger van that travels to the VA Hospital in Durham (Durham County)

e One 15-passenger van that travels to Butner Hospital in Butner (Durham County)

e One 15-passenger van that travels to the NC Dept. of Insurance in downtown Raleigh (Wake
County)

Carpoolers register through the PART website, but no official count of active carpool users exists.
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Ridership on Passenger Rail and Transit

Figure 34 Link Transit Bus Shelters in Downtown Burlington.

PART Express Route 4 ridership has been on the increase, as indicated in the graph and table below.

Route 4 Ridership
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Figure 35 PART Route 4 Ridership
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Table 5: PART Route 4 Ridership by Year

Month 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Jan 192 1844 2835 3464 5231
Feb 285 1648 3222 4252 5062
Mar 394 1901 3132 3857 4902
Apr 453 2256 2682 4031 5146
May 680 2124 2608 3869 5149
June 867 2284 2694 3731 4563
July 640 2402 2682 4017 5247
Aug 938 2972 3874 4224
Sept 1346 3028 3656 3008
Oct 1420 2937 3869 5417
Nov 1832 4106 4106 4260
Dec 1703 2939 2936 3314
Total 12765 32457 40313 49462 37319

Link service has been increasing since its inception in 2016, with annual trips on fixed routes reaching
98,348 unlinked passenger trips in fiscal year 2019.

Table 6: Link Ridership Totals by Year

FY Ridership Totals

FY 16 | FY17 FY18 FY1S | FY20

FIXED 38952 44929| 47789[ 28840
9149 41159 40737 50559
9149 80111 85666| 98348| 28840|
PARA 1045 2158 2544 1422
6b| 1303 2369 2547
66| 2348 4527 5091| 1422

TOTAL 9215 82453| 901593| 103435 30282
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Table 7 below summarizes average daily boarding and alighting statistics for the Orange County
ODX route from 2016 through 2018.

Table 7: Orange County ODX Average Daily Boardings and Alightings by Stop

Mebane Cone Health Park-and-Ride 3.3 31.8
E Washington St at S 5th St (Mebane City 1.4 43
Hall)

Efland-Cheeks Community Center 0.3 3
Efland-Cheeks Community Center 5.2 0
E Washington St at S 5th St (Mebane City 7.2 1.9
Hall)

Mebane Cone Health Park-and-Ride 34.7 7.2

Access to key community resources via transit was reviewed for the Burlington-Graham MPO region.
Community resources included for the purpose of this metric include town halls, parks, community
centers, libraries, post offices, K-12 schools, colleges and universities, health centers, and social
services offices. There were 161 such community resources, of which 58 (36.0%) were deemed
accessible (within V2-mile of fixed route transit). The breakdown is as follows:

Hospitals/health clinics — 77.8% (7/9)
0 UNC Primary Care at Mebane and South Graham Medical Center are not accessible
within a Va-mile of transit
e Colleges/universities — 100% (2/2)
e Post Offices —45.5% (5/11)
e Town Halls - 62.5% (5/8)
e K-12 schools — 29.6% (16/54)
0 Public -27.5% (11/40)
0 Private —35.7% (5/14)
e Libraries — 75% (3/4)
e Parks —23.1% (9/39)
e Community Centers — 66.7% (10/15)
e Social Service Offices — 100% (1/1)

Access to transit for current residential locations was also calculated. 50,385 residents were found to
be living within a V4-mile buffer of fixed route transit service, not including those who reside along
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the 1-40 corridor. This corresponds to 28.5% of the region’s 176,711 residents having access to transit
according to this metric.’

Current transit service leaves a gap where large portions of Graham, Mebane, and more rural parts of
Alamance County are served only by demand-response transit, requiring advanced sign-up and 24-
hour reservation for trips. Commuters traveling west toward Greensboro for jobs are likely under-
served by the current PART Route 4, since the timing of this route makes it challenging to complete
a timely westbound commute in the morning. The Elon University BioBus system provides free
transportation to all Elon students, faculty, staff, and community members. It operates six routes
throughout the campus and surrounding neighborhoods and commercial districts. The Elon BioBus
has less than a 30-minute headway on the Danieley Center Tram and West Line routes. However,
during months when the Elon University is on summer break, the BioBus routes do not operate,
making it difficult for people with jobs and travel patterns not tied to the University schedule to rely
on BioBus for everyday transportation.

Figure 36 Link Transit Stop on Mebane Street outside a Walmart Store, Burlington

Transit Improvements-MTP 2045 Unfunded List

Through input from transit agency staff and in coordination with input from Steering Committee
members and the public, the following additional public transportation projects were identified for
inclusion in the unfunded category. While these projects and initiatives would be valuable and
would generate additional transit ridership and/or an improvement in the quality of service for
transit passengers, they require additional study, new funding streams, and/or policy changes to
make them ready for the next steps towards implementation.

v

7 Population estimates based on 2013 — 2017 ACS. Population included if block group intersected %-mile transit buffer
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PART Route 4 Service Expansion. Increased frequency to improve commuter experience was
recommended for additional evaluation and planning; currently the route appears to be better suited
for commuters from the BGMPO region traveling east towards Chapel-Hill than for those traveling
west towards Greensboro.
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Figure 37 Proposed Realignment to ODX Route in Addition to Service Frequency Increase is Expected to
Improve Efficiency and Increase Ridership. Source: GoTriangle Short-Range Transit Plan

ODX Orange-Durham Express Route Frequency Increase and Realignment: Frequency increase
to every 30 Minutes during Peak was proposed in GoTriangle Short-Range Transit Plan (2018);
reverse commute stops would be eliminated and the route would primarily travel along 1-40/1-85
corridor without significant deviation (see map below).

Graham Circulator-Implement New Route. The Graham Area Circulator was recommended in the
ACTA Community Connectivity Plan. A circulator route in Graham would connect residents to major
destinations in the surrounding area. This service could be jointly funded through a combination of
Section 5307 funds, fare revenue, funds from the City of Graham and other contractual revenue.

Mebane Circulator-Implement New Route. As part of their Community Connectivity Plan, ACTA
recommended two potential fixed routes to be evaluated for circulator route operations in the City
of Mebane. Some of ACTA’s demand response passengers could be redirected to the Mebane
Circulator route since the origins and destinations are within proximity to the circulator. This service
could be operated by Link Transit, Orange County or some other operator that the City of Mebane
chooses. This service could be implemented using Section 5307 funds matched by City of Mebane
funds and ACTA contractual revenue. Of note, this route would provide access to one of the two
major medical centers not currently served by transit in the region — UNC Primary Care at Mebane.

ACC to Mebane Connector-Implement New Route: this route would connect from ACC park-and-
ride lot near 1-40/1-85 interchange at Jimmie Kerr Road to Mebane destinations and activity centers
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including downtown and Mebane Cone Health/Mebane Park-and-Ride lot. This route would
interconnect with existing Link Transit Orange Route, PART route 4 and ODX Route.

Regional Transit Hub and Transfer Station-Implement a New Regional Transit Facility. A new
regional transit hub and transfer facility was proposed in the ACTA Community Connectivity Plan.
The Regional Transit Hub and transfer station would be served by local fixed route services (Link) and
other future transit service routes that might be set up throughout the county.

Expand Link Fixed Route Transit Service. BGMPO, in coordination with local transit providers, has
been developing an updated transit funding allocation plan expected to be finalized May 2020. Link
fixed route transit service can be evaluated for expansion, once this additional funding element is
clarified through agreements between the MPQO, local transit agencies and NCDOT. As Link service
area expands and as additional local match funds are identified to serve areas outside of Burlington,
it is likely that Link would become the operator for some of the new transit routes considered as part
of MTP Plan—Graham Circulator, Mebane Circulator and ACC to Mebane Connector are all potential
routes that could be served by either Link or ACTA.

NC 54 Express Bus Route: An NC 54 Express Bus Route would connect from Graham Park-and-Ride
lot to a transfer point in Orange County near Carrboro. In the preliminary ridership analysis for MTP
2045, this route did not perform as well as some of the other transit expansion options considered.
This will likely be a very long-term option.

Mebane Commuter Rail Station and Mebane-Durham-Raleigh Commuter Rail Operations.
GoTriangle's Commuter Rail Feasibility Sudy provides details on the proposed commuter rail system
in Durham and Wake Counties. GoTriangle looked at six different scenarios, one of which included
20 round trips per day on a rail system between Selma and Mebane. The Mebane Commuter Rail
including a new Commuter Rail Station will require further study and analysis upon approval of the
feasibility study. If the study is approved for implementation, the sections between Durham and
Downtown Raleigh are likely to generate the greatest ridership and would be more likely positioned
for implementation prior to the Mebane-to-Durham link. If commuter rail service between Mebane
and Durham is approved for further study, a potential location for the new commuter train station
would need to be identified.

Expand On-Demand Transit Service. As populations grow and age, and as activity centers evolve
or develop, it is important that on-demand services not only continue but expand for those who do
not have access to fixed route service. The following service initiatives are recommended for the
region to consider and identify funding opportunities to implement:

e On-Demand Transportation Additional Saturday Service. ACTA operates Saturday service
for individuals that need to get to dialysis appointments. ACTA will add about 1,700 service
hours per year to meet the transit needs on Saturdays. No additional vehicle acquisition is
necessary for this added service, but it will cost about $60,000 annually to operate.

¢ On-Demand Transportation-Higher Level of Service for Rural Areas in Alamance
County. Results from ACTA passenger surveys and other stakeholder outreach have
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indicated that there is a significant need for transportations services in rural communities
around Alamance County. Currently, ACTA has limited service available to residents of Haw
River, Green Level, and other rural areas. If funding becomes available, ACTA can consider this
expansion of on-demand service in the future.

Wilson
Transportation .
Center -

Figure 38 Wilson Transportation Centers8

Pilot Projects to Test Partnerships with Rideshare Providers and Micro-Transit
Solutions. Some potential transit users might not be able to safely or easily walk to their
nearest bus stop, yet their life obligations and scheduling constraints do not fit the typical
on-demand transit service model that requires a 24-hour reservation notice. More
responsive on-demand public transportation models are being tested across the country.
Several agencies in North Carolina and across the Southeast have been experimenting with
partnerships with private ridesharing companies such as Uber/Lyft to cover the first part of a
transit trip for potential transit riders who cannot easily access their closest fixed route bus
stop (For example, CATS in Mecklenburg County). Other agencies are implementing micro-
transit pilots to allow more responsive on-demand public transportation with real time on-
demand reservation request capabilities (City of Wilson in Wake County, NC; Town of
Snellville in Gwinnett County, Georgia). Those innovative public transportation solutions can
mean a better quality of service for riders. A pilot for Alamance County is recommended to
test one or both approaches. In the long term, additional funding streams are required to

8 The Wilson Times, http://www.wilsontimes.com/stories/on-demand-public-transit-in-the-works-for-wilson,203228
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make those types of services sustainable beyond a short-term pilot.
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Figure 39 Mebane-Durham-Raleigh-Garner-Selma Commuter Rail Potential Corridor Under
Consideration. Source: GoTriangle Commuter Rail Update, February 2020,
https://gotriangle.org/sites/default/files/crt.pdf

Several of the route changes listed above were evaluated for potential ridership, with PART staff
providing support for ridership analysis. The table below summarized expected ridership, costs, and
likely feasibility over the next 25-year period. An NC 54 Connector (Express) Route from the Graham
park-and-ride lot to a park-and-ride lot near Carrboro appears the least likely to have a good return
on investment in terms of ridership projections. Route ODX expansion was not evaluated for
ridership impacts at this time.

51


https://gotriangle.org/sites/default/files/crt.pdf

Table 8: Evaluation of BGMPO Transit Expansion Option

Route Name

PART
Alamance
Burlington

Express (1 Hr.
Peak) 4

ACC to Mebane
Connector
Option 1m @

Mebane
Circulator
Option15m
Graham
Circulatorm e
Hwy 54
Graham-
Carrboro
Connector
Routem @
Route ODX
peak period
service
frequency
espansion (one
bus every 30
minutes instead
of one bus
every hour) in
FY 2110
Total

BGMPO Transit Routes Expansion Evaluation

Estimated
Annual
Boardings

87,192

20,412

19,152

19,152

12,096

Not
evaluated
for this plan

158,004

Estimated
Daily
Total

Boardings

346

81

76

76

48

Not
evaluated
for this plan

627

Estimated
Annual
Operating
Cost

978,062

48,876

48,863

48,878

489,012

169,129
additional
(523,332 total)

1,782,820
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Potential Estimated
Ridership  Capital Cost-
VS. Vehicles for
Operating  the First 10
Costs Years of
Score Oper-ns
(high,
medium,
low)
medium 630,000
medium 160,000
high 160,000
13 160,000
low 315,000
Not 160,000
evaluated for
this plan
1,585,000

Local
Agency that
Would be
Responsible
for Local
Match

Alamance
County,
Orange
County,
Guilford
County
City of
Mebane,

Alamance
County

City of Mebane
City of Graham

City of
Graham, Town
of Carrboro,
others?

Orange
County, City of
Mebane

Overall
Feasibility
of Imple-
mentaiton
in 2020-
2045
Timeframe

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium-Low

Low

Medium-Low



1 - ACC to Mebane Connector Option 1 travels on S 3rd St, Gibson Rd, and Trollingwood Hawfields Rd.
2 - ACC to Mebane Connector Option 2 travels on S 5th St and Interstate 40. It does not serve Gibson Rd.
3 - PART Alamance/Burlington Express is scheduled to run with a 30 minute headway all day
4 - PART Alamance/Burlington Express is scheduled with an hourly headway during peak service and
a two hour headway during off-peak service.
5 - Mebane Circulator Option 1 operates with an alternating 30 minute loop
6 - Mebane Circulator Option 2 operates with a single 60 minute loop
7 - The calculations were performed using 252 operating days in a year
8 - A direct boarding is the start of a passenger's trip
9 - A transfer boarding occurs when a passenger has to change bus routes on their trip
10 - Based on GoTriangle Short Range Transit Plan 2018 information
https://gotriangle.org/sites/default/files/att_a_gotriangle_short-range_transit_plan_final_nov_2018.pdf
m - A connection to PART Express is possible
® - A connection to Link Transit is possible

Public Transportation Policy and Planning Recommendations

Policy, planning, and agency structure changes could have a large impact on the feasibility of future

transit improvements in the region. The recommendations listed below are policy- and planning-

oriented recommendations that do not have a quantified ridership or cost associated with them at

this time. They have been identified as needs or recommended strategies in one of the existing local

and regional transit plans, or else have emerged as a recommendation during the MTP process.

Fund and undertake a regional transit feasibility study to explore how to improve
regional cooperation and collaboration between existing public transportation providers,
while adding greater efficiencies where possible. This study could also consider the urban
transit-5307 funding allocation formula for the region and make additional recommendations
regarding its use.

Identify and implement additional public transportation funding sources in BGMPO
Region/ Alamance County. As part of the MTP plan update, there was a strong preference
expressed by stakeholders and members of the public to improve current public
transportation service levels. Local ability to match federal grant dollars with local funds for
operating expenses is quite limited, even if sufficient federal funding were available to
increase fixed route and on-demand transit services funding in the region. Local and state
leaders would need to work together to identify and enable additional local public
transportation funding sources—such as a sales tax dedicated to transit or other potential
revenue streams. Rental vehicle sales tax throughout Alamance County is currently already
supporting PART Express bus service; however, absent a major international airport or a large
convention center, the rental vehicle market and associated sales tax funding stream within
the BGMPO region is currently limited.

Plan for Additional Park-and-Ride Lots Across the Region
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e The current MTP calls out two specific park-and-ride lot improvements in the fiscally-
constrained list of projects. Additional park-and-ride lot improvements throughout the
planning area would be desired and should be considered, especially as additional connector
and circulator routes are added in the future. Park-and-ride lots provide convenient access to
regional and commuter buses that travel through Alamance County and beyond. For
potential transit users without a vehicle and who cannot access their closest bus stop by
walking, park-and-ride lots could also become a point of connection between rideshare trips
and fixed route service (see pilot idea referenced above).

4.3 Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation

Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure

The Burlington-Graham planning region has a number of older historic downtowns with very
walkable, pedestrian-friendly streets where a well-connected network of lower-volume, lower-speed
streets makes it easy for people to walk and bicycle. Sidewalks are generally present in Burlington,
Graham, Mebane, and Elon downtown areas, although significant gaps remain. Some sections of
sidepath and multi-use paths exist throughout the region, for example around Elon. However, most
major arterial corridors connecting significant activity centers and destinations lack in safe,
convenient, continuous pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including pedestrian crossings. While the
current MTP Plan update identifies a variety of stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects for
implementation as part of this plan, it is equally important to ensure that complete streets elements
are considered and implemented as part of modernization and widening projects reflected in the
fiscally-constrained roadway project list for MTP 2045.

The N.C. Department of Transportation Complete Streets policy directs the department to consider
and incorporate bicycle, pedestrian and transit modes when building new highway projects or
making improvements to existing infrastructure. NCDOT initially adopted a Complete Streets Policy
in 2009 and updated the Policy in August of 2019. Based on the 2019 update, bicycle, pedestrian
and transit improvements that appear in an adopted plan directly or by reference no longer require a
local cost share to be implemented as part of a highway project, as indicated in the table below. This
places additional importance on communities updating their bicycle, pedestrian and transit plans to
ensure that the latest community preferences are documented in adopted plan documents.
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Table 9: NCDOT Complete Streets Policy Cost Share for Bicycle, Pedestrian and Transit Improvements
to be Implemented as Part of a Highway Project. Source: NCDOT Complete Streets Implementation

Guide, 2019 Version?

Complete Street Cost Share
Facility Type In Plan Not in Plan, Betterment
but Need Identified
Pedestrian Facility NCDOT pays full Cost Share Local
On Road Bicycle Facility NCDOT pays full NCDOT pays full Local
Side Path NCDOT pays full Cost Share Local
Greenway Crossing NCDOT pays full Cost Share Local
Bus Pull Out NCDOT pays full Cost Share Local
Bus Stop (pad only) NCDOT pays full Cost Share Local

Taking advantage of implementing bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements as part of a

roadway project means that the local jurisdictions carry a lower cost burden as part of project

implementation, while helping ensure that corridors carrying the highest volumes of traffic and

connecting the region’s residential neighborhoods and job centers and commercial destinations can

also become convenient and safe for transit users, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

Figure 40 Pedestrian Crosswalk in Downtown Burlington

9 NCDOT Complete Streets Implementation Guide, 2019 Version. Retrieved from

https://connect.ncdot.gov/projects/BikePed/Documents/Complete%20Streets%20Implementation%20Guide%20v1.31.
20%20FINAL.pdf
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In addition to reviewing existing bicycle and pedestrian planning studies, data on existing and
planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the region were collected based on PBIN and ATLAS data:

e All planned/proposed mileage is based on Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Network
geodatabase (PBIN; data initially collected by ITRE; updates subject to data submitted by
local government staff'?)

o All existing facilities data have been collected for NCDOT through project ATLAS: Advancing
Transportation through Linkages Automation and Screening”’

e Existing on-road bike facilities include roadways with bikeable (wide) shoulders

e Regional Trails data is gathered from stakeholder agencies and shared through NC OneMap

Table 10: Existing and Planned Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle and Pedestrian Existing, in Miles Planned or
Facility Type Proposed, in Miles
Sidewalks 431.94 40.77
Shared Use Paths/Greenways/ 13.90 128.25

Regional Trails

On-Road Bike Facilities (Including 297.93 33.77
Bikeable Shoulder, Bike Lanes,
Signed Bike Routes)

Bike Lane 0 1.39
Paved Shoulder 0 0.74
Bike Route 297.93 31.54

Looking at the map of existing and planned pedestrian facilities in the region, Burlington, Graham,
Elon, and Mebane account for the bulk of existing sidewalk facilities. A significant presence of on-
road bicycle routes (local bicycle route loops connected by State-designated bike routes) has been
documented in the region, while very few bicycle lanes have been striped to date. The table above
summarizes existing sidewalks, multi-use paths, and on-road bicycle facilities. Note: based on the

v

10 Additional information about PBIN available at https://connect.ncdot.gov/projects/BikePed/Pages/PBIN.aspx
11 Additional information about ATLAS available at
https://connect.ncdot.gov/resources/Environmental/Project%20ATLAS/Forms/Allltems.aspx
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existing data, sidewalk mileage was counted twice for roadway segments where a sidewalk is present
on both sides.

Alamance

N i

= BGMPQ Boundary
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~— Shared Use Path
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Figure 41 Existing and Planned Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

57



Figure 42 Downtown Mebane Streets Feature Wide Sidewalks and Storefronts that Face the Street for a
Welcoming Pedestrian Environment

Walk Friendly Communities, Bicycle Friendly Communities and Percentage of Downtown Areas
with WalkScore above 50
No bicycle friendly communities, businesses, or universities were identified within the BGMPO

according to Bicycle Friendly America. Greensboro, Winston-Salem, and Durham are all recognized
as bronze-level Bicycle Friendly Communities.

No Walk Friendly Communities were identified within the BGMPO according to walkfriendly.org.

Five out of nine (55.6%) member municipalities in the BGMPO had downtowns that scored higher
than 50 on the WalkScore:

e Gibsonville — 57 walk / 62 bike
e Elon-58 walk /59 bike

e Burlington — 70 walk / 73 bike
e Graham - 65 walk / 71 bike

e Mebane - 68 walk / 72 bike

Table 11 and Table 12 below summarizes bicycle and pedestrian projects selected for BGMPO MTP
2045 by horizon year. Figure 41 illustrates the location of some of the pedestrian and bicycle
projects in the urban core of the region. In addition to those projects, priority projects from locally-
adopted bicycle and pedestrian plans have been mapped, and are considered part of the unfunded
MTP 2045 plan, to be considered for inclusion as part of the Comprehensive Transportation Plan
update.
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Table 11: Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects Included in the Fiscally-Constrained List, 2035 Horizon

- Project
MTP |Project . . - . .
Project Name Municipality Facility From To Miles [ Estimated Cost
2045 1D (Type . .
if Applicable
2035 Horizon Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects
Town and
Countr
Bike Burlington Town and Country bike Town and Naturey
Bike-003 |- ¢ 9 y Burlington  |Country Bike |Webb Ave 333§ 8,632,352
Facility path Preserve;
Path
Andrews
Elementary
Graham-Main Street Sidewalk Main Street
raham-Main Street Sidewalks
Ped-015 [Sidewalk . Graham Sidewalk Rogers Robin 0.94| $ 2,550,000
from Rogers to Robin
(Graham)
. ) Mebane-Holt Street Shared Use Dodson .
Bike-030 [Sidepath Path Mebane Holt Street Road S. First Street 1.69 $ 2,494,614
a oa

2035 Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects Total

$ 13,676,966
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Table 12: Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects Included in the Fiscally-Constrained List, 2045 Horizon

MTP |Project ) Project e . .
) Project Name J, . ... |Facility From To Miles | Estimated Cost
2045 ID |Type Municipality
2045 Horizon Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects
Williamson
. . Avenue & St.  |Pheonix  [Rural Retreat
Bike-015 [Bike Lane Elon-Williamson Avenue and St. Elon Marks Church  |Drive Road 2.57 5,860,004
Marks Church Road Bike Lane Road
Separate E:lmmgs
Bike-007 |Bike Burlington-Mebane Street Bikeway [Burlington Mebane Street Broadview City Park 3.05 11,115,000
Facility MS
Ped-026 |Sidewalk |Graham, Gilbreath Rd Sidewalk |G aham Gilbreath Rd  |lvey Ray 0.90 1,172,204
Improvements from Ivey to Ray
E. Elm St and
Ped-067 [Sidewalk |Graham East EIm Street & NC87 |G raham motan 047 534,002
Sidewalk Bundle NC 87
Bike-011 |Sidepath |Elon- University Drive Sidepath  |g|op University Dr 0.93 1,372,776
(close gaps)
Bike-016 |Bike Lane Elon Haggard Ave 272 1,435,000
Elon Haggard Avenue Bike Lane
Mebane: N. Fifth Street Sidewalk,
] Pedestrian C . d Railroad ) Washingto .
Ped-043 [Sidewalk edestrian Crossing and Rallroa Mebane North Fifth St S E. Ruffin St 0.12 500,000
Crossing Improvements from n st
Washington St to E Ruffin St
Bike-010 |Bike Lane |Cibsonville Burlington Avenue Bike |gipconville  |Burlington Ave |Cook Rd  |Chase St 095 2,015,000
Lane
T . Burlington-NC 49 (Maple Avenue) suinet NC 49 (Maple |Handford |NC 54 Chapel 0 3380000
ike idepa i urlington : ,380,
P Sidepath 9 Avenue) Road Hill Road
. . . . Main St at
Ped-060 |Sidewalk Gibsonville  |Main St Joyner St 0.41 795,000
Gibsonville Main Street Sidewalk Burke St
. Burlington-NC 87 (Webb Avenue) . NC 87 (Webb [Burlington |Williamson
Ped-065 |Sidewalk |_. Burlington L 043 905,000
Sidewalk Avenue) City Limits [Street
G surlingt Little Al Creek Little Alamance Southern
Bike-005 [~ oo Hrington - LItHe Alamance LTeeX g irington  |Creek City Park |Neighborhood| ~ 3.24 8,860,000
way Greenway
Greenway Park
2045 Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects Total 37,943,978
2035 and 2045 Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects Total 51,620,944
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Figure 43 Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Projects in the Urban Core

The following is a short description of bicycle and pedestrian projects that have been prioritized as
stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects for MTP 2045. It should be noted that bicycle and
pedestrian design guidance has been changing very quickly in recent years, and the latest available
design guidance should be used when deciding on the preferred facility type when those projects
are funded and moving through design to implementation.

Burlington Town and Country Bike Path (Bike-003)

The Burlington Town and Country Bike Path is intended to be a 3.33-mile bicycle facility located in
Burlington. The project will create a new safe bicycle route between Webb Avenue and the Town and
Country Nature Preserve and Andrews Elementary School. A combination of on-street bicycle lanes
and bicycle boulevard facility type is envisioned for this project. The project was originally
recommended in the Burlington Greenways and Bikeways Plan. The project probably cost of
implementation is estimated at $8,632,352. The bikeway scores highly at 75, since it closes a critical
gap, provides connections to areas of high environmental justice concern, and gives access to
numerous points of interest and activity centers. The project is recommended for implementation
during the 2035 horizon period.
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Graham Main Street Sidewalk Improvements (Ped-015)

Graham Main Street Sidewalk Improvements is a 0.94-mile pedestrian improvements project in
Graham. The project travels along Main Street from Rogers Road to Robin Lane. The project was
originally recommended in the 2006 Graham Pedestrian Plan and has an estimated construction cost
of $2,550,000. The project scores highly at 75 as it closes a critical gap, connects areas of high
environmental justice concern, and provides connections to numerous points of interest and activity
centers. The project is recommended for construction during the 2035 horizon period.

Mebane Holt Street Shared Use Path (Bike-030)

The Holt Street Shared Use Path is a 1.69-mile separated bicycle and pedestrian facility located in
Mebane. The project runs along Holt Street from Dodson Road to South First Street. The project was
originally recommended in the 2040 Mebane CTP and has an estimated construction cost of
$2,494,614. The project scores well at 50 as it closes a critical gap and connects various points of
interests and activity centers. The project is recommended for construction during the 2035 horizon
period.

Elon Williamson Avenue and St. Marks Church Road Bike Lane (Bike-015)

Williamson Avenue and St. Marks Church Road Bike Lane project would create a 2.57 mile bicycle
facility in Elon and would add a safe north-south bicycle connection between Alamance Crossing
commercial activity center, US 70 commercial corridor and Elon University. The project termini are
from Phoenix Drive to Rural Retreat Road. The bike lane was recommended in the Elon Bicycle,
Pedestrian, and Lighting Plan and has an estimated construction cost of $5,860,000. The project
scores a 70 and helps connect a variety of points of interest, multi-family residential housing
locations and activity centers. The project is recommended for construction during the 2045 horizon
period.

Mebane Street Bikeway (Bike-007)

Mebane Street Bikeway is a 3.05-mile separated bike facility located in Burlington. The project
traverses Mebane Street from Cummings High School and Broadview Middle School to City Park.
This project was originally recommended in the Burlington Greenways and Bikeways Plan and has an
estimated construction cost of $11,115,000. The project scores very highly at 95, as it parallels US 70,
closes a critical gap, connecting areas of high environmental justice concern and providing access to
numerous points of interest and activity centers including downtown Burlington. The project would
tie in with bicycle and pedestrian improvements being implemented along Graham-Hopedale Road
through stand-alone projects and as part of U-6014 roadway project. This bicycle project is
recommended for construction in the 2045 horizon period.
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Graham Gilbreath Road Sidewalk Improvements (Ped-026)

The Gilbreath Road Sidewalk is a 0.9-mile pedestrian facility located in Graham. The project will travel
along Gilbreath Road from Ivey Road to Ray Street. The project was originally recommended in the
2006 Graham Pedestrian Plan and has an estimated construction cost of $1,172,200. The sidewalk
scores highly at 75 as it closes a critical gap, provides connections to areas of high environmental
justice concern, and gives access to numerous points of interest and activity centers. The project is
recommended for construction during the 2045 horizon period.

East EIm Street and NC 87 Sidewalk Bundle (Ped-067)

The East Elm Street and NC 87 Sidewalk bundle is a 0.41-mile pedestrian facility located in Graham.
The project extends long East EIm Street from Albright Avenue to Parker Street and along NC 87
from West Harden Street to Williamson Street. The project was recommended in the BGMPO SPOT
P6.0, with an estimated construction cost of $534,002. The sidewalk bundle scores a 50, connecting
areas of high environmental justice concern and improving access to points of interest and activity
centers. This project is recommended for construction during the 2045 horizon period.

Elon University Drive Sidepath (Bike-011)

The University Drive Sidepath is a 0.93-mile bicycle facility project located in Elon. This project is
intended to address the existing gaps in provided shared-use facility (sidepath) along the roadway.
The project was originally recommended in the Elon Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Lighting Plan and has an
estimated construction cost of $1,372,776. The sidepath scores well at 60. It closes a critical gap and
connects numerous points of interest and activity centers. The project is recommended for
construction during the 2045 horizon period.

Elon Haggard Avenue Bike Lane (Bike-016)

The Haggard Avenue Bike Lane is 2.72-mile bicycle facility project located in Elon. The project
traverses Haggard Avenue between University Drive and West Webb Avenue. Haggard Avenue bike
lane was recommended in the Elon Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Lighting Plan and has an estimated
construction cost of $1,435,000. The project scores well with a 60, connecting areas of moderate
environmental justice concern, enhancing safety where crashes are already prevalent, and providing
access to a variety of points of interest and activity centers. The project is recommended for
construction during the 2045 horizon period.

North Fifth Street Sidewalk (Ped-043)

This project extends along North Fifth Street between Washington Street and East Ruffin Street, and
includes a railroad crossing improvement. The sidewalk was recommended in the 2040 Mebane CTP.
Additional intersection geometry and pedestrian safety improvements identified in the Mebane
Traffic Separation Study are recommended as part of this project (5" Street Crossing #735 472D).
These include improving the geometry of the crossing and intersection with US 70; removing the
northbound dedicated right turn lane onto US 70 to increase the curve radii for vehicle turning
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movements; installing an asphalt path/shoulder across the crossing; adding crosswalks at the
Washington Street/Fifth Street intersection to connect sidewalks; installing a median with pedestrian
refuge on Washington Street (starting at Fifth Street and extending eastward); and adding pedestrian
crossing warning signs for crosswalks at the Washington Street intersection. The project scores a 50
as it closes a critical gap and provides access to a variety of points of interest and activity centers.
The project is recommended for construction during the 2045 horizon period with an estimated
construction cost of $500,000. Safety or railroad funding could be considered as a potential funding
source for parts of this project.

Gibsonville Burlington Avenue Bike Lane (Bike-010)

The Burlington Avenue Bike Lane is a 0.95-mile bicycle lane project located in Gibsonville. The
project traverses Burlington Avenue between Cook Road and Chase Street. The bike lane was
recommended in the 2014 Gibsonville Comprehensive Pedestrian Plan and has an estimated
construction cost of $2015,000. The project scores a 45 and helps improve safety and connect a
variety of points of interest and activity centers. The project is recommended for construction during
the 2045 horizon period.

Burlington NC 49 (Maple Avenue) Sidepath (Bike-066)

The NC 49 (Maple Avenue) Sidepath is a 0.5-miles bicycle facility located in Burlington. The project
travels alongside NC 49 (Maple Avenue) between Hanford Road and NC 54 Chapel Hill Road. The
sidepath was recommended as part of the BGMPO SPOT P6.0 and has an estimated construction
cost of $3,380,000. The project scores well with an 80, enhancing safety along multi-lane roads,
closing a critical gap, connecting areas of high environmental justice concerns, and providing access
to a variety of points of interest and activity centers. The project is recommended for construction
during the 2045 horizon period. Partial implementation as part of roadway projects (Hwy-159, NC 49
Maple Avenue Realignment and Hwy-157, NC 49 Maple Avenue Widening) might be feasible.

Gibsonville Main Street Sidewalk (Ped-060)

Main Street Sidewalk project in Gibsonville is for a 0.3 mile stretch of sidewalk improvements along
the northern side of Main Street from its end near Burke Street to intersection with Joyner Street.
This sidewalk improvement would connect through the heart of downtown Gibsonville. The sidewalk
was recommended as part of the BGMPO SPOT P6.0 and has a probable estimated construction cost
of $795,000. The project is recommended for construction during the 2045 horizon period.

Burlington NC 87 (Webb Avenue) Sidewalk (Ped-065)

The NC 87 (Webb Avenue) Sidewalk is a 0.43-mile pedestrian facility located in Burlington. The
project extends along NC 87 (Webb Avenue) between the Burlington city limits and Williamson
Street. The sidewalk was originally recommended as part of the BGMPO SPOT P6.0 and has an
estimated construction cost of $905,000. The project scores well with a 65, and addresses safety
concerns within the area, connects area of high environmental justice concerns, and provides access
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to a variety of points of interest and activity centers. The project is recommended for construction
during the 2045 horizon period.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Policy and Planning Recommendations

Figure 44 Learn to Ride Event for Children, Mecklenburg County

Additional policy and planning initiatives are recommended to ensure that the implementation of
complete streets continues and that a safer, well-connected network for pedestrians and bicyclists is
complemented with outreach and education strategies to encourage and strengthen the culture of
active transportation in the region.

e Work to update local bicycle, pedestrian and greenways plans on at least a 10-year cycle;
consider more frequent updates due to design recommendations changing quite rapidly for
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.

e Coordinate between NCDOT Division 7, MPO staff and local municipalities staff on an annual
basis to review the upcoming roadway maintenance list for the next three years and identify
opportunities to implement bicycle lanes or other quick and easy bicycle and pedestrian
improvements at the time of resurfacing.

e Conduct follow-up railroad pedestrian crossing underpass/overpass feasibility studies for
Mebane locations—at First Street and at Second Street

e  Work with public health departments and non-profit partners such as AARP to identify
several pilot sites for wayfinding signage to encourage walking in and around downtowns
and major commercial centers. Simple signs could be installed encouraging people to take a
5-10 minute walk for lunch, or to walk to the bank or the library instead of automatically
getting into their cars to drive somewhere.

e Implement bicycle education events for children similar to bicycle rodeos and “Learn to Ride”
events; take advantage of NCDOT bicycle helmet giveaway program to give away helmets to
children as part of bicycle rodeos and “Learn to Ride" events.

e Hold walkability and bikeability audits around key community destinations.
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e Support local municipalities in their application for bicycle-friendly and walk-friendly status,
to review outstanding infrastructure, policy and programming gaps.

e Continue to implement bicycle and pedestrian facilities as part of roadway projects through
NCDOT Complete Streets policy--including along and across major arterial corridors. A
shared-use path (SUP) or sidepath along an arterial can provide accommodation for both
bicyclists and pedestrians, including less-experienced bicyclists who are less likely to feel
confident riding in traffic. Figures below illustrate a four-lane median-divided cross-section
with a sidepath (shared-use path) separated from the road by a swale vs. a curb and gutter
and green buffer zone.

Shared Use Path
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Not to scale
paved paved -
5] 8, [(95min_
shoulder ! ) ) ) ) unpaved . <
&l 12 2. 23 12 12 . 10-12

10 to 17.5° possible
in imited situations

F 55' min (assumed 60') ’]L 85" min (assume 90') "
Assume 150' Right-of Way

Shared Use Path

travel lane travel lane median travel lane travel lane

Not to scale
9.5' min
2| | 14 A 12 AR 23 Sl 12 5) 14 prd 5 10412 .
10" to 17.5 possible
in imited situations
55’ min (assumed 60') | 65’ min (assume 70')
: il

Assume 130’ Right-of Way

Figure 45 4-Lane Divided Typical Swale Section with a Sidepath (above, C-2) and
4-Lane Divided Typical Curb-&-Gutter Section with a Sidepath (below, B-2)

In Figure 39 above, the second potential cross-section is a curb-and-gutter version (referred to as B-
2). The median and inner travel lane have the same dimensions as the ditch and swale version, but
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the outer lane is 14 feet wide, with a 2-foot curb and gutter pan. The shared-use path should ideally
be at least spaced 9'-6" from the back of curb. This cross-section requires ROW width of about 130
feet (70 feet on the side of the SUP, 60 feet on the other side), but could in some situations fit within
120 feet. This cross-section is not suitable for posted speeds greater than 45 mph.

4.4 Curbside Management along Main Streets

The Burlington-Graham planning region benefits from the presence of vibrant downtowns and main
streets with small, locally-owned businesses and restaurants. Whether weekend destinations for
visitors or daily destinations for residents, a variety of modes are used to access downtown areas
across the region. As these city centers and the overall region continue to grow in population,
maintaining traffic flow while providing a range of modal options will become even more crucial in
maintaining the economic vitality of these main streets. Getting There 2045 plans for roadway,
transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and other transportation improvements. Competition for curb space
among on-street parking, goods delivery, ride-hailing, transit stops, bike lanes, and other elements
of complete streets design creates conflicts that must be actively managed. Designs and policies
along active main street corridors can have a significant impact on travel behavior and first-mile/last-
mile options for passenger trips and deliveries. BGMPO member jurisdictions are encouraged to
consider the following curbside management policy ideas and planning strategies in downtown
areas:

e Off-Street Parking and Wayfinding: On-street and off-street parking serve different needs
and can affect traffic demand on the street network. Off-street parking can influence on-
street parking usage where higher turnover is desired for customers making short-term trips.
Improved wayfinding to off-street parking improves the drivers experience. With higher
reliance on cell phone navigation apps, drivers can consider parking options as part of their
route planning, rather than after arriving at their destination. Parking lot signage and
wayfinding can reduce the congestion caused by vehicles cruising for on-street parking.

e On-Street Parking Turnover and Pricing: Most main streets in the BGMPO have free on-
street parking. If a jurisdiction desires higher turnover in these spaces, increasing
enforcement adherence to time limits or charging a parking fee are two options. Increasing
on-street parking turnover ensures adequate parking spaces are available for individuals
making short trips or visiting a retail shop or restaurant. Recent technology improvements
have made it more affordable for municipalities to acquire parking payment infrastructure
such as multi-space meters and parking apps.

e Loading Zones and Dual Use Zones: Delivery vehicles of all sizes must navigate the limited
spaces within historical downtowns and limited loading zones. Owners of locally owned small
businesses often load out of their personal vehicles. Planning for adequate loading zones
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ensures space is available as deliveries increase. Dual use of zones (such as on-street parking
and commercial loading zones) by time-of-day and day-of-week can also increase loading
space capacity. Pedestrian and vehicular conflicts can be reduced by designating dual use
space for ride-hailing and taxis during weekends and evenings.

e Complete Streets at the Curb: Bicycles, pedestrian, and transit mix at the curb with delivery
trucks and on-street parking. Safety considerations such as appropriate spacing between
transit stops (such as the potential Graham and Mebane circulator stops) and commercial
loading zones, driveways, crosswalks, and intersections are needed to improve visibility.
Bicycle facilities such as bike lanes or lane reconfigurations can create space for a variety of
street uses. Streetscaping enhancements that widen sidewalks or provide pedestrian bulb
outs make space for transit shelters and outdoor dining, yielding a more welcoming and
pedestrian-oriented environment. ADA compliance for adequate handicap on-street parking
spaces per block and curb cuts improve accessibility and safety for all users.

e Community Prioritization and Pilot Programs: Each main street is unique, so
understanding local stakeholders’ priorities along each block helps determine how curb
space should be used and managed. Pilot programs are great ways to test out new strategies

STES

before installing them. Dual use zones and bike lanes are suitable pilot projects.

Q

Figure 46 Dual Use Zone Dividing Time between Commercial Loading and Passenger Pick-
up/Drop-off
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4.5 Freight

In November 2017, NCDOT completed the first North Carolina Statewide Multimodal Freight Plan.
The plan identifies freight investments that can lead to economic growth, support NCDOT's 25-year
vision, and address the criteria in the Strategic Transportation Investments (STI) prioritization

process. NCDOT developed a vision, and defined goals and objectives to meet the vision. The goals
of the freight plan are:

e Enhance economic development opportunities and competitiveness

e Improve freight system efficiency, reliability, and resiliency

e Enhance freight transportation safety and security

e Support adoption and deployment of new freight technologies

e Improve freight infrastructure conditions and preservation

e Protect and enhance the natural environment

e Foster public-private partnerships and collaboration with freight stakeholders

e Ensure good fiscal management and sustainable funding for the State’s freight network

As North Carolina adapts to the changing demands of its freight infrastructure, the Freight Plan

addresses current and future challenges and opportunities and provides a variety of recommended
freight investments.

[-40/1-85 corridor remains a priority for freight movement across the state and through the BGMPO
region. Interchange improvements as well as major arterial improvements connecting to
interchanges will help support movement of goods within and across the Burlington-Graham MPO
region. Additional recommendations to support the flow of goods within and across the region
include the following:

e Address outstanding posted bridge locations to ensure that heavier vehicles can continue to
utilize those key corridors

e Address the safety of at-grade railroad crossings (see additional information in the next
section) and consider grade-separation where warranted and feasible to decrease delay

4.6 Rail

North Carolina Railroad corridor through Burlington sees both freight and passenger train traffic. On
the passenger train service side, the Burlington Amtrak station opened in 2003 and is served by eight
trains daily. The number of trains is expected to go up to ten in the near future. Amtrak does not
provide ticketing or baggage services at this station. The station building is sited in the former
engine house of the North Carolina Railroad (NCRR), the only remnant of a railroad maintenance
facility built in the 1850s.
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The Charlotte to Raleigh passenger rail corridor is part of the larger Southeast High-Speed Rail
corridor. No major improvements are currently planned for the railroad corridor around Burlington.
Two railroad projects funded by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) stimulus were
completed in BGMPO area in 2017:

e P-5205 Haw River Passing Siding and Curve Realignment, Division 7; Alamance County: 2-
mile passing siding to break up a 22-mile stretch of single track. Half-mile 30-foot deep cut
on new location. Completed Fall 2016

e Stations and Facilities Renovations at existing stations including Burlington, NC

Freight rail service along the corridor is provided by Norfolk Southern.
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