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A motion was
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WHEREAS,

BGMPC

Burlington - Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization

RESOLUTION

ADOPTING THE 2050 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR THE
BURLINGTON - GRAHAM METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

made by TAC member Monti Allison and seconded by Ricky Hall _for adoption of the

resolution below, and upon being put to a vote was duly adopted on this _12th_day of June , 2025.

the provisions of 23 CFR Part 450 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)
to develop a multimodal, financially constrained Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)
with at least a twenty year planning horizon and,

the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) of the Burlington - Graham Metropolitan
Planning Organization (BGMPO) is the MPO for the Burlington - Graham metropolitan
planning area; and,

through the conduct of a continuing, comprehensive and coordinated transportation
planning process in conformance with applicable federal and state requirements, the
BGMPO developed the latest MTP with a 2050 horizon year; and,

the BGMPO, in cooperation with the North Carolina Department of Transportation and
with operators of publicly owned transit services, rail operators, the aviation authority
and the bicycle and pedestrian community, adhered to the metropolitan transportation
planning process in the development of the BGMPO 2050 MTP; and,

the 2050 MTP was developed through a strategic, proactive, comprehensive public
outreach and involvement program, which included: an adopted public participation plan;
advertising in regional newspapers; distribution of public information materials, a
dedicated website, an interactive web-based visualization tool; five workshops to
facilitate public comments on the draft 2050 MTP; three public hearings to receive
comments on the draft 2050 MTP; and local, regional and federal interagency
coordination and involvement; and,

the 2050 MTP contains an integrated set of strategies and investments to maintain,
manage and improve the transportation system in the planning region through the year
2050 and calls for development of an integrated intermodal transportation system that
facilitates the based reasonable available funding provisions; and,

the 2050 MTP integrates a Congestion Management Process identifying the most serious
congestion problems and cvaluating and incorporating, as appropriate, all reasonably
available actions to reduce congestion, such as travel demand management and
operational management strategies for all corridors with any proposed capacity increase;
and,

the 2050 MTP meets federal air quality standards and is in attainment status for these
standards; and,

the 2050 MTP includes, to the maximum extent practicable, a discussion of the
performance measures and targets used in assessing the performance of the transportation
system (Ref: 23 CFR 450.324) (f) (3)); and subsequent updates evaluating the condition
and performance of the transportation system with respect to the performance targets
described in 23 CFR §450.306(d); and,
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WHEREAS, the 2050 MTP includes a financial plan that demonstrates how the adopted transportation
plan can be implemented; and,

WHEREAS, the BGMPO shall review and update the 2050 MTP at least every 5 years in attainment
areas to confirm the transportation plan’s validity and consistency with current and
forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends and to extend the forecast

period to at least a 20-year planning horizon; and,
WHEREAS, the 2050 MTP was released for public comment from May 12 to June 12, 2025.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Burlington - Graham Metropolitan Planning
Organization Transportation Advisory Board hereby approves and adopts the 2050 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan on June 12, 2025 for the Burlington — Graham metropolitan planning area.

CERTIFICATE: The undersigned certifies that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution
adopted by the voting members of the TAC on _June 12th_, 2025.
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Transportation Acronyms

Text / Acronym

Definition

AADT
ACTA
ADA
ARRA
ATLAS
BGMPO
BUY
CTP
DOI
E+C
FAST Act

FHWA

Fiscally-
Constrained

FTA

HERE
HSIP

ICM

ITRE

ITS

LEP

Link Transit

LTV
MAP-21

MIS
MPO
MTP
NCDOT
NCRR
OPT
PART

Annual Average Daily Traffic

Alamance County Transportation Authority

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

Advancing Transportation through Linkages, Automation, and Screening
Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization
Burlington-Alamance Regional Airport

Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Degree of Impact

Existing Roads plus Committed Projects

Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act was signed into law on December 4, 2015. The
FAST Act was the first multi-year federal transportation funding law in over a decade and authorized $305
billion over fiscal years 2016 through 2020 for highway, safety, public transportation, motor carrier safety,
hazardous materials safety, rail, and research, technology, and statistics programs.

Federal Highway Administration

Funding sources are reasonably available over the life of the plan to cover the capital and operating cost
of the proposed improvement

Federal Transit Administration

Real-time cell phone data

Highway Safety Improvement Plan

Integrated Corridor Management

Institute for Transportation Research and Education
Intelligent Transportation Systems

Limited English Proficiency

Link Transit is the local fixed route transit service provider for the City of Burlington and surrounding area,
with five bus routes serving Burlington, Gibsonville and Alamance Community College.

Light Transit Vehicle

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century, MAP-21 is the federal transportation bill signed into law
July 6, 2012. MAP-21 outlined funding for surface transportation programs for fiscal years 2013 and
2014.

Maijor Investment Study

Metropolitan Planning Organization
Metropolitan Transportation Plan

North Carolina Department of Transportation
North Carolina Railroad

Orange County Public Transportation

Piedmont Authority for Regional Transportation
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Text / Acronym

Definition

PBIN

PE

PIP

POP

Powell Bill Funds
PSA

PTRM

ROW

RPO

RSA
SAFETEA-LU

SPOT
STBG-DA
STI
STIP
SUP
TAC
TAZ
TIP
Title VI
TMA
TOD
TPM
TTI
UPWP
USDOT
V/C

Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure Network

Preliminary Engineering

Public Involvement Plan

Program of Projects

State of North Carolina funds to build and maintain major city streets
Pedestrian Safety Audit

Piedmont Triad Regional Travel Demand Model

Right-Of-Way

Rural Planning Organization

Roadway Safety Audit

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users, SAFETEA-LU was
the federal legislation authorizing U.S. highway and transit programs signed into law on August 10,
2005. SAFETEA-LU provided $244.1 billion in funds over a five-year period through 2009. Numerous
extensions to the SAFETEA-LU were adopted prior to the adoption of MAP- 21 in 2012..

Strategic Planning Office of Transportation (NCDOT)
Surface Transportation Block Group — Direct Attributable
Strategic Investments

State Transportation Improvement Program

Shared Use Path, also known as Multi-Use Path
Transportation Advisory Committee

Traffic Analysis Zone

Transportation Improvement Plan

Part of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibits discrimination in any program receiving federal assistance
Transportation Management Area

Transit Oriented Development

Transportation Performance Management

Travel Time Index

Unified Planning Work Program

United Stated Department of Transportation

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
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Study Purpose

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

The BGMPO is responsible for maintaining a long-range Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for the MPO planning
area. The MTP outlines the BGMPOQ's transportation-related goals and objectives and addresses transportation-related
issues and impacts over a minimum 20-year horizon. The MTP is developed through a cooperative process led by

the BGMPO, including the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), North Carolina Department of Transportation
(NCDOT), stakeholders, and the public, to create a vision for the future of the community. The process is guided by
federal regulations and is designed to assist the BGMPO in prioritizing short- and long-term investments in the area’s
transportation system over the next 25 years. The MTP must be updated every five years. The current MTP update, 2050
MTP, was adopted in June 2025.

Study Process

The study was conducted over a 6-month period beginning in January and concluding in June. The study was conducted
by a project team comprised of BGMPO and NCDOT. The public and stakeholder involvement process included the
formation of a Steering Committee made up of stakeholders representing agencies within the planning area, public
meetings, an interactive website, surveys, and posting the final draft for a 30-day public comment period. The final plan
was adopted by the BGMPO Transportation Advisory Committee on June 12, 2025, following public review and hearing.
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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
that the federally supported transportation system will be adequately operated and maintained.

The 2050 MTP lays out roadway and intersection improvements across the funding horizon years that correspond to

the adopted State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP): 2026-2035, 2036-2040, 2041-2050. Projects that were
identified but not included in the fiscally constrained project list are included as unfunded visionary projects. Active
Transportation, Public Transportation, Aviation, and Rail projects are not financially constrained. Additionally, highway and
transit future year project recommendations are consistent with the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-
21) Act, the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, and the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (I1JA)

performance-based requirements.

The 2050 MTP includes interchange and intersection projects, corridor widening, modernization, access management,
intelligent transportation systems, complete streets, and new location projects, as well as bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and
freight and rail projects. The image below depicts the financially constrained intersection and corridor projects, also shown

as Figure 27 later in the report.
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The Burlington-Graham
Metropolitan Planning
Organization

A Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) is federally
mandated regional planning agency responsible for
delivering a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive
transportation planning process. An MPO is required in

all urbanized areas with populations over 50,000 to carry
out the transportation planning process within a boundary
that includes the Census-designated urbanized area plus
contiguous geographic areas expected to urbanize over the
next twenty years.

""--_l_m

The Burlington-Graham MPO (BGMPO) is DMPGPIanning Bounry
the transportation policy-making organization MPO Urbanized Area
that includes local elected representatives
and representatives from agencies involved
in transportation planning activities within the
Burlington-Graham urbanized area.

The planning area captures all of Alamance
County and small portions of Guilford and Orange
Counties and includes nine municipalities:

» City of Burlington * Town of Green Level

* City of Graham * Town of Haw River .

» City of Mebane e Town of Whitsett X
Burlington Haw River

*  Town of Elon » Village of Alamance

Graham @

e Town of Gibsonville

The BGMPO is guided by two committees. The
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) is the

MPO’s decision-making body, comprised of local oY
elected officials, and regional, state, and federal
transportation agencies from the communities
the MPO serves. The Technical Coordinating
Committee (TCC) brings together staff from local ALAMANCE
jurisdictions and stakeholder agencies to make

technical recommendations for consideration by
the TAC.
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The 2050 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan

The BGMPO 2050 MTP analyzes the transportation system
to determine the area’s transportation needs. Those needs
are matched with recommended transportation projects
and prioritized for funding. The result is a comprehensive
blueprint for effective transportation decision-making

and investment choices. The BGMPO 2050 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) is an update to the 2045 MTP
adopted in 2020.

Implementing a transportation project requires navigating
factors such as environmental conditions, community
concerns, project complexity, and funding availability.
Adopting a fiscally constrained long-range transportation
plan is an important first step in the process that helps local
jurisdictions and stakeholder agencies prioritize projects.

MTPs and Comprehensive Transportation Plans. A
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) reflects the
transportation needs of the region over a longer (30+
years) timeframe and is not fiscally constrained. Funded
and unfunded projects identified as part of the BGMPO
2050 MTP will be considered during future updates to the
region’s CTP.

PLANNING PROCESS

Strategic Prioritization. NCDOT advances projects from
MPO long-range transportation plans and locally adopted
plans for funding within the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). The STIP takes shape by
scoring projects using a data-driven approach. MPOs,
Rural Planning Organizations (RPOs) and 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.

Public Involvement. Public involvement for the BGMPO
2050 MTP occurred in two phases. A Steering Committee
was formed, made up of MPO member jurisdictions

staff and additional stakeholders. One round of public
meetings was held and a plan website was created to
host information and materials about the plan. Additional
information regarding the process and input received
through public and stakeholder involvement is detailed in
Chapter 3.

The BGMPO 2050 MTP planning process occurred during the first half of 2025 and featured seven overlapping
tasks. A public review period in May gave way to adoption in June.
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REPORT OVERVIEW

The report is designed to be a brief summary that
communicates the process and outcomes of the BGMPO
2050 MTP. It includes the following chapters:

Chapter 1 - Introduction
Provides an overview of the MPO, the plan; Introduces the
vision, goals, and objectives

Chapter 2 - Planning Area Overview
Presents an inventory of existing conditions and an
overview of relevant plans

Chapter 3 - Community Involvement
Summarizes the engagement activities that occurred
throughout the planning process

Chapter 4 - Multimodal Recommendations
Describes recommended projects for all travel modes as
well as policy and technology solutions

Chapter 5 - Implementation

Presents the financially constrained plan, describes the
MPO'’s adopted performance measures, and brings the
BGMPO 2050 MTP report to a close

15

Using the BGMPO 2050 MTP

The BGMPO 2050 MTP serves as a blueprint for
directing federal, state, and local dollars toward
projects that the community needs and values. It
also supports adopted safety targets and system
performance measures. On a broader level, the
BGMPO 2050 MTP is governed by the Infrastructure
Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), transportation
legislation that ensures that the plan meets federal
requirements to: strengthen America’s highways,
establish a performance-based program, create jobs
and supporting economic growth, support the United
States Department of Transportation’s (USDOT)
aggressive safety agenda, streamline Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) transportation programs,
accelerate project delivery, and promote innovation.

Implementing the BGMPO 2050 MTP

Completing the BGMPO 2050 MTP is the next

step toward implementing a more comprehensive
transportation system in the planning area.
Implementation will occur over time, taking into
consideration local priorities and funding availability.

Updating the BGMPO 2050 MTP

While some projects identified in the BGMPO 2050
MTP will be constructed in the next few years, a long-
term approach is necessary to address unexpected
changes in transportation needs and available funds.
For this reason, federal regulations require the plan be
updated every five years
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VISION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES

The BGMPO 2050 MTP includes a vision and supporting
goals and objectives to guide the planning process and
align projects and performance metrics with topics of local,
state, and federal importance. A direct line of influence
exists from the vision to the selection and prioritization of

transportation improvement projects.

2050 MTP ViIsION

The vision reflects the purpose and intent of the BGMPO
2050 MTP and offers a simple way to describe the MPO’s
approach to transportation improvements. The vision sets
up the goals and objectives to guide the region through the
year 2050.

The 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
continues to promote investment in a multimodal
transportation network that supports a vibrant
and prosperous Burlington-Graham region where
all residents have access to opportunities, where
an enviable quality of life endures, and where

the economy thrives while our area’s natural and
cultural resources are protected and celebrated.

2050 MTP GoALs AND OBJECTIVES

The 2050 MTP goals and objectives are based on

the guiding statements from the 2045 MTP and have
been updated to reflect local and state areas of
emphasis while adhering to the ten federally-required
transportation planning factors. The goals offer an
organizing structure for how the Burlington-Graham
MPO and its partners can work toward achieving

the 2050 MTP vision. The objectives provide more
specific directives for each goal statement. During the
development of the BGMPO 2050 MTP, the goals and
objectives influenced recommendations, priorities, and
funding strategies.
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GOAL 1 ~ TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY

re

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

and through the area.

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

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

users
1C | Plan and support a freight transportation system that allows for the efficient movement of goods

1A

1B

Improve reliability of the transportation system through increasing roadway network connectivity and

1D supporting multiple route options

GOAL 2 ~ TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
Provide a transportation system that enables mobility choice

2A | Integrate walking and bicycling with vehicular travel and encourage the use of walking and bicycling

2B | Develop an integrated public transportation system that supports multimodal transportation options

2C | Maximize rail and air transportation opportunities

2D Support transportation demand management strategies, including park and ride lots, carpooling, and
vanpooling throughout the region

GOAL 3 ~ TRANSPORTATION OPTIMIZATION
eek to create a more optimized and resilient transportation system

3A | Prioritize maintaining existing assets before exploring system expansion options

3B Leverage new transportation technology and incorporate new infrastructure such as EV charging stations to
enhance mobility, connectivity, and efficiency throughout the region

3c Enhance and promote the resilience and adaptability of the transportation system to natural and man-made
threats

3D Address stormwater drainage and flooding concerns on roadways through transportation upgrades and
improvements

GOAL 4 ~ TRANSPORTATION EQUITY

Promote equity and accessibility in transportation options for transportation- disadvantaged populations

Improve opportunities to serve transportation-disadvantaged populations with convenient transportation to

4A needed services and desired travel destinations

4B | Provide meaningful opportunities for public involvement in the transportation planning process

4C | Use Universal Design to make the system work for all users

GOAL 5~ TRANSPORTATION INTEGRATION
Integrate land use and transportation planning

5A | Support land use planning strategies that facilitate efficient transportation system use and development

5B | Align transportation infrastructure investment with the community vision of future growth

Encourage density and destination clustering that increases accessibility and multimodal transportation

5C .
options

Support areas designated for additional economic development potential under programs such as Opportunity
5D | Zones and North Carolina Industrial Commission Certified Sites through transportation infrastructure
investments
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FEDERAL PLANNING FACTORS

Because the BGMPO 2050 MTP is a federally-required plan, a direct link is needed
between the plan’s goals and federal planning factors carried forward in the Infrastructure

Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), the most recent federal transportation planning legislation.

The following table illustrates the primary correlation for BGMPO 2050 MTP objectives to
the ten federal planning factors.

TRANSPORTATION

EFFICIENCY

1A

1B

1C

1D

Accessibility | Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight.

Connectivity | Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation
system, across and between modes, for people and freight.

Economic Vitality | Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area,
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.

Efficient Management | Promote efficient system management and operation.

Enhance Travel | Enhance travel and tourism.

Environment | Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy
conservation, improve the quality of life, and promote consistency between
transportation improvements and state and local planned growth and economic
development patterns.

Preservation | Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

FEDERAL PLANNING FACTORS

Resiliency | Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and
reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation.

Safety | Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-
motorized users.

Security | Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and
non-motorized users.
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BGMPO 2050 MTP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

TRANSPORTATION

TRANSPORTATION

TRANSPORTATION

TRANSPORTATION

CHOICES OPTIMIZATION EQUITY INTEGRATION
2A | 2B 2C 2D 3A | 3B 3C 3D 4A | 4B 4C 5A | 5B 5C 5D
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Creating a list of funded and vision transportation projects for the BGMPO area begins with an understanding of current
and projected transportation conditions. This understanding centers on the people, places, and mobility, including
demographic data, growth trends, natural and man-made features, and multimodal characteristics. The recommendations
of the BGMPO 2050 MTP are based on previous planning efforts, community input, and the understanding of the planning

area presented in this chapter.

Building Blocks

The Burlington-Graham MPO 2050 MTP is an opportunity
to continue work from the 2045 MTP, laying out future
transportation projects and initiatives. Building on previous
planning efforts, a variety of plans from the MPO, Alamance
County, and other regional plans were pulled for review.
The plans identified below act as the building blocks

for transportation decision-making and are important
considerations for understanding previous investments and
commitments. The findings from the inventory of relevant
plans inform the development of the Burlington-Graham
MPO 2050 MTP recommendations.

BGMPO Regional Transit Feasibility Study Final
Report (2024)

The Burlington-Graham MPO Regional Transit Feasibility
Study Final Report evaluates the current transit system
and explores options for expansion to improve, coordinate,
and expand both accessibility and connectivity. The study
aims to address community needs and gather input from
area decision-makers and the public. Recommendations
include extending service hours, increasing route coverage,
and integrating advanced technologies. The plan prioritizes
community engagement and sustainable transit solutions
for long-term regional development.

North Carolina Strategic Highway Safety Plan
(2024 Update)

The NC Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) 2024
Update focuses on reducing fatalities and serious injuries
on roads across the state. Key strategies include expanding
the use of speed safety cameras in school zones and work
zones and analyzing speed-related crashes on two-lane
rural roads. Major emphasis areas include improving safety
for vulnerable road users, intersections, lane departures,
and addressing impaired driving.

North Carolina Clean Transportation Plan Final
Report (2023)

The North Carolina Clean Transportation Plan Final
Report is a guiding document for local, regional, and
state agencies, organizations, and groups to coordinate
on decarbonizing the transportation sector across North
Carolina. The plan recommends increasing the adoption
of electric vehicles, expanding public transit options, and
enhancing infrastructure for walking and cycling. The plan
emphasizes public-private partnerships and community
engagement to achieve these goals. It also highlights the
importance of technological advancements and policy
changes to support clean transportation initiatives. The
report aims to create a healthier environment and a more
resilient transportation system for the state’s future.

The Great Trails State Final Report (2022)

The Great Trails State Final Report 2022 aims to promote
active transportation, conservation, recreation, and tourism,
enhancing overall community health and economic
prosperity throughout North Carolina. The plan proposes

a network of greenways to connect all 100 counties in NC
with well-maintained trails that provide safe and accessible
routes for walking, biking, and other outdoor activities. The
report underscores the importance of collaboration between
public and private sectors to achieve these objectives.
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Triad Regional Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) Consolidated Strategic
Deployment Plan (2022)

The Triad Regional ITS Strategic Deployment Plan
helps local leaders identify and start transportation
projects that meet regional needs. The plan fosters
better communication and data sharing among various
transportation agencies and stakeholders. The plan is
flexible, allowing adjustments to future budgets without
committing to specific technologies. It also includes
updates to infrastructure, personnel training, and
ongoing maintenance of the ITS systems.

Triangle 2050 Conformity Determination Plan
(2022)

The Regional Conformity Determination Plan for the
Triad Region ensures future transportation projects in the
Triangle region comply with air quality standards set by
the 1997 ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). The plan covers the Capital Area Metropolitan
Planning Organization, the Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro
MPO, and the Burlington-Graham MPO. It assesses
projected emissions from proposed transportation
projects to ensure they remain within allowed limits to
protect public health and the environment. The plan
includes strategies to reduce air pollution and promote
sustainable and efficient transportation options.

BGMPO Transportation Safety Plan (TSP) (2022)

The Transportation Safety Plan (TSP) for the Burlington-
Graham MPO outlines a six-step local road safety planning
process framework to create a list of issues, risks, actions,
and improvements to eliminate fatal and severe injuries

on local roads for all road users. The TSP emphasizes

the importance of data-driven approaches and community
involvement in improving road safety. This plan marks the
MPO'’s first regional safety initiative in North Carolina.

North Carolina Moves 2050 Plan (2021)

NC Moves 2050 is a strategic, 30-year multimodal,
transportation plan for North Carolina by the North Carolina
Department of Transportation (NCDOT). The plan aims to
address the anticipated growth of the state’s population
from 10 million to 14 million by 2050. It focuses on creating
a more responsive, diverse, and inclusive transportation
system to sustain economic growth, improve quality of

life, and address future challenges. The plan includes
strategies to enhance transportation connectivity, safety,
and efficiency to support North Carolina’s evolving
transportation needs.

BGMPO Transit Demand Management (TDM)
Program (2021)

BGMPO TDM Program provides strategies for reducing

or relocating transportation demands elsewhere. The
program focuses on enhancing the regional transit network
to match the growing population and transportation
demand and improve transportation efficiency, safety, and
accessibility within the Burlington-Graham urban area. It
outlines coordinated efforts with regional stakeholders and
includes strategies like implementing fixed-route transit
systems and improving existing transit infrastructure.
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BGMPO Public Involvement Plan Amended,
(2020)

The Public Involvement Plan for BGMPO, amended in
2020, is an umbrella document containing all plans and
programs of BGMPO'’s transportation planning process.
The plan provides clear guidelines for public involvement
in all stages of the transportation planning decision-
making process. The outcome of the plan is to enhance
public knowledge regarding the BGMPQO’s multimodal
transportation system, associated costs, and funding
sources.

BGMPO 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(2020)

BGMPO MTP2045 is a federally required, comprehensive
long-range transportation planning document serving

as the vision for transportation needs for the region up

to 2045. The MTP provides a fiscally constrained list of
recommended multimodal transportation improvements
aimed to improve overall mobility, reduce congestion,
enhance safety, and support sustainable growth within
Alamance County and parts of Guilford and Orange
Counties.

BGMPO Title VI Program Plan (2019)

Title VI Program Plan for BGMPO is a policy prohibiting
discrimination based on race, color, national origin, English
proficiency, sex, age, or disability for programs that
receive federal funding. The plan ensures compliance with
federal non-discrimination laws and includes procedures
for handling complaints, conducting regular reviews, and
ongoing staff training.

North Carolina 54 West Corridor Study (2019)

The NC 54 West Corridor Study reviews the 20.4-mile
stretch of NC 54 between Old Fayetteville Road in Carrboro
and the 1-85/I-40 interchange in Graham. The study
provides the long-term vision for the corridor through 2045,
addressing future growth, development, and traffic patterns
along the corridor. It evaluates various transportation
improvements including roadway widening, intersection
enhancements, and transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities. The study’s recommendations are designed to
improve traffic flow, safety, and connectivity in response

to local and regional growth, considering significant
destinations such as Chapel Hill and related University of
North Carolina traffic.

City of Mebane 2040 Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CTP) (2018)

The CTP for the City of Mebane, adopted in 2018, is a long-
range, multimodal strategy providing recommendations

for multimodal transportation projects that are not fiscally
constrained. The plan serves as a foundational document
for making informed transportation investments and policy
decisions to support the city’s growth and development
through 2040.

Mebane Train Traffic Separation Study (2018)

The Train Traffic Separation Study, conducted in
cooperation with the City of Mebane and Norfolk Southern,
evaluated eight existing at-grade roadway-railroad
crossings along a 5-mile span and their pedestrian,
vehicular, and train patterns. The plan determines the need
for improvements or elimination of crossings to improve
safety and efficiency. The study included crossings at
Buckhorn Road, Mattress Factory, N.C. 119 (Fifth Street),
and Fourth Street, among others. Recommendations from
the study were presented to the Mebane City Council,
focusing on potential pedestrian improvements and
measures to reduce rail-highway conflicts.

Alamance County Transportation Authority
(ACTA) Community Connectivity Plan (2018)

The Community Connectivity Plan for ACTA is a five-year
strategic document developed in collaboration with the
North Carolina Department of Transportation’s Public
Transportation Division. The plan aims to document and
outline the projects necessary for improving community
connectivity and identifies the resources required to fund
these initiatives. ACTA focuses on demand response
transit services within Alamance County, aiming to enhance
transportation accessibility and efficiency. The plan includes
relocating ACTA’'s headquarters and improving coordination
among existing transportation programs.
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Burlington Greenways Bikeways Plan (2017)

Burlington Greenways Bikeways Plan outlines and builds
upon recommendations for improving greenways, trails,
bike lanes, and sidewalks for increased city-wide and
regional connectivity. This long-range plan focuses on
enhancing the quality of life and provides a framework for
local and regional agencies to collaborate on creating safe,
accessible, and sustainable pathways.

Burlington Train Station Connectivity Study
(2017)

The Burlington Train Station Connectivity Study, completed
in 2017, aims to improve access and connectivity to the
Burlington Train Station to attract more riders. The study
examines obstacles and opportunities for all transportation
modes getting to and from the Burlington Train Station,
focusing on the “first mile” and “last mile” of trips.
Recommendations include strategies for better integration
with local transit, pedestrian routes, and bike paths to
ensure seamless travel experiences for passengers.

North Carolina Statewide Multimodal Freight
Plan (2017)

NC Statewide Multimodal Freight Plan aims to enhance
the state’s economic competitiveness, create jobs, and
improve quality of life by optimizing freight transportation.
The plan outlines a comprehensive multimodal freight
network, addressing current and future needs. It focuses
on improving connectivity and efficiency across various
modes of transportation, including highways, rail, air, and
ports. This plan is required by Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act to allow NC to capitalize on the
National Highway Freight Program.

Town of Elon Bicycle Pedestrian Lighting Plan
Update (2017)

Elon’s Bicycle Pedestrian Lighting Plan update

examines and prioritizes opportunities to improve active
transportation, such as bicycle, pedestrian, and lighting
systems, over the next twenty years. The plan encourages
citizen participation in walking and biking while providing
well-lit and safe access to key areas, such as residential
zones, campus facilities, and downtown.

City of Mebane Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation Plan (2015)

Mebane’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan,
adopted in 2015 and updated in subsequent years,
outlines Mebane’s vision, strategies, and actions needed
to improve the connectivity of local bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure. The plan aims to expand existing networks
in Mebane by developing new sidewalks, bike paths, and
pedestrian-friendly routes, with specific projects prioritized
based on community needs and feedback.

Alamance County Trails Plan (2014)

The Alamance County Trails Plan is a long-range

strategy aimed at developing and enhancing trails and
greenways throughout Alamance County. This plan
focuses on identifying and prioritizing opportunities to
create recreational trails, working in collaboration with
municipalities, citizens, businesses, and landowners. It
aims to improve access to recreational spaces, promote
outdoor activities, and support environmental conservation




Final Report

Gibsonville Comprehensive Pedestrian Plan
(2014)

The Comprehensive Pedestrian Plan for Gibsonville
outlines the town’s vision for enhancing pedestrian
transportation. The plan assesses the existing pedestrian
environment and proposes recommendations for improving
the pedestrian network, focusing particularly on the
downtown area. It includes a review of town policies and
programs and provides strategies for implementation and
funding of proposed improvements.

Piedmont Together Comprehensive Regional
Plan (2014)

The Piedmont Together Comprehensive Regional Plan,
developed in partnership with the Piedmont Authority for
Regional Transportation (PART) and supported by a HUD
grant, focuses on achieving equitable prosperity for the
Piedmont Triad region, including Alamance and Guilford
counties. The plan aims to build a resilient and prosperous
economy to enhance the quality of life for all residents
through strategic planning in five key areas: jobs, housing,
transportation, health, and places and spaces.

Orange County Comprehensive Transportation
Plan (CTP) (2013)

The Orange County CTP is a long-range multimodal
transportation plan aimed at enhancing the county’s
transportation infrastructure and connectivity. The plan
prioritizes the development of a robust and integrated
transportation system that supports sustainable growth,
economic development, and quality of life. The CTP also
addresses the transportation needs of rural areas of
Orange County, not included in an MPO, up to the year
2035.

Burlington Pedestrian Plan (2012)

The Burlington Pedestrian Plan is a joint effort between the
City of Burlington and the BGMPO to help create a more
walkable community. The plan provides a comprehensive
framework for improving the pedestrian network and
access to key destinations through guidance, tools, and
programs. It emphasizes the importance of filling gaps in
the existing sidewalk network, increasing connectivity, and
promoting safe and efficient pedestrian travel..

City of Graham Pedestrian Transportation Plan
(2006)

Graham'’s Pedestrian Transportation Plan aims to create a
more pedestrian-friendly environment to enhance the city’s
livability. The plan presents findings of existing facilities
and public input used to set phased recommendations
and prioritize projects to improve their pedestrian

system. Pedestrian infrastructure, such as sidewalks

and crosswalks, is the focus of the plan to ensure safe
pedestrian access across busy roadways, particularly near
schools and high-traffic areas.
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POPULATION DENSITY

Population density measures the concentration of individuals living in a given geographical area. Figure 1 shows the areas
surrounding 1-40 and US-70 have the highest population densities; more specifically, sections of Burlington, Elon, and
Mebane have blocks with greater than 2,000 people per square mile. Both the northern and southern parts of Alamance
County are largely rural districts, with several heavy industrial developments throughout these areas. Residents are more
spread out in these areas equating to less than 250 people per square mile.

Fi%lre 1. Population Density Map
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PoPULATION CHANGE

Population change measures population growth or decline of individuals living in the study area between the years 2022
and 2050. This measure helps to represent areas that may need investment in infrastructure and other amenities to keep
up with future demands. Figure 2 shows two areas (dark green) that are estimated to grow by more than 1,500 people
by 2050. These two areas currently have lower than average population densities. For the majority of the BGMPO area,
gradual growth will occur, with populating increasing between 0 and 500 people. Several parts of the study area will
experience population loss between 2022 and 2050. These areas are both in outskirts of the study area and closer to the
denser core of the BGMPO area.

Fi%lre 2. Population Change 2022-2050 Map
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EMPLOYMENT CHANGE

Employment change measures change in the amount of people employed. Figure 3 shows two areas (dark green) that
are expected to increase its workforce by more than 1,500 people. Several areas near the core of the BGMPO study
area, near I-40 and US-70, are expected to see up to 250 people become employed between 2022 and 2050. Another
area excepted to see an increase in employment is the area (light green) surrounding Bethel South Fork Road, which
according to Figure 2 is expected to experience population loss. More rural areas of the study area show no change in
employment (gray) between 2022 and 2050.

Figure 3. Employment Change 2022-2050 Map
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HOUSEHOLD POVERTY

Household poverty measures the percent of families whose income falls below a certain threshold as determined by
BGMPOQ's Title VI guidelines. As portrayed in Figure 4, some areas saw greater than 20% of households in living in
poverty (dark green), including some areas surrounding Burlington, north of Gibsonville, north of US-70 in Orange County,
and in southern Alamance County. The majority of the BGMPO area has between 5% and 20% of households in poverty
with very few areas having less than 5% of households living in poverty,

Fi%lre 4. Household Poverty Map
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MINORITY POPULATION

Minority population measures the racial and ethnic diversity of residents in geographic areas. This measure is important
for influencing policy-making and economic-outcomes. Figure 5 shows that areas closer to the core of the BGMPO area
tend to have larger amounts of minority populations. Comparisons between Figure 4 and Figure 5 show some correlation
between areas of higher percentages of families in poverty and areas of higher percentages of minority populations.
However, this is not always the case.

Fi%lre 5. Minority Population Map
x|

Alamance County, s R
. i d‘
Stoney “eeq chus willie PaceiRd e
" S A
S <
~

AN

Ossipee

“2

Guilford

Percent Minority o
Population ®,

-\ Less than 10%
Between 10 - 20%
Between 20 - 30%

I Between 30 - 40%

I Between 40 - 50%

I Greater than 50%

eW[OH o
&f‘a%

ul

Data sourced from 2023 ACS 5-year estimates by block group.



BGMPO 2050 MTP

Places

ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES

Figure 6 shows environmental features, including wetlands, flood plains, and watersheds. The map also features priority
rankings for the conservation of Natural Heritage Natural Areas (NHNA). Of the 11 NHNAs in the BGMPO area, nine

are considered general to moderate priority areas for conservation, while Cedarock Park and Cane Creek Mountains/
Observatory Woods are considered high to very high priority areas for conservation. These environmental features were
used to screen the fiscally constrained projects for potential environmental impacts. For more information, see Appendix F.

Figure 6. Environmental Features Map

Guilford

Environmental Features
Wetland
I 100-Year Flood Hazard
500-Year Flood Hazard
5 Watershed
Municipal Boundary

Natural Areas Conservation
Priority

|| Exceptional
Very High
High
Moderate

General

Unranked

T
Data sourced from NC Flood Risk Information System (FRIS), USFWS National Wetlands Inventory, North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) Natural Areas, North Carolina Division of Mitigation
Services (NCDMS) Regional Watershed Plans.

- 34 -



Final Report

HisTORIC & CONSERVATION AREAS

Historic and conservation areas are important to map for planning future development and understanding land ownership
and its usage. As seen in Figure 7, a total of 593 identified historic sites exist throughout the BGMPO area, along with five
Local Historic Districts, 14 National Historic Districts, and 96 NCHPO Districts. The area has several conservation areas
that place restrictions on the property to protect its conservation values. In southern Alamance County, approximately 60
acres of land belong to a dedicated nature preserve at Three College Observatory. A total of 64 easements exist, typically
managed for multiple uses (subject to extractive or OHV use) or to suppress disturbances to protect biodiversity. The state
owns six conservation areas, local governments own 72, and one is privately owned. Nineteen are under other protection.

Figure 7. Historic & Conservation Areas Map
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Community facilities are crucial points to represent when analyzing current conditions of the BGMPO area. Community
facilities should be related to population densities to ensure the facilities and services are meeting the needs of an area.
Alamance County has 39 primary and secondary schools, most of which are closer to the core of the County. Several
parks are within the more dense, urban areas, as well as seven fire stations and Cone Health Alamance Regional Hospital
off of 1-40. Figure 8 represents community facilities within the BGMPO area.

Figure 8. Community Facilities Map
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Mobility

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY TRAFFIC

Average Annual Daily Traffic, or AADT, is a measure of the average number of vehicles to cross a certain point of a
roadway over the course of a year. This measure helps to show regional importance of roads, plan for maintenance, and
better understand traffic levels. Figure 9 shows the AADT for major roads throughout the BGMPO area. Unsurprisingly,
[-40 has the highest AADT with over 100,000 vehicles per day. Major roads in the center of the MPO near urban areas
along the 1-40 corridor have the next largest share of AADT. Roads further from major population centers tend to have
lower AADT values. Figure 9 displays AADT levels within the BGMPO area.

Figure 9. AADT Map
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TRAFFIC CONGESTION - BASE YEAR 2022

Traffic volumes alone cannot be the sole determinant of congestion. The available roadway capacity is equally important
in understanding network congestion. An effective means to measure congestion is determining the volume-to-capacity
ration. A V/C ratio is calculated by dividing the traffic volume of a roadway segment by the roadway’s capacity. In Figure

10, the roadways were grouped into the follow categories:

* Below Capacity: Facilities with a V/C less than 0.80. Roadways operating below capacity experience little to no

congestion during peak travel periods.

* At Capacity: Facilities with a V/C between 0.81 and 1.00. Roadways operating at capacity are somewhat congested

during non-peak periods and congested during peak hours

¢ Above Capacity: Facilities with a V/C greater than 1.00. Roadways operating above capacity experience congestion

during both peak and non-peak periods.
Figu;e 10. Base Year Model PM Peak Hour Congestion (V/C)
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FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
Functional classifications categorize roadways based on speeds, vehicular capacities, and relationships with adjacent
land use. It defines the street in terms of roadway design and features to service the movement primarily of vehicles.
Functional classifications found in the study area include:
¢ Interstate: Designed and constructed with mobility and long-distance travel in mind
¢ Other Principal Arterial: Serves major activity centers and provides higher mobility through urban and rural areas
e Minor Arterial: Connects with principal arterials and serves trips of moderate length
¢ Major & Minor Collector: Provides access and traffic circulation within neighborhoods and commercial areas

* Local: Provides access with little or no through movement and consists of roads not defined as arterials or collectors

Fi%lre 11. Functional Classification Map
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CRASHES

Crash data provided in Figure 12 measures hotspots of reported crashes as well as serious injury crashes which indicate
a life altering incident, and fatal injury crashes. The map shows the most crashes occurring in the same area near the
intersection of North Park Avenue and 1-40, in the northeastern part of Burlington. Between 2019 and 2023, a total of 453
severe injury crashes and 93 fatal injury crashes have been reported in the BGMPO area. For further details on crash
locations, see Appendix A - 2050 MTP Map Book.

Figure 12. Crash Map
)—/— ———————————————————

Ao | I T o S ey - - — - = L- =
| _AIaman@efC’E_unty Y
: : 119
87 T2
; : S - (62 j
Os,§ipee WD L S P ~
\ (49 )
: (Green'L'evel - |
Guilford , 7 -5 ) Jh Orange
County /ST ) County
[ oo SwRis: :
“~Gibsonyille < . W <
“whicte A 2225 : i 8
J. | {70 : =h Mebane
AL Burlington? Graham : . E
61 ' -
y \ 119) 8%y N
p ~ 7L P g
Alamanos ;Swegsonwl/,e.
(62 ' 54 )7
-~ )
87) )
Crash Locations /N
©  Serious Injury Crash “ -
® Fatal Injury Crash s *é
[ 3 v
| Crash Hotspots - 2
X Fewer Crashes (49 Data sourced from NCDOT
- o Crash Frequency By
. < Intersection (2019-2023),
More Crashes \ NCDOT Fatal & Serious
= % 1 i d 1 Crash Locations (2019-2023).

The inset map displays
crashes along I-40 and
US 70. These corridors
contain the highest
concentration of crashes
within the BGMPO.




Final Report

BiCcYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CRASHES

Figure 13 shows reported crashes that involved a bicycle or pedestrian. The map is overlaid with existing active
transportation infrastructure (bike lanes, shared-use paths, and sidewalks) to illustrate the relationships between crash
locations and existing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. A total of 67 bicycle crashes and 157 pedestrian crashes were
reported between 2019 and 2023. A high number of bicycle and pedestrian related crashes occurred closer to the core of
the study area. While one pedestrian crash was reported near a bike lane, no bicycle or pedestrian crashes have occurred
on a shared use path.

Figure 13. Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Map

Ossipee A

&

: »
SIPT

5P

v ¥
“~Burlington
. - (] :
“Elon,
5 £ 70 53
l @ ; 62 y
G ’ (54 49 : 3% e’ ,-
i %& : : — — - e Qe
E 40 &g;’( -E; + f; Q,d N e (<I\_ _L/‘
N A O 7 %, & s & T s 2 r
X / : PR ARG s % 2 =7,
RS \ , i 7/ N % 119 N :
o . % e > 2 ONA ~ ‘
& - NP . Swepson\\l/illes SN

~

%2\\\\//‘ / A’/gman@{ h ‘ e 4 ‘ ’g@;‘:_

) : Al ’
> QF « Be\\embr\;/A\af,“gnce R : P
2 ) Yo " [ ,d\< :
[ Ny N e )

Lo}
| Bicycle & Pedestrian L % "
| Crash Locations A3 2N
. PN B TR
“| © Pedestrian Crash o -:\» Z 5
I

o  Bicycle Crash

% . e G
N Existing Bike Lane ) %’% ) S
Existing Shared-Use "ty Y
u N £ 9
Path o
: 2
| Existing Sidewalk R g\{*
' T EN T ‘ KT~

. 9, { S ! P
Data sourced from NCDOT Bicyclist & Pede?tﬁan Crash Map (2019-2023), BGMPO.



BGMPO 2050 MTP

STATE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) provides state and federal funding for transportation projects.

Most transportation projects in North Carolina utilize the STIP for funding. The Draft 2026-2035 STIP has identified several
projects, including improvements to statewide highways (I-40), regional highways (US-70, etc.), and other arterials. Figure
14 displays STIP projects within the BGMPO area.

Figure 14. STIP Map
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BRIDGES
Figure 15 shows the functional obsolete bridges within the BGMPO area. The 30 functionally obsolete bridges have

outdated building standards and lack the necessary lane widths, shoulder widths, or vertical clearances needed to serve

today’s traffic needs.
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EXISTING BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE

Figure 16 highlights the existing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in the BGMPO area. The bicycle and pedestrian
network is important for allowing safe and accessible active transportation connections. These routes include bike lanes,
sidewalks, and shared-use paths. The existing network of active transportation is limited to the urban portions of the
BGMPO area, with very limited infrastructure in the more rural areas. Very few bike lanes and shared-use paths are

available for users to use and enjoy.

Fi%lre 16. Existing Active Transportation Network Map
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EXISTING TRANSIT

The BGMPO area is served by four transit agencies. Alamance County Transportation Authority (ACTA) provides a fixed
route between Graham and Saxapahaw and on-demand van pickup and drop-off between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

on weekdays. Rides must be scheduled the day before. Piedmont Authority for Regional Transportation (PART) runs
Route 4 through the BGMPO area and connects four park and ride lots along 1-40. Link Transit connects Burlington to
major population and job centers. Link Routes serve Burlington, Elon, Gibsonville, Alamance County Offices in Graham,
Alamance Community College, and Mebane. Link Transit also provides paratransit service within 0.75 miles of fixed route
transit. Orange County Transit services the Orange-Alamance Connector, which links Mebane to Efland and Hillsborough.
The Link Transit routes, PART Route 4, ACTA route, and Orange-Alamance Connector can be seen in Figure 17.

Fi%lre 17. Transit Routes Map
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FREIGHT, AVIATION, PASSENGER RAIL

Figure 18 highlights the freight, rail, and aviation network. I-40 represents a major freight network within North Carolina
and across the United States. The route is available to all trucks with no restrictions and is shown in orange below.
Other major freight networks such as US-70 move goods throughout the region and connect the freight network to major
economic hubs. The BGMPO area is served by the Burlington Alamance Regional Airport. The North Carolina Railroad

travels through the BGMPO. This state-owned railroad is operated by an Amtrak route, connecting the region with major
cities in North Carolina through the Burlington Station stop.

Figure 18. Freight, Aviation, Passenger Rail Map
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Community involvement, including conversations with residents, stakeholders, elected officials, and other community
representatives, played a critical role in the development of the BGMPO 2050 MTP. This collaborative approach helped to
ensure a fuller understanding of the community’s desires for the region’s transportation vision and priorities.

OBJECTIVES

Community involvement for the BGMPO 2050 MTP focused
on the following objectives:

Educate and Empower
* Increase familiarity with the MPO processes, including
the MTP

» Allow people to identify issues and needs, express their
vision and goals, and review recommendations and
priorities

Participate and Collaborate
* Interact with and gather input and opinions from those
who live, work, study, or visit the MPO area

«  Encourage partnership in identifying local needs and
priorities
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PHASES

The engagement process occurred across two phases

in 2025. The first phase lasted from early January to late
March, at which point the second phase began and lasted
until the adoption of the plan.

Phase 1 | Vision and Needs
* Raise awareness of the MTP process

» |dentify existing transportation challenges and future
opportunities

* Refine the goals and objectives from the 2045 MTP
Phase 2 | Recommendations and Priorities

» Validate transportation recommendations

* Review and understand the prioritization process

*  Adopt the final MTP
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Promoting the Plan

The engagement process for the BGMPO 2050 MTP included an inclusive process that invited residents, stakeholders,
and the BGMPO'’s Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) and Transportation Technical Committee (TCC) to participate
in a variety of engagement activities. Promoting the plan occurred through traditional outreach channels from the BGMPO
and its member jurisdictions. Local media also helped promote the process.

Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning WXII 12 NEWS © - Follow

Organization to present transportation plan March 25 at 10:30PM - &
The Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization will present its 20-year transportation
P o e % wx" é"& Updated: 1014 PM EOT Mar 25, 2025 plan and survey results at a public workshop on Wednesday evening.

Infinite Scroll Enabled @)

By JD Franklin 11l

WXIN2.COM

Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization to present transportation
BGMPO to Present Survey Results, Draft Metropolitan Q plan
Transportation Plan at Public Workshop Wednesday WXl

O 3 1 comment

[['b Like Q Comment d> Share

City of Mebane, NC- Government - Follow . City of Mebane, NC- Government - Follow
@ March 11 at Z30PM - @ < Post g @ March 21at 3:01PM - @
:m" ¢ m:i‘ © ﬁ“"t”bm: to t:E futl:re o m“m"fam"""" ‘:” Ireg\?n. Ygu ;a" "::géh:‘pem 3 Let your voice be heard! Join the Burlington-Graham MPO (Metropolitan Planning Organization)
ransportation planning by participating in surveys from the Burlington-Graham MPO, Nor City of Mebane @ on Wednesday, March 26, for its public workshop to help define the transpor... See more
Carolina Department of Transportation, and OCNCGov. Your input ensures that Mebane is @CityMeb g d
included in regional and statewide planning efforts. ityMebane

The Burlington-Graham MPO survey has been extended until March 23. Let's add more Mebane : :
markers to the interactive map for transportation in our region. Please take a few minutes to share ContrlbUte to the fu'ture Of transportatlon V'S 050 M I P
your thaughts an impraving our community’s transpartation system. Provide your input by March in our region! @NCDOT, BGMPO, and b
23, 2025, by visiting https: kh .
@OCNCGOV are offering ways to get Metropolitan Transportation Plan

The NCDOT survey is open until April 4, and OCNCGov has already begun reviewing responses.

Please take  few minutes to share your thoughts on how to Improve the community's involved in #transportationplanning. Check
transportation system by visiting:

i out the attached flyers & complete the
« OC Bike/Ped: https://hub.walkrolloenc.com/. L .
« NCDOT STIP: httpsi//www.ncdot.gov/.../develop.../Pages/public-input.aspx. surveys to ensure Mebane is included in Join us at our public workshop and drop in at any time to
#PositivelyCharming #TransportationPlanning #MebaneNC #Publicinput #NCTransportation regional & statewide planning efforts. share your opinion on draft goals, objectives,

and recommendations that will define the
transportation network in Burlington, Graham,
and the surrounding areas through 2050
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Engagement Activities

STEERING COMMITTEE

The BGMPO 2050 MTP steering committee included
representatives from member jurisdictions and agency
partners. The 18-member committee was tasked with:

*  Guiding the development of the MTP

»  Offering local insight into transportation deficiencies
and needs

*  Promoting engagement opportunities to residents,
colleagues, and stakeholders

* Reviewing multimodal recommendations and offering
direction on prioritization metrics

* Review the plan’s final content

Over the course of the planning process, the steering
committee met four times.

Meeting #1 | February 6, 2025

Agenda
*  Project Overview

+  Community Engagement Strategy

» Vision, Goals, and Objectives

Meeting #2 | March 5, 2025

Agenda
+  Community Engagement Update

» Existing Conditions Preview

»  Small Group Work Session - Recommendations

Meeting #3 | April 9, 2025

Agenda
+  Community Engagement Update

* Recommendations Recap

e Prioritization and Financial Constraint Overview

Meeting #4 | May 8, 2025
Agenda

«  Community Engagement Update
» Draft Report

» Adoption Process

51

MPO COMMITTEES

Plan update presentations were given to the BGMPO'’s
Transportation Advisory Committee and Technical
Coordination Committee throughout the planning process
during 2025: January 21, March 18, May 20, and June 12.

Transportation Advisory Committee

The Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) is the
primary decision-making body for the BGMPO. The

TAC consists of elected representatives from local
jurisdictions and a member of the North Carolina Board
of Transportation. The TAC meets regularly to review and
approve BGMPO policies and programs.

Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC)

The Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC) helps
supervise, guide, and coordinate the continuing
planning process in the MPO area. The TCC makes
recommendations regarding any necessary action to the
TAC and other local and state governmental agencies.

—— :
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Engagement Activities

PROJECT WEBSITE

A project website was maintained throughout the planning
process. The website, built on the Social Pinpoint
platform, served as a one-stop digital engagement hub
with an overview of the planning process, FAQs, MTP
documents and resources, and an up-to-date project
status. The website was used to promote outreach events
and to launch digital engagement tools such as surveys,
interactive maps, and digital comment forms.

Project Website At Launch

2050 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan

Let's plan the future of transportation in
Burlington, Graham, Mebane, and the
surrounding area!

The Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization

surround a.

changing to determine future tra

prioritize them for funding, and ¢
the years to come

everyone. Your voice matters!

We want to hear

fram vnal

MPQ) is planning transportation in our area
through the year 2050. The 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (or MTP) will look at ways to make it
safer and easier for people and goods to move within and through Burlington, Graham, Mebane, and the

ehicles, bicycles, walking, public

analyzing how the region is growing and
v mmend transportation projects,

dmap to guide transportation decisions and investments in

s to help shape the future of transportation in
nd in-person meetings to make your voice heard.

ONLINE ENGAGEMENT

Online engagement activities launched from the project
website were designed to educate the public about the
project and collect input to inform the plan’s vision, goals,
and needs. The activities were live from January 8, 2025
to March 23, 2025. The website generated 556 views from
387 unique visitors during the survey period, and feedback
was collected through three feedback channels:

* INTERACTIVE MAP | Dropping markers on an
interactive online map to identify transportation issues
and ideas

e SURVEY | Completing a brief online survey

¢ IDEAS WALL | Posting digital sticky notes to an ideas
wall and react to ideas posted by others.

Engagement Hub

Welcome to the Burlington-Graham MPO 2050

Metropolitan Transportation Plan! Take a moment to
earn more about the plan, then give us your inputin
three important ways. - —— S — =

1) INTERACTIVE MAP | Issues and Ideas 11:23 454 038%

Drop markers on the map to tell us your

2 25 h.mysocialpinpoint.com  +
transportation issues and ideas. o ' e ®

BGMP_: .

2) ONLINE SURVEY | Preferences

Complete the brief survey.

3) STICKY NOTE | Priorities

Give us your idea and react to others.

While you're here, please answer the optig
demographic questions so we learn more ¢

2050 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan

Let's plan the future of transportation in
Burlington, Graham, Mebane, and the
surrounding areat

Frequently Asked

The Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) is planning transportation
in our area through the year 2050. The 2050
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (or MTP)
will look at ways to make it safer and easier for
people and goods to move within and through
Burlington, Graham, Mebane, and the
surrounding area.

The MTP will consider all modes of
transportation, including motor vehicles,
bicycles, walking, public transportation, freight
delivery, and air travel. Along the way, we're
analyzing how the region is growing and

hanging to determine future transportation
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Interactive Map

Participants dropped pins on an interactive online map to
identify project needs.

Pins were densely located along US 70 between Whitsett and Burlington. Other

ROADWAY clusters were located along Huffman Mill Rd and Front St in Burlington. Pins
were also concentrated on Main St in Graham.
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Pins were densely located along US 70 between Whitsett and Burlington. Other
WIS OA N[O\ IS clusters were located along Williamson Ave in Elon and NC 54 in Burlington.
Various other points are dispersed between Elon, Burlington, and Graham.
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Pins were densely located in Burlington along Davis St, Vaughn Rd, and
Woodland Ave. Other clusters were located in Elon along Font St, Williamson

BICYCLE
Ave, and Haggard Ave.
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Pins were densely located in Elon along Haggard Ave and Williamson Ave.
Other clusters were located in Burlington along US 70 and Front St. Other pins
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were concentrated along 1-40.
N T Nl O\ TR | &
: E‘ » Y 'Ef;/;'fl fGrgen,’L‘eve/ £ /yg%’y“’“\\\{
Guilford = ~ e B Y \\_ TR &, o [ L) &8 Orange
County B 17, 'ﬁ”? o =Y 58 0] county
XA B TN e 2]
\ S \
o)




Final Report

Pins were densely located in Burlington along NC 87. Another cluster was

TRANSIT located in Mebane along US 70. Other pins were dispersed between Elon,
Graham, and in unincorporated areas along NC 87 and NC 49.
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Pins were concentrated in Burlington along US 70 and NC 87. Another cluster of
OTHER pins was located in Whitsett along NC 61. Other points are dispersed between
Elon, Mebane and Green Level.
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Survey
Participants answered questions about existing conditions and priorities.

Over the past five years, has traveling in the study
area worsened, stayed the same, or improved?

Improved
Worsened Stayed the Same P

How would you describe congestion when traveling
within and through the Burlington-Graham area?

There's always congestion. It needs to be fixed immediately. _ 22.0%
There's always congestion, but | can put up with it. _ 31.7%

I never deal with congestion. - 4.9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

How would you describe congestion when traveling
within and through the Burlington-Graham area?

|— Connectivity | Improve access to daily needs (jobs, schools, grocery stores, and health care)

Preserve Community Character | Balance rapid growth while preserving community

o> . character (i.e., downtowns, gathering places)
£ Mode Choices | Variety of ways to travel
c
[
= .
5 Complete Streets | Streets have full amenities
g Optimize Infrastructure | Limit widenings, multi-modalism, maintenance
Emerging Technologies | ITS, transit system signal priorities, etc. In one word, describe
Infill Development | Increased density traveling in the study area...
Freight Movement | Movement of goods through the MPO TODAY. IN THE FUTURE.
Chaotic Peaceful
Dense Proactive
Most of the time, | travel by: Car-bound Flexible
e — Horrendous | | Brutal
[00.0%) Busy Sustainable
Unimaginative Multimodal
Walking Transit .
Slow Accessible

Car-dependent Simplified
Congested Great

| would prefer to travel more often by: Transit
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Ideas Wall

Participants answered questions about existing conditions and priorities.

Would love to see sidewalks connecting throughout the park off University
and a direct connection from Beth Schmidt to Slade Park.

E

Restore the axed train stops in Burlington (71 and 76), expand bus service,
and expand greenway system to promote more sustainable transit!

—

Understanding there are a lot of moving parts especially when it comes to
funding projects. A proactive approach may help motorists.

K

| would love to see more bike lanes and more sidewalks! Especially a
idewalk connecting Downtown Burlington to graham via East Webb

S
Please do not stop the improvements to Hwy. 70 at the Alamance/Guilford
County line. Be proactive and plan for future growth.

5

The entire area lacks sidewalks and bike lanes. People might get out of
their car if you provide them with another option.

—

Improve the Harden Street corridor, prioritizing pedestrian infrastructure.
Add a median/barrier to Maple Ave between I-40 and Harden St.

2

Close multiple driveways on major roads. Connected sidewalks. Street
trees. Safer ped crossings. Lower speeds

—

More forms of accessible transportation to those who are disabled. (more
reliant paratransit)

More traffic calming methods that promote pedestrian safety (raised
crosswalks and intersections).

U

It would be great to have more connectivity with active forms for
transportation. In Elon there is a lack of sidewalks and multiuse paths

Limit residential trucking (railroads are better!) freights, install traffic
circles/speed tables, reroute Wilkins/Basin/49 intersection

U

Participant Profile

Participants answered optional demographic questions.

$0 - $29,999

Gender Age Household Income
° o
AVERAGE
$30,000 - $59,999
46.2
$60,000- $89,999

[55.6% 44.4% $90,000 - $119,999

$120,000 - $149,999

$150,000 - $199,999
Race $200,000 +
[Wh ite ]
[Black or African American ]
meerica n Indian or Alaska Native]
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ST. PADDY’S DAY BASH
Burlington-Graham MPO staff also attended the St. Paddy’s Day Bash in Downtown Burlington on March 14, 2025, to

ot

PuBLiC WORKSHOP

The draft recommendations were presented to the Advisory
Committee at meetings held on March 18, 2025, and

April 9, 2025. A public workshop was conducted on March
26, 2025, from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Dillingham
Center in Burlington. Organized as a drop-in open house,
the workshop provided an overview of the planning
process, summarized existing conditions, recapped public
input received to date, and introduced the multimodal
recommendations. Feedback gathered during these
discussions helped shape the final recommendations and
priorities.

PuBLic REVIEW PERIOD

The BGMPO'’s Public Involvement Plan, adopted on August
28, 2015, and last amended on May 19, 2020, guides

the MPOs engagement efforts for all plans and programs
including the MTP. The Public Involvement Plan requires
a 30-day public comment period for draft plan review. The
public review period for the BGMPO 2050 MTP ended

on June 12, 2025. Interested persons were able to view
the draft report on the project website and provide input
using an online comment form or direct communication.
The following changes were made based on comments
received:

* An inset map showing crashes on I-40 and US 70 was
added to Chapter 2.

» A correction was made to the existing transit map in
Chapter 2.

» The financial plan in Chapter 5 was revised to
appropriately adjust project costs based on the expected
construction timeline. To reflect this change, the costs
of projects extending beyond the BGMPO area were
adjusted to include only the expenses for the portions
within the BGMPO area. All projects listed as funded
in the public review draft remain funded in the final
report. Additionally, a few projects were shifted from one
revenue band to another.

A table detailing financially constrained projects, along
with explanations of the different project types, has

been added to Chapter 5. A comprehensive list of both
financially constrained and unfunded projects is included
in Appendix B.
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A well functioning transportation system connects people to various amenities such as stores, job opportunities, and
recreational activities while also making it more efficient to move goods within and through the area. An effective
transportation system also makes positive contributions to quality of life when it minimizes traffic congestion and promotes
healthy lifestyles. The BGMPO 2050 MTP forwards a transportation strategy that builds upon the broader regional
initiatives with particular focus on mobility, safety, choice of travel modes, and economic vitality.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS

In the development of the BGMPO 2050 MTP, the

vision, goals, and objectives combined with key
outcomes of the existing conditions were integrated

into the recommendations. The creation of balanced
recommendations typically follows an iterative process as
illustrated in the graphic below.

Existing Conditions

Document conditions for all transportation modes and
the socioeconomic factors that influence them.

o ———

Universe of Projects

‘ ~® Compile projects from previous planning efforts as
the foundation for developing recommendations.

Needs and Gaps Analysis + Public Input

o———

Apply technical analysis and public feedback to identify
gaps and inform the creation of new recommendations.

Multimodal Recommendations

® Identify integrated and coordinated recommendations
that encompass multiple modes of transportation.

Project Priorities

Prioritize comprehensive, multimodal transportation
solutions and policies to receive investment.

Financially Constrained Plan

® Create a financially constrained plan that identifies
sources of funding and tiers.
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MuLTIMODAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The MTP’s coordinated recommendations are shown
with maps for the different modes of transportation. While
presented as individual pieces, thoughtful consideration
during planning and design can help ensure coordination
among different travel modes and alignment with the
greater vision of the region.

* Roadway Corridors - lllustrates the network of
roadway recommendations intended to enhance
mobility and safety for all users

* Intersections - lllustrates targeted intersection
improvements intended to reduce conflict points and
enhance safety for all users

» Bicycle - lllustrates a variety of on-and off-street
bicycle facilities to create a network that serves a
variety of users and trip purposes

*  Pedestrian - lllustrates the pedestrian network that
fills gaps in the existing network and promotes new
ways to encourage active transportation

e Transit - Pulls forward recommendations from
partner transit agencies to illustrate opportunities for
enhanced transit service

«  Freight, Aviation, and Rail - Consolidates
recommendations to improvement the movement of
goods within and through the MPO area

Roadway Corridors

Figure 19 highlights the roadway corridor projects identified
through previous planning efforts, community engagement,
and a needs assessment focused on current and future
traffic volumes, the latest crash data, and the consideration
of key destinations. The BGMPO 2050 MTP features the
following roadway corridor improvements.

EXISTING & COMMITTED

Reflecting projects with committed funding for
improvements

[
1
1 NEW LOCATION
1
1
1

Constructing a new roadway to provide more travel
options and better distribute vehicular traffic

WIDENING

Adding at least one lane of travel in each direction,
typically to address congestion concerns

AcCESS MIANAGEMENT

Improving mobility and safety by restricting some
turning movements and consolidating driveways

MODERNIZATION

Enhancing existing corridors by reconfiguring travel
lanes, smoothing curves, or installing curb and gutter

INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEMS

Leveraging technology to enhance transportation
safety, efficiency, and overall user experience

COMPLETE STREET/RoAD DIET

Reallocating existing pavement or right-of-way to add
space for pedestrians, bicyclists, or transit users
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Figure 19. Roadway Corridor Recommendations
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Intersections

Recommended improvements at intersections compliment the corridor recommendations. The BGMPO 2050 MTP

process captured safety concerns and mobility issues for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians at intersections throughout
the MPO area. Improvements at these locations often are one of the most cost-effective ways to improve how people

and goods move through the area. This category of improvements address a variety of other issues including bridges,
grade separations, and interchanges. The intersection projects were evaluated through the project prioritization process
described in Chapter 5. Figure 20 displays the 2050 MTP intersection recommendations.

Figure 20. Intersection Recommendations
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Bicycle and Pedestrian

The transportation system in a community has a strong influence on quality of life. Places with limited travel choices often
negatively impact health by limiting opportunities for exercise, increasing stress, and decreasing air quality. Creating

a more active transportation network can lower negative health impacts that come from automobile-centric designs,
especially for populations that are disproportionately impacted by them.

Strategies to help ensure a more active transportation network include providing bicycle facilities (e.g., bike lanes,
sharrows, shared use paths, etc.), sidewalks, and safe crossings. These facilities must be strategically placed and
designed with safety in mind.

Figure 21 and Figure 22 show the bicycle and pedestrian
recommendations, respectively. The bicycle and pedestrian
recommendations were drawn from previous planning
efforts and public outreach. The recommendations for each
mode were reviewed to ensure they the address the vision,
goals, and objectives of the BGMPO 2050 MTP. These
recommendations should be constructed in tandem with
the proposed roadway recommendations, where possible.
The BGMPO and local jurisdictions are also encouraged

to pursue projects as funding becomes available to fill in
network gaps.

BIKE BOULEVARD OR SHARROW

Bike boulevards and sharrows prioritize bikes on the
road with pavement markings, signage, and/or traffic

SHARED USE PATH

A multiuse path is a separated facility from the roadway
and may be used by bicyclists, pedestrians, and other

calming elements. non-motorized users.

il
go

SIDEWALK

A sidewalk is a paved pathway for pedestrians,
typically located on one or both sides of a road.

BIKE LANE

A bicycle lane is a marked travel lane along a portion of
the roadway that has been designated for preferential

or exclusive use for bicyclists.

BICYCLE SIGNAGE

Signage that alerts motorists that bicyclists are likely to
be present on a roadway.
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Figure 21. Bicycle Recommendations
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Figure 22. Pedestrian Recommendations
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Transit

Public transportation must be reliable and convenient, with the goal of providing service that gets people where they
need to go when they need or want to get there. By working to make transit both useful and convenient, it will better
accommodate all users—captive, choice, and all others. The BGMPO 2050 MTP recognizes the efforts of transit
operators in the MPO area and reflects the recommendations from previous and ongoing plans spearheaded by these
organizations. The MTP also offers support by recommending multimodal connections to and along transit routes
throughout the MPO area. As seen in Figure 23, recommendations include route improvements for LINK Transit that
feature increased frequency and connection opportunities. Mebane’s 2040 CTP proposes two fixed routes within the city.
Service improvements are also recommended for PART’s Route 4, Orange County’s Orange-Alamance Connector, and

ACTA's Southern Alamance fixed route.
Fi%lre 23. Transit Recommendations

x|
= NG T [ 2 o
A\Iamenc; County . XLQJ&? m;
S ) N K S ie-Pace R
b St’one‘l'ere%chu,f, 4 - \ @b \N’\\\Ie Pace Rd )
C ‘77,9‘ =5 » 119
[o4 N _
SN A £ g B
‘ ff,,. :
87 "/}es'@ro LA
ssipee” - ‘ Ra,
gy 2 ‘ xY
@ % \'g?r /9% N ; -
i ! e AR | @
o g . N T Dicke, i
2] B Green'Level £, ~ Sy VA
Guilford N >, 7 o’
Oy Q.
County - AVAS 1% 2 2
‘ G =lon %
X100 O T XN S NI
— X Haw_ River: S AN
L g 7
61 ! Burlingtonis. = ' 70
Future Link Transit i A -Graham; L
Red Route 1 psonville ~ = - ¥
Orange Route 2 . X Al Me bahels
= Blue Route 3 4 1190
= Purple Route 5 S e
P Swepsonyille
Yellow Route 6 16, v
Pink Route 7 54
[ ] on-Demand Zone
Transfer Hub/Point 4
Future Mebane Transit
= Mebane Bus Route
Mebane Circulator >
Route - <
Orange County Transit J
.| —— Orange-Alamance
Connector .
0 -
PART Transit \ e‘;ﬂ‘:\ B
@ PART Route 4 < i &
= L
PART Park and Ride SO
ACTA Transit £ - %
) ja}
mmm ACTA Route &

Data sourced from Link Transit, Orange County Transit, PART, ACTA, GoTriangle.



Final Report

Freight, Aviation, and Rail

The BGMPO area’s economy continues to strengthen. As a result, more demand is placed on the highway and rail freight
network. NCDOT published the Statewide Multimodal Freight Plan (SMFP) in 2023 as an update to the 2017 Statewide
Multimodal Freight Plan. The North Carolina SMFP was developed in compliance with [IJA requirements for state freight
plans to ensure North Carolina has access to future federal and grant funding opportunities. Through IIJA, the formula
for freight projects on the National Highway Freight Network (NHFN) includes $7.2 billion and another $10.9 billion in
discretionary funds for freight-focused grants for states, MPOs, and local governments. Meanwhile, many communities
across North Carolina, including places in the BGMPO area, are placing more emphasis on passenger rail with an eye
toward a high speed rail .

The current STIP (2026-2035) includes the following aviation and rail projects:

e AV-5737 | Clear obstructions in the Runway 24 approach

e AV-5851 | Construct 100ft paved overrun and make safety improvements

* RX-2007A | Install active warning devices at Norfolk Southern Railroad Crossing on Springwood Avenue in Gibsonville
The aviation- and rail-supportive projects identified in the BGMPO 2050 MTP include the following:

e AV-01 | Construct new terminal and flight operations

* RR-01 | Improvements to Burlington Amtrak Station

¢ RR-02 | Construct new intercity passenger rail station for Piedmont service in Mebane

* RR-03 | Construct new at-grade crossing at Mattress Factory Road and extension to US 70 with closure of existing
crossing at E Washington St and US 70 near Mebane

¢ RR-04 | Construct grade separation at Buckhorn Road and closure of existing at-grade crossing on Buckhorn Road in
Mebane

* RR-05 | Upgrade railway to fixed guideway

¢ RR-06 | Construct horizontal curve improvements to increase passenger train speeds up to or near a maximum
allowable speed of 79 MPH.

* RR-07 | Upgrade infrastructure to support new intercity passenger service from Charlotte to NC/VA border.

Figure 24. Freight, Aviation, and Rail Recommendations
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Transportation Needs Index

The equitable planning analysis assesses transportation disadvantages and needs to pinpoint priority areas for
investment within the Burlington-Graham region. The Transportation Disadvantage Index highlights areas with individuals
facing unique mobility barriers and those historically marginalized by past transportation investments. Meanwhile, the
Transportation Need Index identifies regions with a higher demand for transportation infrastructure based on local
circumstances and trip generators. Together, these indices help identify areas where transportation investments can
improve residents’ access to jobs, schools, doctors, grocery stores, parks, places of worship, and other essential
destinations. Figure 25 displays the Transportation Disadvantage Index.

Figure 25. Transportation Needs Index
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TRANSPORTATION DISADVANTAGE

This analysis uses the NCDOT Transportation
Disadvantage Index, tailored to the BGMPO boundary, to
identify areas with higher concentrations of disadvantaged
populations and where special attention is needed to
ensure equitable access to jobs and services. Essentially,
the index identifies, describes, and quantifies the relative
barriers that may restrict access to transportation. It
achieves this by scoring Census block groups based on
their relative proportions of the following factors:

Individuals living in low-income households,
who are more likely to rely on walking, bicycling, and
transit to meet their transportation needs, because as
income falls, the cost of owning and operating a private
vehicle becomes more burdensome.

Individuals living with disabilities, whose unique
transportation needs necessitate deliberate planning.

Older adults, aged 65 years and older, who may
choose not to or are unable to drive, resulting in their
reliance on other modes of transportation.

Minors, aged 15 years and younger, who are more
likely to rely on walking, bicycling, and transit because
they cannot drive.

BIPOC individuals, whose transportation
requirements deserve additional consideration, reflecting
a legacy of racism and ongoing marginalization.

e Car-less households, whose transportation needs
particularly in regions characterized by auto-oriented
development, are likely significant.

Scoring

This diagram illustrates the methodology used to calculate
the Transportation Disadvantage Index. Block groups
receive a score of one, two, or three for each variable, with
higher scores indicating a higher potential disadvantage.'
All Variables area equally weighted and summed
generating a relative Transportation Disadvantage Index for
each block group.

1 Scores are assigned using the Jenks optimization method, which
classifies features based on naturally occurring breaks in the data

BIPOC - Black, indigenous, and People of Color

71

Transportation Disadvantage Index
Methodology

Individuals Living in
Low-Income Households

Individuals Living with
Disabilities

Older Adults

BIPOC Individuals

Car-less Household

Transportation

Disadvantage Index
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Transportation Policy Framework

The BGMPO 2050 MTP goals and objectives reflect local
and state areas of emphasis while adhering to the ten
federally required transportation planning factors. As an
organizing mechanism for the BGMPO and its partners,
these statements provide helpful guidance for the region’s
transportation policy framework.

GOAL 1 ~ TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY

re

Provide a safe, secure, comprehensive, and effective

transportation system to move people and goods within
and through the area.

GOAL 2 ~ TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

Provide a transportation system that enables mobility

choice

GOAL 3 ~ TRANSPORTATION OPTIMIZATION

eek to create a more optimized and resilient
transportation system

GOAL 4 ~ TRANSPORTATION EQUITY

Promote equity and accessibility in transportation

ptions for transportation- disadvantaged populations

GOAL 5~ TRANSPORTATION INTEGRATION
Integrate land use and transportation planning

Land Use and Transportation
Associated MTP Goals: 1,2, 3,4,5

Guiding Framework: Local Land Use Plans

Land use development patterns and the transportation
system have a direct influence on each other and how
people and goods move safely and efficiently. Therefore,
understanding future transportation needs requires a focus
on the relationship between economic activity, demographic
trends, land use patterns, and travel behavior.

Much of the data presented in this chapter is organized
around traffic analysis zones (TAZs) from the travel
demand model (TDM), which is the MPOs best tool for
forecasting future travel demand based on trends related to
the growth and development.

72

Housing and Transportation
Associated MTP Goals: 1,4,5
Guiding Framework: Local Land Use Plans

The relationship between housing and transportation
shapes a person’s everyday experience and livelihood. The
increasing disconnect between available housing and job
location places a greater, potentially adverse demand on
the transportation network. Consequently, people spend
most of their income on housing and transportation. The
synergies between housing and transportation can improve
affordability, accessibility, and availability.

Understanding the various ways in which people choose
to live and travel can help inform important planning
decisions. Expensive housing can relocate or push people
further away from employment, education, and healthcare
opportunities. To create healthy, vibrant communities, the
intentional and collaborative coordination of housing and
transportation decision making is essential.

Transportation Demand Management
Associated MTP Goals: 1,2,5

Guiding Framework: BGMPO Transportation Demand
Management Program (October 2021)

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) focuses on
reducing or reallocating transportation demand either in
space or time using programs, policies and strategies
that reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicle
(SQOV) trips. Such initiatives prioritize other transportation
modes (public transit, carpooling, vanpooling, active
transportation), implement systemic land use or parking
policy enhancements, encourage changes to the schedule
and location of employment (telework or alternative

work schedules), and offer incentives for employers and
employees.

The BGMPO Transportation Demand Management
Program prioritizes specific strategies for implementation.
As the region continues to explore TDM options, a
coordinated effort could include but not be limited to the
following:

Improving existing park and ride lot locations and
planning for additional park and ride lot locations

Improving multimodal access to existing transit stops
Deploying micro-transit service

Enhancing express/commuter service from the BGMPO
area

Encouraging major employers to embrace teleworking
options where applicable
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Curbside Management
Associated MTP Goals: 1,2, 3,5

The BGMPO area benefits from numerous vibrant
downtowns and main streets with small, locally-owned
businesses and restaurants. Encouraging safe and
convenient access to these areas for a variety of travel
modes is critical to enhancing the economic vitality

for individual communities and the region. Meanwhile,
demand for curb space among on-street parking, goods
delivery, ride-hailing, transit stops, bike lanes, and other
elements of complete street designs will increase. BGMPO
member jurisdictions are encouraged to consider curbside
management policy ideas and planning strategies in
downtown areas including but not limited to the following:

« Enhancing off-street parking and wayfinding
*  Encouraging higher turnover for on-street parking

* Coordinating time of day and type of use restrictions in
loading zones

» Allocating space for different users based on the
context of the street

»  Setting priorities for curb space based on local
preferences

* Using pilot programs to test new strategies

Intelligent Transportation Systems
Associated MTP Goals: 1,2, 3,5

Guiding Framework: Triad Regional ITS Strategic
Deployment Plan (June 2020)

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) solutions
encourage more efficient use of existing transportation
infrastructure and support improved travel time

reliability. The Triad region has relied on ITS planning

and implementation to enhance mobility, foster safety,
minimize adverse effects to the environment, and promote
innovation. The Triad Regional ITS Strategic Deployment
Plan outlines numerous strategies including:

»  Seeking to implement ITS solutions along 1-40

* Increasing the coordination of ITS technologies withing
the BGMPO area and beyond

*  Continuing to support and update ITS technologies
already in use
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Electric Vehicles
Associated MTP Goals: 1,2, 3,5

Guiding Framework: NCDOT National Electric Vehicle
Infrastructure (NEVI) Program

The IIJA introduced new or reinforced areas of focus for
metropolitan transportation plans. An emerging emphasis
area in transportation technology is electric vehicles

or EVs. Through [IJA, the National Electric Vehicle
Infrastructure (NEVI) Program provides nearly $5 billion to
help states create a network of electric vehicle charging
stations along designated corridors. The North Carolina
Electric Vehicle (EV) Infrastructure Deployment Plan is
the state’s plan to accelerate equitable adoption of electric
vehicles, reduce transportation related greenhouse gases,
and position industry to lead transportation electrification
efforts. 1-40/1-85 through the BGMPO area is designated
as an Alternative Fuel Corridor (AFC), which makes it
eligible for NEVI funding as well as Charging and Fueling
Infrastructure grant funding.

Alternative Funding Sources

Federal and state revenues will not sufficiently fund a
systematic program to construct transportation projects
within BGMPO. Therefore, local member jurisdictions,
Alamance County, and BGMPO must consider alternative
funding measures to help implement this plan. Alternative
funding measures being considered and applied in areas
around the state and the nation include:

* Local Option Sales Tax

* Local Option Sales Tax for Transit

* Vehicle Registration Fees

* Motor Vehicle License Tax

* Vehicle Rental Tax

* Bicycle Registration Fee

» Transportation Improvement Bonds
» General Obligation Bonds

* Public-Private Partnerships (P3)

» Tax Increment Financing

» Special Assessment Districts

» Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicles (GARVEES)

 Private Activity Bonds
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The vibrancy of the BGMPO area today and in the future depends heavily on the transportation network. The region
benefits from existing connections between various modes of transportation that make it a desirable place to live, work,
and recreate. A multimodal transportation network of the future requires careful consideration of priorities, available
funding, and performance-driven results. This chapter concludes the BGMPO 2050 MTP by outlining a path for

implementation.

Prioritization

Prioritization is a vital tool for the implementation of

the identified transportation projects for BGMPO. The
prioritization exercise accounts for a wide variety of factors
and project characteristics, including planning-level costs,
alignment with local and regional considerations, safety,
and more. The following sections outline the prioritization
methodology.

METHODOLOGY

The evaluation metrics used for the prioritization
methodology leveraged the NCDOT Prioritization 7.0 (P7.0)
methodology. The methodology used in this plan was
further refined to reflect the guiding principles, availability of
local data, and outreach efforts of the BGMPO 2050 MTP.
In line with the statewide methodology, the roadway and
intersection recommendations were analyzed in relation

to their respective state funding categories: Statewide
Mobility, Regional Impact, and Division Needs. Each of
these categories is scored, weighted, and allocated funds
differently. Figure 26 shows the Region and Divisions

that BGMPO is within and competing for funds with. The
following pages outline the assumptions and results of the
prioritization methodology.

Figure 26. NCDOT Division and Region for Prioritization
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Strategic Transportation Investment

The Strategic Transportation Investments (STI) law
allows NCDOT to fund transportation infrastructure to
support economic growth, promote a higher quality

of life, and create jobs. The STI law established the
Strategic Mobility Formula, which allocates revenue
based on a data-driven scoring and local input process.

The NCDOT prioritization process scores each project
based on a unique methodology depending on the funding
category. The three funding categories are:

¢ Statewide Mobility. Projects in this category receive
40% of available revenue. The projects in this category
are scored solely on quantitative data, and there is no
consideration for local preference.

* Regional Impact. Projects in this category receive 30%
of available revenue. The projects are scored based
on both quantitative and qualitative data; however, the
quantitative score is 70% of the overall score, and local
ranking makes up 30% of the total score.

 Division Needs. Projects in this category receive 30%
of available revenue. The projects are scored based on
both quantitative and qualitative inputs, which are valued
equally in the total score.
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Roadway Corridor Project Scoring

The NCDOT Prioritization 7.0 prioritizes modernization and
mobility projects differently. The BGMPO 2050 MTP project
scoring methodology reflects the nuances of this statewide
approach by using nine criteria based on project type and
three categories based on funding. Projects are to sort
projects into near-, mid-, and long-term horizon tiers using

the criteria defined below and the weights shown in Table 1.

 Freight - Identify existing key freight movements

» Safety - Measure existing high frequency and high
severity crash locations

« Congestion - Measure existing and anticipated mobility

» Benefit-Cost - Measure the expected benefits of the
project with respect to its cost over a 10-year period

* Economic Impact - Support a positive economic climate
with a transportation system that makes it easier to move
people and freight

» Lane Width - Measure the existing lane width versus the
DOT design standard

« Shoulder Width - Measure the existing shoulder width
versus the DOT design standard

» Accessibility - Enhance access to jobs, schools, and
social services in rural and marginalized areas

* Previous Planning Effort - Ensure local priorities are
identified

Table 1. Roadway Corridor Prioritization Weights

Intersection Project Scoring

Similar to roadway prioritization, the intersection
prioritization placed a larger emphasis on safety. The SPOT
process attributes 50% to safety as a criterion. The other
metrics used for intersection criteria can be found in Table

2.

Table 2. Intersection Prioritization Weights

Metric Weight
Safety 50%
Cost-Benefit 20%
Freight 15%
Accessibility 15%

.

Criteria
Statewide Regional Division Statewide Regional Division

Freight 25% 10% 5% 25% 15% 5%
Safety 10% 10% 10% 35% 35% 35%
Congestion 30% 20% 15% 10% 5% 5%
Benefit-Cost 25% 20% 15%
Economic Impact 10%
Lane Width 15% 7.5% 2.5%
Shoulder Width 15% 7.5% 2.5%
Accessibility 10% 5%
Quantitative Total 100% 70% 50% 100% 70% 50%
Previous Planning Effort 30% 50% 30% 50%
Total Score 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Scoring Results

Figure 27 displays the prioritization results. High priority projects can be found in a majority of the municipalities within

the region, including Burlington, Mebane, Graham, Elon, Whitsett, and Haw River. Additionally, projects along NC 87 and
NC 49 scored high. Overall, modernization projects tended to score higher than projects that fit into the mobility category.
This highlights the benefits of projects that improve alternative transportation modes, such as complete streets, over more
traditional project types, such as widening that usually most benefit cars. How the results of the prioritization process
inform the financial plan is explained in the following sections of Chapter 5. See the Appendix B for prioritization results.

Figure 27. Roadway Project Prioritization
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Roadway Financial Plan

To meet the needs of the region over the next 25 years,
BGMPO 2050 MTP proposes a mixture of transportation
recommendations that are financially constrained. A
requirement of any long range transportation plan is to
demonstrate that the proposed investments are realistic
throughout the duration of the plan’s horizon year (2050).
The financial plan uses the anticipated revenue to
constrain the list of recommendations. To demonstrate
financial constraint, the long range plan must fulfill these
requirements.

The following section details the proposed investments and
identifies the anticipated revenues for the life of the plan.

RoADWAY PRIORITIZATION

Chapter 4 introduced the plan’s proposed
recommendations and the previous section of Chapter

5 defined the prioritization methodology. By using a
combination of quantitative and qualitative metrics, the
planning team assessed the performance of each roadway
corridor and intersection project.

All of the roadway projects are initially grouped into

near-, mid-, and long-term improvements. Rather than a
strict ranking order, the prioritization process allows for
flexibility in funding and implementation so the BGMPO
can efficiently use the anticipated funding. The prioritization
acted as the starting point for the financially-constrained
plan.

Standalone bicycle, pedestrian, and transit projects were
not independently prioritized. The BGMPO will attempt

to implement these improvements concurrently with
roadway enhancements. This approach is the most cost-
effective while also minimizing construction impacts to the
surrounding network.

80

FINANCIAL PLAN DEVELOPMENT
OVERVIEW

The financially-constrained plan, required by federal
legislation for regional long-range transportation plans,
demonstrates that proposed investments are based on
reasonably expected future funding availability throughout
the duration of the plan. It does so by identifying a series of
funding periods:

+ 2026 - 2030

2031 - 2035

2036 - 2040

2041 - 2050

Unfunded Vision (post 2050)

After a review of previous local and state expenditures,
current funding trends, and future funding levels, a revenue
forecast was developed. The development of the revenue
forecast involved coordination between BGMPO, NCDOT,
and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The
dollar figures discussed in this chapter were analyzed in
current year dollars (2025) and then inflated to reflect the
midpoint of the funding periods.

Based on the assessment of recent trends and guidance
from BGMPO, the annual inflation rate of 2% was used

to forecast revenues. An annual inflation rate of 4% was
used to forecast costs based on conversations with federal
and state partners. The differing projections suggest that
the cost will increase at a greater rate than available
revenues. This chapter provides an overview of the
revenue assumptions, planning-level cost estimates, and
financial strategies. Since this is a planning-level exercise,
all funding projects, programs, and assumptions should be
reevaluated in subsequent plan updates.
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RoADWAY FUNDING

The projections of funding for capital roadway projects
are based on the NCDOT TIP budget for FY 2026 - 2035.
The NCDOT TIP budget establishes statewide totals

for statewide, regional, and division funding. To assess
the amount available to the BGMPO, the project team
assessed the relative proportion of population within each
category. After the proportion of funding in each category
was assessed, the percentage of funding dedicated to
roadway in the current STIP was calculated to determine
the amount of funding dedicated to roadway capital. In
the 2026-3035 STIP, 89% of all programmed funding in
the BGMPO is roadway capital, roughly $170 million. The
revenue forecast was adjusted within the MTP’s projection
period to reflect a 2% inflation rate.

Using this forecasting methodology, the available capital
roadway funding for BGMPO totals $1.4 billion over the

life of the MTP. Table 3 summarize the anticipated capital
roadway funding by federal/state and local funding sources.

Table 3. Anticipated Capital Roadway Funding by Revenue Band

MAINTENANCE FUNDING

While the BGMPO 2050 MTP is primarily focused

on capital improvements, it is imperative to consider
maintenance funding. The maintenance funding in the
region is applied to areas including roadway maintenance,
bridge replacements, or infrastructure, maintenance. These
funds can be a combination of local, state, or federal
funding sources depending on the ownership of the facility
being considered. Future-year maintenance funding was
not projected; however, it is reasonable to assume that all
maintenance funding that is available to the MPO will be
utilized.

Revenue Band Statewide Mobility Region D Division 7
2026 - 2030 - $55,515,000 $67,939,000
2031 - 2035 - $35,971,000 $10,600,000
2036 - 2040 $118,553,600 $112,183,600 $154,410,400
2041 - 2050 $275,409,000 $260,610,900 $358,707,000

$393,962,600

81

$464,280,500 $591,656,400
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Figure 28. Financially Constrained Roadway and Intersection Projects by Revenue Band
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* Project costs for Horizon Years 2036-40 and 2041-2050 are inflated to the mid-point of each band. 2026-2030 and
2031-2035 are reflected as recorded in the STIP dated February 2025. The NCDOT STIP is updated monthly, and project
costs shown may have changed since the creation of this plan. Please reference the latest STIP documents on NCDOT'’s
website for the latest information.

**Project ID acronyms represent the various MTP-developed project types: Access Management (AM), Bridge
Replacement (B), Complete Street (CS), Grade Separation (GS), Intersection Improvement (1), Intelligent Transportation
System (ITS), Interchange Improvement (IX), Modernization (M), New Interchange (NI), New Roadway Location (NL), and
Widening (W).

Construction is complete for STIP projects U-3019A, U-3019B, U-5843, and U-6015. All four projects are programmed
within the STIP to repay Build NC Bonds through fiscal year 2035.

Table 4. Financially Constrained Project List by Horizon Year

Proiect Project
IDJ** Project Name Extents Cost Year of
Expenditure*
2026 - 2030 (Delivery STIP )
1-6059 [-40/1-85 at Trollingwood-Hawfields Rd $14,548,000
U-3109A NC 119 [-40/1-85 to North of Mebane Rogers Rd $14,440,000
North of Mebane Rogers Rd to South of
U-3109B NC 119 Mrs. White Rd. $1,945,000
US 70 (North Church St) at Graham-
U-5843 Hopedale Rd $946,000
U-5844 NC 62 Ramada Rd to US 70 (Church St) $19,399,000
U-6009 US 70 (South Church St) Tarleton Ave to Fifth St $27,397,000
U-6011 US 70 (South Church St) at Huffman Mill Rd $1,170,000
Trollingwood-Hawfields Rd/Old
u-6013 NC 119 Hillsborough Rd to Lowes Blvd $10,549,000
U-6014 Graham-Hopedale Rd West Hanover Rd to Morningside Dr $20,457,000
U-6015  Various Routes $2,040,000
U-6114 Er? 62 (Alamance Rd) at Hatchery Rd/Bonnie $1.400,000
U-6131 NC 54 (West Harden St) at NC 49 (Maple $9.163.000
Ave)
2031 - 2035 (Developmental STIP)
1-6059 [-40/1-85 at Trollingwood-Hawfields Rd $3,560,000
U-3109A NC 119 [-40/1-85 to North of Mebane Rogers Rd $12,021,000
North of Mebane Rogers Rd to South of
U-3109B NC 119 Mrs. White Rd. $1,945,000
U-5843 US 70 (North Church St) at Graham- $930,000

Hopedale Rd
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Project . Project
ID** Project Name Extents Cost Year of
Expenditure*
U-5844 NC 62 Ramada Rd to US 70 (Church St) $4,065,000
U-6009 US 70 (South Church St) Tarleton Ave to Fifth St $20,705,000
U-6015  Various Routes $2,045,000
U-6114 Er? 62 (Alamance Rd) at Hatchery Rd/Bonnie $1.300,000
2036 - 2040

AM-01 Huffman Mill Rd US 70 (S Church St) to Forestdale Rd $11,683,000
CS-29 us 70 NC 62 to Oneal St $2,435,000
103 \I;lvcr)]i:lei(&/leanprizlA%/gnue) at Monroe Holt Rd/ $3.734.000
AM-05 University Dr 1-85/1-40 to US 70 $18,931,000
1-04 US 70 (N Church St) at N Main St $10,157,000
1-09 NC 87 at Gerringer Mill Rd $2,801,000
1-24 NC 54 at Wormranch Rd $2,801,000
1-26 NC 54 at Mineral Springs Rd $2,801,000
1-31 NC 54 (Chapel Hill Road) at Tucker St $30,804,000
1-40 T;:go%EAljzrden St) at Riverbend Rd/ $8.991.000
1-51 US 70 (N Church St) at NC 62 (W Holt St) $3,996,000
1-54 N Main St at NC 87 (E Webb Ave) $933,000
M-03 NC 49 NC 49/NC62 to Green Level Church Rd $21,428,000
CS-18 Rockwood Ave Arbor Dr to W Front St $17,342,000
CS-19 Trollinger Rd E Parker St Ext to Holt Rd $2,768,000
was  wcer 0 oot 241 516649.000
1-02 Industry Dr at Anthony Rd $3,359,000
1-20 Providence Rd at Washington St $3,734,000
1-22 Monroe Holt Rd at Hanford Rd $2,801,000
1-41 1-40/1-85 at NC 54 (E Harden St) $15,818,000
1-47 1-40/1-85 at NC 49 (Maple Ave) $10,989,000
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Proiect Project
IDJ** Project Name Extents Cost Year of
Expenditure*
ITS-01 1-40/1-85 Eastern MPO Boundary to Western MPO $2.964,000
Boundary
1X-01 1-40/1-85 at University Dr $19,148,000
1X-02 1-40/1-85 at Huffman Mill Rd $4,662,000
. . Grand Oaks Blvd to NC 62 BYP
M-07 Kirkpatrick Rd (Kirkpatrick Rd) $520,000
M-18 Stone St Stone St to Gibson Rd $6,948,000
M-19 Tyndall St Trollingwood Rd to Tyndall St $5,088,000
M-34 Apple St Sharpe Rd to Graham-Hopedale Rd $4,505,000
NI-01 1-40/1-85 at Mattress Factory Rd $32,485,000
NI-02 1-40/1-85 at Tucker St $32,485,000
NL-23 Ingle Dairy Rd Ext NC 61 to EImdale Rd $18,143,000
NL-30  Vilson Rd/Old Hillsborough Rd /Broadwood \yuc o R at OId Hillsborough Rd $5,991,000
Acres Rd Connector
NL-38 Whitett Park Rd Ext Whitsett Park Rd at Rural Retreat Rd $10,387,000
NL-40 Boone Station Dr Ext Boone Station Dr to International Dr $3,478,000
W-02 Huffman Mill Rd Forestdale Rd at 1-40/I-85 $6,149,000
W-13 W Stagecoach Rd/Mebane Rogers Rd Cooks Mill Rd at N First St $17,337,000
W-14 Swepsonville Rd Nicks St at E Shannon Dr $4,480,000
W-28 Oneal St 33)70 (S Church St) at NC 54 (Chapel Hill $3,588,000
2041 - 2050
CS-01 NC 87/NC 100 (E Webb Ave) US 70 (N Fisher St) at Anthony St $49,306,000
CS-28  NC 87/NC 100 (W Webb Ave)/N Park Ave g‘g 87 (E Haggard Ave) at US 70 (Fisher ¢4, 374 000
GS-01 US 70 and Mattress Factory Rd $18,350,000
111 gg)?O (S Church St) at NC 54 (Chapel Hill $3,834,000
1-12 NC 54 at NC 119/E Main St $5,110,000
1-19 NC 49/NC 54 (W Harden St) at N Maple St $9,115,000
-2 NC 87 (Soyth Main St) at Nicks St and $13.900,000
Swepsonville Rd
1-25 NC 54 at Salem Church Rd/Mt Willen Rd $5,110,000
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Project . Project
ID** Project Name Extents Cost Year of
Expenditure*

1-27 NC 54 at Mebane Oaks Rd $5,110,000
[-32 gzgtsvc()%grlci:nhgjscnh?d) at Penn Lo Dr and $5.110,000
1-33 glselzl?v(e?\/(\)lgsrch St) at Ashley Woods Dr/ $5.469.000
1-35 \I;lvciik?r?s(sgxboro St) at Bason Rd and N $15,040,000
1-37 NC 87/NC 100 (W Webb Ave) at Flora Ave $8,431,000
1-42 NC 54 (E Harden St) at Woody Dr $14,128,000
1-43 NC 54 (E Harden St) at Whittemore Rd $14,014,000
1-48 US 70 (S Church St) at Oneal St $5,469,000
M-02 NC 87 (S Main St) Albright Ave at Nicks St $42,945,000
M-27 NC 119 Lynch Store Rd to Mrs White Ln $11,505,000
ITS-01 1-40/1-85 Eiztnedrgrs/lPO Boundary to Western MPO $274.898.000
M-01 Whitsett Park Rd NC 61 to Springwood Church Rd $23,548,000
M-28 E Greensboro Chapel Hill Rd NC 87 to Eastern MPO Boundary $54,906,000
M29  Mebane Oaks Rd ggh'f;'r'fe?grgﬂgrcﬁ‘;? Saxapahaw $31,344,000
M-32 Jimmie Kerr Rd US 70 (E Main St) to 1-40/1-85 $31,840,000
W-19 West Ten Rd 1-40/1-85 to Buckhorn Rd $36,536,000
W-23 gﬁztpcirggllaRrgsgqc;;kwy (Shallowford gltC 100 (University Dr) to West of Durham $50,805,000
W-38 Mebane Oaks Rd Forest Oak Ln to Old Hillsborough Rd $42,613,000
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FUTURE YEAR CONGESTION

Figure 29 shows the maximum congestion projected for 2050, considering both existing and committed projects, as

well as projects funded through 2050 in this MTP’s financial plan. Assuming all financially constrained projects are built,
congestion is expected to be reduced on various key corridors throughout the region that are currently experiencing
congestion, as illustrated in Figure 10. These corridors include 1-40, US 70, NC 100 (University Drive), Trollingwood Road,

Jimmie Kerr Road, and Arrowhead Boulevard.

Figure 29. Future Maximum Roadway Congestion with Existing and Committed Project and Financially Constrain Projects (2050)
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Multimodal Transportation Funding

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Currently, new bicycle and pedestrian facilities are
funding using local sources, discretionary funds,

Table 5. Anticipated Capital Active Transportation Funding by
Revenue Band

or federal programs. There are three independent Revenue Band Division 7
pedestrian and bicycle projects included in the

2026-2035 STIP, accounting for approximately 3% 2026 - 2030 $630,000
of total funding. This value was assessed against 2031 - 2035 i

the total revenue available to determine the amount

likely available for bicycle and pedestrian projects 2036 - 2040 $5,401,300
based on historic trends. Forecasted available 2041 - 2050 $12.547.000

revenues are estimated to account for $18.5 million
for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.

PuBLIC TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Data from the Federal Transit Administration’s National
Transit Database was used to gather information
about historic capital and operations and maintenance
spending of the two transit providers within BGMPO

- Alamance County Transportation Authority and
Burlington LINK Transit. Historic data was gathered for
FY 2017-2023 and then forecast through 2050 using a
2% inflation.

Table 6. Anticipated Capital Transit Funding by Revenue
Band for Alamance County Transportation Authority

Revenue Band Capital O&M

2026 - 2030 $1,583,000  $9,870,000
2031 - 2035 $1,748,000  $10,898,000
2036 - 2040 $1,930,000  $12,032,000
2041 - 2050 $4,483,000  $27,951,000
Total $9,744,000  $60,751,000

Table 8. Anticipated Capital Transit Funding by Revenue
Band for Burlington LINK Transit

Revenue Band Capital O&M

2026 - 2030 $521,000  $9,097,000
2031 - 2035 $575,000  $10,043,000
2036 - 2040 $635,000  $11,089,000
2041 - 2050 $1,474,000  $25,760,000
Total $3,205,000  $55,989,000

Total $18,578,300

AVIATION AND RAIL FUNDING

Table 7 highlights the potentially available funding for
aviation and rail projects. In the 2026-2035 STIP, there
are two aviation projects programmed and two rail
projects. The aviation projects are at the Burlington
Alamance Regional Airport, as such the full amount
was considered as part of the revenue projections. The
two rail projects are in support of the Piedmont Corridor
and funding is inclusive of several NCDOT divisions
and regions, as such the proportion of population within
BGMPO was used to determine a reasonable and
conservative revenue estimate for rail projects within
the region.

Table 7. Anticipated Capital Aviation and Rail Funding by
Revenue Band

Revenue Band Total
2026 - 2030 $11,559,000
2031 - 2035 -

2036 - 2040 10,702,000
2041 - 2050 24,861,000

Total $47,122,000
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Performance Measures

The MAP-21 legislation (2010) transformed the
transportation federal aid program by establishing
new requirements for performance management and
performance-based planning and programming. This
legislation was designed to ensure the most efficient
investment of federal transportation funds.

In 2015, the FAST Act continued the performance-based
planning approach of MAP-21 with some modifications.
Consistent with the legislation, state Departments

of Transportation (DOTs) and Metropolitan Planning
Organizations must apply a transportation performance-
based planning approach when implementing their
federally-required transportation programming and planning
activities.

Performance-based planning and programming—or
“performance management’—is a strategic approach

that uses system-generated information to confirm
investment and policy decisions achieve the goals set for
the transportation network. More specifically, Performance-
Based Planning & Programming (PBPP) is the application
of performance management as a standard practice in

the planning and programming decision-making process.
These requirements support national goals by outlining a
systematic and objectives-driven approach.

In May 2016, the Federal Highway Administration

(FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
issued the Final Rule on Statewide and Non-metropolitan
Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Planning - also
known as The Planning Rule. This regulation requires state
and MPOs to adhere to the planning and transportation
performance management provision of both MAP-21 and
the FAST Act. More recently, the Infrastructure Investment
and Jobs Act (IIJA) - or the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law
(BIL) - continues the commitment to performance-based
planning set forth by MAP-21 and FAST Act.

BGMPO adopts measures as provided by the NCDOT.

In accordance with The Planning Rule, the selection of
performance measures and targets must be coordinated
and agreed upon between an MPO and NCDOT. As part

of the metropolitan planning process, BGMPO must also
publish a System Performance Report that presents current
conditions and performance of the transportation system
with respect to the performance measures and targets.

89

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE REPORT

The System Performance Report is an essential component
of the Transportation Performance Management (TPM)
approach set forth by FHWA and FTA. By maintaining

a systematic performance management approach, the
BGMPO can evaluate how well its transportation system
addresses current needs and determine how to meet future
challenges. Since funding for transportation projects is
limited, it is important that the right projects and programs
are implemented in order to address the current and
projected needs of the greater region.

This System Performance Report establishes a baseline
document that the MPO will update with each successive
long-range plan update. The System Performance Report
and subsequent updates will evaluate the conditions and
performance of the transportation system in regard to the
required performance targets:

» Highway Safety
» Pavement and Bridges
» System Performance

In addition to these performance targets, the report will
document transit assets, safety, and reliability that are
reported on an annual basis to FTA.
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NATIONAL GOoALS AND MEASURES

PM 1 | Highway Safety

The Safety Performance Measures Final supports the
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) by requiring
MPOs to set targets for safety-related performance
measures and report progress.

The Safety Performance Management Final Rule
establishes five performance measures for all types of
public roadways:

¢ Number of fatalities

Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled
* Number of serious injuries

» Rate of serious injuries per 100 million vehicle miles
traveled

* Number of combined non-motorized fatalities and non-
motorized serious injuries

These safety performance targets are provided annually
by States to FHWA as five-year rolling averages for each
safety performance measure.

Table 9. BGMPO MPO PM1 Performance Targets

Safety Performance

The BGMPO adopted the most recent safety performance
targets at the January 21, 2025 Transportation Advisory
Committee meeting.

The BGMPO safety targets are shown in the table below.
The BGMPO supports the state’s safety performance
targets through its planning and programming of
transportation activities.

Performance Measure 2019-2023 Average Target 2025
Number of Fatalities 1,585.2 1,103.3
Fatality Rate 1.353 0.925
Number of Serious Injuries 5,236.8 3,204.8
Serious Injury Rate 4.467 2.675
Number of Non-motorized and Serious Injuries 712.6 434.6
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PM2 | Pavement and Bridge Condition

In 2017, FHWA published a final rule establishing
performance measures for state DOTs to use in managing
pavement and bridge performance on the National
Highway System (NHS). State DOT targets are set based
on asset management analyses and reflect investment
strategies that seek to achieve a state of good repair over
the life cycle of transportation facilities. State DOTs may

establish additional measures and targets that reflect asset

management objectives.

The Final Rule establishes the following Pavement
Performance Measures:

» Percent of the Interstate pavement in Good condition
Percent of Interstate pavement in Poor condition

Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavement in Good
condition

Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavement in Poor
condition

The Final Rule also establishes the following Bridge
Performance Measures:

Pavement and Bridge Performance

The BGMPO has chosen to support NCDOT’s pavement
and bridge targets and will continue to coordinate with
NCDOT in the development of pavement and bridge
targets. The Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance
Targets were adopted by the BGMPO on May 17, 2023.
The BGMPO Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance
Targets are shown in the Table 10.

» Percent of NHS bridges by deck area classified as Good

condition

» Percent of NHS bridges by deck area classified as Poor
condition

The pavement and bridge condition performance is
assessed and reported over a four-year performance
period. States must establish two-year and four-year
performance targets for each PM2 measure. The current
two-year targets represent desired pavement and bridge
condition at the end of calendar year 2023. The current
four-year target represent desired condition at the end of
calendar year 2025.

Table 10. BGMPO MPO PM2 Performance Targets

Performance Measure 2023 Target 2025 Target
Interstate Pavement Condition (Good) 60.0% 62.0%
Interstate Pavement Condition (Poor) 1.8% 1.5%
Non-Interstate NHS Pavement Condition (Good) 30.0% 31.0%
Non-Interstate NHS Pavement Condition (Poor) 3.5% 3.0%
NHS Bridge Conditions (Good) 38.0% 36.0%
NHS Bridge Conditions (Poor) 5.0% 5.0%
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PM3 | System Performance

In 2017, FHWA published a final rule establishing
performance measures that report on the performance

of Interstates and non-Interstate NHS to carry out the
National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) and
freight movement on the Interstate system to carry out the
National Highway Freight Program (NHFP).

The Final Rule establishes the following system
performance measures:

» Percent of reliable person-miles traveled on the Interstate

» Percent of reliable person-miles traveled on the non-
Interstate NHS

» Percent of Interstate system mileage providing for reliable
truck travel time—Truck Travel Time Reliability Index
(TTTR)

The performance for PM3 is reported over a four-year
performance period. The PM3 rule requires states to
establish two-year and four-year performance targets for
each PM3 measure. The current two-year targets represent
the expected performance at the end of calendar year
2023. The current four-year targets represent the expected
performance at the end of calendar year 2025.

State DOTs requirements for setting system performance
targets include:

* Percent of person-miles on the Interstate system that are
reliable: Two-year and four-year targets required

* Percent of reliable person-miles traveled on the non-NHS
that are reliable: Four-year targets required

* TTTR: Two-year and four-year targets required

Table 11. BGMPO MPO PM3 Performance Targets

System Performance

The BGMPO has chosen to support NCDOT'’s system
performance targets and will continue to coordinate with
NCDOT in the development of system performance
targets. The System Performance Targets were adopted
by the BGMPO on May 17, 2023. The BGMPO System
Performance Targets are shown in the Table 11.

Performance Measure

2023 Target 2025 Target

Interstate Level of Travel Time Reliability 75.0% 75.0%
Non-Interstate NHS Level of Travel Time Reliability 70.0% 70.0%
Interstate Truck Travel Time Reliability 1.70 1.70

CMAQ - On-Road Emission Reduction from CMAQ Projects

VOC: 0.557 kg/day VOC: 1.114 kg/day
NOx: 2.229 kg/day NOx: 4.458 kg/day
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Transit Asset Management

This section presents the Transit Asset Management (TAM)
targets adopted by GWTA and the State of Good Repair
(SGR) performance of their capital assets. The final TAM

rule, which became effective in October 2016, defines

transit asset management as a strategic and systematic
process of operating, maintaining, and improving public
transportation capital assets effectively through the life

cycle of such assets.

Federal regulation requires the MTP to include Transit

Safety and Transit Asset Management performance targets

for urbanized areas. On March 5, 2021, the BGMPO

adopted transit safety and asset management performance
measures. The BGMPO supports these targets through its

planning and programming activities.

Table 12. BGMPO MPO PM3 Performance Targets

Transit Safety and Reliability

This section shows the transit safety targets adopted by
the BGMPO in 2021. The final Transit Safety Rule became
effective in July 2018 and require public transportation
systems that receive federal funds under FTA's Urbanized
Area Formula Grants to develop safety plans that

include processes and procedures to implement Safety
Management Systems, including transit safety performance
targets for:

 Fatalities

* Injuries

« Safety Events

» System Reliability

Public transit agencies are required to set fiscal year
performance targets and report performance for each
category to FTA on a triennial basis. The BGMPO supports
these targets through its planning and programming
activities. The Transit Safety Targets from the 2021
Regional Transit Safety Performance Targets carry forward
in the BGMPO 2050 MTP and are shown in Table 12.

Fatdlities . Injuries Injuries Safety Events Safety Events System Reliability
(per million VRM)* Fatalities(Total) (per million VRM)* (Total) (per million VRM)* (Total) (VRM/failures)**
Transit Agency Mode
MPO MPO MPO MPO MPO MPO MPO
2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021
Targets Targets Targets Targets Targets Targets Targets
san | WM 0 0 0 0 7 2 | 2 3 3 n 3| s | 75000
aratransit
Fixed Route 0 0 0 0 22 ? 5 ? 3 3 7 3 56,068 75,000
Link Transit 0K
Paratransit 0 0 0 0 38 2 2 2 57 3 3 3 13,113 75,000
Orange Fixed Route 0 0 0 0 1 ? 1 ? 1 3 1 3 59,500 75,000
County Public
Transportation DAy 0 0 0 0 1 ? 1 ? 1 3 1 3 59,500 75,000
Paratransit g U
Fixed Route 0 0 0 0.125 2 3 2 0.125 ) 3 3 K517 75,000
GoTriangle HomFixed
0 0 0 0 0.125 7 3 2 0.125 3 3 3 99,902 75,000
Fixed Route
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 54 384 384 43,300 75,000
PART
Non-Fixed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 140,477 75,000

*Rates are per vehicle revenue miles
** Mean distance between failure (miles)
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Conclusion

The BGMPO 2050 MTP sets forth a path to more reliable travel conditions, additional choices in how people travel, the
efficient movement of goods, and a transportation system that makes positive contributions to the region’s enviable quality
of life. The MTP is the latest effort to craft a regional guidebook for mobility that supports local growth and economic
development while minimizing adverse effects to natural features.

The BGMPO 2050 MTP identifies multimodal transportation projects that consider the existing and future needs of
residents, employers, and visitors. The systematic selection of project priorities were expressed within the public
involvement process to positively influence the region’s transportation planning decisions. These priorities feed a
financially constrained plan that shows projects that can be reasonably funded during the life of the MTP.

But the BGMPO 2050 MTP offers more than a framework for funding transportation improvements. It documents how
transportation needs can be accommodated in the coming decades in ways that advance goals related to transportation
efficiency, choices, optimization, equity and integration. As projects approach construction or circumstances change,
the BGMPO in partnership with member jurisdictions and partner agencies can work collaboratively to adjust priority
improvements and advance recommended projects. In the end, this collaborative spirit will provide new ways to achieve
a safe and balanced multimodal transportation system that makes the region an even greater place to live, work, and
recreate.
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2050 MTP Map Book

The following maps were selected to show more
detail for the core of the BGMPO area.
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Planning Area Overview

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY TRAFFIC
Figure 9. AADT Map
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FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATIONS
Figure 11. Functional Classifications Map
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CRASH - EXCLUDING 1-40
Figure 12. Crash Map (Excluding Crashes Along |-40)
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CRASH - INCLUDING 1-40
Figure 12. Crash Map (Including Crashes Along I-40)

BicYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CRASHES
Figure 13. Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Map
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EXISTING BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE
Figure 16. Existing Active Transportation Network Map
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MuLTIMODAL RECOMMENDATIONS - RoADWAY CORRIDOR
Figure 19. Roadway Corridor Recommendations
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MuLTIMODAL RECOMMENDATIONS - INTERSECTIONS
Figure 20. Intersection Recommendations
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MuLTIMODAL RECOMMENDATIONS - BICYCLE
Figure 21. Bicycle Recommendations
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MuLTIMODAL RECOMMENDATIONS - PEDESTRIAN
Figure 22. Pedestrian Recommendations
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MuLTIMODAL RECOMMENDATIONS - TRANSIT
Figure 23. Transit Recommendations
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MuULTIMODAL RECOMMENDATIONS - FREIGHT, AVIATION, AND RAIL
Figure 24. Freight, Aviation, and Rail Recommendations
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SCORING RESULTS
Figure 27. Roadway Project Prioritization
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FUNDING

Figure 28. Financially Constrained Roadway and Intersection Projects by Revenue Band )
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Project Prioritization
RoAbpwAy SUMMARY REVIEW

Mobility Projects

Prioritization Tier Total

Project ID Type Project Name Project Cost

ITS-01 Inelligent Transportatio 1-40/1-85 BGMPO western boundary BGMPO eastern boundary S 122,643,232 High

ML-23 MNew Location Ingle Dairy Rd Ext MNC 61 Elmdale Rd 1 10,896,311 High

W-02 Widening Huffman Mill Rd Forestdale Rd. 1-40/1-85 = 3,692,783 High

W-19 Widening ‘West Ten Rd 1-40/1-85 Buckhorn Rd 5 16,033,262 High

AM-01 Access Management Huffman Mill Rd US 70 (S Church St) Forestdale Dr 5 7.016,305 High

AM-05 Access Management University Dr 1-85/1-40 us 70 1 11,369,340 High

wW-23 Widening Morthern Alamance Pkwy (Shallowford Church NC 100 (University Dr) ‘West of Durham St $ 22,294,968 High

W-14 Widening Swepsonville Rd Micks St E Shannon Dr s 2,690,530 High

MNL-30 New Location ‘Wilson Rd/ Old Hillsborough Rd / Broadwood £ Woodhaven Dr Old Hillsborough Rd Ly 3,598,146 High

W-13 Widening W Stagecoach Rd/Mebane Rogers Rd Cooks Mill Rd N First St 5 10,412,026 High

W-38 Widening Mebane Oaks Rd Forest Oak Ln Old Hillsborough Rd S 18,700,000 High

ML-38 New Location Whitett Park Rd Ext ‘Whitsett Park Rd Rural Retreat Rd S 6,237,945 High

W-05 Widening Forestdale Dr US 70 (S Church 5t) Huffman Mill Rd 5 7,852,151 High

W-28 Widening ONeal 5t US 70 (S Church 5t) NC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd}) s 2,155,143 High

MNL-40 MNew Location Boone Station Dr Ext Boone Station Dr International Dr 5 2,088,696 High

NL-03 New Location Buckhorn Rd/Frazier Rd us 70 WB 140/185 Ramps s 5,423,436 High

W-07 Widening St Marks Church Rd US 70 (S Church Rd) Boone Station Dr $ 10,484,212 High

MNL-05 New Location Bason Rd Realignment NC 48 (Roxboro St) Bason Rd s 1,182,281 High

MNL-47 MNew Location Cameron Ln Ext Cameron Ln 5 Fifth 5t 5 6,182,506 High

MNL-39 MNew Location Trail Two Ext MNC 62 (Alamance Rd) OMeal 5t 5 5,250,976 High

wW-22 Widening Swepsonville Rd EShannon Rd Cooper Rd $ 10,348,636 High

MNL-34 New Location Bason Rd Realignment NC 48 (Roxboro St) Bason Rd s 2,049,683 High

MNL-13 New Location Tyndall 5t Ext Tyndall 5t Stone St = 4,407,822 High

NL-06 New Location Eastern Alamance Pkwy (Eastern Alamance Loc MC 439 (Roxboro 5t) Trollingwood Rd/Cherry Ln 5 59,393,672 High

MNL-48 New Location Senator Ralph Scott Pkwy Ext Trollingwood Hawfields Rd Lowes Blvd 5 2,766,779 High

AM-10 Access Management Huffman Mill Rd 1-40/1-85 University Dr s 6,234,086 High

MNL-08 New Location Meadowbrook Dr Ext Shallowford Church Rd Gerringer Rd = 7,839,509 High

AM-08 Access Management Maple Ave S Mebane 5t S5 Anthony St 5 2,048,927 High

W-03 Widening Buckhorn Rd Industrial Dr W Ten Rd 3 10,372,530 High

MNL-25 MNew Location Mace Rd Ext Mace Rd Mace Rd S 6,830,993 High

W-06 Widening Huffman Mill Rd University Dr Greeson Ln s 15,883,062 High

AN-04 Access Management Maple Ave S'Worth St S Mebane St s 3,709,842 High

ITS-02 Inelligent Transportatio US 70 BGMPO western boundary BGMPO eastern boundary $ 128,992,765 High

1T5-03 Inelligent Transportatio US 70 BGMPO western boundary BGMPO eastern boundary $ 128,935,562 High

NL-29 MNew Location Whitsett Bypass NC 100 NC 61 5 11,753,061 High

MNL-02 Mew Location Lowes Blvd Ext Trollingwood Hawfields Rd MNC119 5 5,922,150 High

W-12 ‘Widening Mattress Factory Rd South of Washington St 1-85/1-40 s 12,373,311 High

W-21 ‘Widening Northern Alamance Pkwy (Old Glencoe Rd) ‘Willow Lake Rd Lower Hopedale Rd $ 25,580,962 Medium |
NL-16 MNew Location Pond Rd Ext Harris Rd Pond Rd S 34,490,114 Medium |
NL-24 Mew Location wilson Rd / Old Hillsborough Rd / Broadwood s Broadwood Acres Rd ‘Wilson Rd 3 5,062,270 Medium |
NL-50 New Location Thompson Rd Ext MNC 87 (S Main 5t) Swepsonville Rd 5 1,392,487 Medium |
W-17 ‘Widening Old Hillsborough Rd MNC119 Mebane Oaks Rd s 17,982,273 Medium

NL-19 Mew Location Roosevelt St Ext Tate Ave/Corregidor St S1stst s 5,445,684 Medium

NL-41 Mew Location Thompson Rd Ext Sadia Trce Thompson Rd 3 2,289,681 Medium

NL-43 MNew Location Thompson Rd Ext Palmer Dr Broadway Dr 4 1,677,206 Medium

MNL-42 Mew Location Thompson Rd Ext ‘Willamsdale Rd Stonegate Dr s 1,534,858 Medium %
NL-44 Mew Location Thompson Rd Ext ‘Wedgewood Dr Thompson Rd s 1,874,723 Medium I
W-24 ‘Widening Graham-Hopedale Rd Apple St Ext Morningside Dr $ 14,820,402 Medium % |
NL-51 Mew Location E Parker S5t Ext E Parker 5t Trollinger Rd 3 3,141,897 Medium 49

21
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W-25 Widening ‘Meeting Ground Rd Sandy Cross Rd Morth Alamance Pkwy (New Location! $ 558,504 Medium
W-29 Widening 5 sellars Mill Rd US?O_[N Church St) N Mebane S5t 5 1,117,692

NL-22 MNew Location Grand Oaks Blvd Ext NC 62 (Alamance Rd) Anthony Rd s 26,060,935

MNL-49 MNew Location Industrial Dr Ext Buckhorn Rd MPO Boundary 5 1,404,506

NL-15 MNew Location Gibsonville Bypass MNC 61/NC100 Shallowford Church Rd 5 71,183,217

MNL-45 MNew Location Bakatsias Ln Realignment Jimmie Kerr Rd Bakatsias Ln 5 1,141,615

NL-09 MNew Location ‘Meadowbrook Dr Ext Power Line Rd York Rd/Lakeview Terrace s 13,407,355

MNL-33 MNew Location Northern Alamance Pkwy (New Location) Durham St Ext ‘Willow Lake Rd 5 27,212,123

W-31 Widening Frazier Rd Fraizer Rd us 70 5 1,726,275

MNL-26 MNew Location MNorthern Alamance Pkwy (New Location) N Graham Hopedale Rd NC 49 (Roxboro St) S 48,983,786

NL-10 MNew Location 'Rockwood Ave Ext End of Rockwood Ave MC 87 (W Webb Ave) s 14,100,000

NL-18 MNew Location Trollingwood Rd Ext NC 49 (E Elm St} Jimmy Kerr Rd S 22,317,223

NL-17 New Location ‘Bruce Turney St Ext Bruce Turney St E Crescent Square Dr 5 1,868,589

AM-11 Access Management Grand Oaks Blvd Ardmore S5t MC 62 (Alamance Rd) 5 16,051,859

MNL-36 MNew Location Greeson Ln Loch Ridge Pkwy Huffman Mill Rd s 5,066,025

W-10 Wwidening Gibson Rd Stone St/5S Third St Ext Trollingwood Hawfields Rd 5 3,514,522

W-11 widening Gibson Rd US 70 (E Main St} Stone 5t/S Third 5t Ext S 14,482,634

NL-21 MNew Location Keck Dr Ext Keck Dr Rock Hill Rd 5 4,202,448

MNL-28 Mew Location Rabbit Run Rd W Ten Rd Buckhorn Rd s 9,715,652 Medium
ML-35 MNew Location Charlie Ingle Ln Ext Elmdale Rd Charlie Ingle Ln s 9,583,287 Medium
MNL-11 Mew Location Sharpe Rd Ext Glen Raven Rd Burch Ridge Rd k=3 9,919,262

MNL-07 Mew Location Morthern Alamance Pkwy (New Location) Lower Hopedale Rd M Graham Hopedale Rd S 8,373,359 Medium
NL-04 Mew Location NC 49 [Maple Ave) NC 54/NC 49 (Chapel Hill Rd/Harden St} 1-40/1-85 s 6,600,000 Medium
W-16 Widening ‘Whites Kennel Rd Anthony Rd MC 49 (Maple Ave) - 13,136,424 Medium
MNL-12 Mew Location Bakatsias Ln Porter Ave Cherry Ln k=3 8,435,672 Medium
NL-46 MNew Location Bakatsias Ln Ext Bakatsias Ln Sen Ralph Scott Pkwy 5 9,750,330 Medium
W-15 Widening 'Ben Wilson Rd Wilson Rd Bowman Rd s 8,124,810

NL-14 MNew Location Walker Ave Ext US 70 {N Church St) E Parker 5t 5 10,429,590 |Low
W-30 Widening 'Rock Quarry Rd W Ten Rd Bowman Rd 5 4,784,560

NL-31 MNew Location Main St . W Front St E Webb Ave 5 3,700,000 ||

NL-27 MNew Location MNorthern Alamance Pkway (New Location) West of Durham 5t Durham St Ext s 4,445,919

W-27 Wwidening Whitsett Park Rd Springwood Church Rd Whitsett Park Rd 5 3,101,706 | Loa
W-01 widening NC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd) US 70 (S Church 5t} Kilby 5t $ 21,400,884

NL-01 MNew Location MNC 62 Bypass Anthony Rd/Pine Trail Rd Bellmont-Alamance Rd 5 19,912,516 ||

W-04 Widening NC 87 Altahamahaw Union Ridge Rd Shallowford Church Rd s 29,388,515

AM-07 Access Management NC 100 (Maple Ave) 5 Anthony St MNC 54/MNC 49 (Chapel Hill Rd/Harden S $ 4,550,419 [Low.
AM-06 Access Management NC 49 1-40/1-85 Henry Rd 4 5,087,378

W-08 Widening NC 49 (Maple Ave) Henry Rd Bellemont-Alamance Rd/Bellemontk $ 33,132,481

AM-09 Access Management NC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd/Harden St} Kilby St MNC 87 (W Elm St} S 13,252,682

AM-12 Access Management  NC 54 (E Harden St) ‘Woody Dr ‘Whittemore Rd 5 1,148,836

AM-03 Access Management NC 54 (E Harden St) Woody Dr NC 119 5 26,664,500

ML-37 MNew Location NC 62 BYP {Kirkpatrick Rd}) Kirkpatrick Rd NC 62 {Alamance Rd) 35 2,540,632

W-32 Widening US 70 (Burlignton Rd) BGMPO western boundary University Dr S 232,400,000

AM-02 Access Management  NC 54 (E Harden St) NC 87 (W Elm St} ‘Woody Dr $ 23,234,361

NL-20 MNew Location NC 43 Bellemont Loop NC 49 NC a9 1 3,428,663

W-34 Widening US 70 (E Main St) MNC 49 (Roxboro 5t) Trollingwood Rd 5 28,200,000

W-18 Widening NC 119 Trollingwood Hawfields Rd Kimrey Rd S 36,600,000

W-36 Widening NC 54 NC 119 Blue Dog Farm Rd $ 467,100,000

W-09 Widening US 70 (E Main S5t/W Center 5t) Trollingwood Rd M Charles 5t S 52,916,547

W-33 Widening NC 119 Kimrey Rd NC 54 5 64,800,000

W-26 Widening NC 62 BYP (Anthony Rd) NC 62 (Alamance Rd) Anthony Rd/Pine Trail Rd 5 2,135,165

W-20 Widening us 70 University Dr St Marks Church Rd 5 9,180,492

ML-32 Mew Location NC 62 Ext US 70/NC 62 {Alamance Rd) Oneal 5t S 3,140,433

W-35 Widening NC 62 (Alamance Rd) Kikpatrick Rd Hatchery Rd $ 44,300,000

W-37 Widening us 70 Buckhorn Rd MPO Boundary S 543,400,000

NL-54 MNew Location New Roadway E Crescent Square Dr Bruce Turney 5t s 1,498,945

ML-52 Mew Location Mace Rd Ext Mace Rd us 70 S 922,472

W-44 widening Garden Rd St Marks Church Rd Huffman Mill Rd 5 10,758,894

W-39 Widening Anthony Rd Pinetrail Rd Whites Kennel Rd s 14,156,466

W-43 Widening Tucker 5t Anthony Rd 1-40/1-85 5 13,246,883

W-40 Widening NC 61 1-40/1-85 Southern MPO Boundary $ 20,050,854

W-41 Widening Burch Bridge Rd M Riverview Dr Elmira St 5 14,555,032

W-42 Widening Tucker 5t 1-40/1-85 MC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd) S 7,300,503

MNL-53 Mew Locati Development Center Dr Ext Lake Latham Rd NC 119 S 4,812,536
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Meodernization Projects

ijecl;ﬂ Type ﬂ Project Name “ Project Cost ﬂ Prioritization 1ier§ Total ﬂ Ranlﬁ
C5-18 Complete Street Rockwood Ave Arbor Dr W Front St 3 10,415,280 High 877 1
M-19 Modernization Tyndall 5t Trollingwood Rd Tyndall S5t 5 3,055,725 High 7.88

Cs-19 Complete Street Trollinger Rd E Parker St Ext Holt Rd s 1,662,223 High 7.60

M-34 Modernization Apple St Sharpe Rd Graham-Hopedale Rd 35 2,705,722 High 7.54

M-28 Maodernization E Greensboro Chapel Hill Rd NC 87 MPO Boundary $ 98,600,000 High 7.42

M-05 Modernization NC 87 MPO Boundary/Caswell Co Line Altamahaw Union Ridge Rd $ 11,200,209 High 721

M-18 Modernization Stone St Stone St Gibson Rd s 4,172,705 High

M-29 Modernization Mebane Oaks Rd Old Hillsborough Rd Saxapahaw Bethlehem Church Rd k= 68,000,000 High

M-07 Maodernization Kirkpatrick Rd Grand Oaks Blvd MNC 62 BYP {Kirckpatrick Rd) 3 312,296 High

M-03 Modernization NC49 MNC 49/NC 62 Green Level Church Rd 5 12,869,040 High

M-32 Modernization Jimmie Kerr Rd US 70 (E Main St) 1-40/1-85 s 13,972,664 High

M-01 Modernization Whitsett Park Rd MNC 61 Springwood Church Rd k= 10,333,446 High %
Cs5-27 Complete Street S Williamson Ave Trollinger Ave Morth of § Williamson Ave $ 52,300,000 High

M-16 Modernization Cherry Ln 1-40/1-85 MC 54 (E Harden 5t) 5 9,490,122 High ‘jﬁ
Cs-29 Complete Street us 70 MNC 62 O'Meal Street s 1,462,550 High 15
M-02 Modernization NC 87 (5 Main St) Albright Ave MNicks S5t $ 13,345,817 High

Cs-23 Complete Street E Washington St S Fifth st East of Mattress Factory Rd $ 12,888,918 High 17
M-15 Maodernization Jimmie Kerr Rd 1-40/1-85 Cherry Ln k= 3,600,381 High 18
C5-26 Complete Street Supper Club Rd E Brown St US 70 (E Center 5t} 3 2,902,524 High 19
C5-02 Complete Street S Eighth St Mebane Oaks Rd E Washington St 5 9,658,187 High 20
M-21 Modernization S Third St Oak Forest Ct W Roosevelt St s 7,726,519 High 21
Cs5-10 Complete Street W Haggard Ave NC 100 (University Dr) N wWilliamson Ave 35 7,079,598 High xx
Cs-01 Complete Street NC 87/NC 100 (E Webb Ave) US 70 (N Fisher St} Anthony St 3 21,637,131 Medium 23
M-22 Modernization Oakwood 5t Extension Oakwood St Mattress Factor Rd 5 2,636,077 Medium 24
Cs-28 Complete Street MNC 87/NC 100 (W Webb Ave)/N Park Ave MNC 87 (E Haggard Ave) US 70 (Fisher St) $ 53,700,000 Medium 25
Cs5-15 Complete Street University Dr NC 100 (University Dr) W Haggard Ave $ 10,505,777 Medium 26
M-17 Modernization Trollingwood Rd/Cherry Ln Trollingwood Hawfields Rd 1-40/1-85 s 2,516,291 Medium 27
C5-11 Complete Street E Haggard Ave N Williamson Ave NC87/100 (University Dr) $ 17,034,255 Medium 28
Cs-12 Complete Street Bowman Rd Ben Wilson Rd W Ten Rd s 12,183,250 Medium 29
C5-30 Complete Street Maple 5t N Main 5t Gilbreath st k= 7,428,655 Medium 30
M-35 Modernization NC 87 Swepsonville Rd MPO Boundary/Chatham CO Line s 64,335,111 Medium 31
CS-25 Complete Street Lebanon Rd N Ninth St E Stagecoach Rd 35 6,676,799 Medium 32
Cs-22 Complete Street Mebane Oaks Rd S Eighth St Arrowhead Blvd s 2,612,194 Medium 33
M-06 Modernization NC 62 MPO Boundary/Caswell CO Line NC 49 5 13,407,373 Medium 34
M-23 Modernization S Fifth St FoustRd Mebane Oaks Rd 5 5,426,872 Medium 35
-13 Modernization Thompson Rd Thompson Rd Ext NC 87 (S Main 5t} 3 1,353,691 Medium 36
M-33 Modernization Sharpe Rd Birch Bridge Rd Apple st $ 19,386,339 Medium 37
M-04 Modernization NC 49 (Yanceyville Rd/Roxboro 5t)/N Wilkins R Green Level Church Road US 70 (E Main 5t) $ 37,100,000 Medium 38
C5-16 Complete Street Briarcliff Rd/Shadowbrook Dr York Rd/Lakeview Terrace US 70 (S Church 5t) 5 11,222,211 Medium a9
M-27 Modernization NC 119 Lynch Store Rd Mrs White Ln 3 5,048,586 Medium 40
M-20 Modernization W Holt St Lake Latham Rd S 1stSt 5 5,353,678 Medium 41
M-08 Modernization NC 49 Bellemont-Allamance Rd MPO Boundary/Guilford CO Line 5 41,137,078 Medium 42
M-24 Modernization Oakwood 5t S Eighth 5t Arrowhead Blvd/Oakwood St 5 8,197,359 Medium 43
C5-21 Complete Street S Eleventh St E Washington St Oakwood St 3 2,793,419 Low 44
C5-24 Complete Street N First 5t St Andrews Dr W Ruffin St $ 12,776,178 [Low 45
M-09 Modernization Thompson Rd Monroe Holt Rd Sadia Trce 3 1,677,756 Low 46
M-10 Modernization Thompson Rd Thompson Rd Ext Willamsdale Rd 5 1,009,376 Low 46
M-11 Modernization Thompson Rd Stonegate Dr Palmer Dr 5 2,215,450 Low 46
M-12 Modernization Thompson Rd Broadway Dr Wedgewood Dr s 637,825 Low 46
C5-17 Complete Street Rockwood Ave W Front St End of Rockwood Ave 5 2,508,950  Low 50
M-25 Modernization N Carr 5t W Stagecoach Rd W Carr 5t ] 3,777,339 Low 51
M-26 Modernization N Wilba Rd W Stagecoach Rd W Crawford 5t 5 1,487,061 Low 51
M-14 Modernization E Parker 5t NC 49 (E Elm 5t) E Parker 5t Ext 5 2,156,247 Low 53
C5-20 Complete Street S Third St Ext Gibson Rd NC119 S5 11,244,343 [Low 54
C5-13 Complete Street NC 100 (University Dr) Shallowford Church Rd Cook Rd/Sonoco Dr S 5,873,812 lLow 55:
C5-14 Complete Street NC 100 (University Dr} Shallowford Church Rd NC 87 (E Haggard Ave) $ 13,871,053 Low 56
C5-31 Complete Street MNC 49 (E Elm 5t) MNC 54 (E Harden St) E Parker 5t 3 2,025,433 Low 57
CS-04 Complete Street MNC 62 (Rauhut 5t} US 70 (N Fisher §t) W Old Glencoe Rd $ 15,770,638 Low 58
c5-32 Complete Street Parker 5t N Main 5t MNC 49 (E Elm 5t) 5 8,332,700 Low 59
C5-03 Complete Street Lakeside Ave Union Ave W Old Glencoe Rd 5 16,403,075 [Low 60
C5-06 Complete Street Hanford Rd NC 49 Monroe Holt Rd 5 9,405,176 Low 61
C5-09 Complete Street 5 Mebane St NC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd} Maple Ave $ 10,752,103 Low 62
C5-08 Complete Street 5 Mebane 5t MNC 62 (Alamance Rd) NC 54 {Chapel Hill Rd) S 9,279,456 [Low 63
C5-07 Complete Street 5 Mebane 5t Huffman Mill Rd NC 62 (Alamance Rd) $ 11,729,033 [Low 64
M-30 Modernization Industrial Dr Mattress Factory Rd Buckhorn Rd 5 4,281,272 Low 65
C5-05 Complete Street University Dr 1-40/1-85 Huffman Mill Rd 5 6,305,551 |Low 66
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INTERSECTION SUMMARY REVIEW

Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Interchange Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Interchange
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Grade Separation
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Interchange Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Interchange
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvemetns
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Interse n Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Bridge Replacement
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Bridge Replacement
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Bridge Replacement

Project Name
MNC 54 at Mineral Springs Rd
Industry Dr at Anthony Rd
N Main St at NC 87 (E Webb Ave)
1-40/1-85 at NC 54 (E Harden St)
NC 54 (E Harden 5t) at Riverbend Rd/Johnson Ave
Providence Rd at Washington St
Monroe Holt Rd at Hanford Rd
1-40/1-85 at Huffman Mill Rd
NC 54 {Chapel Hill Road) at Tucker S5t
NC 54 at Wormranch Rd
US 70 (N Church St) at N Main St
NC 87 at Gerringer Mill Rd
1-40/1-85 at NC 49 (Maple Ave)
US 70 (N Church St) at NC 62 (W Holt St)
Huffman Mill Rd at Garden Rd
1-40/1-85 at Tucker St
NC 49 (Maple Avenue) at Monroe Holt Rd/Whites Kennel Rd
NC 87 {South Main 5t} at Nicks 5t and Swepsonville Rd
Garden Road at Boone Station Dr
US 70 and Matress Factory Rd
MNC 54 at Salem Church Rd/Mt Willen Rd
MNC 54 (E Harden St) at Whittemore Rd
NC 49/NC 54 (W Harden St) at N Maple St
NC 54 (E Harden St) at Woody Dr
MNC 87/NC 100 (W Webb Ave) at Flora Ave
1-40/1-85 at University Dr
NC 54 at NC 119/E Main St
US 70 (Burlington Rd} at Penn Lo Dr and Bightwood Church Rd
US 70 (S Church St) at NC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd)
1-40/1-85 at Mattress Factory Rd
NC 49 (Roxboro St) at Bason Rd and N wilkins Rd
NC 54 at Mebane QOaks Rd
Jimmie Kerr Rd at Bakatsias Ln
US 70 (S Church 5t) at ONeal 5t
NC 62 (Alamance Rd) at Anthony Rd
S Williamson Ave at Trollinger Ave and Lebanon Ave
Buckhorn Rd at Industrial Dr
W Parker St at N Main St
US 70 (S Church 5t) at Ashley Woods Dr/Glenlivet Way
W Haggard Ave at Manning Ave
US 70 (Burlington Rd/S Church Rd) at Springwood Church Rd
MNC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd) at ONeal S5t
Trollingwood Rd
Ben Wilson Rd at Bowman Rd
NC 37 {Ossippe Rd)/E Haggard Ave at NC 100 (University Dr)
E Haggard Ave at N Oak 5t
NC 61 at Whitsett Park Rd
MNC 100 (Burlington Ave) at Huffine St
US 70 (W Center St) at Woodlawn Rd
Jimmie Kerr Rd at Cherry Ln
US 70 (Burlington Rd) at NC 61
Oak Ave at E Trollinger Ave and E Lebanon Ave
Westbrook Ave at Cook Rd/University Dr
NCB7
Spirngwood Ave at E Railroad Ave/Alamance St and Burke St
Mebane Oaks Rd/Falcon Ln at S Fifth 5t
Buckhorn Rd at West Ten Rd
S Main St at Kitchin 5t
NC 62 (Alamance Rd) at Bellemont Alamnce Rd and Freindship Pattersan M
Huffine 5t at Alamance St/Westbrook Ave
Lebanon Rd at Stagecoach Rd
Pond Rd

Project Cost

$1,682,415 High
$2,017,575 High
$560,070 High
$9,500,000 High
45,400,000 High
$2,242,485 High
$1,682,415 High
$2,800,000 High
$18,500,000 High
$1,682,415 High
$6,100,000 High
$1,682,415 High
$6,600,000 High
$2,400,000 High
$2,700,000 High
$19,509,840 High
$2,242,485 High
$6,100,000 High
45,100,000 High
$8,052,696 High
$2,242,485 High
$6,150,000 Medium
$4,000,000 Medium
$6,200,000 Medium
$3,700,000 Medium
511,500,000 Medium
$2,242,485 Medium
$2,242,485 Medium
$1,682,415 Medium
519,509,840 Medium
$6,600,000 Medium
$2,242,485 Medium
$2,242,485 Medium
$2,400,000 Medium
$10,900,000 Medium
$3,364,830 Medium
$2,242,485 Medium
$3,300,000 Medium
$2,400,000 Medium
$2,242,485 Medium
$2,242,485 Medium
$21,100,000 Low
$3,078,972 Low
2,342,485 Low
416,700,000 Low
42,242,485 Low
$1,682,415 Low
$1,682,415 Low
$4,000,000 Low
$11,600,000 Low
$6,400,000 Low
43,364,830 Low
$2,242,485 Low
4,096,575 Low
42,242,435 Low
42,242,485 Low
$2,242,485 Low
$2,342,485 Low
$6,600,000 Low
42,242,485 Low
$1,682,415 Low
2,937,600 Low

Prioritization Tier |

0.18
0.37
0.20
0.15
0.21
0.24
0.24

0.20
0.19
0.15
0.20
0.20
0.15
0.15
0.17
0.20
0.15
0.17
0.16
0.20
0.15
0.18
0.15
0.21
0.16
0.18
0.15
0.19
0.15
0.15
0.20
0.15
0.15
0.15
0.26
0.19
0.15
0.15
0.15

1.72
1.84
1.7%
1.3%
1.75
1.98
1.67

1.81
1.86
1.57
1.67
1.57
1.6%
1.5%
1.33
1.55
1.61
1.44
1.52
1.33
1.55
1.43
1.32
1.18
1.47
1.44
1.30
1.17
1.19
1.39
1.35
1.1%
1.14
112
0.30
1.18
1.30
0.78
0.78

0.43
0.39
0.33
0.43
0.33
0.14
0.33
0.26
0.39
0.16
0.35
0.30
0.37
0.33
0.26
0.43
0.26
0.22
0.26
0.33
0.39
0.20
0.26
0.26
0.26
0.14
0.24
0.28
0.26
0.22
0.12
0.20
0.30
0.20
0.20
0.73
0.18
0.10
0.22
0.14

0.26
0.22
0.27
0.17
0.36
0.37
0.44
0.16
0.21
0.37
0.34
0.34
0.17
0.28
0.33
0.26
0.32
0.33
0.32
0.15
0.27
0.32
0.15
0.31
0.35
0.37
0.23
0.16
0.19
0.23
0.30
0.23
0.30
0.28
0.28
0.28
0.18
0.29
0.29
0.21

Total Rank

0.52
0.26
0.4
0.88
0.32
0.24
0.26
0.43
0.20|
0.10/
0.3af
0.23
0.37,
0.20/
0.33
0.45)
0.21]
0.22.
0.31]

EHESBREL R G L LR bR

0.23
0.19

0.16

0.30/

0.31

0.30/ 47
0.14, 48
0.18 49
0.34 50
0.34 51
0.35 52
0.18 53
0.15 54
0.19 55
0.33 56
0.29 57
0.24| 58
0.27j§ 59
0.14, 50
0.16] 61
0.21) 62
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Project Project
Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID .
Expenditure*
2026 - 2030 (Delivery STIP)
1-6059 IF;L(;O/I-85 at Trollingwood-Hawfields $14.548,000
U-3109A NC 119 [-40/1-85 to North of Mebane $14.440,000
Rogers Rd
North of Mebane Rogers Rd to
U-31098  NC 119 South of Mrs. White Rd. $1,945,000
US 70 (North Church St) at Graham-
U-5843 Hopedale Rd $946,000
U-5844 NC 62 gta)mada Rd 1o US 70 (Chureh g19 399,000
U-6009 US 70 (South Church St) Tarleton Ave to Fifth St $27,397,000
U-6011 US 70 (South Church St) at Huffman $1.170,000
Mill Rd
Trollingwood-Hawfields Rd/Old
U-6013  NC 119 Hillsborough Rd to Lowes Blvd $10,549,000
U-6014  Graham-Hopedale Rd West Hanover Rd to $20,457,000
Morningside Dr
U-6015 Various Routes $2,040,000
NC 62 (Alamance Rd) at Hatchery
U-6114 Rd/Bonnie Ln $1,400,000
U-6131 NC 54 (West Harden St) at NC 49 $9.163,000
(Maple Ave)
2031 - 2035 (Developmental STIP)
1-6059 ::(le/|—85 at Trollingwood-Hawfields $3.560,000
U-3109A NC 119 [-40/1-85 to North of Mebane $12.021,000
Rogers Rd
North of Mebane Rogers Rd to
U-31098 NC 119 South of Mrs. White Rd. $1,945,000
US 70 (North Church St) at Graham-
U-5843 Hopedale Rd $930,000
U-5844 NC 62 Ramada Rd to US 70 (Church $4.065,000

St)
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Project Project
Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID .
Expenditure*
U-6009 US 70 (South Church St) Tarleton Ave to Fifth St $20,705,000
U-6015  Various Routes $2,045,000
NC 62 (Alamance Rd) at Hatchery
U-6114 Rd/Bonnie Ln $1,300,000
2036 - 2040
AM-01  Huffman Mill Rd JS 70 (S Church St to $11,683,000

Forestdale Rd

CS-29 usS 70 NC 62 to Oneal St $2,435,000

NC 49 (Maple Avenue) at Monroe

03 Holt Rd/Whites Kennel Rd $3,734,000
AM-05 University Dr [-85/1-40 to US 70 $18,931,000
1-04 US 70 (N Church St) at N Main St $10,157,000
1-09 NC 87 at Gerringer Mill Rd $2,801,000
1-24 NC 54 at Wormranch Rd $2,801,000
1-26 NC 54 at Mineral Springs Rd $2,801,000
1-31 gtC 54 (Chapel Hill Road) at Tucker $30.804.000
1-40 ggvfglh(ni:nas/een St) at Riverbend $8.991.000
1-51 gcsnt?gt)(N Church St) at NC 62 (W $3.996,000
I-54 N Main St at NC 87 (E Webb Ave) $933,000
M-03  NC49 N agiE2to Green Level - 521,428,000
CS-18 Rockwood Ave Arbor Dr to W Front St $17,342,000
CS-19 Trollinger Rd E Parker St Ext to Holt Rd $2,768,000
Northern MPO Boundary/
M-05 NC 87 Caswell County Line to $18,649,000
Altamahaw Union Ridge Rd
1-02 Industry Dr at Anthony Rd $3,359,000
1-20 Providence Rd at Washington St $3,734,000
1-22 Monroe Holt Rd at Hanford Rd $2,801,000
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Project Project
Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID .
Expenditure*
1-41 [-40/1-85 at NC 54 (E Harden St) $15,818,000
1-47 [-40/1-85 at NC 49 (Maple Ave) $10,989,000
Eastern MPO Boundary to
ITS-01 [-40/1-85 Western MPO Boundary $2,964,000
IX-01 [-40/1-85 at University Dr $19,148,000
IX-02 [-40/1-85 at Huffman Mill Rd $4,662,000
. . Grand Oaks Blvd to NC 62 BYP
M-07 Kirkpatrick Rd (Kirkpatrick Rd) $520,000
M-18 Stone St Stone St to Gibson Rd $6,948,000
M-19 Tyndall St Trollingwood Rd to Tyndall St $5,088,000
M-34 Apple St gzarpe Rd to Graham-Hopedale $4.505,000
NI-01 [-40/1-85 at Mattress Factory Rd $32,485,000
NI-02 [-40/1-85 at Tucker St $32,485,000
NL-23 Ingle Dairy Rd Ext NC 61 to EImdale Rd $18,143,000
Wilson Rd/ Old Hillsborough Rd / Wilson Rd at Old Hillsborough
NL-30 Broadwood Acres Rd Connector Rd $5,991,000
NL-38  Whitsett Park Rd Ext Whitsett Park Rd at Rural $10,387,000
Retreat Rd
NL-40  Boone Station Dr Ext g‘:one Station Drto Intemational - ¢4 474 49
W-02 Huffman Mill Rd Forestdale Rd at I-40/I-85 $6,149,000
W-13 \F’{V dStagecoaCh Ra/Mebane Rogers s Mill Rd at N First St $17,337,000
W-14 Swepsonville Rd Nicks St at E Shannon Dr $4,480,000
US 70 (S Church St) at NC 54
W-28 Oneal St (Chapel Hill Rd) $3,588,000
2041 - 2050
CS-01  NC 87/NC 100 (E Webb Ave) gts 70 (N Fisher St) at Anthony ¢4 306,000
i NC 87/NC 100 (W Webb Ave)/N Park NC 87 (E Haggard Ave) at US
CS-28 Ave 70 (Fisher St) $122,370,000
GS-01 US 70 and Mattress Factory Rd $18,350,000
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Proiect Project
) Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID i N
Expenditure
US 70 (S Church St) at NC 54
-11 (Chapel Hill Rd) $3,834,000
1-12 NC 54 at NC 119/E Main St $5,110,000
1119 NC 49/NC 54 (W Harden St) at N $9,115,000
Maple St
NC 87 (South Main St) at Nicks St
-21 and Swepsonville Rd $13,900,000
1-25 g((j) 54 at Salem Church Rd/Mt Willen $5.110.000
1-27 NC 54 at Mebane Oaks Rd $5,110,000
US 70 (Burlington Rd) at Penn Lo Dr
32 and Bightwood Church Rd $5,110,000
US 70 (S Church St) at Ashley Woods
1-33 Dr/Glenlivet Way $5,469,000
NC 49 (Roxboro St) at Bason Rd and
1-35 N Wilkins Rd $15,040,000
1-37 NC 87/NC 100 (W Webb Ave) at Flora $8.431.000
Ave
1-42 NC 54 (E Harden St) at Woody Dr $14,128,000
1-43 g((j) 54 (E Harden St) at Whittemore $14.014,000
1-48 US 70 (S Church St) at Oneal St $5,469,000
M-02 NC 87 (S Main St) Albright Ave at Nicks St $42,945,000
M-27 NC 119 Lynch Store Rd to Mrs White Ln ~ $11,505,000
Eastern MPO Boundary to
ITS-01 [-40/1-85 Western MPO Boundary $274,898,000
M-01 Whitsett Park Rd NC 61 to Springwood Church Rd  $23,548,000
M-28  E Greensboro Chapel Hill Rd NC 87 to Eastern MPO $54.906,000
Boundary
Old Hillsborough Rd to
M-29 Mebane Oaks Rd Saxapahaw Bethlehem Church ~ $31,344,000
Rd
M-32 Jimmie Kerr Rd US 70 (E Main St) to 1-40/1-85 $31,840,000
W-19 West Ten Rd [-40/1-85 to Buckhorn Rd $36,536,000
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Proiect Project
) Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID . .
Expenditure
i Northern Alamance Pkwy NC 100 (University Dr) to West
W-23 (Shallowford Church Rd/Routh Rd) of Durham St $50,805,000
Forest Oak Ln to Old
W-38 Mebane Oaks Rd Hillsborough Rd $42,613,000
Unfunded Vision
AM-04 Maple Ave S Worth St to S Mebane St $10,285,000
AM-08 Maple Ave S Mebane St to S Anthony St $5,681,000
AM-10 Huffman Mill Rd [-40/1-85 to University Dr $17,284,000
AM-11  Grand Oaks Blvd Q:jd)more Stto NC 62 (Alamance ¢4/ 503 000
B-01 Trollingwood Rd $8,536,000
B-03 Pond Rd $8,144,000
. Mebane Oaks Rd to E
CS-02 S Eighth St Washington St $26,777,000
CS-03 Lakeside Ave Union Ave to W Old Glencoe Rd  $45,477,000
CS-05 University Dr [-40/1-85 to Huffman Mill Rd $17,482,000
CS-06 Hanford Rd NC 49 to Monroe Holt Rd $26,076,000
Huffman Mill Rd to NC 62
CS-07 S Mebane St (Alamance Rd) $32,518,000
NC 62 (Alamance Rd) to NC 54
CS-08 S Mebane St (Chapel Hill Rd) $25,727,000
CS-09 S Mebane St 2\?654 (Chapel Hill Rd) to Maple  ¢59 540 000
NC 100 (University Dr) N
CSs-10 W Haggard Ave Williamson Ave $19,628,000
N Williamson Ave to NC 87/NC
CS-11 E Haggard Ave 100 (University Dr) $47,227,000
CS-12 Bowman Rd Ben Wilson Rd to W Ten Red $33,778,000
CS-15  University Dr NC 100 (University Dr) to W $29,127,000
Haggard Ave
L York Rd/Lakeview Terrace to US
CS-16 Briarcliff Rd/Shadowbrook Dr 70 (S Church St) $31,113,000
CS-17 Rockwood Ave W Front St to End of Rockwood $8.065,000

Ave
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ID Project Name Extents Cost Ye_ar 01:
Expenditure
CS-20 S Third St Ext Gibson Rd to NC 119 $31,175,000
CS-21 S Eleventh St E Washington St to Oakwood St $7,745,000
CS-22 Mebane Oaks Rd S Eighth St to Arrowhead Blvd $7,242,000
CS-23  E Washington St ?aiiglysééo Eastof Mattress  ¢45 734 000
CS-24 N First St St Andrews Dr to W Ruffin St $35,422,000
CS-25 Lebanon Rd N Ninth St to E Stagecoach Rd ~ $18,511,000
CS-26  Supper Club Rd gt)BrOW” SttoUS 70 (E Center ¢4 547,000
CS27 S Williamson Ave \I\;ﬁlli"anrgsgnm:/? North of S $145,000,000
CS-30 Maple St N Main St to Gilbreath St $20,596,000
CS-32 Parker St N Main St to NC 49 (E EIm St) $23,102,000
107 'I:\L/J;fine St at Alamance St/Westbrook $6.217.000
5021700
1-10 Buckhorn Rd at Industrial Dr $6,217,000
113 in\élwll_l|eabr22c())rr11 AA\\/Z at Trollinger Ave $9.329.000
114 Oak Ave at E Trollinger Ave and E $9.329.000
Lebanon Ave
115 \é\/restbrook Ave at Cook Rd/University $6.217.000
1-16 E Haggard Ave at N Oak St $6,217,000
1-17 W Haggard Ave at Manning Ave $6,217,000
1-23 Lebanon Rd at Stagecoach Rd $4,664,000
1-28 Ben Wilson Rd at Bowman Rd $6,217,000
1-29 Buckhorn Rd at West Ten Rd $6,217,000
1-30 Garden Road at Boone Station Dr $14,140,000
AM-02 NC 54 (E Harden St) NC 87 (W EIm St) to Woody Dr ~ $64,417,000

30 -



BGMPL

Burlington - Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization

2050 MTP

Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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) Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID i N
Expenditure
AM-03 NC 54 (E Harden St) Woody Dr to NC 119 $73,927,000
AM-06 NC 49 [-40/1-85 to Henry Rd $14,105,000
1-34 Jimmie Kerr Rd at Bakatsias Ln $6,217,000
S Anthony St to NC 54/NC 4
AM-07 NC 100 (Maple Ave) (Chapel Hill Rd/Harden St) $12,616,000
AM-09 NC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd/Harden St) Kilby St to NC 87 (W EIm St) $36,743,000
AM-12 NC 54 (E Harden St) Woody Dr to Whittemore Rd $3,185,000
1-38 I\S/Itebane Oaks Rd/Falcon Ln at S Fifth $6.217.000
1-39 W Parker St at N Main St $9,149,000
B-02 NC 87 $11,358,000
CS-04  NC 62 (Rauhut St) US 70 (N Fisher S)to WOId 445 754 000
Glencoe Rd
. . Shallowford Church Rd to Cook
CS-13 NC 100 (University Dr) Rd/Sonoco Dr $16,285,000
: . Shallowford Church Rd to NC 87
CS-14 NC 100 (University Dr) (E Haggard Ave) $38,457,000
1-45 Huffman Mill Rd at Garden Rd $7,486,000
CS-31  NC 49 (E Elm St) 'g'tc 54 (E Harden St)to E Parker o5 515 000
US 70 (Burlington Rd/S Church Rd)
01 at Springwood Church Rd $6,217,000
1-05 US 70 (W Center St) at Woodlawn Rd $11,090,000
1-50 Jimmie Kerr Rd at Cherry Ln $32,161,000
1-06 NC 100 (Burlington Ave) at Huffine St $4,664,000
1-18 NC 61 at Whitsett Park Rd $4,664,000
[-53 S Main St at Kitchin St $6,217,000
i NC 87 (Ossippe Rd)/E Haggard Ave
1-36 at NC 100 (University Dr) $46,300,000
[-44 US 70 (Burlington Rd) at NC 61 $17,744,000
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Proiect Project
) Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID : *
Expenditure
NC 62 (Alamance Rd) at Bellemont
1-46 Alamance Rd and Friendship $18,298,000
Patterson Mill Rd
[-49 NC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd) at Oneal St $58,499,000
[-52 NC 62 (Alamance Rd) at Anthony Rd $30,220,000
ITS-02 UsS 70 $357,629,000
ITS-03 US 70 $357,470,000
NC 49 (Yanceyville Rd/Roxboro St)/N  Green Level Church Rd to US
M-04 Wilkins Rd 70 (E Main St) $102,859,000
MPO Boundary/Caswell CO Line
M-06 NC 62 to NC 49 $37,172,000
M-09 Thompson Rd Monroe Holt Rd to Sadia Trce $4,652,000
Thompson Rd Ext to
M-10 Thompson Rd Willamsdale Rd $2,798,000
M-11 Thompson Rd Stonegate Dr to Palmer Dr $6,142,000
M-12 Thompson Rd Broadway Dr Wedgewood Dr $1,768,000
Thompson Rd Ext NC 87 (S
M-13 Thompson Rd Main St) $3,753,000
M-14 E Parker St E‘g 49 (E Elm St) to E Parker St 5 978 000
M-15 Jimmie Kerr Rd [-40/1-85 to Cherry Ln $9,983,000
M-16 Cherry Ln [-40/1-85 to NC 54 (E Harden St) $26,311,000

Trollingwood Hawfields Rd to

M-17 Trollingwood Rd/Cherry Ln 1-40/1-85 $6,976,000
M-20 W Holt St Lake Latham Rd to S First St $14,843,000
M-21 S Third St Oak Forest Ct to W Roosevelt St  $21,422,000
M-22  Oakwood St Extension gjkwo"d Stto Mattress Factory o7 514 000
M-23 S Fifth St Foust Rd to Mebane Oaks Rd $15,046,000
M-24 Oakwood St S Eighth St to Arrowhead Blvd/ $22.727.000
Oakwood St
M-25 N Carr St W Stagecoach Rd to W Carr St $10,473,000

_32_



BGMPL

Burlington - Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization

2050 MTP

Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Proiect Project
) Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID i N
Expenditure
. W Stagecoach Rd to W
M-26 N Wilba Rd Crawford St $4,123,000
Bellemont-Alamance Rd to MPO
M-08 NC 49 Boundary/Guilford County Line $114,051,000
: Mattress Factory Rd to
M-30 Industrial Dr Buckhorn Rd $11,870,000
M-31 Lake Latham Rd Gibson Rd to W Holt St $7,248,000
M-33 Sharpe Rd Birch Bridge Rd to Apple St $53,748,000
Swepsonville Rd to MPO
M-35 NC 87 Boundary/Guilford County Line $178,367,000
Anthony Rd/Pine Trail Rd to
NL-01 NC 62 Bypass Bellemont-Alamance Rd $55,207,000
NL-02 Lowes Blvd Ext Trollingwood Hawfields Rd to $16.419,000
NC 119
NL-03 Buckhorn Rd/Frazier Rd US 70 to WB 1-40/1-85 Ramp $15,036,000
NC 54/NC 49 (Chapel Hill Rd/
NL-04 NC 49 (Maple Ave) Harden St) to I-40/1-85 $18,298,000
NL-05 Bason Rd Realignment NC 49 (Roxboro St) to Bason Rd  $3,278,000
Eastern Alamance Pkwy (Eastern NC 49 (Roxboro St) to
NL-06 Alamance Loop) Trollingwood Rd/Cherry Ln $164,667,000
) Northern Alamance Pkwy (New Lower Hopedale Rd to N
NL-07 Location) Graham Hopedale Rd $23,215,000
NL-08  Meadowbrook Dr Ext Shallowford Church Rd to $21,735,000
Gerringer Rd
NL-09  Meadowbrook Dr Ext Power Line Rd to York Rd/ $37,171,000
Lakeview Terrace
End of Rockwood Ave to NC 87
NL-10 Rockwood Ave Ext (W Webb Ave) $39,092,000
NL-11  Sharpe Rd Ext %e” Raven Rd to Burch Ridge .7 51 900
NL-12 Bakatsias Ln Porter Ave to Cherry Ln $23,388,000
NL-13 Tyndall St Ext Tyndall St to Stone St $12,221,000
NL-14  Walker Ave Ext gts 70 (N Church St)to E Parker  ¢>g 916,000
NL-15  Gibsonville Bypass NC 61/NC100 to Shallowford - ¢447 353 o9

Church Rd
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) Project Name Extents Cost Year of
ID i N
Expenditure
NL-16 Pond Rd Ext Harris Rd to Pond Rd $95,623,000
NL-17 Bruce Turney St Ext Bruce Tumney St to E Crescent $5,181,000
Square Dr
NL-18  Trollingwood Rd Ext 'F‘ig 49 (E Elm St)to Jimmy Kerr ¢4 874,000
NL-19  Roosevelt St Ext ;?te Ave/Corregidor Stto S First  ¢45 498 000
NL-20 NC 49 Bellemont Loop NC 49 to NC 49 $9,506,000
NL-21 Keck Dr Ext Keck Dr to Rock Hill Rd $11,651,000
NL-22  Grand Oaks Blvd Ext NC 62 (Alamance Rd) to $72,253,000
Anthony Rd
Wilson Rd / Old Hillsborough Rd / Broadwood Acres Rd to Wilson
NL-24 Broadwood Acres Rd Rd $14,035,000
NL-25 Mace Rd Ext Mace Rd to Mace Rd $18,939,000
i Northern Alamance Pkwy (New N Graham Hopedale Rd to NC
NL-26 Location) 49 (Roxboro St) $135,806,000
NL-27 North_ern Alamance Pkwy (New West of Durham St to Durham $12,326.000
Location) St Ext
NL-28 Rabbit Run Rd W Ten Rd to Buckhorn Rd $26,936,000
NL-29 Whitsett Bypass NC 100 to NC 61 $32,585,000
NL-31 Main St W Front St to E Webb Ave $10,258,000
NL-32 NC 62 Ext US 70/NC 62 (Alamance Rd) $8.707.000
Oneal St
NL-33 North_ern Alamance Pkwy (New Durham St Ext to Willow Lake $75 445,000
Location) Rd
NL-34 Bason Rd Realignment NC 49 (Roxboro St) to Bason Rd  $5,683,000
NL-35 Charlie Ingle Ln Ext Elmdale Rd to Charlie Ingle Ln $26,569,000
NL-36  Greeson Ln -och Nidge Plwyto Fufiman— g14,045,000
: . Kirkpatrick Rd to NC 62
NL-37 NC 62 BYP (Kirkpatrick Rd) (Alamance Rd) $7,044,000
NL-39  Trail Two Ext gjtc 62 (Alamance Rd) to Oneal ¢, 556 00
NL-41 Thompson Rd Ext Sadia Trce to Thompson Rd $6,348,000
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Expenditure
NL-42 Thompson Rd Ext Willamsdale Rd to Stonegate Dr  $4,255,000
NL-43 Thompson Rd Ext Palmer Dr to Broadway Dr $4,650,000
NL-44 Thompson Rd Ext Wedgewood Dr to Thompson Rd  $5,198,000
NL-45 Bakatsias Ln Realignment Jimmie Kerr Rd to Bakatsias Ln ~ $3,165,000
NL-46  Bakatsias Ln Ext Bakatsias Ln to Senator Ralph 457 032,000
Scott Pkwy
NL-47 Cameron Ln Ext Cameron Ln to S Fifth St $17,141,000
NL-48  Senator Ralph Scott Pkwy Ext Trollingwood Hawfields Rd to $7,671,000
Lowes Blvd
NL-49 Industrial Dr Ext Buckhorn Rd to MPO Boundary  $3,894,000
NC 87 (S Main St) to
NL-50 Thompson Rd Ext Swepsonville Rd $3,861,000
NL-51 E Parker St Ext E Parker St to Trollinger Rd $8,711,000
NL-52 Mace Rd Ext Mace Rd to US 70 $2,558,000
NL-53 Development Center Dr Ext Lake Latham Rd to NC 119 $13,343,000
NL-54 New Roadway E Crescent Square Dr to Bruce $4.156.000
Turney St
W-01 NC 54 (Chapel Hill Rd) US 70 (S Church St) to Kilby St~ $59,333,000
W-03 Buckhorn Rd Industrial Dr to W Ten Rd $28,758,000
Altamahaw Union Ridge Rd to
W-04 NC 87 Shallowford Church Rd $81,479,000
W-05  Forestdale Dr US 70 (S Church Sty to "Huffman - ¢4 770 000
Mill Rd
W-06 Huffman Mill Rd University Dr to Greeson Ln $44,035,000
W-07  StMarks Church Rd US 70 (S Church Rd) to Boone  ¢,9 467 909
Station Dr
Henry Rd to Bellemont-
W-08 NC 49 (Maple Ave) Alamance Rd/Bellemont Mount ~ $91,859,000
Hermon Rd
W-09 US 70 (E Main St/W Center St) Trollingwood Rd to N Charles St $146,710,000
W-10 Gibson Rd Stone St/S Third St Ext to $9.744.000

Trollingwood Hawfields Rd
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: US 70 (E Main St) to Stone St/S
W-11 Gibson Rd Third St Ext $40,153,000
W-12  Mattress Factory Rd South of Washington St to $34,305,000
[-85/1-40
W-15 Ben Wilson Rd Wilson Rd to Bowman Rd $22,526,000
W-16  Whites Kennel Rd ﬁcgony RdtoNC 49 (Maple 36 420,000
W-17 Old Hillsborough Rd NC 119 to Mebane Oaks Rd $49,855,000
W-18 NC 119 Trolllngwood Hawfields Rd to $101,472,000
Kimrey Rd
W-20 US 70 gglversny Dr to St Marks Church $25 453,000
Northern Alamance Pkwy (Old Willow Lake Rd to Lower
W-21 Glencoe Rd) Hopedale Rd $70,922,000
W-22 Swepsonville Rd E Shannon Rd to Cooper Rd $28,691,000
W-24 Graham-Hopedale Rd Apple St Ext to Morningside Dr ~ $41,089,000
. Sandy Cross Rd to North
W-25 Meeting Ground Rd Alamance Pkwy (New Location) $1,548,000
NC 62 (Alamance Rd) to
W-26 NC 62 BYP (Anthony Rd) Anthony Rd/Pine Trail Rd $5,920,000
. Springwood Church Rd to
W-27 Whitsett Park Rd Whitsett Park Rd $8,599,000
W-29 S Sellars Mill Rd JS 70 (N Church St to N $3,099,000
Mebane St
W-30 Rock Quarry Rd W Ten Rd to Bowman Rd $13,265,000
W-31 Frazier Rd Fraizer Rd to US 70 $4,786,000
W-32  US 70 (Burlington Rd) BGMPO western boundary to g5 395 g9
University Dr
W-33 NC 119 Kimrey Rd to NC 54 $179,656,000
. NC 49 (Roxboro St) to
W-34 US 70 (E Main St) Trollingwood Rd $78,184,000
W-35 NC 62 (Alamance Rd) Kirkpatrick Rd to Hatchery Rd $122,820,000
W-36 NC 54 NC 119 to Blue Dog Farm Rd $1,295,021,000
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Expenditure

W-37 US 70 Buckhorn Rd to MPO Boundary  $1,506,560,000
W-39 Anthony Rd Pinetrail Rd to Whites Kennel Rd  $39,248,000
W-40 NC 61 [-40/1-85 to Southern MPO $55.590,000

Boundary

W-41 Burch Bridge Rd N Riverview Dr to Elmira St $40,353,000
W-42  Tucker St 'F';é())/ -85 to NC 54 (Chapel Hill - 655 240,000
W-43 Tucker St Anthony Rd to 1-40/1-85 $36,727,000
W-44  Garden Rd > Marks Chureh Rd o Ruffman 579 829,000
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Public Involvement
Process BGMP@

tan - Gaham kMatropalitan Flannin

MPOs are required to represent localities in

all urbanized (UZAs) with populations over
50,000, as determined by the U.S. Census. The
Burlington-Graham area was designated an
“Urbanized Area” by the U.S. Bureau of Census
in 1974. As a result of this designation, the
Burlington-Alamance area formed the BGMPO in
1975. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
was executed between the cities of Burlington,
Graham, and Mebane; the Towns of Elon,
Gibsonville, Whitsett, Green Level and Haw
River; the Village of Alamance; Guilford County,

Orange County and Alamance County; and the
North Carolina Department of Transportation PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN

(NCDOT). AMENDED May 19, 2020

ADOPTED August 28, 2015

Burlington - Graham Metropoliten Flanning Organization
224 East Summit Avenue
PO Box 1538
Buriimgton, North Caroling 27215
www.bgmpo.ong
336.513.5418
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Title VI Policy
Statement and Notice of

Nondiscrimination

It is the policy of the Burlington-Graham MPO
(BGMPO), as a federal-aid recipient, to ensure
that no person shall, on the ground of race,
color, national origin, Limited English Proficiency,
sex, age, or disability, (and low-income, where
applicable), be excluded from participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or otherwise subjected

to discrimination under any of our programs and
activities, as provided by Title VI of Civil Rights
Act of 1964, Executive Orders 12898 and 13166,
the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, and
other pertinent nondiscrimination authorities.

If you feel you have been subjected to
discrimination, you may file a complaint.
Allegations of discrimination should be promptly
reported to our Title VI Coordinator.

Wannetta Mallette

PO Box 1358

234 E. Summit Avenue
Burlington, NC, 27216
336-513-5418

wmallette@burlingtonnc.gov

This policy is an expression of our commitment
to nondiscrimination and support of the Title VI
Program.

BGMP

Burlingtom - Graham Metropalitan Planning Organization

Title VI Program Plan

Burlington — Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization
Amended May 31, 2019
Date of Adoption: August 20, 2019

Burlington — Graham MPO
134 E. Summit Avenue
PO Box 1358
Burlington, NC 27216
336-513-3418
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Figure 10. Base Year Model PM Peak Hour Congestion (V/C)
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Figure 29. Future Maximum Roadway Congestion with Existing and Committed Project and Financially Constrain
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Environmental Considerations

BGMPO works to protect air quality, habitat, cultural resources, forest, and waterways for residents
within the MPO. BGMPQO’s mandated role focuses on air quality and transportation impacts on the
region’s residents. Careful and thoughtful consideration should be given to sensitive and/or limited

environmental resources within the region.

As demonstrated in the map below, BGMPO emphasized protecting of the natural environment during
the development of the constrained project list to ensure that adverse impacts are minimized.

A

- -/

3 )

Guilford

e - iz RO~y
NN R SN
W)

o

Funding Horizons & Environmental
Features

4
Ay AU
2 UMY
® 2026 - 2035
@ 2034-2040
@ 2041-2050
@® Unfunded
@ 7026 - 2035
@ 2034-2040
e 7041-2050
e Unfunded

Natural Heritage Natural
Areas (NHNA)

[T Exceptional
iR | Very High
High
Moderate
[ General
| Unranked
Wetland
I 100-Year Flood Hazard
500-Year Flood Hazard
i Watershed

7
\ 74

5 4 !
Swepsonyille_:

R ‘

t@)%}
ke

Rdl

q
%

!

L)




2050 MTP

Metropolitan Transportation Plan

BGMP

Burlington - Graham Metropolitan Planning

While the MTP can consider environmental impacts at a planning level, project impacts and mitigation
strategies will not be fully determined until they are assessed as part of an environmental study, which
usually occurs during the preliminary engineering and design process. The table below identifies
mitigation strategies for various environmental resources/impacts that project sponsors should
consider as they proceed with the project development process and pursue environmental clearance.

Resource/lmpacts Potential Mitigation Strategy

* Enhance, restore, and create wetland habitats
* Erosion control and storm water management
 Purchase credits from a mitigation bank

Aquifer, Wetlands, and Water Resources
» Greater use of permeable surfaces to reduce ground

water recharge

* Implement vegetative buffer zones
« Selective cutting and clearing

Forested and Other Natural Areas » Replace or restore forested areas

* Preserve existing vegetation
» Construct underpasses, such as culverts

Habitats « Design measures that minimize potential
fragmenting of animal habitats

e Stream restoration

Streams * Vegetative buffer zones

e Erosion and sedimentation control measures
* Preservation

. * Enhancement or restoration of degraded habitat
Threatened or Endangered Species ) )
* Creation of new habitats

« Establish buffer areas around existing habitat
» Archaeological surveys and excavations

Cultural Resources » Design adjustments to avoid impacts
* Documentation and public education
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