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Appendix E
Level of Service Definitions

The relationship of travel demand compared to the roadway capacity determines the
level of service (LOS) of a roadway. Six levels of service identify the range of possible
conditions. Designations range from LOS A, which represents the best operating
conditions, to LOS F, which represents the worst operating conditions.

Design requirements for roadways vary according to the desired capacity and level of
service. LOS D indicates “practical capacity” of a roadway, or the capacity at which the
public begins to express dissatisfaction. Recommended improvements and overall
design of the transportation plan were based upon achieving a minimum LOS D on
existing facilities and a LOS C on new facilities. The six levels of service are described
below and illustrated in Figure 12.

« LOS A: Describes primarily free flow conditions. The motorist experiences a high
level of physical and psychological comfort. The effects of minor incidents of
breakdown are easily absorbed. Even at the maximum density, the average spacing
between vehicles is about 528 ft, or 26 car lengths.

 LOS B: Represents reasonably free flow conditions. The ability to maneuver within
the traffic stream is only slightly restricted. The lowest average spacing between
vehicles is about 330 ft, or 18 car lengths.

 LOS C: Provides for stable operations, but flows approach the range in which small
increases will cause substantial deterioration in service. Freedom to maneuver is
noticeably restricted. Minor incidents may still be absorbed, but the local decline in
service will be great. Queues may be expected to form behind any significant
blockage. Minimum average spacing is in the range of 220 ft, or 11 car lengths.

« LOS D: Borders on unstable flow. Density begins to deteriorate somewhat more
quickly with increasing flow. Small increases in flow can cause substantial
deterioration in service. Freedom to maneuver is severely limited, and the driver
experiences drastically reduced comfort levels. Minor incidents can be expected to
create substantial queuing. At the limit, vehicles are spaced at about 165 ft, or 9 car
lengths.

» LOS E: Describes operation at capacity. Operations at this level are extremely
unstable, because there are virtually no usable gaps in the traffic stream. Any
disruption to the traffic stream, such as a vehicle entering from a ramp, or changing
lanes, requires the following vehicles to give way to admit the vehicle. This can
establish a disruption wave that propagates through the upstream traffic flow. At
capacity, the traffic stream has no ability to dissipate any disruption. Any incident
can be expected to produce a serious breakdown with extensive queuing. Vehicles
are spaced at approximately 6 car lengths, leaving little room to maneuver.




LOS F: Describes forced or breakdown flow. Such conditions generally exist within
gueues forming behind breakdown points.

Figure 11 - Level Of Service lllustrations

Level of Service A Level of Service B Level of Service C

Driver Comfort: Figh Driver Comfort: High Driver Comfort: Some Tensian
Maximum Density: Maximum Density: Maximum Density:
12 pascenger cars per mile par lane 20 passenger cars par mils par lanse 20 passenger Ccars per mile car lana
Level of Service D Level of Service E Level of Service F
-

Driver Comfort: Foor Driver Comfort: Extremely Foar Driver Comfort:The [owest
Maximum Density; Maximum Density; Maximum Density:
42 passenger cars per mile per lzns G7 passenger cars per mile per lang Mare than BT passenger cars per mile per lans

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual
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Appendix F
Traffic Crash Analysis

A crash analysis performed for the Robeson County CTP factored crash frequency,
crash type, and crash severity to an average severity rating. Crash frequency is the
total number of reported collisions and contributes to the ranking of the most
problematic intersections. Crash type provides a general description of the crash and
allows the identification of any trends that may be correctable through roadway or
intersection improvements. Crash severity is the crash rate based upon injuries and
property damage incurred.

The severity of every crash is measured with a series of weighting factors developed by
the NCDOT Division of Highways (DOH). These factors define a fatal or incapacitating
crash as 47.7 times more severe than one involving only property damage and a crash
resulting in minor injury is 11.8 times more severe than one with only property damage.
In general, a higher severity index indicates more severe accidents. Listed below are
levels of severity for various severity index ranges.

Severity Severity Index
low <6.0

average 6.0to 7.0
moderate 7.0to 14.0
high 14.0 to 20.0
very high > 20.0

Table 4 depicts a summary of the crashes occurring in the planning area between
January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2010. The data represents crash locations with 10
or more crashes and/or a severity average greater than that of the state’s average crash
severity index (4.56). The “Total” column indicates the total number of accidents
reported within 150-ft of the intersection during the study period. The severity listed is
the average crash severity for that location.

Table 4 - Crash Locations

Map : Average .
Index Intersection Severity Total Collisions

1 NC 41 and SR 1955 11.02 12

2 NC 211 and SR 1001 11.02 12

3 SR 1710 and SR 1713 8.40 10

4 NC 211 and SR 1318 4.36 11

5 US 301 and SR 1723 4.36 11

6 NC 20 and NC 71 4.17 21

7 NC 71 and SR 1001 4.08 12

8 SR 1752 and SR 1758 4.08 12
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Table 4 - Crash Locations Continued

9 US 301 and SR 1006 4.08 12
10 SR 1001 and SR 1006 3.69 11
11 1-95 and NC 20 3.18 17
12 US 301 and NC 20 3.02 11

The NCDOT is actively involved with investigating and improving many of these
locations. To request a more detailed analysis for any of the locations listed in Table 4,
or other intersections of concern, contact the Division Traffic Engineer. Contact
information for the Division Traffic Engineer is included in Appendix A.
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Appendix G
Bridge Deficiency Assessment

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) development process for bridge
projects involves consideration of several evaluation methods in order to prioritize
needed improvements. A sufficiency index is used to determine whether a bridge is
sufficient to remain in service, or to what extent it is deficient. The index is a percentage
in which 100 percent represents an entirely sufficient bridge and zero represents an
entirely insufficient or deficient bridge. Factors evaluated in calculating the index are
listed below.

e structural adequacy and safety
serviceability and functional obsolescence
essentiality for public use

type of structure

traffic safety features

The NCDOT Bridge Maintenance Unit inspects all bridges in North Carolina at least
once every two years. A sufficiency rating for each bridge is calculated and establishes
the eligibility and priority for replacement. Bridges having the highest priority are
replaced as Federal and State funds become available.

A bridge is considered deficient if it is either structurally deficient or functionally
obsolete. Structurally deficient means there are elements of the bridge that need to be
monitored and/or repaired. The fact that a bridge is "structurally deficient” does not
imply that it is likely to collapse or that it is unsafe. It means the bridge must be
monitored, inspected and repaired/replaced at an appropriate time to maintain its
structural integrity. A functionally obsolete bridge is one that was built to standards that
are not used today. These bridges are not automatically rated as structurally deficient,
nor are they inherently unsafe. Functionally obsolete bridges are those that do not have
adequate lane widths, shoulder widths, or vertical clearances to serve current traffic
demand or to meet the current geometric standards, or those that may be occasionally
flooded.

A bridge must be classified as deficient in order to quality for Federal replacement
funds. Additionally, the sufficiency rating must be less than 50% to qualify for
replacement or less than 80% to qualify for rehabilitation under federal funding.
Deficient bridges within the planning area are listed in Table 5.




Table 5 - Deficient Bridges

Bridge

Number Facility Feature Condition CTP Project
006 SR 1723 COLD SWAMP CREEK Structurally Deficient N/A
007 SR 1907 COLD CAMP CREEK Functionally Obsolete N/A
008 SR 1907 COLD CAMP CREEK Structurally Deficient N/A
018 NC 211 CSXRR Structurally Deficient N/A
019 NC 711 BEAR CREEK Functionally Obsolete N/A
023 SR 1907 LITTLE MARSH SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
024 NC 20 CSXRR Functionally Obsolete N/A
028 NC 83 LEACH CREEK Structurally Deficient N/A
030 SR 1005 COLD CAMP CREEK Structurally Deficient N/A
035 SR 1750 BIG MARSH SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
038 SR 1505 LITTLE RAFT SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
046 SR 1004 BIG SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
050 SR 1004 ey Functionally Obsolete N/A
054 US 301 195 Functionally Obsolete N/A
059 SR 1924 BIG MARSH SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
078 SR 2220 MILL SWAMP CREEK Structurally Deficient N/A
084 NC 71 BIG MARSH SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
086 SR 2459 195 Structurally Deficient N/A
088 SR 2230 HOG SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
108 SR 2269 INDIAN SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
116 SR 2262 HOG SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
117 SR 2262 HOG SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
121 SR 2455 ASHPOLE SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
123 SR 2455 ASHPOLE SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
135 SR 2519 AARON SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
142 SR 2519 ASHPOLE SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
143 SR 1146 ASHPOLE SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
149 SR 1122 It Structurally Deficient N/A
152 SR 1758 195 Functionally Obsolete N/A
154 SR 1006 195 Functionally Obsolete N/A
156 I 95 BIG MARSH SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
158 | 95 BIG MARSH SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
159 | 95 NC20 Functionally Obsolete N/A
160 | 95 NC20 Functionally Obsolete N/A
162 SR 1726 195 Functionally Obsolete N/A
164 I 95 LITTLE MARSH SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
165 I 95 LITTLE MARSH SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
167 SR 1723 195 Functionally Obsolete N/A
169 SR 1718 195 Functionally Obsolete N/A
172 SR 1164 BACK SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
173 SR 1550 LUMBER RIVER Structurally Deficient N/A
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Table 5 - Deficient Bridges Continued

NBunnqlgz Facility Feature Condition CTP Project
174 SR 1550 e VR Structurally Deficient N/A
200 SR 1550 BEAR SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
228 SR 1513 BURNT SWAMP Functionally Obsolete N/A
239 SR 1515 BURNT SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
275 SR 1005 TEN MILE SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
320 SR 1709 LITTLE MARSH SWAMP | Functionally Obsolete N/A
399 SR 1741 BIG MARSH SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
422 SR 2105 JACKSON SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
435 SR 2101 JACKSON SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
450 NC 130 FLOWERS SWAMP Structurally Deficient N/A
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* The Robeson County CTP steering committee consisted of Robeson County
Planning Board members at the time when the CTP was conducted (2005 to
2007). For more information on the CTP steering committee and contact
information, contact the Lumber River Planning Organization 910-618-5533 or
http://www.lumberrivercog.org/.

* The following pages display the Robeson County Transportation Survey and a
summary of its results. For more information contact the Transportation Planning
Branch at 919-707-0900.
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Please retumn by April 30, 2006 to:
NCDOT-Transportation Planning Branch
At Sara Sherman

1554 Mail Service Center

Faleigh MNC 27600

Robeson County Transportation Survey

The Transportation Planning Branch of the Morth Carolina Department of Transportation, in cooperation
with Robeson County, is developing a transporiation plan for the county. The transportation plan is a
long-range plan that identifies major transporiation improvements that will be needed over the next 25
TO 30 YEARS. This sunvey is a means of identifying transportation issues that are important to the
citizens, officials, and businesses of Robeson County.

The municipalities of Lumberton, Maxton, Fairmom, and Red Springs already have existing
ransportation plans, A separate joint effort is underway 1o develop of transportation plan for
FPembroke, When answering survey guestions, please think specifically about the other
municipalities and rural county areas.

1. Please rate the importance of each of the following potential transportation goals:

Very Mot
Important Important Important

Increased Public Transportation Options O O O
Economic Growth O O |
Community and Rural Culture Preservation O O O
Environmental Protection O m| m|
Faster Travel Times O O O
Service of Special Needs O O O

O O O

Increased Transporiation Choices

2. Please rate the importance of the following Strategies for improving a road’s efficiency
to move traffic:

Building additional travel lanes O O O

Making improvements to intersections, better traffic signal O O
timing, adding tum lanes, creating roundabouts

Controlling the frequency and locations of driveways and O O O
crossstreets that access the road

3.  Are you concerned with traffic accidents or other safety problems?
OYes Ono

If yes, please list specific locations:

4. Do you use alternate routes to avoid 1-957
OYes ONo

If yes, please list specific routes and locations:
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5. When traveling in your area, do you find that you often have to go out of your way to
get to your destination because the most direct route is too congested?

OYes ONo

If yes, please list specific locations:

6. Is truck traffic a problem in the area?
Oves CNo

If yes, please list specific locations:

7. To what areas or roads would you like to see improved access (please check all that
apply)?

ONC 904 ORaleigh

C'wilmington OcCharlotte

O Fayetteville OMyrile Beach

O South Carolina OOther — Please specify:

8. If available, would you consider using the following types of facilities instead of your
personal automaobile (check all that apply)?

O sidewalks

O Off -Road trails or Gresnways
Oon-Road Bicycle routes

OBus Service around the county
O Park-and-Ride lots

If you answered checked any of the above, please list specific locations and comments

9. Do you currently use the on-demand transit service run by the Lumber River Council of
Governments?

OvYes ONo

10. One of the recommended alternatives for a SouthEast Rail Corridor is Wilmington to
Raleigh through Pembroke and Fayetteville. Would you consider using this facility?

Oves ONo

11. What are the key transportation issues in your area?

Please retum by Aprl 30, 2006 to:
NCDOT - Transportation Planmng Branch
Atin: Sara Sherman

1554 Mail Service Center

Ealeigh NC 27699



Robeson Country Transportation Survey Results
1. Please rate the importance of each of the following

potential transportation goals:
Increased Public Transporation Opions Faster Travel Times
30 Very Importart 20 Very Impartant
12 imparirant 10 impartrant
2 Mot important 11 Mot Important

Mot
irpotan

gt
e )

Increased Trangportation Opfions
21 Very Important
15 impaortrant
1 Mot Important

brrgwaitrant
4

Iepmitrant

ey
gt
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2. Please rate the importance of the following strategies for improving a road’s efficiency to mowve traffic:

Building additional fravel lanes:
20 Very Important
15 Important
8 Mot Important

Mot important
15%

Very Important
48%

Making improvements fo intersections (betfer fraffic signal fiming, sdding furn lanes. creafing roundabouts)
22 Very Important
13 Important
1 Mot Important

Hot Impartant

3%
kmportant
I6%
ery Important
81%

Confrofiing the frequency and locations of driveways and crossetreets thaf sccese the road

21 Very Important
15 Important
1 Mot Important

Mat Impartant
3%

Innportant
"E Very Important
5%




3. Are you concerned with traffic accidents or other safety problems?
39 Yes
2 No

If Yes, please list specific locations:

-85 north of weigh station to exit 31

-85 (3}

Bridges over I-85

Fayetteville Rd {old U5 301) (2)

Rennert Rd and NC 71 intersection

Red Hill Rd and MC 71 intersection

NC 71 fiashing fight in Parkton

s 74

MC 804 and NC 41 intersection {(mentioned multiple times)
Mountonarre Farms in Lumber Bridge

"Mommzl S5t and 3rd Etr miersection

"Momal 5 and NC 711 intersection

"Prospect Rd and Red Banks intersection, people dont stop at stop sign
*McDonalds entrance near collepge

4. Do you use alternate routes to avoid 1-857
15 Yes
235 Mo

If Yes, please list specific routes and locations:
LES 307 [4)

US 301 Morth

LIS 301 into South Carolina
5 301 Sowuth

old US 301

Union Chapel Road {2}
Semnvice Roads

NT 41

NC 211 West

NG 211

BT Road

"Lumberton City Strests

‘comments received, but not applicable to county planning area



5. When traveling in your area, do you find that you often have to go out of your
way to get to your destination because the most direct route is too congested?
G Yes
22 No

If Yes, please list specific locations:
traveling from Parkton to Lumberton
Fayetteville Rd

Hwy 74, 2 lane section

NC 41 Marth

Fleasant Meadow Rd

Robearis Ave

Main Sirestin Pembroks

2rd Street in Pembroke

&. Is truck traffic a problem in the area?
10 Yes
21 Mo

M
68%

If Yes, please list specific locations:

-85 (3}

NC 71 at Maxton Highway and up through US 301 north {2)
NC 71 (2)

NG 20 in 5t Pauls

Drivers dive over speed limits

"Main Street in Pembroke



7. To what areas or roads would you like to see improved access?
(check all that apply)

11 NC 904 12
6 Wilmington 1
10 Fayetteville

5 South Caroilna
6 Raleigh

6 Charlotte

6 Myrtle Beach
3 Other

L= B O R L2 I = I =]

Written responses for "other”

401 from Raeford to Lumberton

NC 211

NC 72

"My road needs a street sign and a dead end sign”
*NC 711 in Lumberton

*comments received, but not applicable to county planning area




8. If available, would you consider using the following types of facilities instead of you
personal automobile (check all that apply)? |
8 Sidewalks

4 Offroad trals or Greenways fg
5 Onroad bicycle facilities

19 Bus service around the county 16

6 Park-and-Ride lots 14

12

10

8

6

4

2

0

Sidewalks Offroad trials Onroad bicycle Bus service Park-and-Ride
or Greenways facilities around the lots
county

If you checked any of the above, please list specific locations and comments:

If crime were reduced, sidewalks would be appropriate

| would use bus service throughout the county

Bus service would be a great tool in conserving fuel. This option would be cost effective with enough participants
St. Pauls Area (checked bus and park-and-rides)

From Lumberton to St. Pauls (checked bus)

Park-and-ride to Fayetteville

Bus Service to Lumberton

*Pembroke rural area (checked onroad bike routes and bus)

*comments received, but not applicable to county planning area
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9. Do you cwrrently use the on-demand transit service run by the Lumber
River Council of Governments?
2 Yes
28 Mo

10. One of the recommended alternatives for a SouthEast Rail Corridor is
Wilmington to Raleigh through Pembroke and Fayetteville. Would you
consider using this facility?

21 Yes

10 No

11. What are the key transportation issues in your area?
[-55

Accidents on -85 bring traffic into town

Us 301

S 301 needs to be 4lanes

MC 20 needs to be 4lanes

MC 20

Old Stage Rd

Heawy Traffic on NC 41 north and heavy traffic at Meadow Rd and Linkhaw Rd intersection
congestion

Congestion on NC 711 coming ot Pembroke (2)

Lack of left tum lanes at busyin intersections (2)

Road Quality - Potholes

Gas prices too high

Traffic

Too many Semis on our rural noads and speeding

Meed more taxi services in the area

Congestion, safety, and public transportation

Mot enough public fransportation for senior citizens without cars
Personal Auto
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The following pages provide information related to public workshops conducted
for the Robeson County CTP. These materials include meeting handouts and
letters obtained from locals, local churches, fire departments, and town staff
regarding recommendations in the plan.

o Two public drop-in sessions were held on June 10", 2009 and November
16", 2009. At these two drop-in sessions, the Robeson County CTP
maps were displayed as well as handouts describing the plans
recommendations. TPB and Division 6 staff was present to facilitate the
meeting and answer any questions from meeting attendees.

Approximately 8 people attended the June 10", 2009 meeting. Some of
the comments concerned CTP recommendations on NC 20 in downtown
St. Pauls and the locations of proposed interchanges along US 74 at
Broadridge Rd. (SR 2220) and Creek Rd. (SR 2225).

Approximately 48 people attended the November 16", 2009 meeting.
This meeting consisted mainly of local residents in the vicinity of Orrum
and Proctorville. Residents from these areas had concerns over the US
74 proposed interchanges at Broadridge Rd. (SR 2220) and Creek Rd.
(SR 2225). TPB staff coordinated with local Division 6 staff, the Robeson
County Planning Board, town staff, and locals to reach an agreement for
the longer term vision of US 74 in this area. It was decided that the CTP
would not address these interchange locations, leaving the decision up to
further corridor study.
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Robeson County Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP)
Public Drop-in Session Information Sheet
June 16, 2009

Purpose of a Drop-in Session
To provide you the opportunity fo understand and comment on transportation
planning that's happening in your area.

What is done with your input?
Your input will help us (the NCDOT, the Lumber River Rural Planning
Organization, and the CTP steering commiftee) develop the final CTF.

Once the final CTP is developed it will be presented to your local government(s)
for adoption. Arfter the local govermnments have adopted the CTP, it is then
submitted fo the Lumber River Rural Pianning Organization and the NCDOT
Board of Transporiation for their endorsements, respectively.

A CTP DOES A CTP does NOT '

Aim to reduce environmental impact Promise to build roads
Provide a muiti-modal I.FEIHS,DOJ'TGIFO.’] Make final calls on recommended
pfﬁ.’] for your area aﬁgnments
Aim to minimize negative economic
impact
Coordinates with your local fand-use
plans

Contacts:
Mark Eatman Greg Burmns, PE
Transportation Engineer {Acting) Division Engineer
MCDOT — Transportation Planning Branch MCDOT — Division 6
919-733-4705 910-437-2611
mreatman@ncdof gov ghums@ncdot.qov
Scoft Walston, PE Charles S. Miller, Jr. PE
Triangle Planning Group Supervisor District Engineer
MCDOT — Transportation Planning Branch MCDOT — Division 6 — District 1
919-733-4705 910-618-5546
swalston@ncdot.gov csmiller@ncdot.gov
Janet Robertson Michelle Frizzell
Rural Transportation Organization Planner Director of Planning & Zoning
Lumber River Rural Planning Organization Robeson County
S10-272-5049 910-671-6285
Janet Roberfson@lumberrivercog.org michelle frizzell@co.robeson.nc.us
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COMTRESpORdS 10 Map Dated May 27, 2009

Robeson County CTP Highway Map Recommendations

& Facility Designation REecommendation
1 NE T Major Thoroughfare - Widen to 3 lanes, north and south
= Meeds Improvement of Red Springs Planning Area.
2 Leeper Rd Major Thoroughfare - Widen to 4 lanes from future 1-285
(SR 1717) Meeds Improvement interchange to HC 71
5 MC 71 - Bypass of Major Thoroughfare - Morthern bypass, including a grade
Parktom Recommended seperated railroad crossing
SR 1710 and NC 71 - Major Thoroughfare - Morthwestern b.ypass. Includes
4 Bypass of Lumber some curve realignment to better
- Recommended ) R .
Bridge align with railroad
Widen to 3 lanes from Lumber
5 Glenn Rd Major Thoroughfare - Bridge to County line. This road will
(SR1710) Meeds Improvement have an interchange with future I-
285 in Cumberdand County
Widen to 2 12-foot lanes with paved
MC 72, between Maior Th hi shoulders and turn lanes at major
& Lumberten and US ajer araughtare N cross streets to better
Meeds Improvement
T4 accommodate truck and school
traffic
NC 211, between Expressway - Needs
T Lumberten and Red =xP ¥ Widen to a 4-lane divided facility
PR Improvement
Springs
Widen to 2 12-foot lanes with paved
s Old Lowry Rd (SR Minor Thoroughfare - shoulders to encourage traffic to
1505) Meeds Improvement use MC 211 as opposed to Rennert
Rd into Lumberton
HWC 41, between .
2 Fairmomnt and Majer Tharoughfars - Widen to 4-lane divided
Meeds Improvement
Lumberton
Add 3rd lane in residential areas
with many driveways. And
10 NC 41. north of Major Thoroughfare - elsewhere at turn lanes at major

Lumberton

Meeds Improvement

cross streets. Mote: 2 turn lanes
are already being planned through
the Division O ffice.

NC 20, from Bladen
County Line to 53R
1728 (Shaw Rd)

Boulevard - Meeds
Improvement

Widen to 4-lane divided. EXCEPT
for existing 4-lane section within 5t
Fauls, not improvements are
recommended.

MC 20, from SR 1720

Major Thoroughfare -

12 {(Shaw Rd) to Hoke Widen to 3-lanes
- Meeds Improvement
County
Rennert Rd Minor Thoroughfars - Widen to 2 12-foot lanes with paved
13 shoulder and add turn lanes at
(SR 1752) Meeds Improvement .
major cross streets
US 301 in St Pauls Boulevard - Needs . o
14 ! t -
frem MC 20 to I-85 Improvement Widen 1o 4-lane divided
Old Stage Rd Major Thoroughfare - . o
15 t -
(SR1741) Meeds Improvement Widen to 4-lane divided
From 1-85 to WS301-Add turn lanes
at major intersections / Frem US
MG 130 im Rowland, Major Thoroughfare - G_IZI ta Hllckoryft.—‘»lo_char:?ea
18 From Hickery 31 to Hines St. -

from 1-95 to NC 710

Meeds Improvement

Widen to 3 lanes /! From Himes 5t.
to NCT710 - Add turm lanes at Major
Intersections
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Robeson County
Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Public Workshop
COMMENT SHEET
PLEASE PRINT:
MNAME:
ADDRESS:
CITYMOWN: STATE: ZIP CODE:
E-MAIL:

“*All personal information will be kept confidential and will only be used to inform you of future public paricipation opportunities. ™

1. Broadly speaking, how do you feel about the recommendations shown on each map of the Cemprehensive Transportation
Plan, using the scale below

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

Support Support Against Against
Highway Map 1 2 3 4
Public Transportation & Rail Map 1 2 3 4
Bicycle Map 1 2 3 4

2. What specific recommendations do you have comments, guestions, or concems about?

3. Are there any recommendations that you would like to add to the plan? If, yes, what are they and why would you like to see
them on the plan?

4. Conceming the format of the Public Workshop, do you have any posifive or negative comments or suggestions for
improvements to the way information was presenied to the public?

Feel free to attach other pages of comments / suggestions/ questions.
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Robeson County
Comprehensive Transportation Plan
Public Workshop

COMMENT SHEET

All suggestions, questions, or comments may be submitted in writing by completing this form and leaving it at this
public workshop. You may also mail, call, or email in your comments/questions to the mailing address, phone number,
and email address provided below by December 7, 2009.

Janet Robertson
Lumber River Council of Governments
30 CJ Walker Road
COMtech Park
Pembroke, NC 28372;
Phone: 910-272-5049
Fax to 910-521-7556, or
Email: Janet.Robertison@lumberrivercog.org

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!

(Fold Here to Mail)

Please
Place
Stamp
Here

Janet Robertson

Lumber River Council of Governments
30 CJ Walker Road

COMtech Park

Pembroke, NC 28372
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TOWN OF ORRUM

P.0.Box 9
Orrum, N. C. 28389

January 16, 2009

Chuck Miller, PE.

District Engineer

NC Department of Transportation
PO Box 2157

Lumberton, NC 28359

Mr. Miller:

Last year the community of Orrum lost a Bridge on highway 130 east of Orrum due to
fire. At that time the travel was re-routed to state road 2225, The city council of Orrum
realized this could save the state the expense of an interchange on Interstate 74 while
givhgdnﬁvﬂaaheuﬂwnyhﬂumﬂiﬂkwLMRimmm Fair
Bluff, and highway 41 south.

Ilismmmngﬂmﬂtmhlmﬁmﬂlplmﬂ:ﬁmuﬂpumhﬂthWat
state road 2220, an overpass at state road 2225, and an interchange at highway 130 and

line of traffic.

Thank you for reviewing this proposal,

U&hu @977/

Vance Bass, Mayor of Orrum

H-16



Broad Ridge Baptist Churchv
949 N. Broud ridge Rd.

Orruwy NC 28369
910-738-5514

Dear Sirs,

| am writing of my concern about the |-74 intersection with Broad Ridge Rd. | am asking
that you continue following the plans that you have previously proposed and adopted
with no changes.

| ask this for several reasons.

1.
2.

3.

The State spent taxpayer dollars to study the busiest intersections on |-74 &
determined that Broad Ridge Rd. was the correct location for an intersection.

Iif the State decides to move the intersection then the money for this study would
have been wasted by moving the intersection to a less traveled intersection.
The State spent taxpayer dollars to purchase the land surrounding Broad Ridge
Rd for the proposed intersection.

If the State decides to relocate the intersection at Broad Ridge then taxpayers
would again have to purchase property, probably at a greater cost & loss of
money from the earlier purchase.

Broad Ridge Rd is a heavily travelled road and intersection by not only
commuters but by emergency vehicles.

If the State decides to relocate an intersection to another area, it would require
these emergency vehicles to take longer routes to the scene of the emergencies,
which would cost more for the emergency responders, with the potential of
additional loss of property and lives.

Our church which is directly on Broad Ridge Rd has approximately 300
members, many of whom live on the south portion of Broad Ridge Rd. and
further,

If the State relocates the proposed intersection, these members would be placed
at a hardship of extended travel for themselves and loss of quick response of
Emergency services.

Therefore, because of the loss of taxpayers’ dollars, going against your own studies and
the loss of emergency services, | ask that you leave the proposed intersection on |-74 at
Broad Ridge Rd.

Smt:erely

/@ Il Pealgr, Paster
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ORRIM VOL FIRE DEPT 28375
F O BOX 2B5 PROCTORVILLE N C
wov 12,2009

MARE EATMAN
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 1
N C DOT TRARSPORTATION PLANNING

THE ORRUM V0L FIRE DEPT IS FULL SUPPORT OF THE ON__ OFF
RAMP AT U S 74 AND S R 2220_BROAD RIDGE ROAD.

IT IS ALONMG DISTANT ONM U S 74 FROM N € 41 TD LUMBER RIVER
AND FOR THE SAFTY OF THE PUBLIC, IT IS 7.8 MILES FROM 5 R 41
TO MT ELIM RD. SR 2220 IS 4 VERY GOOD EASY ACCESS FOR

ORRUM VOL FIRE DEPT .

THEY ALS0Q WEED HELP FROM OTHEE VOL FIRE DEPTS AT LONG BRANCH
AS A BACK UP UNIT

THIS ON OFF RAMP IS VERY IMPORTANT TO THE ORRUM VOL FIRE DEPT.
AND TO BRITTS VOL FIRE DEFPT.

THE SAFTY OF THE COMMUNWITY AND THE HIGHWAY 74 THIS I8 AN
& VERY GOOD LOCATION.

THARKES ,

THE ORRUM VOL FIRE DERT,

PRESIDENT ?': ﬂé’k l B~

TREASURER BERT w BRITT
=

SECRETARY JAMES DAVIS

FIRE CHIEF mﬁ?
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First Orrum Missionary Baptist Church

Post Office Box 160

Proctorville, NC
Movember 5, 2009

Dear Mark Eatman:

We the members of First Orrum Missionary Baptist Church request that the interchange located
at State Road 2220 and interstate 74 (Broad ridge Road) remain as the original specification as

originally planned,

Your consideration in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

AR anman

Deacon
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First Orrum Missionary Baptist Church

Post Office Box 160

Practorville, NC

November 5, 2009

Dear Mark Eatman:

We the members of First Orrum Missionary Baptist Church request that the interchange located
at State Road 2220 and interstate 74 (Broad ridge Road) remain as the original specification as

originally planned.

Your consideration in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

Otigton 0

W
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Antioch Missionary Baptist Church
PO Box 177
Proctorville, NC 28374
(910) 628-9650 Office
(910) 733-2703 Cell
Dr. Lawrence M. Dowdy, D.Min. Pastor

November 12™, 2009

Mr. Mark Eatman
1554 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, North Carolina, 27699-1554

Dear Mr. Eatman,

This comes to express my deep concern about the proposed change of
the interstate exchange from the Broadridge Road exit on Interstate 74 to the
Creek road exit.

| serve a small membership church of about 150 members. | would
estimate that a third to half of my membership use the Broadridge Road to go to
and from Lumberton. As a mater of fact, it is my preferred way of entering
Lumberton. | certainly believe that any change would be a detriment to the
Proctorville community. So many of our neighbors use this route to enter
Lumberton. For many, it is the quickest way to the hospital and for their Doctor's
appointment. For us, it is so easy to take Broadridge to get on 72, and make our
way into town. It would also hurt our access to other services such as fire,
emergency, and law enforcement. The long route could make the difference
between life and death too many in our community.

Therefore, | want to recommend that the Broadridge Road exchange be
left as is. The number of communities and citizens that it services, | believe,
warrants that the State Transportation Department maintain its original plan
which would best serve the citizens of this section of the 74 corridor.

Thank you so much for your kind consideration and cooperation.

Respgctfully submitted,
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TOWN OF PROCTORVILLE

Main &t Carolina Streets
Proctorville, N. C. 28375

November 4, 2000

Subject: Robeson County Comprehensive Transportation Plan
Dear Mark Eatman:

This letter is in reference to the Robeson County Comprehensive Transportation Plan US
Highway 74 and State Road 2220, Broadridge.

The Town of Proctorville supporis the specifications set in the original plans for access to
Highway US 74 to remain at the Broadridge intersection. This would give better access

to our community as well as the fire department which responds to emergency calls.
Thank you for vour consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

» -
.B. Johnson
Mayor of Proctorville

Deborah Connor, Alterman
Town of Proctorville

ames Mckni Alterman
Town of Proctorville

cc: Robeson County Board of Commissioners
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» The following CTPs / Thoroughfare Plans are not included in the Robeson
County CTP study. For more information about these plans, contact NCDOT —
TPB staff at 919-707-0900.

0 1995 Fairmont Thoroughfare Plan
1995 Lumberton Thoroughfare Plan
2000 Maxton Thoroughfare Plan
2011 Pembroke CTP

Red Springs Thoroughfare Plan
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