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¢ƘŜ ²ƛƭƳƛƴƎǘƻƴ ¦Ǌōŀƴ !ǊŜŀ aŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǝƻƴ ό²athύ, in partnership with Pender
County, has conducted a study of bicycle and pedestrian needs in ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴƛȊŜŘ ǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ Pender
County. The Ŭnal result of this study is this Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ 
ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŬŎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎΦ Funding for this study was provided by WMPO.

The study area for this Pender County Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan includes the WMPO urbanized area of
Pender County only due to funding restricǝons, however, several policy recommendaǝons to improve
bicycle and pedestrian condiǝons are applicable to the enǝre county. The below Ŭgure portrays the
study area for this plan.
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1. 9ȄƛǎǝƴƎ /ƻƴŘƛǝƻƴǎ
9ȄƛǎǝƴƎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƘŀŘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ 
been proposed. Demographic data was then analyzed for the study area to determine the demographic
ƳŀƪŜǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǝŎǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Řŀǘŀ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ 
ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΦ

1.1  Findings from Existing Plans

NC 210 East Coast Greenway Corridor Feasibility Study (2023)
The East Coast Greenway is a 3,000-ƳƛƭŜ ǊƻǳǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ aŀƛƴŜ ǘƻ CƭƻǊƛŘŀ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝƴƎ 
ŎƛǝŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǿƴǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŝŀǎǘ Ŏƻŀǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎŀŦŜ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ōƛƪƛƴƎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΦ The greenway crosses the
ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴ ǘǿƻ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎΦ The main line is along US 421 and the coastal route enters from Jacksonville
and passes through Wilmington. The NC 210 East Coast Greenway Corridor Feasibility Study concerns
the coastal route along NC нмл ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŀǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎǊŜŀǝƴƎ ŀ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ 
fǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜ ǊƻǳǘŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƻǊ 
routes.

Figure 1.1: Preferred Route for the NC-210 East Coast Greenway Corridor
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tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tŀǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ wŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴ aŀǎǘŜǊ tƭŀƴ όнлннύ
¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŦŜǿ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƻǊ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀǎ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΣ ōǳǘ 
ǘƘŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊǇƭŀƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǝŦȅ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ǇŀǊƪǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ 
ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ /ŀƴŜǘǳŎƪ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ tŀǊƪ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƭŀŎƪ wƛǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƭƻƻƪǎ ǘƻ 
encompass the inland spur of the Mountains to Sea trail. It is also a Federal Emergency Management 
Agency buyout property. At the northwestern extent, the proposed Long Creek Community Park 
straddles NC 210 at the Montague community and is on county-owned property.

Great Trails State Plan (2022)
¢ƘŜ DǊŜŀǘ ¢Ǌŀƛƭǎ {ǘŀǘŜ tƭŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŜŜƴǿŀȅǎ 
throughout North Carolina. Within the project study area, this plan proposes a shared use path along US 
мтΣ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ¦{ ммтΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ¦{ пнмΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜǎ ŀ ƎŀǇ ŀƭƻƴƎ [ƻŘƎŜ wƻŀŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝƻƴ ƛǎ ŘŜǎƛǊŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŜũƻǊǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ 
feasibility along this route.

Pender County Streets Plan (2021)
The Pender County Streets Plan is an update to the 2016 Pender County Collector Street Plan for the 
ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝǾƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǝŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƻǊ ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΦ ¢ƻ 
ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ƴƻƴπƳƻǘƻǊƛȊŜŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΣ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ǎŜŎǝƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǝƻƴ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ 
ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀ ƳǳƭǝπǳǎŜ ǇŀǘƘ ƻǊ ŀ ōƛƪŜ ƭŀƴŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƛŘŜǿŀƭƪ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǝƻƴΦ  

¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŬŎŀƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ ƴŜǿ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎΦ tǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǇǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ 
ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ру҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǿŀƭƪ ƻǊ ōƛƪŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƻƊŜƴ ƛŦ ōŜǧŜǊΣ ǎŀŦŜǊ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ нл҈ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŎŜǇǝǾŜ ǘƻ ǳǝƭƛȊƛƴƎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ 
ор҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ōƛƪŜ ƭŀƴŜǎΣ ƳǳƭǝπǳǎŜ ǇŀǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƛŘŜǿŀƭƪǎ 
whenever new streets are added to the network.  

CƛƎǳǊŜ мΦнΥ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ tǊƛƻǊƛǝŜǎ LŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ CƛǊǎǘ tǳōƭƛŎ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ {ǘǊŜŜǘǎ tƭŀƴ
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Cape Fear Moving Forward 2045 (2020)
The Cape Fear Moving ForwŀǊŘ нлпр Ǉƭŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƳƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ The study area is included in this assessment but very few
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ ǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƛƭƳƛƴƎǘƻƴ !ǊŜŀ Metropolitan Planning
hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǝƻƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ƻƴŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ 
area: bicycle and pedestrian improvements to Jenkins Road.

Pender 2.0: Comprehensive Land Use Plan (2018)
The Pender 2.0: Comprehensive Land Use Plan was developed in 2018 with the goal of guiding the
ŘƛǊŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǳƴƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ The plan
ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀsing desirability of
non-ƳƻǘƻǊƛȊŜŘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜǎΦ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ōƛƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎΣ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǳǝƭƛȊŜŘ 
ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴŀƭ ǳǎŜǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǘǊŜƴŘǎΦ 
Unincorporated Pender County lackǎ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
planned subdivisions to support the growth in these trends. ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ 
ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǝƳŜΣ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŬŎ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ determined.

¶ Mountains-to Sea Trail
¶ Coastal Pender Greenway
¶ Coastal Pender Rail Trail
¶ Central Pender Rail Trail
¶ East Coast Greenway

Cape Fear Regional Bicycle Plan (2017)
¢ƘŜ /ŀǇŜ CŜŀǊ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ tƭŀƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ 
area, including a proposed on-road bike network along Island Creek Road, NC 210, Lodge Road, Hoover
Road, Godfrey Creek Road, and Navillus Boulevard. The East Coast Greenway is currently being planned
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ¦{ мтΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜǎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ 
paths to the north and south that terminate at the borders of the study area. The plan also includes
policy rŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ 
ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƎǊŜŜƴǿŀȅ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǝƻƴ ƻǊ 
ŘŜŘƛŎŀǝƻƴ ƛƴ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΦ

tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ tƭŀƴ όнлмсύ
b/5h¢ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ .ǊŀƴŎƘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ 
through 2040. ¢ƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ƘƛƎƘǿŀȅΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝon, rail, bike, and pedestrian
ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ The project study area was not included in the Pender County
¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ tƭŀƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŜȄƛǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƛƭƳƛƴƎǘƻƴ aŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 
area. Nevertheless, severaƭ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ōƛƪŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
plan that may be relevant to this study.

¶ ! Ƴǳƭǝ-use path recommended along {Ƙŀǿ Iǿȅ ό{w мрннύ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǝƴƎ ŀǘ ƛǘǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 
NC 210.

¶ ! Ƴǳƭǝ-use path recommended along US Iǿȅ ммт ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǝƴƎ ŀǘ ƛǘǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ b/ нмл.
¶ ! Ƴǳƭǝ-use path recommended along NC 210 between Malpass Corner Road (SR 1120) and

ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǝƴƎ at Montague Road.
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¶ ! Ƴǳƭǝ-ǳǎŜ ǇŀǘƘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ .ƭǳŜōŜǊǊȅ wƻŀŘ ŀƴŘ aŀƭǇŀǎǎ /ƻǊƴŜǊ 
Road that terminates near the vicinity of the Pender County Solid Waste facility on Montague
Road.

¶ An on-road bike facility recommended along BlueberǊȅ wƻŀŘ ό{w мммпύ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǝƴƎ ŀǘ aƻƴǘŀƎǳŜ 
Road.

Figure 1.3Υ tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ tƭŀƴ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ aŀǇ
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1.2  Review of Development Codes

The Pender County UniŬed Development Ordinance (UDO) was last updated in December of 2022 where
ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǝǾŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŎƻŘŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘΦ  .Ŝƭƻǿ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳƳƳŀǊy:

¶ Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Overlay District (BPIOD)
o Overlay districts will be determined on a case-by-ŎŀǎŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ 

ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴǎΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇŀǧŜǊƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΦ 
o Facility type shall be in accordance with adopted plans.
o A payment-in-ƭƛŜǳ ƻŦ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ 

ƻǇǝƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ƛŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ƛǎ ƛƳǇǊŀŎǝŎŀƭ ƻǊ ƛŦ ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜ ƘŀǊŘǎƘƛǇǎ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ.

¶ Site designs cannot degrade ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ ōƛƪŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ 
pedestrian friendliness of the community.

¶ tƭŀƴƴŜŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝǾƛǘȅΣ ǎƛŘŜǿŀƭƪ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŜŜƴǿŀȅ 
requirements, and design standards for bicycle and pedestrian cirŎǳƭŀǝƻƴΦ

aƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǝƻƴ ƻƴ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ Policy Review and
wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ.
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1.3  Demographic and Socioeconomic Analysis

A demographic and socioeconomic analysis was carried out for the study area based on the data
obtained from American Community Survey (ACS) 2020 5-ȅŜŀǊ ŜǎǝƳŀǘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 
overlap completely with the Census Tracts and Census Block Group (CBG) boundaries in the ACS data;
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǝƻƴ Ƴŀȅ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǎǳǎ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ /.Dǎ ǇŀǊǝŀƭƭȅ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ 
study area. Figure 1.4 shows the Census Tracts and CBGs considered for this analysis.

Figure 1.4: Census Block Groups in the Study Area

tƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ
Lƴ нлнлΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ǿŀǎ осΣлнтΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ŀŎǊƻss the study
area. The areas west of US 17 are sparsely populated with an overall density of fewer than 1 person per
10 acres. East of US мтΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƛǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мΦм ǘƻ нΦн ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ǇŜǊ ŀŎǊŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ рт҈ 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛn 17% of the total study area. This is because most development in the
study area is concentrated between US мт ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ !ǘƭŀƴǝŎ hŎŜŀƴΦ Figure 1.5 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻn in
each CBG (shown as number) and the density (shown in color).

Figure 1.5Υ нлнл tƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ 5Ŝƴǎƛǘȅ
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¢ƘŜ ²ƛƭƳƛƴƎǘƻƴ ath ¢ǊŀǾŜƭ 5ŜƳŀƴŘ aƻŘŜƭ ό¢5aύ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ŦƻǊ нлпрΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ 
considŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ƻŶŎƛŀƭ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ 
ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƻ пуΣртп ƛƴ нлпрΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ 
of approximately 33% from 2020. The geographic distriōǳǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ Figure 1.6 where
ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƻǊǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊŀŶŎ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 
Zones (TAZs). TAZs are geographic divisions smaller than CBGs specially created for analyzing travel
ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ƛƴ ¢5aǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ƛƴ нлпр ƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ нлнлΣ 
ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƪŜȅ ŜȄŎŜǇǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ¦{ 17 and US 17 bypass in the southeast of the study area.

Figure 1.6Υ нлпр tƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ 5Ŝƴǎƛǘȅ

The Pender County Comprehensive Plan (PCCP) was developed prior to the Wilmington MPO TDM being
adopted. The Future Land Use in the PCCP allows for a signiŬcantly higher level of density than what was
ƭŀǘŜǊ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¢5aΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƻǊ 
{ǘǊŜŜǘ tƭŀƴ όt//{tύ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǝƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
t//tΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǝƻƴs, even at 50% buildout of the adopted land use, the future
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ǿŀǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ нллΣллл ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŦƻǳǊ ǝƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ƻŶŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǝƻƴǎ όFigure 1.7).

36,027 48,574

200,000

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

2020 (ACS) 2045 (TDM) 2045 (PCCSP)

Population Growth

Figure 1.7Υ tƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ DǊƻǿǘƘ
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Age and Sex
hŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƛƴ нлнлΣ мтΣллм όпфΦо҈ύ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ мтΣпрс όрлΦт҈ύ ǿŜǊŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ 
age of the study area is 42.2 years which was higher than North Carolina’s median age of 38.9 years. The
median age varies signiŬcantly within the study area as shown in Figure 1.8. The areas to the northeast
ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴΦ

hŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴΣ м7.7% were under the age of 15, 64.5% were between the ages of 15 and 64,
and 17.8% were of 65 years of age or above. Figure 1.9 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ǇȅǊŀƳƛŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳdy area.
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Figure 1.8: Median Age

Figure 1.9Υ tƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ tȅǊŀƳƛŘ
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Race
¢ƘŜ ǊŀŎƛŀƭ ōǊŜŀƪŘƻǿƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴ нлнл ǿŀǎ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ фл҈ ²ƘƛǘŜΣ оΦп҈ 
African American, 2.7҈ ¢ǿƻ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŀŎŜǎΣ нΦс҈ ǎƻƳŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŀŎŜΣ лΦф҈ !ǎƛŀƴΣ лΦн҈ bŀǝǾŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴΣ 
ŀƴŘ лΦн҈ tŀŎƛŬŎ LǎƭŀƴŘŜǊ ƻǊ bŀǝǾŜ IŀǿŀƛƛŀƴΦ пΦс҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀǎ ƻŦ IƛǎǇŀƴƛŎ ƻǊ 
[ŀǝƴƻ ƻǊƛƎƛƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŀŎƛŀƭ ƳŀƪŜǳǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛũŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜrall makeup of North Carolina
ǿƘŜǊŜ стΦс҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƛǎ ²ƘƛǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ ннΦо҈ ƛǎ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜǎ ŀǎ IƛǎǇŀƴƛŎ ƻǊ [ŀǝƴƻΦ Figure 1.10 shows the comparison of the racial makeup
between the Study Area and North Carolina.

Income and Poverty
The Median Household Income (MHHI) of the Study Area in 2020 was approximately $69,500, which was
signiŬcantly higher than that of the state ($56,642) which suggests that overall, the study area is
wealthier than the state as a whole. However, as shown in Figure 1.11, there are signiŬcant regional
ǾŀǊƛŀǝƻƴǎ ƛƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ aIIL ƻŦ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘ /ŀǇŜ CŜŀǊ wƛǾŜǊ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ 
lower than the statewide MHHI while the converse is true for the areas to the east. The areas to the east
of US 17 have a higher MHHI than the rest of the study area.
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Figure 1.10: Racial makeup of the study area compared to North Carolina

Figure 1.11: Median Income
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Figure 1.12 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ and the
ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ Ƙŀǎ ŦŜǿŜǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ aIIL ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ 
$50,000 than the state ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ aIIL ŀōƻǾŜ ϷрлΣллл ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ 
state. This is in line with the fact that the MHHI of the study area is higher than that of the state.

The poverty Ŭgures of the study area show a similar outlook. 8.9% of the households in the study area
are below the poverty line compared to 14.1% of the households in North Carolina. Figure 1.13 shows
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀǝƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ƭƛƴŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ 
total number of households below poverty line in each CBG in 2020.

Figure 1.13: Households below Poverty

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0%

Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999

$100,000 to $124,999
$125,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999

$200,000 or more

Household Income Distribution

Study Area

NC

Figure 1.12Υ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ LƴŎƻƳŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ
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9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ WǳǎǝŎŜ LƴŘŜȄ
b/5h¢Ωǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ WǳǎǝŎŜ ό9Wύ LƴŘŜȄ {ŎƻǊŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ о ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΥ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎΣ ǊŀŎƛŀƭ 
ƳƛƴƻǊƛǝŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǝŜǎ όIƛǎǇŀƴƛŎ ƻǊ [ŀǝƴƻ ƻǊƛƎƛƴύΦ {ŎƻǊŜǎ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ л ǘƻ мнΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 
scores iƴŘƛŎŀǝƴƎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ 9W ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴǎΦ 9W LƴŘŜȄ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿ ǘƻ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ 
throughout the study area. Figure 1.14 shows the EJ Index for the study area and surrounding
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǝŜǎΦ

Figure 1.14Υ b/5h¢Ωǎ b/ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ 5ƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ {ŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ ¢ƻƻƭ 
ƘǧǇǎΥκκǎǘƻǊȅƳŀǇǎΦŀǊŎƎƛǎΦŎƻƳκǎǘƻǊƛŜǎκтŜоōōŘллŦŜлмпŀттōрŦмснлоопнлфтмн

¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ 5ƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ LƴŘŜȄ
b/5h¢Ωǎ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ 5ƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ LƴŘŜȄ ό¢5Lύ {ŎƻǊŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ ǎƛȄ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΥ ŎŀǊ-less households,
people with low incomes, youth aged 15 and under, seniors aged 65 and over, adults with mobility
impairments, and BlaŎƪΣ LƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎΣ ŀƴŘ tŜǊǎƻƴǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƻǊ ό.Lth/ύ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴǎΦ {ŎƻǊŜǎ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ с ǘƻ 
муΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǝƴƎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴǎΦ ¢5L 
ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΦ Figure 1.15 shows the TDI for the study area and
ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǝŜǎΦ

Figure 1.15Υ b/5h¢Ωǎ b/ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ 5isadvantage Screening Tool
ƘǧǇǎΥκκǎǘƻǊȅƳŀǇǎΦŀǊŎƎƛǎΦŎƻƳκǎǘƻǊƛŜǎκтŜоōōŘллŦŜлмпŀттōрŦмснлоопнлфтмн
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9ŘǳŎŀǝƻƴ
!/{ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŜǎǝƳŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǝƻƴŀƭ ŀǧŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ нр ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
ŜǎǝƳŀǘŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǝƻƴŀƭ ŀǧŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 
the state of North Carolina. Figure 1.16 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǝƻƴŀƭ ŀǧŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
residents above 25 years in the study area and the state of North Carolina. The biggest diũerence
between the two is the number of residents with no or some school, which is 7.3% for the study area
and 11.5% for North Carolina. Similarly, those with a bachelor’s degree or above form 36.1% in the study
area compared to 30.2% in North Carolina.

Figure 1.16Υ 9ŘǳŎŀǝƻƴŀƭ !ǧŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŀƴŘ bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ

Employment
In 2020, 58.7% of ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ мс ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀōƻǾŜ ǿŀǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƳŜŘ 
forces, 4% was unemployed, and 37.3% was not in the labor force. These Ŭgures of the study area are at
ǇŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǝƻƴΣ ƘŜŀƭǘƘŎŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀǎǎƛǎtance industry employed the
highest number of people while agriculture and ancillary industries employed lowest (Figure 1.17).
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Figure 1.17: Industry for Workers for the Study Area and North Carolina
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The employment data in the study area is derived from the Wilmington MPO TDM and is presented for
the model’s current and future years – нлмр ŀƴŘ нлпр ǊŜǎǇŜŎǝǾŜƭȅ – by TAZs in Figure 1.18 and Figure
1.19. According to this data, the total employment in the study area will reduce by approximately 10%
from 6,455 in 2015 to 5,926 in 2045, which means that the employment growth will not be in line with
ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ 
area, prƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŘǳŎǝƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƧƻōǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ 
concentrate around US 17.

Figure 1.19: 2045 Employment Density

Figure 1.18: 2015 Employment Density
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1.4  Travel Characteristics

Vehicle Availability
A household where there are fewer cars than workers, or that has no cars may be considered mobility
constrained, especially in area where vast transit service is not readily available. This metric is reported
on a Census Tract level which means that the data is not available at the level of CBGs. The Census Tract
boundaries, in most cases, extend much beyond the Study Area. However, for this case, it was assumed
that the mobility constrained households were evenly distributed in each Census Tract.

In 2020, there were 646 households that may be mobility constrained in the study area. Compared to
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ уΦф҈Σ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƘŀŘ ƭŜǎǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ mobility constrained households
(5%). The Figure 1.20 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ƻŦ mobility constrained households in the study area. The
center of the study area between US 17 and US пнм Ƙŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊǘŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ mobility
constrained households in the study area, of which the area east of Northeast Cape Fear River is almost
as much as the state average.

aŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ²ƻǊƪ
The study area is heavily dependent on personal
ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ 
with almost 89% people driving or carpooling to
work as seen in Figure 1.21Φ ! ǎƛƎƴƛŬŎŀƴǘ ǇƻǊǝƻƴ 
of people (10.5%) work from home. Hybrid and
remote jobs are becoming increasingly popular
ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǝŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ 
in the study area. Of the remaining 1%, 92 people
walked, 9 people used a bicycle, and 23 people
ǳǎŜŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪΦ ! ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǝƻƴ 
ƻŦ ǎǳŶŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ 
distance from work may make it diŶcult for
people to not use a car to go to work.

Figure 1.20: Mobility Constrained Households
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Figure 1.21Υ aŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ²ƻǊƪ

Mobility Constrained
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Travel Time to Work
¢ƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǝƳŜ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ом ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀǘ ǇŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ 
ƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŜǎΦ Figure 1.22 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǝƳŜ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ƴƻƴ-work-from-home
workers. ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŬŎŀƴǘ ǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ όс҈ύ ǘƘŀǘ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ мл ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ 
about 960 workers that work close enough to their residence that if provided a ǾƛŀōƭŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜΣ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭƭȅ ǎǿƛǘŎƘ ǘƻ ƴƻƴ-motorized modes.

Wilmington MPO TDM data suggests that, on an average, only 22% of the daily household trips are
Home-based Work (HBW) trips. That means a majority of trips are not work trips and may or may not
ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƳƻŘŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǝƳŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ŀǎ I.² ǘǊƛǇǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǘǊƛǇ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƘƻƳŜ-based
social trips (HBS), home-based other (HBO) trips and non-home-based (NHB) trips. It may be challenging
to convert any HBS and NHB trips to non-motorized trips because of carpooling and trip-chaining that
ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƻƊŜƴ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘǊƛǇǎΣ ōǳǘ I.h ǘǊƛǇǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀ ƳƻŘŜ-change to
non-motorized modes.
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Figure 1.22: Travel Time to Work
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1.5  Community Resources

! ƪŜȅ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǝŦȅ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΦ Figure 1.23 shows the
ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ƻŦ ƪŜȅ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ – businesses, schools, churches and government buildings. This data was
obtained from the address points dataset provided by Pender County. Businesses and government
ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŬƭǘŜǊŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ 
to walk to if proper infrastructure existed (e.g., Stores, pharmaciŜǎΣ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎΣ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 
aƻǎǘ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŀǊŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ¦{ мт ŀƴŘ b/ нмлΦ

Figure 1.23: Community Resources

The shaded regions on the map correspond to density of dwelling units weighted on their propensity to
use non-motorized transport. Single-ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ ό{C5ύ ǳƴƛǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƘŀƭŦ ƳƛƭŜ ǊŀŘƛǳǎ ǘƻ ŀ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴ 
Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘǿƛŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŦŀǊǘƘŜǊ {C5ǎΦ aǳƭǝ-family dwelling (MFD) units
ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƻǳǊ ǝƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ό{C5ǎ ŦŀǊǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ѹ ƳƛƭŜύ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ-ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴ ǇŀƛǊǎ ƻŦ 
short Home-Based Other trips which have a hiƎƘ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎƘƛƊ ŦǊƻƳ ƳƻǘƻǊƛȊŜŘ ǘƻ ƴƻƴ-motorized
travel modes.

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ǇƻǊǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ¦{ 17 corridor and parts of US 117 display a
ƘƛƎƘ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ-ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴ ǇŀƛǊǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘŜǊΣ ƳƻǊŜ ǿŀƭƪŀōƭŜ ƭŜƴƎǘƘΦ ¢hese areas should ideally
get priority in phasing for the bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects that will be recommended as
a part of this study.
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1.6  Land Use

¢ƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƳƛǊǊƻǊǎ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŘŜƴǎƛǝŜǎ ǇǊŜǎented in the
ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǎŜŎǝƻƴǎΦ As shown in Figure 1.24, tƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻŎƪŜǘǎ ƻŦ 
commercial and mixed-use land uses concentrated around US 17 and US ммтΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇŀǧŜǊƴǎ 
suggest a higher propensity of north-ǎƻǳǘƘ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭƭȅ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦ ƴƻƴ-motorized
trips, and a lower propensity of similar east-west movements.

Figure 1.24: Future Land Use

1.7  Recent Developments

{ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ǇƘŀǎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǝƳŜ ƻŦ ǿǊƛǝƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ ¢ƘŜ 
Figure 1.25 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘe study area. Most developments are
concentrated along US 17. Overall, 27 commercial developments, 12 master development plans, and
several other subdivisions were idenǝŬed as of late 2022.

Figure 1.25: Recent Developments
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1.8  Current and Proposed Transportation Network

Roadway
Major roadways throughout the study area include I-40, US 117, US 17, US 421, NC 133, and NC 210.
{ŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǊƻŀŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎŎŀǧŜǊŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ¦{ 17
and Topsail Beach. The planned Hampstead Bypass will terminate in the study area along US 17.
ConstruŎǝƻƴ ƛǎ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǝƻƴ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ нлолΦ Figure 1.26 also shows the collector streets
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ t//{tΦ

Figure 1.26Υ 9ȄƛǎǝƴƎ wƻŀŘǿŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƻǊ {ǘǊŜŜǘ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ

Bicycle & Pedestrian
9ȄƛǎǝƴƎ ǎƛŘŜǿŀƭƪǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǎŜŎǝƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘ 
developments. Alignments for the East Coast Greenway are proposed in the western and eastern half of
ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΦ hǘƘŜǊ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŘǊŀǿ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ t//{t ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀ 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ǇƭŀƴǎΦ aƻǎǘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ 
half of the stuŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƴŜŀǊ ¦{ мтΣ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǝƴƎ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ŦƻǊ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƘŜǊŜΦ

Figure 1.27Υ tƭŀƴƴŜŘ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ tŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ CŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ
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1.9  Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Assessment

{ŀŦŜǘȅ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝŜǎ ŦƻǊ designing proper bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. Data for the
ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǾŜǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ b/5h¢Φ Figure 1.28 and
Figure 1.29 ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŎǊŀǎƘŜǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǝǾŜƭȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нллт ŀƴŘ нлнм 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƘŜŀǘƳŀǇ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǾŜǊƛǘȅ ŘŀǘŀΦ  ст҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊian
crashes occurred at night, while 14% of bicycle crashes occurred at night. 25% of pedestrian crashes
occurred while the pedestrian was walking along the roadway and 10% occurred while the pedestrian
was crossing the road. 43% of bicycle crashes occurred while the cyclist was turning/merging or failed to
yield and 24% occurred while the motorist was overtaking the cyclist or failed to yield.

Figure 1.28: Pedestrian Crashes

Figure 1.29: Bicycle Crashes
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2. Network Assessment

2.1 Public Engagement Summary

Phase I
¢ƘŜ ƛƴƛǝŀƭ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǝǾƛǝŜǎ 
conducted for the project in 2022-2023 revealed bicycle 
ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŎƻƴŘƛǝƻƴǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǳǎŜǊǎ 
currently or would like to be able to walk and bike, where 
challenges exist to doing such, and ideas for improving 
ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŎƻƴŘƛǝƻƴǎΦ смф ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ 
were collected as of March 9, 2023. The following 
provides a summary of public engagement responses:

¶ 74% of respondents indicated they were 
interested but concerned with bicycling in Pender County and 69% of respondents indicated 
they were interested but concerned with walking in Pender County.

¶ [Ŝǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ол ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ōƛƪŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀƭƪ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƻǊ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƻ 
ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘΦ !ǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ мол ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ōƛƪŜ ƻǊ ǿŀƭƪ ǘƻ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎΦ

¶ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŜǊǊŀƴŘǎΣ фп ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ōƛƪŜΣ ŀƴŘ тт 
ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǿŀƭƪΦ

¶ ом ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ōƛƪŜ ŘŀƛƭȅΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ мул ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǿŀƭƪ ŘŀƛƭȅΦ ²ƘŜƴ 
ŀǎƪŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ƻƊŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōƛƪŜ ƻǊ ǿŀƭƪ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǿŀǎ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘΣ мфу ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ 
ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōƛƪŜ ŘŀƛƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ нус ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǿŀƭƪ ŘŀƛƭȅΦ

¶ ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǳǎŜŘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƳƻŘŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜπƻŎŎǳǇŀƴǘ ŎŀǊΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŘŜǎƛǊŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳǝƴƎ ǇŀǧŜǊƴǎΣ ōƛƪƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŘŜǎƛǊŜŘ ƳƻŘŜ ƻŦ 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǝƻƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘΦ

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƻǇǝƻƴ ŦƻǊ ά{ŀŦŜ ōƛƪƛƴƎκǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǊƻǳǘŜǎέ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ 
ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ƻǊ ōƛƪƛƴƎΦ tŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ мрф ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƳŜƴƛǝŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōƛƪŜ ƻǊ ǿŀƭƪΦ !ƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ 
ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΣ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭπƭƛǘ ǘǊŀƛƭǎΣ ōŀǘƘǊƻƻƳ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΣ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōƛƪŜ ƭŀƴŜǎΣ ǎƛŘŜǿŀƭƪǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
crosswalks.

The following series of heat maps were created using the public survey responses. Areas that are blue 
ƘŀŘ ŀ ƭƻǿ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ȅŜƭƭƻǿ ƘŀŘ ŀ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ 
number of responses, and areas that are red had the highest number of responses. These red areas are 
also referred to as hot spots and indicate a high concern area.

Figure 2.1: A pop-up event in the Castle Bay 
Community
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tǳōƭƛŎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǝŦȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘǊƛǇǎ ǎǘŀǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘǊƛǇǎ ŜƴŘΦ !ǎ 
shown in Figure 2.2, most trips originate in Hampstead, speciŬcally just east of US 17. Figure 2.3 shows
ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ǘǊƛǇ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴ IŀƳǇǎǘŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ¦{ мтΦ ¢ǊƛǇǎ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ 
along US 17 include grocery stores, shopping, and restaurants.

Figure 2.2: Trip Origins

Figure 2.3Υ ¢ǊƛǇ 5Ŝǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ
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Figure 2.4 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ōƛƪŜ ƻǊ ǿŀƭƪ ǘƻΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 
ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ¦{ мт ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ ¦{ мтΦ Figure 2.5 shows
ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴŀƭ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ 
ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎΦ DǊƻŎŜǊȅ ǎǘƻǊŜǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ CƻƻŘ [ƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ [ƻǿŜǎ CƻƻŘΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ¦{ мт ŀǊŜ ƘƛƎƘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ 
for residents.  In the western half of the project area, the Food Lion shopping center and Millers Pond
tŀǊƪ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ōƛƪŜ ƻǊ ǿŀƭƪ ǘƻΦ

Figure 2.4Υ tƭŀŎŜǎ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǿŀƭƪ ƻǊ ōƛƪŜ ǘƻ

Figure 2.5: Places of Interest
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Figure 2.6 and Figure 2.7 ǎƘƻǿ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀǎ ōƛƪƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΦ ¦{ мтΣ 
ǇŀǊǝŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ [ƻǿŜǎ CƻƻŘΣ ¢ƻǇǎŀƛƭ 9ƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅΣ ¢ƻǇǎŀƛƭ aƛŘŘƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ¢ƻǇsail High, is a hotspot for
ōƛƪƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ {Ŏƻǧǎ Iƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ¦{ мт/b/ нмл ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ 
ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀǎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ ōƛƪƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ Yƛǿŀƴƛǎ tŀǊƪ ƛǎ ŀ ƘƻǘǎǇƻǘ ŦƻǊ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΦ 
The areas around Lowes Food and Topsail schools, the US 17/b/ нмл ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ {Ŏƻǧǎ Iƛƭƭ ǿŜǊŜ 
ŀƭǎƻ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀǎ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎΦ

Figure 2.6: Biking Challenges

Figure 2.7: Walking Challenges
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Figure 2.8 ǎƘƻǿǎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘΦ Iƻǘ ǎǇƻǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ¦{ мт
near Lowes Food and Topsail schools, the US 17/b/нмл ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ {Ŏƻǧǎ IƛƭƭΦ hǘƘŜǊ ƴƻǘŜŘ 
improvements needed included east of US 17 near Kiwanis Park and along US 117.

Figure 2.8: Improvements Needed
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tŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ 
rate their level of comfort 
using diũerent bicycle and 
ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ 
including shared lanes, 
wide shoulders, sidewalks, 
and greenways. As noted 
ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ нΦфΣ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ 
are most comfortable 
using a greenway or 
buũered bikeway for 
biking and least 
comfortable using a 
shared lane. 

As noted in Figure 2.10, 
ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ 
comfortable using a greenway, 
sidewalk, or side path for 
ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎΦ tŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ 
comfortable using a wide 
shoulder for walking.

       

     

CƛƎǳǊŜ нΦфΥ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ CŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ wŀǝƴƎ ōȅ .ƛƪŜǊ /ƻƴŬŘŜƴŎŜ [ŜǾŜƭ

CƛƎǳǊŜ нΦмлΥ tŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ CŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ wŀǝƴƎ ōȅ ²ŀƭƪŜǊ /ƻƴŬŘŜƴŎŜ [ŜǾŜƭ
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Phase II
¢ƘŜ Ŭƴŀƭ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǝǾƛǝŜǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ WǳƴŜ нлно ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǝƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
Ŭndings from Phase I and the draƊ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎΣ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ 
report. 44 comments were received as of June 23, 2023. The following provides a summary of comments
received:

¶ hŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŀƴd expressed
excitement for the proposed bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. Several comments suggested
ŜŘƛǘǎΤ ƻƴŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ NC 50 (which is outside of the
study area) and another recommended including a bicycle path on US 210.

¶ Comments of support were provided for Hoover Road (one comment), Country Club Drive (Ŭve
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎύΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ŬǾŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎΦ hƴŜ 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ƻƴ 5ƻǊŀƭ wƻŀŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǝƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƻǊ 
pedestrian improvements in the study area.

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ {Ŏƻǧǎ Iƛƭƭ [ƻƻǇ wƻŀŘΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ 
ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ нн ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ 
ǿƘƛƭŜ ŬǾŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǝƻƴΦ

These ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǘŜŀƳ ǿƘŜƴ ŬƴŀƭƛȊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎΦ 
The full public engagement summaries can be found in Appendix A: Public Engagement Summaries.

2.2 Steering Committee Meetings

! ǎǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜΣ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ Wilmington MPO staũ, NCDOT staũ, WAVE transit staũ, residents,
ŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎΣ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǿƴŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘŎŀǊŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΣ ƳŜǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǝƳŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ provide the
team with input on the current and proposed network. The following provides summaries from each of
ǘƘŜǎŜ ƳŜŜǝƴƎǎΦ

February 1, 2023: Nine ǎǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘŜŀƳΣ ƳŜǘ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ 
Ǉƭŀƴ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǝƻƴΦ {ƻƳŜ ƪŜȅ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǳǎŜǊǎΣ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ 
ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŎǊŀǎƘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝǾƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ǘƘŜƴ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŘŜǎƛǊŜŘ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ 
ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǝƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŎŀǊŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎΣ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΣ 
US 17, and high development areas.

April 3, 2023: Seven ǎǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘŜŀƳΣ ƳŜǘ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
ƛƴǇǳǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝȊŜ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ {ǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ 
completeŘ ǘǿƻ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǝƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŬǊǎǘ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŦŜƭǘ 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝȊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŬŎ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜsults of these exercises showed that US
пнмΣ ¦{ ммтΣ ¦{ мтΣ IƻƻǾŜǊ wƻŀŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ b/ нмл ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝŜǎ ŦƻǊ 
ǎǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΦ {Ǉƻǘ improvements at the US 17/b/ нмл ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴΣ ¦{ мт/Hoover Road
ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ¦{ мт ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǇǎŀƛƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀǎ ƘƛƎƘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝŜǎΦ
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!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜΣ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ Ǌŀƴƪ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƻǇ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ 
pedestrian network out of a list of guiding values. The following guiding values were evaluated:

¶ Complementary: /ƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƛƴƛǝŀǝǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ.
¶ Choice: 5ŜǎƛǊŜ ǘƻ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǘǊƛǇ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǝŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ōƛƪƛƴƎ.
¶ Comfort: LƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƳŜƴƛǝŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǿŀƭƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ōƛƪŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀōƛƭƛǝŜǎ.
¶ Safety: LƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝƻƴǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ¦{ мт.
¶ /ƻƴƴŜŎǝǾƛǘȅΥ Enhanced access to commercial areas, health centers, and schools.
¶ Equity: ²ƘƛƭŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀŎǝǾƛǘȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƴŜŀǊ ¦{ мтΣ Ŝǉǳƛǘŀōƭȅ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ōƛƪŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ 

across the county.
¶ Health: Support the region’s goals to improve public health.
¶ Readiness: The plan should respond to current needs, show community supports, help prepare

the county for future growth, and be Ŭscally feasible.

/ƻƴƴŜŎǝǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƛȄ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƻǇ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅΦ 
¢ǿƻ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƻǇ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅΦ hƴŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ŀǎ 
ŀ ǘƻǇ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴtary as a top priority.

Figure 2.11: {ǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǝƴƎ ŀ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝȊŀǝƻƴ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ.
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3. Proposed Network
Input from the public engagement eũorts and steering cƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜǎΣ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŦƻǊ 
ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ 
desired network of bicycle and pedestrian facilƛǝŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴƛȊŜŘ ǇƻǊǝƻƴ ƻŦ tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ 
wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǳǎŜǊǎ ŀǎ ǘƻǇ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ 
emphasis on safe access to commercial areas along US 17, including safe crossings of US 17, access to
the Rocky Point area, and access to schools and parks.

The public input results and steering cƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ 
ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻǇǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ 
ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ƳƛƭŜ ƻŦ ¦{ мт ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻũŜǊ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿŀƴǝƴƎ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ 
commercial areas to walk or bike, thus helping to reduce the vehicle traŶc on US 17.

Facility type was determined using local input, as well as context consiŘŜǊŀǝƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ǎǇŜŜŘ 
ŀƴŘ ǾƻƭǳƳŜΣ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝǾƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜΦ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ 
the development of the network include:

¶ b/5h¢ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ ¢ȅǇƛŎŀƭ {ŜŎǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ¦ǎŜ ƛƴ {th¢ hƴline, 2019
¶ NCDOT Complete Streets Policy, 2019
¶ NCDOT Roadway Design Manual, 2018
¶ CI²! DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ tŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ !ŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǝƻƴΣ нлмм

3.1 Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Recommendations

Figure 3.1 and Figure 3.2 on the following pages show the bicycle and pedestrian network
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΦ Table 3.1 lists the bicycle and pedestrian network
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŬǎŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘ 
ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ 
rural character of many roadways in the study area, the right-of-way constraints associated with several
ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΦ
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Table 3.1: List of Bicycle and tŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ
CORRIDOR FROM TO FACILITY

RECOMMENDATION
Avila Drive Extension US 17 Country Club Road Sidewalk
Blueberry Road US 421 Montague Road Sidepath
Cheshire Road NC 133 NC 210 Sidewalk

Country Club Road US 17 Sloop Point Loop Road Sidepath
Doral Drive Sloop Point Loop Road East Coast Greenway Sidepath
Doral Drive East Coast Greenway Masters Lane Sidewalk
East Coast Greenway Doral Drive Sloop Point Road Greenway
Factory Road US 17 Waterfront Circle Sidewalk
Holly Shelter
Road/Island Creek Road

New Hanover County
line

NC-210 Bike lane

Hoover Road Highlands Drive Godfrey Creek Road Sidepath
Hoover Road Godfrey Creek Road US-17 Sidepath
Jenkins Road US 17 N St Johns Church Road Sidepath
Kings Landing Road Country Club Road Olde Point Road Sidewalk
Lewis Road Sloop Point Loop Road Sloop Point Sidewalk
Lodge Road US 17 Study area limits Unpaved Trail
Masters Lane Doral Drive Sloop Point Loop Road Sidewalk
N St Johns Church Road Jenkins Road Topsail Middle School Sidepath
NC 133 NC 210 US 117 Sidewalk
NC 210 Shaw Highway Royal Oak Drive Sidepath
NC 210 Dallie Futch Road US 17 Sidepath
NC 210 NC 133 Shaw Highway Sidepath
NC 210 Montague Road NC 133 Sidepath
Olde Point Road Country Club Road Kings Landing Road Sidewalk
Scotts Hill Loop Road US 17 US 17 Sidewalk
Shaw Highway Study area limits NC 210 Sidepath
Sidbury Road US 17 Study area limits Sidewalk
Sloop Point Loop Road Doral Drive North Topsail

Elementary School
Sidepath

Sloop Point Loop Road US 17 Doral Drive Sidepath
Sloop Point Loop Road,
Sloop Point Road

North Topsail ES Tidewater Court Sidewalk

Sloop Point Road US 17 Tidewater Court Sidepath
Turkey Creek Greenway NC 210 NC 133 Greenway
US 117 New Hanover County

line/Northeast Cape
Fear River

NC 210 Sidepath

US 17 Whitebridge Road NC 210 Sidepath
US 17 NC 210 Country Club Road Sidepath
US 17 Sloop Point Road Cornel Lane Sidepath
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CORRIDOR FROM TO FACILITY
RECOMMENDATION

US 17 New Hanover County
line

Whitebridge Road Sidepath

US 17 Lodge Road Sloop Point Road Sidepath
US 17 Country Club Road Lodge Road Sidepath
US 421 New Hanover County

line
Blueberry Road Sidepath

US 421 Blueberry Road Montague Road Sidepath
Washington Acres Road US 17 End of roadway Sidewalk

CŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƻƴ ¦{ мт ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ƻƴ ōƻǘƘ ǎƛŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅΦ hǘƘŜǊ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ 
on a case-by-ŎŀǎŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƛŦ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ƻƴ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ǎƛŘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 
planning.

3.2 Network Priorities

The steering cƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴǇǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŜũƻǊǘǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǘƻ 
ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝȊŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜŦǊƻƴǘ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ tŜƴŘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ
Figure 3.3 and Figure 3.4 show the high priority bicycle and pedestrian projects for the study area.
Understanding that there are limited Ŭnancial resources, these are projects that the steering cƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ 
felt have the highest desire and need and would result in the greatest impact.

IƛƎƘƭȅ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ƎǊƻŎŜǊȅ ǎǘƻǊŜǎΣ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎΣ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎΣ ƳŜŘƛŎŀl oŶces, and schools,
ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŀǊ ¦{ мтΦ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ōƻǘƘ ǿŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ ¦{ мт ŀǊŜ 
ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ¦{ мт ōȅ ōƛƪŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 
high priority projects were seleŎǘŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝȊŜ ǎŀŦŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ǘǊƛǇǎ ƻƴ ¦{ мтΦ

Table 3.2 ƭƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƘƛƎƘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ ¢ƘǊŜŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
ƘƛƎƘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǝŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ¦{ мт ƴŜŀǊ ŀŎǝǾŜ 
ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ¢ƻǇǎŀƛƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴ ƴŜŀǊ [ƻǿŜǎ CƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ¢ƻǇǎŀƛƭ 9ƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅΣ ¢ƻǇǎŀƛƭ 
aƛŘŘƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ¢ƻǇǎŀƛƭ IƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿŀǎ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΦ LƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƳŜ 
in the form of high visibility crosswalks, improved ADA accessibility, median pedestrian islands, curb
ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΣ ƭƛƎƘǝƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ǎƛƎƴŀƭƛȊŀǝƻƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŎƻǳƴǘŘƻǿƴ ǝƳŜǊǎΣ 
Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacons (RRFB), and High-LƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅ !ŎǝǾŀǘŜŘ όI!²Yύ ŎǊƻǎǎǿŀƭƪΦ
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Table 3.2: Priority Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects
CORRIDOR FROM TO PRIORITY

RECOMMENDATION
Blueberry Road US 421 Montague Road Sidepath
Country Club Road US 17 Sloop Point Loop Road Sidepath
Factory Road US 17 Waterfront Circle Sidewalk
Hoover Road Godfrey Creek Road US 17 Sidepath
NC 210 Dallie Futch Road US 17 Sidepath
Sloop Point Loop Road Doral Drive North Topsail

Elementary School Sidepath
Sloop Point Loop Road,
Sloop Point Road

North Topsail ES Tidewater Court
Bike Lane

Sloop Point Road US 17 Tidewater Court Sidepath
US 117 New Hanover County

line/Northeast Cape
Fear River

NC 210 Sidepath

US 17 Whitebridge Road NC 210 Sidepath
US 17 NC 210 Country Club Road Sidepath
US 17 Sloop Point Road Cornel Lane Sidepath
US 17 New Hanover County

line
Whitebridge Road

Sidepath
US 17 Lodge Road Sloop Point Road Sidepath
US 17 Country Club Road Lodge Road Sidepath
US 421 New Hanover County

line
Blueberry Road

Sidepath
US 421 Blueberry Road Montague Road Sidepath
Washington Acres Road US 17 End of roadway Sidewalk
NC 210/US 17
Intersection

-- -- Intersection
improvements

Hoover Road/US 17
Intersection

-- -- Intersection
improvements

Lowes Food/Topsail
Schools Intersection

-- -- Intersection
improvements
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3.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Recommended Facility Types

Greenway / Shared Use Path
A greenway, or shared use path, provides a travel area separate from motorized traŶc for bicyclists,
ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴǎΣ ǿƘŜŜƭŎƘŀƛǊ ǳǎŜǊǎΣ ǎƪŀǘŜǊǎΣ ƧƻƎƎŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎΦ DǊŜŜƴǿŀȅǎ ƻũŜǊ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝǾƛǘȅ 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǝŜǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƻƊŜƴ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǎǘǊŜŀƳǎΣ ƛƴ ǳǝƭƛǘȅ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ 
and parks.

Context Considerations
Greenways operate independently of roadway corridors and are fully separated from traŶc and can even
ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅǎ ƻǊ ǳǝƭƛǘȅ ŜŀǎŜƳŜƴǘǎ. However, when
ǎŜƭŜŎǝƴƎ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΣ ƎǊŜŜƴǿŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǳǎŜ ǇŀǘƘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ 
Ƴǳƭǝ-ƳƻŘŀƭ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ǘǊŀŶŎ ǾƻƭǳƳŜǎ ƻŦ сΣллл ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜǎ ǇŜǊ Řŀȅ ŀƴŘ 
speed limits higher than 35 miles per hour. Greenways may provide netwƻǊƪ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜǎ ǘƻ ŀǊǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƻǊ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƛƴ ƭƻǿ-density areas as well as high-density areas to
ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝƻƴΦ

Design Considerations
Greenways should be designed to a width of 10-12 feet in most locŀǝƻƴǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ н-foot shoulder on
either side. In areas where low volumes are expected or the corridor is constrained, an 8-10-foot
greenway may be adequate. Areas where usage is expected to be very high may be built to a width of
12-14 feet.

A variety of surface treatments are available for greenways depending on expected use, context, and
ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ tŀǾŜŘ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƻƊŜƴ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀǎǇƘŀƭǘ ƻǊ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜΦ !ǎǇƘŀƭǘ ǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ 
and cost-ŜũŜŎǝǾŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜΣ ōǳǘ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŘǳǊŀōƭŜΦ ! ƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƻǇǝƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƴǇŀǾŜŘ ƻǊ 
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǘǊŀƛƭΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ƴŀǝǾŜ ǎƻƛƭ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŀƴŘ ŘǳǊŀōƭŜ 

Figure 3.5: Sample greenway/ shared use path graphics
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ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜǎΦ /ƻƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜǎ ƻƊŜƴ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦ ƎǊŀƴƛǘŜ ŬƴŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ 
ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎΦ bŀǘǳral surface trails, while less expensive to construct, require proper drainage and more
careful maintenance to ensure that materials remain suŶciently compacted. In areas where ƅoodplains
ƻǊ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΣ ōƻŀǊŘǿŀƭƪ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ƻƊŜƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƛƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴΦ .ƻŀǊŘǿŀƭƪ ƛǎ 
ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ōǳǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƭƻǿŜǊ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ŎƻǎǘΦ ¢ǿƻ Ƴŀƛƴ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ƻǇǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ 
ōƻŀǊŘǿŀƭƪ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǝƳōŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǝƳōŜǊ ōŜƛƴƎ ƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ-
intensive than concrete.

GrŜŜƴǿŀȅǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǇŀǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƳŀǊƪƛƴƎ ŜȄŎŜǇǘ ƛƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ 
greenway traŶc is heavy, a 4-inch dashed yellow center line stripe and 4-inch solid white edge line may
ōŜ ǳǎŜŘΦ {ƻƭƛŘ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƭƛƴŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ ƭƻŎŀǝons where sightlines are poor or the greenway
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŀ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ŎǊƻǎǎƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜŘƎŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŜǾŜƴƛƴƎ ǳǎŜ ƛǎ 
expected. Signage such as the Bikes Yield to Peds (R9-6) speciŬed in the Manual on Uniform TraŶc
Control Devices (MUTCD) may be used at the entrance of a greenway segment as a reminder of user
ŜǝǉǳŜǧŜΣ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǝŜǎ ǳǎŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳƛȊŜŘ ǿŀȅŬƴŘƛƴƎ ǎƛƎƴǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƴŀǾƛƎŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ 
and other greenways. Figure 3.6 provides an example cross-ǎŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ƎǊŜŜƴǿŀȅ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΦ

Figure 3.6: Example cross-ǎŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ƎǊŜŜƴǿŀȅ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΦ
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Sidepath
A sidepath is a bi-ŘƛǊŜŎǝƻƴŀƭ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǳǎŜ ǇŀǘƘ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ to and parallel to a roadway. Sidepaths oũer a
low-stress experience for bicycle and pedestrians along network routes with high-speed or high-volume
traŶc.

Context Considerations
Sidepaths are used along roads with high volumes that exceed 6,000 vehicles per day and moderate to
high speeds over 35 miles per hour. Sidepaths are used along arterial and collector roadways and are
generally recommended in high-density areas to provide dedicated space for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Design Considerations
Sidepaths should be designed to a width of 10-мн ŦŜŜǘ ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ н ŦŜŜǘ ƻŦ ŎƭŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ 
either side. In areas where low volumes are expected or the corridor is constrained, an 8-10-foot trail
may be adequate. Areas where usage is expected to be very high may be built to a width of 12-14 feet.
¢ƘŜ ǎƛŘŜǇŀǘƘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ōȅ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ р ŦŜŜǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǝƻƴ ǳǇ ǘƻ 
20 feet recommended along high-speed roadways.

Figure 3.7: Sample sidepath graphics
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Sidepaths are commonly constructed with asphalt or concrete. Asphalt pavement tends to be the most
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ŜũŜŎǝǾŜ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǾŜŘ ǘǊŀƛƭǎΦ /ƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ǇŀǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŘǳǊŀōƭŜΣ ōǳǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ 
asphalt pavement. As such, concrete trails are tȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƛƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎŜǩƴƎǎ όǿƘŜǊŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ 
ǳǎŜǊ ǾƻƭǳƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƘƛƎƘ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƭ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǾŜƘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭƻŀŘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ƻƊŜƴύ ƻǊ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ 
heavy ƅooding forces that may cause damage to the trail.

Sidepaths typically do not require pŀǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƳŀǊƪƛƴƎ ŜȄŎŜǇǘ ƛƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ 
sidepath traŶc is heavy, a 4-inch dashed yellow center line stripe may be used. Edge lines may be
ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŜǾŜƴƛƴƎ ǳǎŜ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘΦ {ƛƎƴŀƎŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ .ƛƪŜǎ ¸ƛŜƭŘ ǘƻ tŜŘǎ (R9-6)
speciŬed in the MUTCD may be used at the entrance of a sidepath segment as a reminder of user
ŜǝǉǳŜǧŜΣ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǝŜǎ ǳǎŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳƛȊŜŘ ǿŀȅŬƴŘƛƴƎ ǎƛƎƴǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƴŀǾƛƎŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎ 
and other greenways. Other signs may be used to indƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ōƛŘƛǊŜŎǝƻƴŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ 
ŎŀǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅ ǎƛƎƴŀƎŜ ƛǎ ǇƻǎƛǝƻƴŜŘ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
adjacent roadway. Figure 3.8 provides an example cross-ǎŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǎƛŘŜǇŀǘƘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΦ

Figure 3.8: Example cross-ǎŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǎƛŘŜǇŀǘƘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ
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On-wƻŀŘ CŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ
On-road ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǝƻƴǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ƻǊ ōǳũŜǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘǊŀŶŎΣ ƻǊ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǎǘǊƛǇŜŘ ŀǎ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ 
along the outside of the road. The following provides a dƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƭŀƴŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅǎ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŀǎ ŘŜǎƛǊƛƴƎ ōƛƪŜ 
ƭŀƴŜǎΦ ²ƘŜƴ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀ ōƛƪŜ ƭŀƴŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ŦǊǳƛǝƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ Ŏŀƴ 
worƪ ǿƛǘƘ b/5h¢ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǝŦȅ ŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ǘȅǇŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ Ƙŀǎ 
evolved.

Separated Bicycle Lane
A separated bicycle lane is a facility for exclusive use by bicyclists that is located within or directly
adjacent to the roadway and is physically separated from motor vehicle traŶc by a buũered space with a
ǾŜǊǝŎŀƭ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǝƻƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘΦ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƭŀƴŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜ ƻƴŜ-way and bi-
ŘƛǊŜŎǝƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŀǾŜƭΦ

Context Considerations
Separated bicycle lanes are recommended along roadways with high volumes that exceed 6,000 vehicles
per day and moderate to high speeds over 35 miles per hour. Separated bicycle lanes are recommended
ŀƭƻƴƎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǎǝƴŀǝƻƴǎΦ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ 
ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƭŀƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ǘƻ ƘƛƎƘ ǾƻƭǳƳŜǎ ƻŦ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀŎǝǾƛǘȅΦ 
In high-density areas, design treatƳŜƴǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭ ŎƻƴƅƛŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎǘƻǇǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŘǊƛǾŜǿŀȅ ŎǊƻǎǎƛƴƎǎ ǘƻ ƳƛǝƎŀǘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŦƻǊ ōƛŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎΦ

Figure 3.9: Sample separated bike lane graphics
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Design Considerations
Separated bike lanes should be designed to a minimum width of 5 feet for one-ǿŀȅ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǝŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ т-foot
lanes preferred. The bicycle lane should be separated from the roadway by at least 3 feet to provide
clearance, or by a minimum of 1 foot where curb is present. Bicycle lanes can be separated from the
roadway by a variety of methods, including by installing ƅexible delineator posts, armadillos, or placing it
ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊōΦ {ŜǇŀǊŀǝƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ōƛƪŜ ƭŀƴŜ ƛǎ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ 
adjacent to and at the same level as a sidewalk.

Separated bicycle lanes should be marked with the standard bicycle lane symbol (MUTCD marking 9C-3)
to clearly indicate their intended use. Where separated bicycle lanes are adjacent to a sidewalk,
ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ǎƛƎƴŀƎŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ a¦¢/5 ǎƛƎƴǎ 5мм-1a (Bicycle) and D11-2 (Pedestrian) may be necessary to
indicate which users belong on which facility. Figure 3.10 provides an example cross-ǎŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ 
preferred separated bike lane facility.

Figure 3.10: Example cross-ǎŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ separated bike lane facility



Proposed Network

Pender County Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan

Page 42

Buũered Bicycle Lane
A buũered bicycle lane designates a travel space for bicyclists within the roadway corridor through use of
ǇŀǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƳŀǊƪƛƴƎǎΣ ƻǇǝƻƴŀƭ ǎƛƎƴŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ōǳũŜǊ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǝƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƭŀƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ 
travel lane.

Context Considerations
Buũered bicycle lanes are recommended along roads with moderate volumes and speeds. Buũered
bicycle lanes are appropriate treatments for roadways with traŶc volumes between 3,000 and 6,000
vehicles per day and moderate speeds between 25 and 35 miles per hour. Buũered bicycle lanes are
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀŎǝǾƛǘȅΦ

Design Considerations
Buũered bike lanes should be designed to a minimum width of 5 feet, with 6 feet preferred. The bicycle
lane should be buũered from other traŶc by at least 18 inches by a painted double white line. If the
buũer is 3 feet or more, it should be marked with diagonal stripes or chevron markings to increase
visibility and motorist compliance. Markings should be between 30 to 45 degrees and striped at intervals
between 10 and 40 feet.

Figure 3.11: Sample buũered bike lane graphics


























































































































































