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Purpose of CTP 2.0 effort

With the exception of adding a pedestrian element, the format of the CTP maps has
been basically unchanged since 2001.

Things have changed over the last 15 years:
A Complete Streets

A STI / prioritization

A Changes to online mapping applications
A Customer feedback (external/internal)

There is a strong desire to optimize limited resources and improve customer
service.
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Who Are the CTP Partners/ Customers?

A MPOs, RPOs, NCDOT

A Local governments and citizens
A FHWA

A Various NCDOT business units

A Partnering agencies in the planning & project development processes
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Feedback Gathering

Considerable feedback and opinions! (almost 500 responses)
A Survey Monkey (online survey)

A Sticky Note exercises with TPB staff, RPOs, and CTP 2.0 committee
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Customer Feedback Highlights

A Make more user friendly

A Update the maps

A Funding Process

A More Frequent Updates

A Improve public involvement
A Shorten CTP process
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Committee Consensus Highlights

A CTPs should include planning level cost estimates, consistent with SPOT
A Fiscal realism (handled by RPOS)

A Reports should be streamlined

A Align maps with some current classification system

A Consider moving format to a web-based version

A Consider 1 or 2 poster size CTP maps to replace current multiple maps
A Integrate SPOT prioritization mapping with CTP maps
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CTP 2.0 Subcommittees




CTP Draft Highway Maps

Recommend separating the current
CTP Highway Map in to 2 maps to
reduce visual clutter & enhance its
usefulness

] Pian date: October 15, 2016

Recommended
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Draft CTP Highway Recommendations Map

Plan date: September 28, 2016

<+ Bold header

—~ Map purpose

y ¥
5 RECOMMENDATIONS NOT ACCURATE

§ : TO ALLACTUAL CTP PROPOSALS

FOR SAMPLE PURPOSES ONLY Sheet 10f 4
Legal Disclaimer: The concepts shown on a CTP are for planning purposes and are subject io change. These concepis will need adaffional analysis fo meet siafe and federal environmental requiations, mmwmmw
and to be funded for implementadion. Local zoming or subdivision ordinances may require the dedicafion of right of way based on fhe concepfs shown on the GTF and local collector sireet plans, based on N.G.G.5. § 136-66.2 and § 136-66. 101
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Gray surrounding counties
with roads

*Only CTP recommendations
(no existing)

*Qverall, lack of visual clutter

*Ties in with SPOT

*Recommendation numbers
ties into report

__—Legal disclaimer
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Draft CTP Highway Recommendations Map
Proposed Legend
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Draft Recommendations Sheets

EXAMPLE

From NC 96 (at Knollwood Lane) to US 1 Alternate

Local ID: FRANOOO6-H

Purpo: “ Congestion ! A Crash Rat N/A
Improvement: s Location Boulevard C N/A Functional Class N/A
N/A ROW 110-150 ft

Identified Need 2012 (Base) 2025 (Interim) 2035 (Future)
Congestion: Existing NC 96 is projected to
be over capacity by 2035 from the Wake | Facility Type Major Major Major Major Major
County line through Youngsville to the Travel Lanes 2 2 2 2 2
Granville County line. The primary pur- -
pose of improving NC 96 is to reduce pro- | Valume (vpd) f‘:gg(; 19-’93:3(; :;522(; ];,'i?)?)' szgo
jected (2035) congestion in downtown 4 4 £ 2 3
Youngsville on the existing facility. it 11,000 11,000- 11,000- 11,000- | 11,000-

an {xpel 12,200 12,200 12,200 12,200 12,200
Recommendation

Facility Type - - Boulevard - Boulevard
Provide a four lane, boulevard facility on Travel lan ~ _ 4 _ 4
new location east and north of Youngs-
ville, connecting NC 96 west of Mayfield | Velume (vpd) 2, 5 6,600 s 13,700~
Place (SR 1921) to US 1 Alternate. , 2500 16900

Capacity (vpd) - - 40,500 - 40,500
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