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Honeycutt Creek Greenway - Alternatives Analysis Matrix
Segment ID - East Fork Mine Creek to Strickland

Ratings Based Analysis (0-6 w/ 6 Representing Least Desirable Impact)
ID # Criteria 60% Proposed Design Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Notes
Quantity | Rating Quantity | Rating Quantity | Rating Quantity | Rating Quantity | Rating
Social Impacts
1 |impact to property owners - land acquisition (acres) 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 connectivity for Alt3 through apartments at Monument Lane
2 |impact to property owners - physical changes to property 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 2 impacts at developments along Monument Drive
3 |aesthetic impacts for adjacent uses (homes, roadways) 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 increased impact through backyards along Saw Mill Trail
4 |roadway crossings (#) 7 1 6 2 12 5 10 4 7 1 excluding driveway conflicts
5 [Pedestrian Intersection Safety Indices 0 0 3 3 2.33 2 2.33 2 0 0 highest value (least safe) applied
6 [Bicycle Intersection Safety Indices 0 0 4 3 3.39 2 3.39 1 0 0 highest value (least safe) applied
7 |crossing enhancement variable 1 1 3 2 3 2 4 3 1 1 ints at Falls of Neuse and Six Forks with Strickland
8 |[grade and curve radius constraints N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 3 N/A 0 Approach to Monument Lane has steep grade in alt-3
9 [perception of safety N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A 3 N/A 3 N/A 2 crossing at Six Forks more intimidating than Falls of Neuse
10 [personal security N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A 4 N/A 2 related to emergency vehicle access, RFD-4 on saw mill
11 |accessibility for users N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 equal access for all
12 |connectivity with other facilities N/A 1 N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A 1 access to park/school an issue (Strickland Crossing)
Rating subtotal 15 21 23 30 15
Environmental Impacts
13 |segment length (If) 8375 1 11528 4 14556 5) 19212 6 8375 1 from point to point
14 |[land use compatibility 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 not a factor
15 [historical sites affected (#) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 need to confirm
16 |archeological sites affected (#) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 need to confirm
17 |FEMA CLOMR/LOMR requirements 1 3 0 0 0 0 2 4 1 3 Saw Mill Trail in detailed study floodplain
18 |elevated boardwalk section (If) 800 2 0 0 0 0 1000 4 800 2 to avoid pocket wetlands
19 [retaining walls (sf) 800 2 0 0 0 0 1200 4 800 2 for achieving grade at Monument Lane
20 |removal of natural vegetation (ac) N/A 2 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 4 N/A 2 includes trees and other natural features
21 |stream bank impacts (If) N/A 2 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 3 N/A 2 related to crossings and adjacent sections
22 |stream buffer Impacts (ac) N/A 2 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 4 N/A 2 variable based on existing cleared sections
23 |401/404 permit requirements N/A 2 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 4 N/A 2 requires wetland investigation
24 |utility conflicts N/A 2 N/A 3 N/A 3 N/A 4 N/A 2 need SUE along sidewalks to confirm
25 linfrastructure improvements N/A 2 N/A 3 N/A 3 N/A 4 N/A 2 sidewalk, signage, and mailboxes
26 |aesthetics for trail user N/A 1 N/A 5 N/A 5 N/A 2 N/A 3 offset from roadway better setting
Rating subtotal 22 16 17 44 24
Economic Impact
27 |integration with multi-modal transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 all provide reasonable access
28 |use of existing greenway easements 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 2 0 0 need to investigate easements along Saw Mill Trail
29 |use of existing easements - other 0 3 0 4 0 4 0 2 0 2 Wayfinding within ROW
30 |stream impact mitigation costs (If) 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 based on assumed cost per If
31 |budgetary cost 1 4 0.5 1 0.75 2 2.1 6 0.8 3 Alts 1, 2, and 3 require sidewalk replacement
Rating subtotal 9 11 12 13 7
TOTAL RATING 46 48 52 - 46 combined subtotals
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Intersection photo

Strickland Rd @ Falls of Neuse Rd
Source: Pedestrian and Bicyclist Intersection Safety Indices, FHWA -HRT -06-130

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY INDEX MODEL

Name of Crossing Leg 1 Leg 2 Leg 3 Leg 4
SIGNAL Signalized (1 =yes, 0=no) 1 - - -
STOP Stop controlled (1 =yes, 0 =no) 0 - - -
THRULNS Number of through lanes on main street (both 4 ) ) )
directions)
SPEED 85th percentile speed on main street (speed in 50 i i i
mph)
MAINADT Main street traffic volume (ADT in thousands) 32000 - - -
COMM Commercial Area (i.e., retail, restaurants) 1
(1=yes,0=n0) i i i
Ped Safety Index Value = 3.00
BICYCLE SAFETY INDEX MODEL
Name of Crossing Leg 1 Leg 2 Leg 3 Leg 4
MAINADT Main street traffic volume (ADT in thousands) 32000 - - -
MAINHISPD |Main street speed limit = 35 mph 1 i i i
(1 =yes, 0=n0)
TURNVEH Presence of turning vehicle traffic across the path 1 i i i
of through cyclists (1 = yes, 0 =no)
RTLANES Number of right turn traffic lanes on main street 1 i i i
approach
BL Bike lane present ( 1=yes, 0 = no) 0 - - -
NOBL No bike lane present (1=yes, 0 =no) 1 - - -
CROSSADT |Cross street traffic volume 16000 - - -
SIGNAL Signalized (1 =yes,0=no) 1 - - -
PARKING On street parking on main approach ( 0 i i i
1=yes,0=n0)
RTCROSS  |Number of traffic lanes for cyclists to cross to make 0 i i i
aright turn
CROSSLNS [Number of through lanes on cross street 1 - - -
LTCROSS Number of traffic lanes for cyclists to cross to make 0 ) ) )
a left turn
Safety Index Through Value = 4.00
Safety Index Right Turn Value = 2.04
Safety Index Left Turn Value = 2.39
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Intersection photo

Harps Mill Rd @ Falls of Neuse Rd
Source: Pedestrian and Bicyclist Intersection Safety Indices, FHWA -HRT -06-130

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY INDEX MODEL

Name of Crossing Leg 1 Leg 2 Leg 3 Leg 4
SIGNAL Signalized (1 =yes, 0=no) 1 - - -
STOP Stop controlled (1 =yes, 0 =no) 0 - - -
THRULNS Number of through lanes on main street (both 4 ) ) )
directions)
SPEED 85th percentile speed on main street (speed in 50 ) ) )
mph)
MAINADT Main street traffic volume (ADT in thousands) 34000 - - -
COMM Commercial Area (i.e., retail, restaurants) 1
(1=yes,0=n0) i i i
Ped Safety Index Value = 3.00
BICYCLE SAFETY INDEX MODEL
Name of Crossing Leg 1 Leg 2 Leg 3 Leg 4
MAINADT Main street traffic volume (ADT in thousands) 34000 - - -
MAINHISPD |Main street speed limit = 35 mph 1 i i i
(1 =yes, 0=no0)
TURNVEH Presence of turning vehicle traffic across the path 1 i i i
of through cyclists (1 = yes, 0 =no)
RTLANES Number of right turn traffic lanes on main street 0 i i i
approach
BL Bike lane present ( 1=yes, 0 = no) 0 - - -
NOBL No bike lane present (1=yes, 0 =no) 1 - - -
CROSSADT [Cross street traffic volume 7500 - - -
SIGNAL Signalized (1 =yes,0=no0) 1 - - -
PARKING On street parking on main approach ( 0 i i i
1=yes,0=no)
RTCROSS Number of traffic lanes for cyclists to cross to make 0 i i i
a right turn
CROSSLNS [Number of through lanes on cross street 0 - - -
LTCROSS Number of traffic lanes for cyclists to cross to make 0 ) ) )
a left turn
Safety Index Through Value = 3.84
Safety Index Right Turn Value = 1.94
Safety Index Left Turn Value = 2.44
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' Intersection photo

Strickland Rd @ Six Forks Rd

Source: Pedestrian and Bicyclist Intersection Safety Indices, FHWA -HRT -06-130

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY INDEX MODEL

Name of Crossing Leg 1 Leg 2 Leg 3 Leg 4
SIGNAL Signalized (1 =yes,0=no) 1 1 - -
STOP Stop controlled (1 =yes, 0 =no) 0 0 - -
THRULNS Number of through lanes on main street (both 2 5 } }
directions)
SPEED 50 50 ) )
85th percentile speed on main street (speed in mph)
MAINADT Main street traffic volume (ADT in thousands) 23000 14000 - -
COMM Commercial Area (i.e., retail, restaurants) 1 1 B B
(1=yes,0=no)
Ped Safety Index Value = 2.33 2.32
BICYCLE SAFETY INDEX MODEL
Name of Crossing Leg 1 Leg 2 Leg 3 Leg 4
MAINADT Main street traffic volume (ADT in thousands) 23000 14000 - -
MAINHISPD |Main street speed limit = 35 mph (1 1 1 ) )
=yes, 0 =no)
TURNVEH Presence of turning vehicle traffic across the path of 1 1 ) )
through cyclists (1 = yes, 0 =no)
RTLANES Number of right turn traffic lanes on main street 1 1 ) )
approach
BL Bike lane present ( 1=yes, 0 = no) 0 0 - -
NOBL No bike lane present (1=yes, 0 =no) 1 1 - -
CROSSADT |Cross street traffic volume 14000 23000 - -
SIGNAL Signalized (1 =yes, 0=no) 0 0 - -
PARKING On street parking on main approach (1 0 0 ) )
=yes,0=no0)
RTCROSS Number of traffic lanes for cyclists to cross to make 0 0 ) )
a right turn
CROSSLNS |Number of through lanes on cross street 2 2 - -
LTCROSS Number of traffic lanes for cyclists to cross to make 0 0 ) )
a left turn
Safety Index Through Value = 3.35 3.39
Safety Index Right Turn Value = 1.94 1.70
Safety Index Left Turn Value = 1.68 1.45
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