Public Workshop 2 Summary
Date: Thursday, August 2, 2018
Time: 4:00 pm – 6:30 pm
Location: Apex Town Hall, 73 Hunter Street

Meeting Purpose
This drop-in workshop helped to educate attendees about the Advance Apex draft
recommendations and allowed them to participate in a series of interactive stations. Information
generated from the participants supplemented the feedback gathered during the June and July
Steering Committee meetings. Attendees were given a Handout at sign in outlining the activities
and were encouraged to visit each station to provide feedback. Attendees were also
encouraged to provide feedback online through publicinput.com.

Meeting Objectives
1. Educate participants on the planning process
2. Gather feedback on a variety of transportation elements, including:
a. Roadway Recommendations
b. Transit Recommendations
c. Pedestrian Recommendations
d. Bicycle Recommendations
3. Describe approach to land use plan update and gather feedback on land use scenarios

Activities and Summary of Results
Sign In/Where do you Live?






Intent: Gather a record and spatial distribution of attendees.
Description: A sign in station was posted by the building entrance. Attendees were asked
to provide their name and email address. Email addresses collected will be added to a
notification list for future project updates. Attendees were also asked to place a dot on a
Where Do You Live? Map. Results from this exercise will help assess the participants’
coverage of the study area. Border areas on the map were used for attendees that were
outside the study area. Participants were also given their handouts and comment forms at
sign in.
Outcome: This exercise provided a record of attendees for future use in the planning
process. 119 people signed in at the meeting. Participants attended from locations in most
of the study area.
Key Takeaway: Areas of low attendance included the Bosco and Buckhorn areas.
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Land Use Focus Areas






Intent: Educate participants on the purpose of the update and gather feedback on
individual land use focus areas and proposed land use scenarios.
Description: Boards were displayed showing the purpose and process for updating the
Future Land Use Map, including the process used to identify the focus areas. The focus
areas were described in a series of exhibits with an emphasis on the context, forces, trends,
and alternatives being considered. These exhibits were supplemented with an explanation
(narrative and imagery) of the land use categories. Participants then viewed scenarios
that were created using the different alternatives created for the scenarios. A simple report
card compared the scenarios against a baseline condition (Peak Plan 2030). Participants
received a worksheet with prompts customized for each scenario.
Outcome: The exercise gathered input on the land use focus areas. Following the
workshop, feedback during this exercise will be used to develop a draft future land use
map. Below are the results of this activity.
Key Takeaways
 Generally, there were more online responses versus in-person. However, only a small
subset of the public workshop and online survey participants weighed in on the
preferred alternatives.
 Based on this review and feedback from staff and the Steering Committee, the
Consultant will proceed with creating the draft future land use map. Town staff will
review results and the Steering Committee will have an additional opportunity to
review updated recommendations along with feedback received from the public.

General Comments
General Handout Comments
Would like to see developments be required to add green space/bike lanes (buffered) and
connections to parks/schools. Connectivity for peds/bikes is key. If we don’t require it now it
will cost a great deal more in the future.
I generally like the mix of housing I see around Apex. I like mixing different housing values
together. It’s better for schools and committees. However, I don’t want to see too much highdensity housing destroying the family feel of neighborhoods.
It is disturbing how often developers amend the land use map. Does it really mean anything?
I would like to encourage Apex to try & keep some of the rural character. The small town
charm if appealing but the rural character is also very important. I don’t want to lose Holland
Farm or other farms to development. I would also like to encourage having lower density
neighborhoods as part of your development plan, not just all the high-density housing.
Would really like to see more low density housing. I am a realtor w/ that demand often people
want bigger lots/more privacy. Doesn’t necessarily mean bigger. huge house, just bigger lots
& people are willing to pay the premium even just for the lot! Would love to see ½ to 1+ acre
lots with 4,000 sf homes (indicated areas A, B, C, D)
I am personally still deciding where to make a permanent home. This was helpful to see what
each area has focused on. I do not have a preference at this time. I mainly looked at what is
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General Handout Comments
the first plan for each area. I do not encounter any significant traffic problems. It appears that
there is balance in high/med/low density to Parks and commercial
The proposed Re-Zoning is a Bait and Switch. Also, there was a motion passed in 2017 to
create a new road classification. This conversation was begun when James Road was
changed from a minor to a major.
Increased Residential development on N SW areas will require easier access for residents to
stores, etc. without having to drive all the way up to current shopping areas
Increase density w/ the Apex Peakway Loop.
Would like to see Jessie Drive mostly residential, particularly on the Ten Ten Road direction.
Consider Re-Zoning Chapel Ridge neighborhood all commercial.
Increase greenspaces & parks. Slow down development.
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Focus Area A: US 64 West

7%

Preferred Alternative
z

25%

43%

Peak Plan 2030
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
None of the above

Total Responses: 72
25%

In-Person Comments
We like the proposed interchange at Jenks Rd. & Hwy 64. The 4 lanes down to 3 lanes would
be necessary with all the new homes being built.
Prefer Peak Plan Rural Density. Appropriate buffers to Lake Jordan water supply.
Peak Plan 2030 is best option but would reduce high density development to area currently
developed.
Peak Plan 2030. +Open Space!
Traffic Signals on Highway 64 need to have a longer cycle to clear more traffic and reduce
backups.
Do Not overpopulate with commercial development as it how becomes major commute
thoroughfare
Alt 2. Like Transit
Alt 1. Less commercial on 64
2030. Prefer 2030. Keep RR designation. Too close to Jordan for more HD res.
Peak Plan. Concerned about 64 traffic if more residential development along –
Alt 1 or 2. Extend Low Density to Tobacco Trail

Online Comments
US 64 should be maintained for high-speed traffic, no traffic, no traffic signals, and minimal
access points as it is the major east-west road in the area. The land use should reflect this and
therefore should focus primarily on office and low-density residential.
Lower density development. This area is very close to the Jordan Lake watershed. No
additional access points to US 64
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Online Comments
We need commercial and offices a lot more than we need high density residential in Apex.
US64 is where commercial should be based with the appropriate roads build to support it and
maintain the traffic flow it supports
Make it residential
Alt 1 offers better protection for existing residences and helps prevent the western gateway to
Apex from becoming a commercial sprawl
Should be maintained as a primary highway serving traffic east to west
We do not need more high density residential. Our traffic infrastructure can't handle it. I think
our town would be best served by more commercial offices in the Tingen corridor.

Focus Area B: Buckhorn
2%
10%

Preferred Alternative
Peak Plan 2030

31%

Alternative 1
Alternative 2
None of the above

57%

Total Responses: 42

In-Person Comments
No Rec Center! Support alternative 1 but NOT Rec Center – Create at ATT or Drop. Drop #2
Prefer #2. Not in favor of lowing density
Alt 1. + I like the idea of low density residential & future park use.
1 or 2. More parks!

Online Comments
I like the idea of the Recreation mixed-use activity center and future park. Since this area is
within the Jordan Lake water supply watershed according to DENR’s map, lower density
development seems to be the most appropriate.
Recreation mixed use activity center is a great idea. Also identifies future parks, which would
be great. Both are better than just building low density residential everywhere.
Rev. 9/18/2018

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 2 SUMMARY| 6

Alt 1 maintains character of the area for existing residents
Can you please consider the people who have lived here for years. That old town charm is
slowly being zoned out of Apex. Apex is being turned into high density residents with over
crowded roads and schools. Please consider long term impact of your decisions (you are
supposed to protect the town’s culture).

Focus Area C: Bonsal

17%

Preferred Alternative
0%

Peak Plan 2030
Alternative 1
None of the above
Total Responses: 35
83%

In-person Comments
Prefer Alt 1. near RR could be nice for visibility of the RR.
Prefer 1. New Hope Valley railway rec area is a great idea!
Alt 1. +Activity center
Alt 1. Like the emphasis on keeping RR in our history
Alt 1. Protect Open Space!

Online Comments
I like the idea of a recreation mixed use activity center here. This seems like a good
recreational destination. It would be nice to have some recreational connectivity between
the ATT (and proposed Humie Olive rec area and park), the RR in Bonsal and Harris Lake
County Park.
Please fix the railroad crossing at Daisey Street
The opportunity to further promote the New Hope Valley Railway is a great idea.
Mixed use recreation area for new Hope Valley Railway is a great idea
Alt 1 provides better transition to protected open space.

Rev. 9/18/2018

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 2 SUMMARY| 7

Focus Area D: New Hill
10%
23%

Preferred Alternative
Peak Plan 2030
Alternative 1

27%

Alternative 2
None of the above
Total Responses: 30
40%

In-Person Comments
Mixed Use Multi-Residential and commercial. On east side of New Hill-Holleman Rd from Old
US1 to New US Hwy1 Apex 300 AC Preserve bright home places on West side.
Prefer Alt 2. Roadway Improvements needed here.
Less Density! Too close to Lake for the Stripping of Land.
Peak Plan 2030 but reduce area of medium density residential and replace with low density
residential.
Alt 1. +expanded commercial & office + lower residential density.
Alt 1. Need to calm the area down. New Hill area to keep traffic down
Alt 1. Lot of commercial. Large amount of community will remain vacant. Too far from
Downtown for Major retail of office complex.

Online Comments
Much of the area northwest of Old 1 is in Jordan Lake water supply watershed. Please be very
careful developing areas in the watershed.
Too much residential density next to existing neighborhoods, the road network can’t handle
the increased trips. This area needs to see some greenway/open space recommendations. It
is cut off from the rest of the greenway system and needs connectivity to Pleasant Park,
Jaycee Park, and the downtown.
Keep as many open spaces as possible to preserve the rural feel, but allow some commercial
development as well.
Additional commercial opportunities will be needed in the area.
Peak Plan 2030 lessens commercial sprawl of alts 1 and 2 and has fewer impacts on existing
low density residences.
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We believe the areas I have attached, New Hill Village Option One and Two would be better
served with a mixed use of multiple Residential, Commercial and Retail for these areas. There is
already an approved area in New Hill Village Option Two that has a medium density
residential development. I believe there is also some Commercial designation….
The two Historic Homes…Because of the historical nature of these homes we do not think
Industrial would be a suitable fit. The low density designation does not give this area an
opportunity to provide the New Hill Village atmosphere we would like to see. The Duke Power
property attached at New US Hwy 1 has mixed use designation I think. The Duke Energy
Property that includes Goodwin, Baucom and Bowling already has Industrial designation and
is a good fit for that area along Shearon Harris Road…

Focus Area E: Friendship
4%

Preferred Alternative

11%

Peak Plan 2030
42%

Alternative 1
Alternative 2
None of the above

42%

Total Responses: 45

In-Person Comments
Bike /Ped facilities are a huge plus. Love the linear park plan.
Amen. Make this the retail hub of West Apex.
Prefer Alt 1. Bike/ped corridor park innovative use of space.
Alt 1
Alt 2. + benefits of Alt. 1 w/o over expansion of office.
Alt. 1. Need calming near school & new residential
PP 2030. Recommend retail, commercial for high schoolers to go to during lunch after school,
etc. My kids & friends always complain nowhere to go.
Alt 2. Bike/Ped! Like residential in Walkable Important Alt 2. Near Schools.
Alt 1. Like idea of Linear Park.
Alt 2. Commercial none at Kelly/540, Holland/Humie Olive, Old US1/New Hill Olive
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Online Comments
I love the linear park idea!
I really like the linear park idea a but with Cool Pools and Peak Landing already approved, I’m
afraid that ship has sailed.
No high density housing or commercial business should even be considered because the
traffic problems on Humie Olive Road between the schools and route 1 have very serious
traffic issues. The town of Apex refuses to understand the traffic problems that affect people
going to work and students. Now we have added a middle school and eventually there will
be a high school. We need to consider the safety of these students. The free flowing lane
coming off of Evans road merging onto Humie Olive road going west is a danger to any
students who have to cross onto the island. To place any more cars onto that road is
inexplicable.
keep the area around Friendship residential. the current map has commercial areas
designated along Old US1. there is no reason to mix commercial & residential buildings in
Friendship
Alt 1 provides for park land- a much needed commodity in Apex
Another voice to back up comments already made by others. The infrastructure would not
accommodate commercial on Evans and would create potentially dangerous situations for
students/parents commuting back and forth to the schools...especially once the elementary
school completes the package with the middle and high schools.
Like the idea of creating a "village center" at the intersection of Old U.S. 1 & Humie Olive
Road. The commercial activities are clustered along the main artery and intersection, with
housing density decreasing as one moves away from this "village center". Have lived in
communities with this "village center" concept previously and have found it very appealing. It
is a small cluster within a larger community; in this case the Town of Apex. Do like the idea of a
linear park of some sort. Can never have enough parks. Would be nice if a park complex
somehow tied in with the local Friendship schools. Access to this center via non vehicular
ways is very important. Again, have lived in areas previously with excellent non vehicular
transportation options (trails, sidewalks, etc.) that made it pleasant to walk around the
neighborhood, to go to the store or a restaurant, without having to drive. We do need a
larger commercial base in Apex. Would greatly help in many ways including ease of access
to services and lowering, hopefully, of property taxes.
The area between Madison Creek Drive and the Middle school on the west side of Evans
should continue as currently planned for medium density residential. that is compatible with
the existing Madison at Evans Creek development just to the north of that area. Commercial
services should be clustered at the Neighborhood Commercial center at the intersection of
Hume Olive and Old Route 1.
Additional commercial opportunities will be needed in the area.
Sounds like a great idea. This is why the area off of 1 and Olive Humie should be the area
zoned for commercial. Suggest planners use common sense, continuity of design and
infrastructure, and keep the currently residential zoned areas on Evans Road as residential.
This is what the residents in my community want as evidenced in the signed petitions at the
last zoning change request.
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Online Comments
No commercial use area around the 2 schools on Humie Olive and Evans. Old US 1 and Humie
Olive intersection is a good area to maintain commercial use. Having commercial near the
schools and other neighborhoods along Humie Olive will create further congestion, noise and
light pollution in the residential areas surrounding the area.
I think the friendship area should be preserved for medium density residential in the Madison
creek area. Commercial development should remain in the Humie olive area, not to interfere
with the current housing developments in the area. More parks and greenways are appealing
for all of the residents in this area. It provides great support for all the children in the area too!
I do not want to see commercial services at the end of Evans Road across from Madison at
Evans Creek. There will already be enough traffic with the opening of the new middle school combine that with normal traffic of people going to work - and high school traffic. Keep
commercial services down towards the main highways. I am in support for medium density
residential and I like the idea of the linear park.
I prefer the Peak Plan 2030 which I believe will help preserve the historical integrity of the
Friendship Community! Commercial zones should be strictly observed so that residential
development does not enter and devalue the neighborhoods. We need to be careful that
traffic does not become a problem. Three school on Humie-Olive is enough traffic so keep the
commercial development up at the corner of Humie and Old US #1W
Like the idea of more bike-friendly along old US-1
Prefer more gradual transition, as shown in original plan, from currently existing housing on
Evans to high density/office space. Prefer Evans, which has high traffic in the morning, to not
have additional traffic from high density residences or offices located on the road. I do like the
addition of the park in the alternative plans
Please keep medium density near Humie Olive and Evans Dr- especially with three schools
concentrated in that area, there will be even more traffic and more pedestrians. Keep the
office/commercial growth closer to Old US 1
Please keep the medium density residential zoning near the schools and existing homes near
Evans Dr. Keep the commercial/business zoning closer to Old US 1 and Humie Olive.
we do not need commercial very close to newly developed residential on Evans. The area
across Hume Olive from the Middle School should stay residential
Please keep the area around the middle school as residential. From the Bella Casa pool to
Humie Olive on Evans Road should remain residential. I think medium density residential is
most appropriate but I would prefer low density. The intersection at Old US 1 and Humie Olive
is already commercial and that is as close to the schools that commercial buildings should be.
I am most concerned about the area from Madison Creek Dr. to Humie Olive on Evans Road.
Last school year the traffic was already unbearable in the morning and that was before the
middle school even opened. This area needs to remain strictly residential.
The current plan of medium density residential between Madison Creek Drive and the Middle
school should continue, keeping commercial development at the intersection of Hume Olive
and Old Route 1.
Additional commercial services will be needed in this area.
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Online Comments
It seems the same problem exists for all plans especially around the Middle, High School, and
the proposed Elementary Schools around Old U.S. 1 and Humie Olive Rds. The roads cannot
handle the heavy traffic now. You are creating a dangerous environment for school-aged
students (children), and future residents of developments that have even been completed on
Richardson Rd. Old U.S. 1 area was designed years ago and cannot accommodate 2018
traffic now. There is no $ to improve all these antiquated roadways. Commercial and highdensity housing is irresponsible. Just because this would generate $ for Apex should not be the
motivation for development. Just because (on paper) it works, does not mean that is good. It
seems there is always a desire to jam in development into areas that can handle
development prior to infrastructure being really able to sustain the headaches of "traffic" after
the finished product. MORE insight and vision of what these proposed building projects will
cause in the future must be given. It seems that the biggest problem has been and will
continue to be is the inability understand the future problems these proposals bring. Please
listen to the people who already experience the problems in these areas and their concerns
about future projects that WILL harm their peaceful existence. Please don't bow to the
almighty dollar. Apex is losing the character you once were so proud to boast. Think-ThinkThink how these developments/projects are actually destroying the community piece by
piece. You could simply say "No More."
The area around Apex Friendship High School is so congested already during the school hours;
now we have the new middle school opening. Soon there will be an elementary school also
that will add even more cars to thus area. In particular, the streets of concern are Evans Road
and Humie Olive Rd. I believe that Old Rt 1 and Humie Olive would be a better location for
commercial buildings due to less traffic. Evans Rd is not preferred due to the high number of
residential drivers from the schools here. I've watched too many high schoolers almost hit by
cars speeding down Humie Olive and Evans already and I'm scared for the students safety as
well.
The number of children and teenagers who walk to school from various neighborhoods on the
opposite side of Humie Olive should be considered priority one. Allowing commercial
development adjacent to or across the street from the school complex presents safety
concerns on multiple levels. Keep the commercial stuff near Old US1 as originally planned to
allow schoolchildren to get to / from school safely without having to dodge additional traffic
brought to the area with commercial development. School traffic is already taxing the roads,
creates backup on Humie Olive all the way to US1
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Focus Area F. Bosco
0%

Preferred Alternative (Online)
28%

Peak Plan 2030
45%

Alternative 1
Alternative 2
None of the above
28%

Total Responses: 29

In-Person Comments
Prefer Alt. 1
Prefer 1. Smells like garbage around here anyway, who would build a house here?
Alt 1. I like the notion of some specific areas focused on industrial & office.
PP 2030.
Alt 2. Too much LI [light industrial] on Alt1.
Online Comments
New Hill Holleman is difficult to navigate now. If commercial development is to take place, the
road needs to be upgraded before any new development is added.
Low-density residential is the best use for all land on Bosco due to the restrictions that already
exist due to wetlands.
Alt 2 better protects existing rural landowners.
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Focus Area G: Pleasant Park

Preferred Alternative
Peak Plan 2030
Alternative 1
50%
44%

None of the above
Total Responses: 34

In-Person Comments
No commercial development abutting park.
Like 2030 Plan. Keep med density housing south of park.
Prefer Alt 1. Mixed development near park would draw more visitors and better service
people already at park and area. Get people to spend more $ in Apex. Higher density
development would make park more inclusive.
2030. Don’t waste a park on commercial.
Yes. No Bridge over US1 to Pleasant Plains. There are still farms with horses and we don’t need
or want our neighborhood to become a thru street with heavy traffic.
Yes. No bridge on US 1 over Pleasant Plains Rd. this is a terrible plan.
Avoid Alternative 1. Keep it rural & protect our horse farms.
Yes. No Bridge over US1 to Pleasant Plains, there are working farms, and a lot of small children.
We already hear drag racing on US1 do not bring to Pleasant Plains. No Rezone South of
Pleasant Plains Park.
Yes. Bridge TO and Over Route 1 from Pleasant Plains Rd would destroy the Quaint
neighborhood that has been in place for over 30 years. No Rezone for South East side of
Pleasant Park. This is a low density neighborhood and should stay.
Alt 1. + Good use of land a 540/interchange
Alt 1. Need connections near park for people using
Neither. I like to office/commercial of Alt 1 but the full medium density of PP2030
Alt 1. Makes sense to concentrate non-res near 540.
Alt 1. Would prefer it to remain public.
Pedestrian & Bike access from Scotts Mill would be great
Build a Mountain Bike Trail here.
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In-Person Comments
This Park needs better exits. We know the train controls this but it is beside our neighborhood
&the traffic will be horrible once the park is finished.

Online Comments
There will need to be some commercial development around Pleasant Park for it to be used
to maximum benefit. Adding some medium/high density housing would also be important for
the park to be used for more than special events. Having commercial services will keep more
dollars in Apex and give visitors an opportunity to spend more time in and around the park.
Infrastructure needs to be put in place before future commercial or high density development
is approved.
This is an appropriate location for office/commercial
Alternative 2 is the best option to keep traffic on existing residential roads at a minimum. NO to
high density. Let’s keep the historic charm that we all love about Apex.

Focus Area H: Tingen
0%

Preferred Alternative
27%

Peak Plan 2030
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
3%

71%

None of the above
Total Responses: 109

In-Person Comments
Prefer Peak Plan 2030. Like the current plan for housing density and office. Don’t want higher
density around Salem Village. Keep it medium density with some Townhomes. Not higher than
Townhomes just don’t want it all to be condo apts. Keep more residential family feel. Some
apts okay just not too many.
Alt 1 but reducing high density residential with med to low density residential.
Alt 1. Good for high density.
1. Good spot for high density
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In-Person Comments
Prefer 2030. High density more appropriate along Salem to 540. Need bike/ped connection
from 540 future development to Downtown Salem.
Alt 2. I do not favor the higher density residential called for in Alt 1.
Alt 2. Need transition from med density to industrial O/E [office employment)
Alt. 2. Medium density or Medium High density is best for this area. The geography and space
and amenities are best served for Medium density.
PP 2030
Peak Plan 200. This area cannot be zoned as high density. The rails and proposed rails will stifle
traffic and decrease quality of life
Online Comments
I feel alternative 2 in minimizing the traffic
I prefer Alternative 2 to minimize impact of population and corresponding traffic increase
issues in our area.
Alternative 2 is more appropriate in minimizing the traffic and congestion issues involved with
increased residential zoning. Apex was voted #1 small town but may be in jeopardy of losing
this distinction with all of the proposed plans. Please keep Apex the peak of good living!
Alternative 1 has far too much high density residential planned for that amount of space.
Better to have a mix with HD closer to 540/1 with mixed use (including transit) around the
intersection. Is there enough of a demand for office space in Apex for that to be expanded?
Maybe if Veridea is ever completed?
Alternative 2 is the best plan for this area. Keeping the residential population lower will be
safest for pedestrians, current residents of Salem Village, and future residents of the areas to
be developed. The Salem Village streets were not constructed to be thoroughfares. Even with
parking only on one side of the neighborhood streets, two way traffic passage is already
dangerous and drivers must take turns. It will be essential to minimize the number of drivers on
these streets by limiting the number of residential options behind the neighborhood. Keeping
residential options in this area low, or medium/high at the most is important.
I agree with many of the other commenters, traffic impacts to current residents need to be
taken into consideration.
Prefer Alternative 2 to minimize impact of population increase and corresponding traffic issues
in our area in our specific neighborhood
Low density residential planning is more appropriate
Please no high density residential in this area! The roads are not ready for more traffic. Many
residents in this area purchased/built homes based on the towns 2030 plan. It’s disappointing
to even see the possibility of high density residential in this area. PLEASE highly consider the
impact on existing residents and the current infrastructure. More traffic will only equal
problems for the area in many ways, including the need to re-develop existing infrastructure
only costing residents more headache and tax $.
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Online Comments
Alternative 2 is currently the best approach for future development. The high density option on
Alternative 1 will increase traffic exponentially which is something current residents would like
to minimize.
Office and low residential make more sense
Alternative 1 has too much high density residential planning. Please keep residential zoning as
is.
Definitely Alternative 2. Our roads are not meant to manage through traffic for Alternative 1
Alternative 2 is the better option to minimize traffic and congestion issues.
We need low density residential
We have very little space when cars are parked on the road as is. If this area is a major
thoroughfare it will cause many traffic issues. Our roads aren’t wide enough. We need to
preserve our neighborhoods and their community feel.
No existing roads will be upgraded to thoroughfares, as these do not go through
neighborhoods in Apex. Padstone is already designated as a minor collector and James is
designated a major collector already. All other roads in this area not designated as minor
residential streets have yet to be built.
Concerned resident of Salem Village
Alternative 2 is the only option. We need to keep our neighborhoods safe. We are not built for
major collectors or future commuter rail stops. The other options would yield too many cars
with speed limits that are too fast. This would reduce the quality of life for Apex citizens.
The Peak Plan 2030 is better than Alternative 2 which extends the potential for office use along
the east side of Tingen all the way up to the intersection of the Peakway and Tingen. This is
directly across from the entrance to a single-family residential neighborhood. One other point:
the area surrounding Salem Village should be only medium-density residential. Additional
traffic due to high density residential is undesirable and is inconsistent with the land use in the
Salem Village area.
The existing 2030 plan keeps medium density housing and does not expand office/industrial
up to the intersection of Tingen and the Peakway.
Prefer minimal traffic congestion because of inadequate infrastructure like roads.
This alternative will result in less traffic and congestion in this neighborhood
Too much high density in alternative 1. The original plan will well fit the towns uses and growth.
No changes necessary.
my primary concern is the land use doesn't always align with the traffic updates. the Peakway
and S. Salem has many neighborhoods sitting so very close to them. the town should not have
let that occur. any mixed use and business should be channeled to 540 and US1
High volume housing is not appropriate for this area. Major connectors going around Salem
Village is irresponsible and will hurt families and future development options.
Alternative 2 the best option for our neighborhood.
Alt 2 would have a smaller incremental increase in the demands on Apex infrastructure
Please don’t make the James St. as a major collector since it would increase the traffic in
highly priced Salem Village Manors section thus reducing the property values
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Online Comments
Please do not make James St as major extension as this would impact the Salem Village
Manors home property values
Out of the three options, as a Salem Village resident I feel Alt 2 is the best choice as long as
the mixed use area is truly mixing residential and office and not trying to cram a ton of it in one
place (i.e. staking it on top of one another)
Need to minimize traffic in this area with school and residential. Will need to have speed
minimizing stop signs or road bumps on Apex Peakway to slow down speeders.
Alternative 2 is the best option to keep traffic on existing residential roads at a minimum. NO to
high density. Let’s keep the historic charm that we all love about Apex.
I’m choosing alternative 2 as it is the best of the plans. Too much traffic on the roads as it is
now. Adding high density housing will only make the problem worse.
I wonder if people replying to this question understand it. You ask, “Which alternative do you
prefer…? This suggests they should choose between Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. But Peak
Plan 2030 is also an option. Many of the comments suggest people are choosing between 1
and 2
Alternative 2 will have less traffic close to downtown Apex.
Low impact to the residential area preserving the quality of living for the current Apex
residents on the course of expansion
Alternative 2 has our vote with the promise of minimal traffic changes!
This area of Apex has been developed as low/medium density residential and I'd like to see it
stay this way. Given the increasing use of online business and home-based businesses, not sure
that there is demand for office space along Tingen. Not looking forward to more dry cleaners
and nail salons. So, while none of the alternatives thrill me, I'd prefer to remain with the initial
plan.
DO NOT rezone this area to high Density Residential. Too many houses Referring to 2 acres
2030 around Salem Village
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Focus Area I: Middle Creek North

Preferred Alternative
36%

Peak Plan 2030
Alternative 1

48%

Alternative 2
None of the above
Total Responses: 25
16%

In-Person Comments
Prefer Alt 2.
Prefer Peak Plan 2030
Alt. 2. Park!!! + office
Leave as is
PP 2030
Keep golf course or a park!
2030 Plan. Keep res uses on North side of Jessie Drive.
Online Comments
I like the idea of designating Knights Play as a park. I feel that it provides some protection if
Knights Play were to change hands or go under. I would like to see that area maintained as
some kind of open space.
Alt 2 adds park land with more appropriate adjacent land use.
I am a current land owner in Apex. Please extend the residential use along Jessie Drive further
west to where it intersects the proposed connection to Production Drive.

Rev. 9/18/2018

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 2 SUMMARY| 19

Focus Area J: Middle Creek South
8%

Preferred Alternative
29%

Peak Plan 2030
Alternative 1

29%

Alternative 2
None of the above
Total Responses: 24
33%

In-Person Comments
Eh, all are too crowded.
Like the density increases.
Alt. 1. Planning for a HS is a good idea.
Alt 1. + plan for High School
PP 2030
Alt 2. Minimize Non-Residential South of Jessie. Medium to Med-High for areas South.

Online Comments
School may be needed, but not with more dense residential added in a high traffic zone.
I can’t support any of these items unless they are developed after 1010 construction is
completed.
Peak Plan 2030 has less intensive residential development and thus lower demands on Apex
infrastructure.

Other Areas
In-Person Comments
Concerned about development along 1010? Center with future widening
89 acre plot – low density residential
Like the density increases.
More multiple use both Horizontal and Vertical
64 area/ old Jenks need Road Imp 1st
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Online Comments Regarding Castlewood
Apex needs to consider the prospect of a dense population with little green space. It is rare to
see changes in plans that overlay existing developments. Overlaying a dense plan on top of
an existing low density development like Castlewood is just wrong. This plan is not just about
land use of an undeveloped area it has serious impact on current resident’s lives and homes.
Castlewood is more than just a bunch of acres it is a community with families and friends.
The Castlewood community that would be most closely impacted is not typically made up of
transient residents that are just looking for a place to sleep and store their stuff while they’re
here. This is a community of folks who chose Castlewood as their forever home because of the
privacy and quiet nature of the area. A unique setting which includes horse pastures and an
old fashioned grass airstrip. It is qualities like these have contributed to Apex being considered
one of the finest home towns in the United States. Additional high density residential or
commercial enterprise will do little to maintain that perception.
Please change the land use map for Castlewood Subdivision to reflect "Low Density
Residential" …Which it actually is, and hopefully will remain for a long time.
I strongly disagree with your Land Use Plan concerning the Castlewood Subdivision and the
properties adjoining it. Castlewood is a peaceful, country-like retreat, adjacent to the busy
Highway 64 corridor. Your map indicates that Castlewood is currently medium density
residential, which I understand would accommodate up to six houses per acre. In reality,
Castlewood has an average lot size of two acres per dwelling so it seems very misleading that
you show it as medium density rather than the low density that it actually is. And your proposal
to allow high density residential/commercial directly adjacent to the Castlewood
neighborhood seems to be inconsistent with good land use planning. As has been
demonstrated each time an attempt is made to plan subdivisions next to us, our roads were
not built for any kind of increased volume of traffic, and without sidewalks you can see
residents at all time of day taking walks and walking our dogs in the streets. I ask that you
reconsider this proposal and instead consider the extreme negative impact it would have on
our quality of life here in the Castlewood neighborhood.
To consider changing half a subdivision with an acre plus properties to high density with only a
few weeks notice seems fishy. Castlewood residents didn’t ask for the change. Do we really
need to be zoned for a massive amount of condos up against 64? Sounds like you have plans
for my property I don’t know about.
THIS IS MORE THAN JUST AN ABSTRACT HYPOTHETICAL PLAN, IT HAS REAL IMPACTS
Some may say this is only a general plan for the future, but plans can become a self-fulfilling
prophecy. Such plans can attract and smooth the way for approving higher intensity
development. In turn this changes the character of an existing, low density neighborhood. It
doesn't take much to start this cycle and tear neighborhoods apart. The proposed plan/map
change undercuts the long-term viability of an existing neighborhood.
CASTLEWOOD IS ALREADY SHOWN AT TOO HIGH A DENSITY ON THE CURRENT LAND USE MAP
The current land use map shows all of Castlewood as being medium density (maximum of 6
dwellings per acre), even though the neighborhood is built out with an average lot size of two
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Online Comments Regarding Castlewood
acres and a minimum lot size of one acre. Well guess what -- Castlewood is still here, more
than halfway through the lifespan of the current land use map. If Apex cares about
protecting existing neighborhoods, the map should be changed to reflect this reality. The
land use map designation for Castlewood should be low density rather than medium density.
Maybe this doesn't agree with someone's vision of how the land in our neighborhood should
best be developed -- but it's wrong to cram this vision down property owners' throats. In fact
to do so is a taking of our quality of life and property values. Being "consistent with the land
use map" goes a long way in obtaining staff support and rezoning approval, and is bait for
developers. If someone wants to bulldoze our neighborhood, they should have a high bar to
clear, including revising the land use map at the same time a rezoning is requested.
NO TRANSITION BETWEEN THE ADJACENT EXISTING RURAL RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD
There is no transition of low density residential shown between the western side of Castlewood
and the proposed medium/high density residential, office, commercial area on the eastern
half. This type of transition was included in the Advance Apex 2045 plan under alternatives
proposed for land along highway 64 west of highway 55.
IGNORES WATERSHED, FLOODPLAIN, AND WETLANDS
The proposed plan change ignores the need to protect the Beaver Creek watershed,
including floodplain and wetlands, that lie within Castlewood. It will attract high density
development with a high amount of impervious surface to a sensitive location.
GENERATES MORE TRAFFIC PROBLEMS
The proposed plan change ignores the large volume in traffic this would generate on already
over-burdened Old Jenks Road and Davis Drive.
THE PROPOSED MAP CHANGE IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE UDO
There are some nice words at the front of the UDO about its purpose to implement the land
use map and “promote and protect the public health, safety, peace, comfort, and general
welfare of the citizens and residents of Apex and its extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ).” The UDO
further states that the UDO, and by extension the Land Use Map, should “PROTECT AND
IMPROVE the established small-town character of Apex and the SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
STABILITY of the EXISTING RESIDENTIAL, commercial and other land uses within the Town.” If the
UDO is used to implement the proposed land use map change for the Castlewood
subdivision, then it is in direct opposition to its stated purpose.
WRONG FOR THE GATEWAY TO APEX
Apex rejected a proposal for a large car dealership on part of the land for which the map
changes are proposed. Castlewood residents, as well as the nearby school, actually
supported this proposal because it would generate much less traffic, light pollution and other
impacts, and also produce full-time jobs. The developer worked with adjacent residents to
address concerns, and was willing to go beyond what is usual to mitigate potential impacts.
The proposed development was rejected in part because it was "wrong for the gateway to
Apex" -- meaning for people who are briefly driving by. How can higher intensity
development that generates more traffic now be considered a positive change in the land
use map? Is more chain retail and another high density, mass-graded subdivision what Apex
wants for its gateway?
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Online Comments Regarding Castlewood
THE PROPOSED MAP CHANGE IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE UDO
There are some nice words at the front of the UDO about its purpose to implement the land
use map and "promote and protect the public health, safety, peace, comfort, and general
welfare of the citizens and residents of Apex and its extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ)." The UDO
further states that the UDO, and by extension the Land Use Map, should "PROTECT AND
IMPROVE the established small-town character of Apex and the SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
STABILITY of the EXISTING RESIDENTIAL, commercial and other land uses within the Town." If the
UDO is used to implement the proposed land use map change for the Castlewood
subdivision, then it is in direct opposition to its stated purpose.
WHY SINGLE OUT CASTLEWOOD -- AN EXISTING NEIGHBORHOOD -- FOR THIS TREATMENT?
All of the proposed changes to the land use map cover only 20% of the planning area, and
the remainder of the map will remain unchanged. Given that only a limited number of areas
are proposed for change, it is mind-boggling that an existing rural residential neighborhood
has been singled out with surgical precision for higher intensity development -- and without
consulting affected property owners! This is a direct assault on the quality of life and property
values in our neighborhood.
All of these comments refer to a change in the land use map designation for 161 acres
located north of highway 64, south of Old Jenks Road, and west of Davis Drive. This includes
the eastern portion of the existing Castlewood subdivision.
The proposed change to the land use map covers 13 existing rural residential homes and also
changes the classification of land immediately adjacent to another 9 existing rural residential
homes a total of nearly half the homes in Castlewood. None of the homeowners were
consulted regarding this proposal.
The proposed change in the 2045 Apex Land Use Map will have a severe negative impact on
the viability of the Castlewood neighborhood and should be dropped.
It would be more appropriate if the 2045 Land Use Map was changed to show all of
Castlewood as Low Density rather than Medium Density. This would be a sign of the Town’s
long term commitment to the future of our neighborhood, and existing neighborhoods in
general. Castlewood is a true neighborhood - not a string of lots along a road passing
through, waiting for a developer to pick them off one by one.
This comment is aimed at your "Other Proposed Changes" I was shocked to find out that
"Castlewood Subdivision" is already shown as medium density on the land use maps and that
parts of the map including parts of Castlewood is proposed to be HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL,
OFFICE OR COMMERCIAL USE. This is ridiculous and will affect the already affected quality of
life that our neighborhood is trying to enjoy. I agree that Apex needs to be planning well into
the future, but this type of development is certainly not consistent with its adjoining areas and
certainly not consistent with protecting the homeowners of Castlewood. I know that this is not
a zoning change, but I have already been personally affected by revised land use maps and
there ability to affect the value of your property. The land use maps do need updating, but in
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Online Comments Regarding Castlewood
the other direction, it needs to be low density development. You have plenty of other places
to cram people into Apex without killing the quality of life and property values of 30 year
residents. I am also skeptical of how you showed this proposed land use map change. It was
almost hidden in the "Other" section without any attention or explanations that the other
proposals received.
I am absolutely opposed to the changes affecting the Castlewood neighborhood.
While the planning map is conjecture at this point, it will make it easier for high intensity
development to target the Castlewood neighborhood for future development. Just
publishing this will discourage home buyers from considering a home in Castlewood. These
plans smooth the way for developers to force out residential properties and replace them with
commercial or high density development.
Furthermore, I take issue with your current map. Castlewood lot sizes average two acres, with
a one acre minimum. Many lots are much larger. The current zoning for Castlewood should
be low density. There were covenants created and on file when the subdivision was created
that restrict what can be built on the lots. Apex should not consider zoning changes that
would over-ride those covenants.
The changes proposed in the land use map will reduce property values and limit a
homeowner's ability to sell their property. My first residence was in a small town, and the
zoning was changed from residential to a commercial zoning. At the time, I was young and
was not aware of the implications of the zoning change. The change cost me money and
caused many headaches. When a property is out of compliance with the zoning, you cannot
finance it with a conventional Fannie Mae and Freddy Mac mortgage. Furthermore, when a
property is out of compliance with the zoning, there are limits on expanding the residence,
building a detached garage, or making a variety of home improvements. There can be
other restrictions on properties out of compliance with the zoning, such as the ability to rebuild
in the event of a fire. When I relocated to Apex, I was unable to sell my first home due to
issues encountered with obtaining financing. Rather than take a loss, I converted it to a rental.
If my rental house burns and suffers damage equal to more than 40% of its value, I can't rebuilt
as a residence.
I have many other concerns, and most of those will be addressed by other Castlewood
residents. I want to add that I am furious at the way this proposal was handled. As best as I
can tell, nobody in Castlewood was informed of the changes to the proposed land use maps.
The proposed changes are hidden in the Other category, and comments to these changes
are not visible in the Advance Apex comments document on-line. I get the feeling that
someone has their eye on Castlewood and is trying to sneak the zoning change into the
planning map to smooth the way for future zoning changes. It is a slimy way to do business.
The proposed changes in and around Castlewood subdivision would create a mess, not to
mention affecting the quality of life for its residents. Adding additional high density housing
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Online Comments Regarding Castlewood
and/or commercial and office space to an already over crowded 64 is not only unwelcome
but dangerous, not to mention the additional traffic and stress it would put on Jenks Road and
Davis Drive. Also, what will happen with the protection of the Beaver Creek watershed? The
proposed plan change doesn't protect the Beaver Creek watershed and wetlands in
Castlewood. It also seems as the majority of changes proposed will have a direct affect on
the same section of Apex. Considering residents of Castlewood were not made aware of
proposed changes and the 2 week period to comment was during summer vacations and the
start of the school year, the board should not approve these changes.
RE: 64/Castlewood/Cox Airfield - 161 acre proposal:
Your proposal of land development of 161 acres in Castlewood and adjoining Castlewood,
including Cox Airfield is in no way compatible with the current low-density, RURAL
neighborhood that currently exists. You are proposing High Density Residential, Office
Employment, Commercial Service? 161 acres and you have buried it on page 6 in "Other?"
Have you considered the TRAFFIC impact? Apex has become so congested that it's first
priority should be infrastructure instead of more development!
I object to the Land Use Map Draft Recommendations in regard to changes proposed for my
subdivision, Castlewood. It is so wrong that it makes me think that someone made a clumsy
mistake with a Magic Marker!
The proposed changes run contrary to the Town's Unified Development Ordinance. It runs
roughshod over the Beaver Creek watershed. It does not mesh with the NC Department of
Transportation US64/NC49 Corridor plan.
Please reject any thoughts of zoning changes which affect Castlewood and its neighboring
lands.
Although it is introduced and shown as a proposal and for future development, I have firsthand experience of how this can affect the value of my property. I lost the sale of a property
owned by my family in the area because the proposed buyer looked at future land use maps
and determined that he did not want to own the property due to its future proposed use.
These maps have real effects on the current and future use of the property and what you are
proposing is not at all consistent with properties already in the area.
Your current land use map shows Castlewood as being medium density (maximum of 6
dwellings per acre). Even the current land use maps have been drawn to potentially
contribute to the tax base of Apex with no regard for the current use. Have you even been to
Castlewood and looked at the area you will be affecting. Castlewood is has average lot size
of two acres and a minimum lot size of one acre. I believe if any of you lived here, you would
understand the beauty and uniqueness of our neighborhood. It is the beauty and uniqueness
of the neighborhood that brought us to move and stay in the neighborhood. Most of
Castlewood residents have been here from 10-30 years and most that have moved , moved
because they aged out or passed away. If Apex cares about protecting existing
neighborhoods, the map should be changed to reflect this reality. The land use map
designation for Castlewood should be low density rather than medium density. Maybe this
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Online Comments Regarding Castlewood
doesn't agree with someone's vision of how the land in our neighborhood should best be
developed -- but it's wrong to cram this vision down property owners' throats.
Traffic in this area has already become a nightmare, and the DOT and Town of Apex has not
shown in the past that they can plan neighborhoods and development without causing
hazardous traffic zones. I have already been in an accident trying to get onto HWY 64 east
from HWY 55 when the person three cars in front of me slammed on brakes because a car
can screaming up on HWY 64E and cut in front of them in an attempt to get in line at the
private school. Apex needs to take seriously the product they have to offer. We don’t have to
take just any kind of development. The traffic considerations for this development failed
miserably. We need to make transitions between commercial and residential gradual. There is
no transition of low density residential shown between the western side of Castlewood and the
proposed medium/high density residential, office, commercial area on the eastern half.
Please come down and take a look at the watershed, floodplain and wetlands your proposed
plans ignore. The proposed plan change ignores the need to protect the Beaver Creek
watershed, including floodplain and wetlands, that lie within Castlewood. It will attract high
density development with a high amount of impervious surface to a sensitive location. We
currently have Cranes, Horned Owls, Hawks and Wild Rabbits as well as other of the more
common wildlife in these wetlands. These animals do not create any problems with HWY 64
and are a pleasure for the kids and adults alike to view and learn about.
Apex has a small town image to uphold. We should not want to be just like everybody else.
Life is too short to ignore the quality of life of those who moved here because of what it was.
We know that progress (?) is inevitable but do it smartly and with a proper consideration of all
involved not just to increase our tax base. In all of my years of living in the greater Raleigh Area
have I ever seen a property tax reduction in spite of the huge increase in the tax base. All your
p[proposal will do for current residents is ignore the large volume in traffic this would generate
on already over-burdened Old Jenks Road and Davis Drive.
I think your hearts are in the right place and there are some nice words at the front of the UDO
about its proposal to implement the land use map and "promote and protect the public
health, safety, peace, comfort, and general welfare of the citizens and residents of Apex and
its extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ)." I can’t, for the life of me, figure out how this proposal will
promote or protect any of those well-meaning benefits to the residents of Castlewood or the
surrounding areas.
WHY SINGLE OUT CASTLEWOOD -- AN EXISTING NEIGHBORHOOD -- FOR THIS TREATMENT?
All of the proposed changes to the land use map cover only 20% of the planning area, and
the remainder of the map will remain unchanged. Given that only a limited number of areas
are proposed for change, it is mind-boggling that an existing rural residential neighborhood
has been singled out with surgical precision for higher intensity development -- and without
consulting affected property owners! This is a direct assault on the quality of life and property
values in our neighborhood.
We strongly disagree with your Land Use Plan concerning the Castlewood Subdivision and the
properties adjoining it. Castlewood is a peaceful, country-like retreat, adjacent to the busy
Highway 64 corridor. Your map indicates that Castlewood is currently medium density
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residential, which I understand would accommodate up to six houses per acre. In reality,
Castlewood has an average lot size of two acres per dwelling so it seems very misleading that
you show it as medium density rather than the low density that it actually is.
And your proposal to allow high density residential/commercial directly adjacent to the
Castlewood neighborhood seems to be inconsistent with good land use planning.
As has been demonstrated each time an attempt is made to plan subdivisions next to us, our
roads were not built for any kind of increased volume of traffic, and without sidewalks you can
see residents at all time of day taking walks – and walking our dogs – in the streets.
We ask that you reconsider this proposal and instead consider the extreme negative impact it
would have on our quality of life here in the Castlewood neighborhood.
Your proposal of land development of 161 acres in Castlewood and adjoining Castlewood,
including Cox Airfield is in no way compatible with the current low-density, RURAL
neighborhood that currently exists. You are proposing High Density Residential, Office
Employment, Commercial Service? 161 acres and you have buried it on page 6 in "Other?"
Have you considered the TRAFFIC impact? Apex has become so congested that it's first
priority should be infrastructure instead of more development!

Context Areas






Intent: Allowed attendees to review context areas and learn about how they influence
multimodal recommendations.
Description: A roadway context map and a board describing the four context area
definitions and characteristics was provided to help participants better understand what
the look and feel of each corridor might be like when fully implemented. Attendees were
asked if they had comments or questions about this material.
Outcome: The exercise gathered input on the context areas and how it will influence
transportation decisions. Participants were asked to leave comments on the map or on a
flip chart.
Key Takeaways: Based on public review, the context map does not appear to require
further modifications. Comments noting specific bicycle and pedestrian connections will
be considered in the bicycle and pedestrian project recommendations.

Comments
Map Comments
Preserve bicycle access* or gateways to rural roads, e.g. Old US 1, Tingen (*groups of cyclists)
Sidewalks to schools from all parts of base area (AES, AMS, AHS)
Connect neighborhoods to downtown with greenway
Higher density inside Peakway
Need more greenway/ped connections serving transit-oriented development near Salem
Village
Rev. 9/18/2018

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 2 SUMMARY| 27

Bike higher priority in suburban
Bike path to Pleasant Park
Between parks and downtown mixed-use roads/lanes

Other Comments
Golf carts in town?
Can I ride horses on the bike paths (like the ATT)?
Downtown parking improvements
Improve bike access from Olive Chapel Rd. to ATT. Increase visibility when crossing Olive
Chapel Rd. or ATT
Improve bike facilities along New Hill, Olive Chapel and New Hill Holleman
Improve access on Old US 1. Maintain bike access on Woods Creek
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Roadways









Intent: Allowed attendees to review draft roadway recommendations and offer feedback
to the project team.
Description: Participants viewed a roadway recommendations map displaying
thoroughfare, collector, local, and intersection/interchange recommendations. Attendees
were asked to weigh in on the recommendations. They were asked for any comments or
potential edits. Pens, markers, and Post-It notes were provided to encourage participants
to be specific. Facilitators provided background on how the recommendations were
formed and how previous public input influenced the information being displayed when
asked about specific recommendations.
Attendees were also asked to provide insight into their top three highest priority projects
within the roadway recommendations, which were noted on the handout. A list of projects
with funding currently assigned was provided to encourage respondents to focus on other
areas.
Outcome: This exercise provided the opportunity to receive specific feedback on
recommendations. All comments are being considered, with emphasis on areas with
multiple comments. Additionally, the priority project component helps inform the next step
in the planning process.
Key Takeaways:
 Generally, there were more online responses versus in-person.
 The top priority projects according to comments received can be found in the
following table, note that specific instructions were provided not to list funded
projects, but some responders did list those projects. Requests to reclassify the
designation of a street or remove roadways from the plan are not listed in the table
of priority projects:

Project

Frequency in
“Top 3” Priorities

New location/Extension Projects
Apex Peakway Southwest extension
Apex Peakway Southeast extension

2
2

Apex Peakway general

5

Jessie Drive widening and new location from NC 55 to Ten
Ten
NC 540 extension
Widening and Corridor Improvement Projects

Funded
Unfunded
Partially
funded

3

Unfunded

6

Funded

NC 55 – unspecified termini

16

US 64 corridor upgrade
Ten Ten Rd
Jenks Rd
Wimberly Rd

6
3
1
1
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Project
Salem Street/Davis Drive from downtown Apex to Cary limits
Intersection Improvements
Jenks/Richardson interchange with US 64
Olive Chapel Rd/Apex BBQ realignment
Beaver Creek/Kelly Rd roundabout
Jenks Rd/Kelly Rd intersection
Complete roundabout at Old US 1 and New Hill Olive
Chapel
Jenks Rd/Green Level Church Rd
Add left turn lane from east bound Apex BBQ Road onto
north bound Kelly Rd (in front of new fire station)
Other Priority Projects
Apex BBQ Bridge Replacement
Remove Parking on Salem St to widen sidewalks
Synchronized signal system

Frequency in
“Top 3” Priorities
1

Status
Unfunded

3
2
1
1

Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded

1

Unfunded

1

Unfunded

1

Unfunded

1
1
1

Funded
Unfunded
Unfunded

Comments
Roadway Priorities for Projects not Currently Funded- Priority 1 Projects (In-Person)
Interchange at Jenks Rd & Hwy 64
NC 55 Widening
Ten Ten Widening
Mt. Olive
US 64 Corridor Upgrade
Apex Peakway
Apex Peakway Southeast
Light on Hughes and 55 takes forever! Will it be worse w/ 55 widening? Or better?
Roadway Priorities for Projects not Currently Funded- Priority 1 Projects (Online)
Remove parking from downtown to widen sidewalks and allow bike lanes.
Complete US 64 project while maintaining access to Shepherd’s Vineyard as a pedestrian and
local crossing
55 widening
Please reduce James St from Major to Minor. This will not reduce the prices of Manors at Salem
Village homes but also increased the risk and danger to the young families with kids from the
nearby homes.
My number one priority is reducing James Street to a minor collector. It was originally planned
to be a minor collector but was changed by the council in an ill-conceived decision. The
roadways are too small and will have a direct impact on school traffic. This designation will not
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Roadway Priorities for Projects not Currently Funded- Priority 1 Projects (Online)
provide a safe environment for the dozens of children who live within the neighborhoods of
Salem Village. Reinstate James Street as a minor collector
Reinstate James Street as a minor collector. The town council changed the status from minor
to major, and it was a huge mistake. This change from minor to major in dangers school traffic
as well as residential children and families. This road is far too close to existing homes to allow
speeds that high and no means to put speed bumps in place.
NC55 widening
Apex Peakway Southwest Connector
NC 540 Southeast Extension!! With all the development in West Apex rush hour is becoming as
bad as all the areas we all moved away from to escape the traffic. Hopefully, completing the
540 would help ease some of the traffic that is currently on US 1 between Apex and Cary.
Complete Apex Peakway Southeast Connector
Complete the Peakway (southeast) including four-landing throughout. This could ease
congestion on Williams St and elsewhere
Realign Olive Chapel Road and Apex Barbeque Road intersection: Fix the skew and curve,
add left turn lane from WB Olive Chapel to Apex BBQ, create two lanes on Apex BBQ road at
the intersection (one for right turning vehicles, the other for left turning vehicles).
Widen Ten Ten Road to multi-lanes from Apex Peakway in Apex to Kildaire Farm Road in Cary.
They are looking for priorities over than those listed above.
US 55 widening. I travel across town a few times a day for almost 20 years and that road is so
overdue. Widening the bridge under the rail road tracks on 55 or connecting the Peakway
nearby would do so much to help congestion on other roads too.
Apex barbeque road bridge replacement
Apex BBQ Road and Olive Chapel need traffic lights at multiple locations. Add right hand turn
lanes like on 55 on Peakway
NC 540 Southeast Extension by a LONG SHOT.
Reduce James street to a minor collector
Remove parking along Salem Street in the downtown area to widen sidewalks for more
outdoor cafes/restaurants. Remove parking on one side of the road if easy access to local
stores is a consideration. Look to divert traffic from downtown area to create a low-traffic
environment. Develop parking behind stores and long railroad track instead.
Figure out how to add a roundabout at Beaver Creek and Kelly Road- a stop light will only
back up rush hour traffic over the US 64 bridge and cause grid lock in both directions. I heard
that intersection is too small but that is nonsense- you can have a small roundabout that still
works.
Complete Jessie Drive from NC 55 to Ten Ten Road
Apex needs a synchronized signal system to maximize efficiency
Complete Jessie Drive from NC 55 to Ten Ten Road. Also four lane the entire Peakway and
raise the speed limit.
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Roadway Priorities for Projects not Currently Funded- Priority 2 Projects (In-Person)
Widen Jenks Rd to 3 or more lanes
Jenks & Kelly Rd intersection
Richardson to Jenks to Rt. 1
NC 540 SE Extension (2)
NC 55 Widening
US 64 Corridor Upgrades
Light on Salem and 55 also takes forever. Any way to help this?
Roadway Priorities for Projects not Currently Funded- Priority 2 Projects (Online)
Educate the community on the full law concerning pedestrians and crosswalks. The burden is
more on pedestrians using common sense rather than on motorists. This issue is going to get
worse over time if steps aren’t taken now.
I have had cars turn left into me when I had the walk sign. Too many drivers don’t pay
attention.
Apex has allowed too many developers to build on and across roads that will become much
larger and very busy. For example, Salem Village is split across the Peakway with the
community pool on the Peakway. As this grows, half of the neighborhood will have to cross a 4
lanes Parkway. A better assessment of neighborhoods and traffic calming devices when the
roads/cut through change.
Salem Street/Davis Drive widening from downtown to Cary line, allowing for bike
lanes/sharrows and pedestrian access.
Apex Peakway southwest connector
Peakway needs to be finished
NC 55 Widening
US 64 corridor upgrades
Complete Peakway project including sidewalks to hook into existing greenway system in Apex
and Cary
Complete Jessie Drive from NC 55 to Ten Ten Road
NC 540 Southeast Extension
US 64/Jenks Road/Richardson Road interchange
Widen NC 55 to multi-lanes from US 1 to Olive Chapel Road

Roadway Priorities for Projects not Currently Funded- Priority 3 Projects (In-Person)
Widen Wimberly to 3 lanes
Peakway
NC 55 Widening
US 64
Apex Peakway
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Roadway Priorities for Projects not Currently Funded- Priority 3 Projects (Online)
NC 540 southeast extension
Ten Ten needs to be widened
NC 55 widening
NC 55 widening
Complete roundabout at Old US 1 and New Hill Olive Chapel
Add left turn lane from EB Apex BBQ Road onto NB Kelly Rd (in front of new fire station)
Upgrade 64 from Laura Duncan in Apex to US 1 in Cary

Roadway Additional Comments (In-Person)
Apex & Cary growth burdens ETJ roads and existing neighborhoods - consideration must be
given to these areas
Thought into design at the Jenks Roberts Rd area- cut through existing neighborhoods raises
safety issues and unnecessary use
Please! NO THROUGH 18-WHEELERS ON PEAKWAY!! ENFORCE EXHAUST / "JAKE" BRAKE
PROHIBITION!!
It is essential that speed on the Peakway is a consideration as the SW connector is completed.
Coming down off of the bridge into Salem Village will be extremely dangerous and speeds will
reach deadly levels if something is not done to slow down the cars. A roundabout? A light?
I think in 5 years there will be total grid lock in this part of Wake County
Finish Peakway.
Pleasant Plains bridge is good
Peakway has the right of way far too long at stoplights during non-peak times
Encourage the state to add a lane in the center of US 64 vs. on the South side which
negatively impacts homes on the N. side of Knollwood
more parking for downtown Salem St
Concern: Center St congestion evening West of US1 ramp. Entering US 1 from the West
How are you going to widen 55 underneath the RR pass?
Widening 55 under RR?
looking good
proposed 6 lane "Super Road" on Hwy 55 does not really alleviate traffic - see Holly Springs

Roadway Additional Comments (Online)
Reduce Padstone Drive in Salem Village to a local connector from a collector road.
Padstone Drive in the Salem Village community already has issues with speeding. There are
many families with young children who live on this street. Community amenities are also
located on Padstone. Changing this residential street to a local connector would only make
the street more unsafe for the families who live there. Please reduce Padstone Drive to a
neighborhood connector to keep these families safe.
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Roadway Additional Comments (Online)
Padstone is a residential street lined with houses, children and community amenities like our
pool, soccer field and basketball court. Speeding is already an issue. Please downgrade
Padstone Dr. from a collector to a neighborhood connector out of respect for the residents
who call home.
I live in Salem Village and in seeing these plans, I am very concerned that streets in this
neighborhood will become pass through and short cut streets. James Street was not made to
be a major collector given how close those homes are to the street. Padstone already has
speeding issues on a stretch where almost 70 kids live. These are neighborhoods Apex
permitted to be built without traffic consideration. Padstone should not be a minor collector
OR if it remains so, calming devices have to be permitted on minor collector streets.
Reduce Padstone Drive in Salem Village to a local connector road. There is already a lot of
speeding and unsafe driving on Padstone Drive.
Please complete the Peakway ASAP. A good plan is no good until completed!
What plans are in place to fix the road under Old US1? Every time it is repaved, it quickly
develops cracks in the exact same places.
Overall the recommendations look good. Some suggestions: A roundabout would work well at
Apex Barbeque Road and Evans Road, especially with the amount of turning vehicles at this
location (given the proximity to the Friendship schools at the other end of Evans and the
Nature Park). If ever warranted, a traffic signal should not be installed at this intersection when
a roundabout would likely work just as well, if not better. In general, on collector-type roads,
roundabouts should be installed before traffic signals if appropriate. NCDOT will likely fund
many of the major roadway projects when warranted (widening US 64 to 6 lanes, widening US
1 to 6 lanes, US 1/NC 55 interchange, US 64/NC 751 interchange).
Pedestrian safety and connectivity needs to be a priority
Make Padstone a local connector, PLEASE!
Consider more roundabouts at main intersections to replace lights. Roundabouts keep traffic
moving and are more efficient in moving traffic volume. Use multi-lane roundabouts where
needed to separate through-traffic from traffic turning onto local streets. Look to European
traffic constructions for examples.
Traffic lights are needed very badly at each end of Salem Church Road. The danger to
everyone will increase as the two new developments are filled with residents.
Please post maps with property lines on them, so that property owners can tell where
proposed roads will run in relation to their land. There are several roads that appear to go
through existing houses and split land parcels.
I was told that owners of homes along the west side of Kelly Rd. can expect to lose 15-20 feet
of their property for an eventual widening project. Apparently the town made a mistake with
the original right of ways. I don’t think that 20 longtime taxpaying residents that had nothing to
do with the decision making for the subdivision should have to sacrifice their home values for a
town mistake. This mistake was told to me by a town employee. I am sorry this error was made
but I don’t feel we should be penalized for the towns mistake.
Green Level Church & Jenks Road. Please make the intersection of Jenks Rd, Green Level
Church and Kelly a priority. A Roundabout would be a wonderful solution!
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Roadway Additional Comments (Online)
[Referencing Pleasant Plains area] 2045 map has road going thru middle of my property. This
road is carried over to sidewalks map and bike map. The road needs to shift South to bottom
of property lines instead of going thru the middle. Flood maps of the area are outdated. I
have lived here since 1991 and flooding did occur when 2 lane US1 was in place as the
drainage pipe under the road was too small. With construction of 540 ramps, the State added
two very large pipes (big enough to drive cars through) and the area no longer floods.
Moving the road to bottom of property lines will give may more properties access to the road.
Thanks!
Please four lane Green Level Church ASAP! Thanks!

Flip Chart Comments
NO!! Pleasant Plains Bridge to US 1
STOP! US1 Bridge
No bridge US 1 to Pleasant Plains
Stop bridge from US 1 to Pleasant Plains
No bridge from US 1 to Pleasant Plains
No bridge. Pleasant Plains will be a speedway
No bridge from US 1 to Pleasant Plains
Yes to Pleasant Plains bridge
Stop concrete islands or acquire enough land to maintain a wide lane
La Cocina – left turn on Lake Pine Drive dangerous median

Map Comments
Finish the Peakway (Apex Barbecue Rd and Apex Pkwy)
This Peakway connector needs a roundabout to slow down traffic on the Peakway at
James/Peakway
There was a motion passed in 2017 to consider a new designation of James Street. The
designation would replace the current major collector. What is the status?
Horton Way continue
Look at alignment (between Beckwith and Wimberly Rds)
Look at this floodway. Developed (north of Olive Chapel Rd and West of Kelly Rd)
Where is the town considering a new classification for James Street? The designation would
replace the existing major collector status.
Substandard narrow bridge near Apex Friendship HS on Apex Barbecue Rd
Match existing to “future” local connector (area along Apex Peakway north of Padstone Dr
and south of S. Salem St)
Reduce Padstone Dr to local connector. It’s a residential street with lots of homes/kids and
amenity center. This would be consistent with the rest of town
Consider interchange spacing (between Veridea Pkwy and Apex Town Square Blvd)
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Map Comments
Please evaluate a different alignment between Wimberly Road and Green Level Church
Road. In order to preserve more of my property where there is currently a proposed subdivision
design. The potential road through our property cuts “straight through” (“stubbing” on the
easternmost border) as opposed to curving northward half-way across as shown on the
Town’s conceptual drawing. That northward curve would effectively abolish three potential
lots, something we’d fervently hope to avoid. So if indeed we can work and partner with the
Town to ensure a satisfactory concept for both parties that would be excellent!
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Pedestrians








Intent: Allowed attendees to review draft pedestrian facility recommendations and offer
feedback to the project team.
Description: Participants viewed a pedestrian facility recommendations map displaying
sidewalk, sidepath, and greenway facilities. Sidepath and greenway facilities were
reflected both on the pedestrian and bicycle facility recommendations maps using
identical symbology. Attendees were asked to weigh in on the recommendations. They
were asked for any comments or potential edits. Colored dots, markers, and Post-It notes
were provided to encourage participants to be specific. Facilitators provided background
on how the recommendations were formed and how previous public input influenced the
information being displayed when asked. This station was located in proximity to the Apex
Bike Plan table so participants could get a more holistic look at non-motorized travel
recommendations.
Attendees were also asked to provide insight into their top three highest priority projects
within the pedestrian facility recommendations, which were noted on the handout.
Outcome: This exercise provided the opportunity to receive specific feedback on
recommendations. All comments will be considered, with particular emphasis on areas
with multiple comments. Additionally, the priority project component will help inform the
next step in the planning process.
Key Takeaways:
 Generally, there were more online responses versus in-person.
 The top priority projects according to comments received can be found in the
following table, note that specific instructions were provided not to list funded
projects, but some responders did list those projects.

Project Prioritization Exercise Results
New location/Extension Projects
Salem Street sidepaths and sidewalks
 Apex Peakway to Apex Barbecue Road
 Apex Peakway to Kelly Road
 Widen sidewalks in downtown Apex
 Apex Peakway to downtown Apex
Olive Chapel Road sidepath/sidewalk and wide outside
lanes
 Apex Peakway to Kelly Road
 Woodridge to ATT
 Connections to ATT
 Apex Barbecue Road to ATT
Hunter Street
 W Williams Street to Laura Duncan Road
 NC 55 to Community Center
 N Salem Street to Ambergate Station
Scotts Mill
 To downtown Apex/grocery store
 Scotts Mill to Apex Nature Park (2)
Rev. 9/18/2018

Frequency in “Top
3” Priorities

Status

Unfunded
6

Unfunded
5

Unfunded
3
Partially funded
3
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James Street to Downtown Apex

Frequency in “Top
3” Priorities
2

Kelly Road to ATT

2

Tingen Road sidepaths and bike lanes
Old US 1linear park and wide outside lanes
Beaver Creek Greenway
James Street
Salem Village
 To a greenway
 To Apex Middle School
Kelly Road

2
2
2
2

Apex Barbecue Road
Green Level Church Road
Lake Pine Drive near Apex Community Park
Olive Chapel Road/Hunter Street from Spring Arbor Ct to
Apex Community Center bike lanes
Milano Avenue sidepath
Hunter Street Park to Apex Jaycee Park
Hunter Street Park to Apex Community Park
Laura Duncan Road
E Williams Street
Greenway connections in Tingen Road land use area to
Pleasant Park and the rest of town
Apex Peakway
 Sidepath along the new overpass
 Tingen Road to S Salem St
Ragan Road trail
Hammocks Beach Trail
ATT to Harris Lake County Park
Humie Olive Road from Apex Friendship High School to
Old US 1
Access to downtown Apex from NC 55
Access to Middle Creek Greenway from downtown
Apex via Center Street/Ten Ten
Greenway access to downtown Apex

1
1
1

Access to downtown Apex

1

Access to Jordan Lake
Access to Town of Cary

1
1

Project Prioritization Exercise Results

Rev. 9/18/2018

Status
Funded
Greenway
connection
partially funded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Partially funded
Partially funded
Unfunded

2
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Partially funded
Partially funded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Funded
Partially funded
Unfunded
Partially funded

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Partially funded
Unfunded
One route is
funded
Unfunded
Unfunded
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Project Prioritization Exercise Results
Access to Town of Holly Springs
Access to schools
Sidewalk on at least one side of all streets inside of Apex
Peakway
Crossings/Safety Issues
Tingen Road railroad crossing
Apex Peakway
 At Salem Village
Ambergate/Peakway crossing
Olive Chapel Road between Apex Peakway and Kelly
Road
NC 55 underpass
US 64
Lighting at crosswalks
Amenities
Lighting along Olive Chapel Road
Bike parking
Lighting at crosswalks

Frequency in “Top
3” Priorities
1
1
1
2
1
1
1

Status
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded

Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded

1
1
1

Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded

2
1

Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded

1

Comments
Pedestrian/Bicycle Priorities- Priority 1 Projects (In-Person)
Beaver Creek
Safety
Kelly Rd to ATT
Sidewalk should be on one side (at minimum) of all streets inside Peakway Loop.
Kelly Rd to ATT
Salem St bike path is essential (dangerous now for Peds & Cars)
Milano Multi-use
Green Level Church / Kelly Rd
Downtown/Hunter St Park to Jaycees Park
Get the bikes off the busy roads. Limit bikes to residential streets and designated
bike/pedestrian routes
Bike lanes from Spring Arbor to Community Center
Bike path along Hunter St from 55 to Town Hall, Community Center
Woodridge to Tobacco Trail path needed
Connect sidewalk from James St. to Salem St. over RR
Wide outside lanes on Olive Chapel and Old US 1
Linear Park along Hwy Old US1 West of town
Logical connections between neighborhood and downtown
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Priorities- Priority 1 Projects (In-Person)
Improve Ambergate/Peakway Pedestrian Crossing
Pedestrian/Bicycle Priorities- Priority 1 Projects (Online)
Better crosswalks- installing lights or other awareness improvements to make crossing streets
safer. This is especially true at Peakway crossings (prior to connector completion) and
downtown. My very top priority is seeing this improved in Salem Village as there is a major
crosswalk at the clubhouse/pool next to the Peakway
It is imperative to have the sidepath along the Peakway from Tingen, over the new overpass
and connecting to a sidepath/sidewalk that provides access to the downtown and to
connect to the existing greenways. Lights or other crossing devices are also extremely
important. There is already a huge speeding problem along the Peakway between Tingen
towards the railroad tracks and the new overpass is sure to make this area an even larger
problem.
Sidewalks on either side of Olive Chapel Road between Apex Peakway and Kelly Road, and
safe crossing areas to keep communities connected. Particularly for communities on the north
edge of Olive Chapel, walking, just for a stroll, or to nearby commercial areas are unsafe. You
see several occasions of young families with babies or strollers, or kids, trying to cross over to
the side of the street with the sidewalk. Safe, marked pedestrian crossings are also absent
along the 1 and a half mile stretch. Meaning on both sides of Olive Chapel Road. With
increasing traffic and no real crossing, having it on just one side simply does not work.
We need greenway connections from the Tingen Road land use area to the rest of town and
to the proposed Pleasant Park and Veridea. Additional pedestrian connections to downtown
are also needed. Still would be great to retain a pedestrian crossing at the tracks on Tingen
Road. Don’t give up on that!
James Street to downtown Apex. Including safe passageway for the ENTIRE James Street,
including the extension that will eventually wrap around Salem Village. As it is currently
planned, the entire James Street, including the planned extension will NOT be safe for
pedestrians because of the speed concerns of the Apex Peakway bridge over the railroad.
Complete sidewalks along Salem from Peakway to Apex BBQ. Add sidewalk (continuous on
one side if not on both sides) from Peakway to Kelly.
Sidepath or sidewalks along entire length of Apex Barbecue Road
East Williams sidewalk
Kelly Road sidewalk and Apex Barbeque Road sidepath
Continuous sidewalk (on one side of the street) along Hunter from Laura Duncan/Mason to 55.
Pedestrians shouldn’t have to change sides of the street to go straight. The same is true of the
sidewalk along Laura Duncan.
Eliminate street parking along Salem Street in downtown Apex. Create larger outdoor patios
for bars and restaurants and create more space for pedestrians
Dedicated bike lanes are needed on roads like Tingen where cyclists take an entire lane.
Many roads for not even have shoulders to support any walkers or cyclists.
James Street to Downtown Apex
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Priorities- Priority 2 Projects (In-Person)
Access
Scotts Mill to Apex Nature Park
Fee in Lieu for sidewalk around Apex
Scotts Mill to Apex Nature Park
Bicycle side path connection 55 into downtown critical
Ragan Rd. Trail
Going to Jordan – whatever routes
Downtown / Hunter St Park to Lake Pine Park
Link greenways to downtown
Corridor underpass tunnel under 55 as is done in Cary near High House-Green Level West
Bike parking rack
Olive Chapel Rd to Tobacco Trail – Need walking path to access Trail from older
neighborhoods
Good sidewalks from Apex Middle to Salem Village
Complete sidewalk on Lake Pine near park

Pedestrian/Bicycle Priorities- Priority 2 Projects (Online)
Add lighting along Olive Chapel so that the sidewalks are more usable in the winter.
There are no street lights on Olive Chapel from the historic home to past 540. Please add
lighting.
Complete sidewalks along Olive Chapel Road from Apex Barbeque Road to the Tobacco Trail
Sidepaths/lanes on Hunter/Tingen/James/Salem
Safety across 64
Beaver Creek greenway
Would it be possible for the town to upgrade and take over the Shepherd’s Vineyard
greenway? This would be a good connector from the Eva Perry Library to town hall.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Priorities- Priority 3 Projects (In-Person)
Scotts Mill to downtown or grocery store
Connect to Holly Springs and Cary
Sidewalk/path all along Salem St.
Hammocks Beach Trail
Connect Salem Village to greenway for biking
sidewalk on skate park side of Hunter to allow for better access
Pedestrian/Bicycle Priorities- Priority 3 Projects (Online)
Sidewalks on the way to schools need to be a priority
Committed roadway projects
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Priorities- Priority 3 Projects (Online)
Extend the ATT to Harris Lake County Park
Access to Middle Creek Greenway from downtown Apex via Center Street/1010
Sidewalks to sidepath along Humie Olive Road from Apex Friendship High School to Old US 1

Pedestrian/Bicycle Additional Comments (In-Person)
Increase access to greenways
Connect to ATT
Regular sweeping of bike lanes along roadway such as Richardson Road
I wrote out comments on the Bike comment page. I would like to see ALL sidewalks and Bike
Paths completed (connected) before new are started.
Change laws and require bikers to stop and dismount for all bike trail crossings.
Provide convenient bike racks in town and other shopping areas
We are excited about the Middle Creek Greenway!
Sidewalks are not needed on both sides of street in the Apex Middle School area. S Mason St
& Olive Streets are too narrow for sidewalks to be on both sides. In the 1950’s and 60’s there
were dirt walkways on N/ Side of S. Mason St.
More neighborhood sidewalks leading to downtown
Conflict for bikers and Pedestrians to share such a small road. Many cars pulling out of
driveways on pleasant plains (no street view)
Include privacy options for residences. Adjacent Pedways – too many people walking behind
houses can introduce Crime.
Would love to see as many greenways as possible. Connecting major parks and activity
centers
Would love to be able to safely walk from Salem Village to downtown Apex. Right now, many
people walk in the road over the tracks on Tingen Road between James & S. Salem.
Please use sharrows
Put money to create the infrastructure in WEST APEX it is a “BLANK SLATE” & will be cheaper to
do it now!
Bikers do as they please putting many in danger as well as themselves. They should have
plates, insurance and pay tax if we are sharing our road
Why not require developers to put sidewalks on both sides of roads when development meet
a main road. Evans has sidewalks on one side, but if required to build on both side it would be
completed quicker

Pedestrian/Bicycle Additional Comments (Online)
Complete sidewalk along Salem downtown to Peakway. There is a missing piece near the
Peakway. They are likely waiting until the connector bridge and ramp is built before investing
in a sidewalk here. Years of walking in the street in the meantime.
Create safe pedestrian and bike crossing at the Peakway/James Street intersection so that
residents west of the intersection can access Apex Elementary School safely via bike and
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Additional Comments (Online)
walking. The traffic coming off the Peakway bridge will be going fast and the hill created by
the bridge will create a blind spot which is dangerous. Having residents walk down the
Peakway, to walk back towards the school isn’t ideal and people will probably not do it.
Making the James/Peakway crossing safe is the best way to keep pedestrians and bikers safe,
especially since the crossing is only ½ mile from an elementary school.
Problems crossing Salem from Apex Peakway to skate park. Pedestrians have to cross Hunter
and then cross Salem and then cross Hunter again. This is silly. There is a similar problem at the
Peakway and Salem where I frequently have to cross Salem and cross the Peakway in order to
go along Salem.
Who maintains the sidepaths? How wide are the sidepaths? Are they intended for bikes and
pedestrians?

Flip Chart Comments
Sidewalk on S. Mason St. from Moore to Chatham St. should be on north side
Trash cans and doggy bags inside Peakway
Side paths on US 1 and 55 good priority
Great place for a side path! Old Raleigh Rd
Please finish south side of Beckett crossing greenway to Olive Chapel
Like seeing sidewalks for base assigned schools (AHS, AES, AMS)
Side path all along S. Salem St.
Map Comments
Crosswalk Salem St. from Town
Street lights improvement along Ambergate Station from Hunter St.
Connect neighborhood to greenway (near Beaver Trail)
Bikeable side path from Apex BBQ to downtown
Need multi-use paths in this area (near intersection of Old US 1 and 540)
Need multi-use connection across 540 in this area (near intersection of Old US 1 and 540)
Sidewalk north of Apex Elementary School
Sidewalk Design – more “greenway” like (add shade; permeable surface), more sidepath
design. *Education
Greenway wayfinding improvements!
Greenway vs. sidewalk at Apex Barbecue Rd north of Olive Chapel Hill Rd.
Pedestrian crossing at Jaycee park along Apex Peakway
Connect to ATT
Fix flooding issue (Kelly Road Park area)
Sidewalk connection
Connect Peakway as much as possible
35 mph within Peakway
Side path from Apex Boutique to NC 55
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Map Comments
Tie into Cary Swift Creek system here (Ten Ten and Lufkin Rd.)
Roundabout (Old US 1 and Pleasant Park)
Add street lights to Olive Chapel and other heavily used pedestrian areas
Laura Duncan is very poorly lit in the Apex section – more lights
Finish side path to park entrance
Do something with Shepherd’s Vineyard Greenway
Better crossing of 64
Parkside sidewalk on crossing from Liberty Station
Important connection (build it now!) – E. Williams Street between Apex Professional Center
and Upchurch Commons
Need greenway/ped connections to Pleasant Park from this area (no greenway here – west
of Tingen Road and south of Apex Peakway)
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Apex Bike Plan





Intent: Allowed attendees to view and provide feedback on draft recommendations from
the Apex Bike Plan, receive updates on the plan’s progress, and ask questions to the
project team.
Description: This information station was developed and facilitated by Alta Planning in
collaboration with the Town of Apex staff.
Outcome: Feedback from this station will be used to guide the finalization of
recommendations for the Apex Bike Plan, and will also be considered as input for Advance
Apex.
Results from this element will be summarized by Alta.

Comments
Is the new sidepath on Apex BBQ Rd going to extend to the Holland’s Crossing
neighborhood?... I hope. Also, what is the projected completion for the Beaver Creek
Greenway? It was in progress when we moved here six years ago and is still far from
complete. Just seems long overdue, unless you are on NCDOT time. If so, I’ll be surprised to see
it in my lifetime. I’m 67 and still running, but time is getting short. Just a little sarcasm added.
Sorry if that is offensive.
Increase bike-friendly zones throughout Apex, preferably by creating designated bike paths
along often-used routes like the Apex Peakway, Tingen Road and Veridea Parkway
Cycling markings on roads
Bike lanes from Pleasant Plains Rd to Humie Olive Rd

Transit







Intent: Allowed attendees to review draft transit recommendations and offer feedback to
the project team.
Description: Participants viewed a transit recommendations map displaying commuter rail,
regional fixed route bus service, and circulator bus service. A corresponding board defined
the types of transit facilities being shown, and key considerations for each. Attendees were
asked to weigh in on the recommendations. Special emphasis was placed on the
circulator route options. Colored dots, markers, and Post-It notes were provided to
encourage participants to be specific. Facilitators provided background information on
how the recommendations were formed and how previous public input influenced the
information being displayed. This station was located in proximity to the Short-Range Transit
Operations Study table so that participants could go between the two to get a full picture
of the transit planning efforts underway in Apex.
Outcome: This exercise will provide the opportunity to receive specific feedback on
recommendations. Feedback on the circulator routes will be used to assess whether
modifications need to be made to the routing. The priority circulator route information will
inform the next step in Advance Apex as well as future in-depth route studies.
Key Takeaway: Based on feedback from the public, the preferred scenario is a circulator
route. This falls in line with the recommendation of the transit steering committee.
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4%

Preferred Scenario
Bus "circulator that travels along a
fixed route and schedule

27%

Demand response (dial-a-ride
service)

69%

Something else (explain in
comments)

Comments
Transit Priorities- Priority 1 Projects
Commuter Bus Routes
Bus service the indigent/ poor can use to access western wake crisis ministry
Light rail as part of regional efforts
Bus service within Apex going to surrounding area
All-Day service on Route 305 to Raleigh. 2- Circulator around 55 and Hunter St area
Commuter rail
any rail to Apex would be wise
Main concern: from Apex to Downtown Raleigh
Link workforce housing with Transit Lines

Transit Priorities- Priority 2 Projects
From Apex to Duke Hospital

Transit Priorities- Priority 3 Projects
There were no priority 3 projects listed
Something Else Responses (Online)
Create light rail or bus service into RTP and business centers in Raleigh or Cary to eliminate
commuter traffic to these areas.
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What destination or route in Apex is it most important to serve with transit? (Online)
Beaver Creek Mall and any future shopping/dining/entertainment destinations. Additionally, it
would be great to be able to travel to Main Street, allowing for access to those who do not
drive and to relieve some of the parking issues.
Center to Beaver Creek via Kelly Road- Beaver Creek commons- Williams- Hunter to the library
and back via the high school
No mass transit wanted or needed
Downtown, Beaver Creek
Circulator that passes Beaver Creek shopping areas
The majority of the rt 55 between 64 and US 1

Transit Additional Comments (In-Person)
Roads must stay ahead of residential development!
Waste of Money!
Our density is too low to support a bus transit system. Create ridership app, allow citizens to
request trips, build service to meet that demand. Price Similar to an Uber/Lyft cost.
Will technology determine what/how we use one scenario type over the other? Demand
response may have to be the way if it is the only one that works through our personal phones
or other technology.
+ - y transportation grid that will work for both personal and public transportation- look at
Toronto's system
Very pleased with presentations on future plans
Recommend public transit to Pleasant Park
Trolley Downtown
parking deck
Maybe demand for seniors and handicapped
The existing tracks both surplus and currently used seem to be air brushed out of the land use
maps

Transit Additional Comments (Online)
It would be great to have transit options that would allow Apex residents to get to Downtown
Raleigh, Durham, and possibly Chapel Hill. With the increasing population and subsequent
traffic, it would be nice to have the option whether to get to work or for a night out. Light rail
would be the preferred means (otherwise express bus service??).
I would love to see a light rail option become available.
Light rail needs to be considered priority with a rapidly growing area
These plans seem to stand alone without consideration how they impact each other. A
commuter rail would be excellent, however then reconsider the land and traffic plans in those
areas.
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Map Comments
The commuter rail proposed to run past Apex Elementary and Salem Village will be a waste. It
should not be used due to present zoning and will add to poor quality of life/noise pollution for
a large number of residents.
The commuter train plan needs to be changed. The stop close to Salem Village will not be
used as it is not convenient. The line should go further down existing tracks closer to the park.
The new lines being considered are not going to help commuters.
For the commuter rail routes, it should follow existing rail to 540, run along the east side of 540
with a stop across 540 from the park with a pedestrian bridge to the park. The current shape of
the proposed commuter rail. A commuter rail station here does not help commuters. This is a
location boxed in by a neighborhood and the railroad track itself (blue circle halfway
between downtown and US1 start)
Don’t feel public transportation would be widely used in our area so I don’t see a need for it.
Disagree with this person (previous comment). Need to be less car dependent for millennials
and folks at low end of pay scale.
Light rail connecting employment centers with population centers
Demand response: Transit – Yes(1), No(1); Development – No(2). Cognizant of limited
population (ie. western wake crisis min.)
Transit to Pleasant Park
Extend to park (Pleasant Park)
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Short-Range Transit Operations





Intent: Allowed attendees to view progress, receive updates on the plan’s goals and
objectives, and ask questions to the project team.
Description: This information station was developed and facilitated by the Town of Cary in
collaboration with the Town of Apex staff.
Outcome: Feedback from this station will be used as input for the Short-Range Transit
Operations Study process.
Results from this element will be summarized by the Town of Cary.

Southwest Area Study





Intent: Allowed attendees to view progress, receive updates on the plan’s goals and
objectives, and ask questions to the project team.
Description: This information station was developed and facilitated by CAMPO.
Outcome: Feedback from this station will be used as input for the Southwest Area Study
process.
Results from this element will be summarized by CAMPO.

Comment Area




Intent: Allowed attendees to complete comment forms and leave them at the meeting.
Attendees also had the opportunity to leave feedback on publicinput.com.
Description: This comment station was staffed by Town staff. Comment forms and a drop
box were available along with pens so that people could complete their form, if they
chose, before leaving.
Outcome: Feedback from this station will be used as additional input for Advance Apex
and Bike Apex.

General Comments (In-Person)
It was well done. The maps were very informative and the staffing for questions was excellent.
Put together very well
Thanks for hosting and sharing the thoughts and information!
Workers were willing to listen. They understood our frustrations but unfortunately, they can’t do
anything about it.
I appreciate the staff & outgoingness and interaction.
People tend to build off of other people’s questions and input. The current format depends
on individual interaction with staff and presentation materials with no opportunity to hear the
questions & concerns of other citizens. Thanks!
Glad to see Apex is working on being more bike friendly. Riding roads like Old US#1 is
becoming more dangerous with more traffic due to development west of Humie-Olive Rd.
Fabulous
We appreciate the effort.
Lack of foresight and when planning is totally appalling.
Objective should be to provide majority of homes to be affordable to majority of residents.
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General Comments (In-Person)
Lots of concentration on land use and development – what about! Downtown!?
I thought maps would show actual property projected to be taken (interchange at US64 &
Laura Duncan) (Ten Ten Widening from Peakway to Kildaire Farm Rd)
Go Triangle late Aug ’18 GorforwardNC.org
Looking for: 1) Transit to downtown Raleigh and Duke Hospital from Spring Arbor Area, 2)
Peakway completion for Olive Chapel to Wal-Mart, 3) Pedestrian/bikeway from Spring Arbor
to Comm. Center
Although they can all read a map, we are unhappy. We have no solid plans and solid
explanations.
Why do we need to consider a bridge for Holly Springs to connect to? We ARE Apex and you
are looking at a lot of Lawsuits of our animals /Horses and Children get hurt.
Not informative. A lot of maybe’s.
For land use focus areas and context areas I would like to see some sort of affordability
information
For land use & focus areas it seems that intermodal (nodes) need to be highlighted. Park &
Ride is an example in transit.
Done well, good amount of people to answer questions
It would be great if all maps were available on line.

General Comments (Online)
Thank you for soliciting citizen input as Apex continues its development.
We need to avoid making Apex a sleepy bedroom community with way too much housing
and not enough options for work, entertainment, etc. Additionally, traffic is getting
unbearable, particularly during school drop-offs, pick-ups, after school activities and general
work rush hour. The increasing approval for more and more housing is further contributing to
this increasing problem and will be worsened considerably if traffic isn't considered in the
approvals. Adding high density housing in areas that do not have the infrastructure
(particularly roads) will further add to congestion and a general loss of quality of life for existing
Apex residents, most of whom chose Apex for it's serenity, which is very quickly disappearing,
without the benefits of increased access to shopping, dining, entertainment, etc. Please think
for the long term viability of our town.

How can we improve future workshops? (In-Person)
Maybe supply notice to Landowners by email, text.
Have a presentation with Q & A.
Commuter rail representative skirted discussion seemed to not know much about it.
Very insightful, no issues
Don’t allow developers to dictate.
Held during Day & Evening
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How can we improve future workshops? (In-Person)
Provide later hours so that I don’t have to take off work to get thru traffic to get here before
session ends.
Have solid answers.
One night ‘til 6:30 isn’t good for working parents
Done well, good amount of people to answer questions
Provide material earlier on the web
How did you hear about the workshop? (In-Person)
5%
8%

13%

Email

7%

Town Website
Nextdoor
18%

Facebook
Twitter
Utility Bill mailer

5%

32%
10%
2%



Notice Sign
Friend/Coworker
Other
Total Responses: 60

Other Responses
 Realtor
 Peak City Podcast
 Peak Academy
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How would you rank tonight’s workshop? (In-Person)
0%
6%

3%

36%

Very Good
Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor

56%

Rev. 9/18/2018

Total Responses: 36

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 2 SUMMARY| 64

