
4.7 INVENTORY OF EXISTING BICYCLE  AND PEDESTRIAN 
FACILITIES  

 
 In the summer of 2003, the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks Metropolitan 
Planning Organization conducted an inventory of the entire bikeway system. This section 
provides an overview of the inventory, which was conducted to collect essential data of 
the bikeway system.  The information from the inventory was entered into the MPO’s 
Geographical Information System (GIS), where it is maintained.  This makes it possible 
to continuously update the relevant geographic data and associated database information.  
Finally, this section will describe the connection of our bikeway network with the 
networks outside of each city. 
 
4.7.1 EXISTING BIKEWAY NETWORK  
 
 There are 46-miles in the existing bikeway system.  Over 20-miles of this system 
was developed in a short period since 2000. The bikeway system consists of many 
bicycle paths, lanes, and routes. Figure 4.10 illustrates the current existing bikeway 
network. As can be seen, much of the current system consists of bicycle paths along the 
Red River in both cities.  A great emphasis has been placed on creating a connecting ring 
of bike paths around the city.  Although the system does have gaps, future paths have 
been added to provide a more continuous bikeway system.   
 
 Deficiencies in the system include non-direct routes to and from major 
destinations.  For example, a bicyclist can take a bike path to get from downtown Grand 
Forks to the University of North Dakota.  However, this is not a direct route, and does not 
attract much use.  A direct route would be more appropriate.  Other deficiencies include 
the current gaps in the bikeway system in both Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. 
 
 Three bridges cross the Red River that bicyclists may use; none are identified as 
part of the bike system.  There are two planned pedestrian bridges designated as part of 
the flood protection system.  The locations of the planned pedestrian bridges are shown in 
Figure 4.10.  Construction of the pedestrian bridges are scheduled to begin in the fall of  
2004. 
 
 The remaining three bridges over the Red River were designed and built mainly 
for vehicles.  The Sorlie Bridge (on DeMers Avenue) accommodates bicycles fairly well, 
although the rider must walk their bike across the bridge on the walkway.  It has 
sidewalks separated from the vehicles that a bicyclist can use, although it is illegal to do 
so because the bridge is located in the downtown area (no bicycles allowed on 
commercial area sidewalks).  A sidewalk is located on each side of the bridge, but the 
sidewalks are not part of the bikeway system due to the narrow width.  The Kennedy and 
the Point Bridges can also be used.  However, they should be used only by the most 
experienced bicyclists.  There are virtually no sidewalks on these bridges and the driving 
lanes for vehicles are small, leaving very little room for bikes.  The Point Bridge has the 
added deterrent of a curvature in the structure. 
 



 One bridge, the Louis Murray Memorial Bridge, crosses the Red Lake River in 
East Grand Forks.  This bridge is part of the bike system, and bicyclists are allowed to 
ride on either side of the bridge. The Red Lake River path was designed specifically to 
utilize this bridge. 
 
4.7.2 EXTRATERRITORIAL BIKEWAY NETWORK  
 
 Figure 4.11 illustrates the extraterritorial bikeway system. The routes provide 
opportunities for persons bicycling outside the urban area, and serve as an important 
connection to regional, state, and national bikeway system.  The roadways are used as 
non-city roads.  They are either under the jurisdiction of the township, county, or state.  
National highways are included as being under the jurisdiction of the states.  They are 
directly connected to the bike network. 
 
 However, conditions of this system vary.  Virtually all are either sharing the 
roadway with vehicles or riding on the shoulder.  Many of the shoulders are not paved.  
The bicyclist should assess their skill level before using these routes. Generally, these 
routes are best suited for the advanced bicyclists rather than the average one. 
 
 Both the North Dakota and Minnesota Departments of Transportation produce 
maps depicting each state's bike system.  One bicycle tour route is included in the North 
Dakota system that originates and ends in Grand Forks.  The route is called the "Grand 
Forks Loop" and is a paved, 100-mile route. The reader is encouraged to contact the 
appropriate state department of transportation for further information on bicycling across 
either state. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 



4.7.3 OFF ROAD PATH LOCATIONS 
 
 The metropolitan area's existing and proposed network of Off Road Paths is shown 
on Figure 4.12.  This map shows only the locations of the Off Road Paths. The Bicycle 
Routes and Lanes that connect many of the paths are not indicated on this map.  Grand 
Forks began implementing its system of Off Road Paths in 1974.   The original proposed 
network was to include 20.1-miles of Off Road Paths.  Currently, in 2004, Grand Forks and 
East Grand Forks have a total of 39-miles of off road paths in place.  The recent flood 
protection project in both cities has provided an opportunity for additional off road paths 
along the Greenway.  The greenway paths have provided a base for an off road path system 
in East Grand Forks and the planned pedestrian bridges will allow both cities to access the 
others system. 
 
 Because the Off Road Paths are used for a variety of purposes, they are prone to a 
certain level of conflict among user groups.  It is important to consider pedestrians, 
rollerbladers, and bicyclists as separate groups with different characteristics and needs.  For 
example, bicycle speeds can approach those of motor vehicles in urban areas, and bicyclists 
in the travel lanes should move in the same direction as motor vehicles.  Pedestrian 
movement along roadways is safest when separated from motor vehicles and bicyclists, but 
pedestrians should face traffic where no sidewalk or walkways are available.  
 
 Table 4.3 and 4.4 indicate the funding sources for the Off Road Path system in 
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks respectively.  They also show past, current, and future 
projects within the network. 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



TABLE 4.3 
 Off Road Path Funding, Grand Forks, ND 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

 PROJECT  ESTIMATED 
 COST 

 SOURCE OF 
 FUNDING 

 RATE  AMOUNT  

2003 South-End Drainway 

Trail Paving 

 $991,307 TCSP Grant 100% $991,307 

2001 – 
2003 

Greenway Trails – Phase 1 $372,250 Corps Federal Funds 
Local Match 

50% 
50% 

$186,125 
$186,125 

2002 – 
2005 

Greenway Trails – Phase 2 $965,600 Corps Federal Funds 

Local Match 

50% 

50% 
$ 482,800 

$ 482,800 

2004 – 
2006 

Greenway Trails – Phase 3 $616,280 Corps Federal Funds 

Local Match 

50% 

50% 
$ 308,140 

$ 308,140 

2004 – 
2005 

Grand Fork / East Grand 
Forks Pedestrian Bridges 
(North and South) 

$5,370,000 Corps Federal Funds 
(GF) Local Match 
(EGF) Local Match 

50% 
25% 
25% 

$2,685,000 
$1,342,500 
$1,342,500 

2001 17th Ave. Trail (S. 26th St. to 
S. 29th St.), (S. 34th St. to 
Lynwood Circle) 

$129,000 TE Federal Funds 
Local Match 

80% 
20% 

$103,200 
$25,800  

2000 17th Ave. Trail (Lynwood 
Cir. to Johnson Linear Park) 

$40,000 Part of 17th Ave Road 
Reconstruction 

80% 
20% 

$32,000 
$8,000 

2000 20th Street Trail between 36th 
and 47th Ave. 

$65,000 Local Funds 100% $65,000 

2001 Lighting English Coulee 
Trail  

$46,000 TE Federal Funds 

Local Match 

80% 

20% 
$36,800 

$9,200 

1998 – 
1999 

S. Washington Trail (Part of 
Street Project) 

$227,500 Federal Highway Funds 

Local Funds 

80% 

20% 
$182,000 

$45,000  

2001 South 38th St. Trail (Part of 
Oppidan Project) 

$17,000 Local Funds 100% $17,000 

2003 S. Columbia (Deacon’s 
Green Trail) 

$15,700 Private Funding 

Bikeway Maintenance Funds 

50% 

50% 

$8,000 

$7,700 

2003 Valley Dairy 11th St. Trail  $8,000 Private Funding 100% $8,000 

2003 Bikeway Maintenance  $30,000 City Sales Tax 100% $30,000 

2004 Bikeway Maintenance $60,000 City Sales Tax 100% $60,000 



2005 Bikeway Maintenance $30,000 City Sales Tax 100% $30,000 

2004 Johnson’s Addition Linear 
Path 

$115,000 TE Federal Funds 

City Sales Tax 

80.93% 

19.07% 

$93,070 

$21,930 

2005 N. 55th Street Trial 
(Promenade to Westgate 
Village)  

$46,363 Private Funding 

Special Assessment  

50% 

50% 

$23,181.50 

$23,181.50 

2005 6th Ave. N. Trail (English 
Coulee to 42nd St. 

$129,000 TE Federal Funds 

Highway User Funds 

61.5% 

38.5% 

$79,385 

$49,615 

2004 - 
2005 

Drainway Trail  (S. 20th 
Street to Columbia Road) 

$462,000 TCSP Grant 100% $462,000 

2008 N. 47th St. Trail (Gateway 
Dr. to University Ave.) 

$218,000 TE Federal Funds 

Highway User Funds 

61.5% 

38.5% 

$134,154 

$83,846 

2007 University Ave. Trail (55th 
St. N. to 48th St. N.) 

$145,000 TE Federal Funds  

Highway User Funds 

61.5% 

38.5% 

$89,231 

$55,769 

 
TABLE 4.4 

Off Road Path Funding, East Grand Forks, MN 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

 PROJECT  ESTIMATED 
 COST 

 SOURCE OF 
 FUNDING 

 RATE  AMOUNT  

 Greenway Trails - Phase 1  Corps Federal Funds 
Local Match 

 $ 

 Greenway Trails - Phase 2  Corps Federal Funds 

Local Match 
 $  

 Greenway Trails - Phase 3  Corps Federal Funds 

Local Match 
 $  

2004 – 
2005 

Grand Fork / East Grand 
Forks Pedestrian Bridges 
(North and South) 

$5,370,000 Corps Federal Funds 
(EGF) Local Match 
(GF) Local Match 

50% 
25% 
25% 

$2,685,000 
$1,342,500 
$1,342,500 

2007 EGF River Road Pedestrian 
Underpass 

$225,000 NWATP TE Funds 

Local Match 

80% 

20% 

$180,000 

$45,000 

2007 EGF 13th Ave. Trail (Part of 
Street Construction Project) 

$900,000 NWATP HES Funds 

Local Match 

28.3% 

81.7% 

$255,000 

$645,000 

 
 
 
4.7.4 SIGNAGE AND AMENITIES 
 



 Path safety signs are one of the simplest and most effective ways to promote trail 
safety because they convey important information quickly.  A primary role of trail signs is to 
aid and instruct users along the linear route.  Signs are of three primary types: regulatory, 
warning, and guidance. 
 
Regulatory - Regulatory signs give operational requirements of the path and are used for 
traffic control.  Regulatory signs include stop and yield signs, right-of-way signs, speed-
limit signs, and exclusion signs.  These are normally erected were the specific regulation 
applies. 
 
Warning - Warning signs point out existing or potentially hazardous conditions on or near 
the trail.  Warning signs are typically used near intersections, bridges, crossings, and 
tunnels; they indicate significant grade changes, upcoming traffic-control devices, and 
changes in surface conditions. 
 
Guidance - Guidance signs provide trailside information to orientate trail users 
geographically.  These signs can be both directional and informational.  Directional signs 
often point out nearby support facilities and local points of interest.  Informational signs 
include distance markers as well as "you are here" signs that orient a user within a larger 
area such as a park, a trail system, or the surrounding community. 
 
  The best approach is to promote only one idea on each sign.  The message must be 
kept as simple as possible, and be portrayed in a manner that can be understood by both 
children and adults. The trail system throughout the GF/EGF area currently utilizes the 
general guidance on signing and markings provided in the MUTCD (Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices). 
     
4.7.5 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CONVENIENCE  
 

One aspect that contributes to bicycle and pedestrian convenience is the location of 
"rest stops" along the facilities.  These areas where non-motorized traffic can stop and rest 
along their trips are essential to many bicyclists and pedestrians.  The pedestrian rest stop 
facilities in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks consist of the City Bus Shelters, public 
restrooms, as well as park benches.  Countless park benches are located throughout the city 
parks and along the Greenway.  The public bathrooms are less prevalent, yet still available 
in many locations.  The locations of these bus shelters and public restrooms can be seen on 
Figure 4.13.   
 
 
 



 
 
     
 
 
 
4.7.6 THE SIDEWALK NETWORK  



 
 The vast majority of pedestrian travel occurs on sidewalks.  Sidewalks and off road 
paths are areas for pedestrians, separate from, though usually parallel to the motor vehicle 
roadway.  Sidewalks provide separation between pedestrians and motor vehicles, increasing 
the operational safety of both modes of travel.  Where these facilities are not provided, 
pedestrians are typically forced to share the roadway with motor vehicles. 
 
 Grand Forks is very fortunate to have a pedestrian transportation system in place.  
Sidewalks are present along most every street and there are few absolute barriers to 
pedestrian travel.   The streets of older residential neighborhoods in East Grand Forks are 
lined with sidewalks.  However, the development patterns of the newer areas were not 
required to provide sidewalks for pedestrian traffic.  One of the goals in the recently adopted 
2025 East Grand Forks Land Use Plan is to reduce pedestrian – automobile conflicts.  The 
subsequent policy is to require sidewalks be installed along all sections of road in new 
residential developments.  While this policy will not accomplish the installation of 
sidewalks in those areas of town that are lacking them, it is a step forward in the sense that 
pedestrian facilities will be provided from now on in new residential developments.   
    
4.7.7 CURRENT SIDEWALK REQUIREMENTS  
     
 Grand Forks City Code section 16-0217 states, "arterials (principal and minor) and 
collector streets, as outlined in the Grand Forks Comprehensive Plan, shall require a 
minimum five-foot wide sidewalk on both sides of the street.  All sidewalks paralleling 
arterial and collector streets shall be installed no later than the time the street is paved".  
Section 16-0218, regarding sidewalks on local streets, including cul-de-sacs, loops, court, 
drives and similar configurations states that if the street is of three-hundred (300) feet or 
more in length, measured along the center line from centerline to centerline, shall require a 
minimum five-foot sidewalk on both sides of the street located one (1) foot off the property 
line unless otherwise indicated on the approved P.U.D detailed development plan or as 
approved by the city engineer.   
  
 Throughout the City of East Grand Forks, if sidewalks are currently in place, it is the 
responsibility of the property owner to maintain the sidewalk.  However, if there is no 
sidewalk in place, the property owner is not required to install one.  Any new residential 
development that occurred after December 11, 2003 is required to install sidewalks under 
Chapter 11 of East Grand Forks City Code.  All sidewalk standards are to be consistent with 
guidelines set forth by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).   
  
 
 
4.7.8 CURRENT GUIDELINES FOR SIDEWALKS IN NEW DEVEL OPMENTS 
      
 Unless exempted by Grand Forks City Ordinance, sidewalks are required in new 
developments.  Sidewalks are to be completed within 12-months of the final inspection of 
the property.   Currently, East Grand Forks requires any new residential development to 



install sidewalks.  Sidewalk construction is to coincide with the construction of the road and 
is special assessed to the property owner.   
 
4.7.9 SIDEWALK REPLACEMENT PROGRAMS  
     

For the purpose of sidewalk replacement, the city of Grand Forks is divided into 
five sections.  Once per year one of the five sections is inspected.  If deficiencies are 
found, the property owners are notified by certified mail.  Grand Forks City Code Section 
16-0212 states that it is the duty of the owner or occupant of any property where a 
sidewalk is constructed to maintain and keep the sidewalk in good repair.  The property 
owner is given the option of completing the work privately, either by themselves, by a 
contractor they hire, or through the City Sidewalk Contractor.  If the property owner does 
not respond within fourteen (14) days as to which option they prefer, the work will 
automatically be scheduled through the City Sidewalk Contractor.   
 
 Work performed by the City Sidewalk Contractor is subject to a 6.5% fee for 
bonding and administration.  The total cost for all work is assessed against the property over 
a five (5) year period.   At any time during the assessment period, the unpaid balance can be 
paid off.   
     

The City of East Grand Forks will reimburse a property owner 50-cents per 
square foot if the property owner chooses to replace their sidewalk.  East Grand Forks 
City Code Chapter 6, Section 6.09, states that it is the primary responsibility of the owner 
of the property upon which there is an abutting sidewalk to keep and maintain such 
sidewalk in safe and serviceable condition.  However, in practice, the only time the city 
has required a property owner to replace their sidewalk is if the City receives complaints 
about the condition of the sidewalk.  The City does not inspect the condition of the 
sidewalks on a regular basis. 
 
4.7.10 SIDEWALK FUNDING 
 
 The current cost to replace or construct a sidewalk is $2.50 per square foot.  In 
Grand Forks this amount is paid in full by the property owner.  If the work is completed by 
the city contractor the property owner has the option of having the total cost of all the work 
assessed against the property over a five (5) year period. 
     
 The City of East Grand Forks will supplement the installation of sidewalks 50-cents 
per square foot.  If a property owner wishes to construct or replace a sidewalk these funds 
are made available to them.   
 
4.8      ASSESSMENT OF BIKEWAY AND PEDESTRIAN 

NETWORK NEEDS 
 
4.8.1 BIKEWAY NETWORK NEEDS  
 



4.8.1.1      Selection Criteria 
 
  Many factors should be considered in determining the appropriate facility type, 
location and priority.  Listed below are several criteria, as listed in Guide for 
Development of Bicycle Facilities by AASHTO (American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials).   
 
1. Skill Level of Users – Consideration should be given to the skills and preferences 

of the bicyclists who will use the facility.  For example, facilities near low income 
housing areas, schools, parks, and residential neighborhoods are likely to attract a 
higher percentage of average bicyclists than advanced bicyclists.   

 
2. Obstacles – As described earlier, obstacles can be divided into two groups: 

Absolute Barriers (rivers, interstates, etc.) and impediments (major roads and 
highways).  These obstacles can divide the bikeway network.  

 
3. Accidents – The reduction or prevention of bicycle accidents is important.  The 

potential for reducing accident problems through the improvement of a facility 
should be assessed.  Design of new bicycle facilities should be reviewed to 
eliminate the introduction of potential problems. 

 
4. Directness – For utilitarian bicycle trips, facilities should connect traffic 

generators and should be located along a direct line of travel that is convenient for 
users. 

 
5. Accessibility – In locating a bicycle facility, consideration should be given to the 

provision for frequent and convenient bicycle access, especially in residential 
areas.  Adequate access for emergency, maintenance, and service vehicles should 
be considered as well as for the bicycle trip generators. 

 
6. Attractiveness – Scenery is an important consideration along a facility, 

particularly for a facility that will serve a primarily recreational purpose.  Trees 
can also provide cooler shade in summer. 

 
7. Security – The potential for criminal acts against bicyclists, especially along 

isolated shared use paths, and the possibility of theft or vandalism at parking 
locations should be considered.  

 
8. Delays – Bicyclists have a strong inherent desire to maintain momentum.  If 

bicyclists are required to make frequent stops, they may avoid the route or 
disregard traffic control devices.  

 
9. Conflicts – Different types of facilities introduce different types of conflicts.  

Facilities on the roadway can result in conflicts between bicyclists and motorists.  
Shared use trails can involve conflicts between bicyclists, roller bladers, runners, 



and pedestrians on the facility.  Conflicts between bicyclists and motorists may 
also occur at highway and driveway intersections. 

 
10. Maintenance – Designs, which facilitate and simplify maintenance, will improve 

the safety and use of a facility. 
 
11. Pavement surface quality – Bikeways should be free of bumps, holes and other 

surface irregularities if they are to attract and satisfy the needs of bicyclists.  
Utility covers and drainage grates should be at grade and, if possible, outside the 
expected area of travel.  Approaches to railroad crossings should be improved as 
necessary to provide for safe bicycle crossings. 

 
12. Truck and bus traffic  – Because of their width and aerodynamic effect, high-

speed trucks, buses, motor homes, and trailers can cause special problems for 
bicyclists.  Where bus stops are located along a bicycle route, conflicts with bus 
loading, bus unloading, and pavement deterioration may also be problems. 

 
13. Motor vehicle parking – The turnover and density of on-street parking can affect 

bicyclist safety (opening car doors and cars leaving parallel parking spaces).  
Diagonal and perpendicular parking arrangements are very hazardous for 
bicyclists and should be avoided wherever possible. 

 
14. Traffic volumes and speeds – For facilities on roadways, traffic volumes and 

speeds must be considered along with the roadway width.  Commuting bicyclists 
frequently use arterial streets because they minimize delay and offer continuity 
for trips of several miles.  It can be more desirable to improve heavily traveled 
high-speed streets than adjacent streets, if adequate width for all vehicles is 
available on the more heavily traveled street.  When this is not possible, a nearly 
parallel street may be improved for bicyclists, if stops are minimal and other route 
conditions are adequate.  When such a parallel facility is improved, care must be 
taken that motor vehicle traffic is not diverted.  While inexperienced bicyclists 
prefer more lightly traveled streets, it should be remembered that preferred routes 
change over time as skill level change. 

 
15. Costs/Funding – Facility selection will normally involve a cost analysis of 

alternatives.  Funding availability can limit the alternatives; however, it is very 
important that a lack of funds not result in a poorly designed or constructed 
facility.  The decision to implement a bikeway plan should be made with a 
conscious, long-term commitment to a proper level of maintenance.  When 
funding is limited, emphasis should be given to low-cost improvements such as 
bicycle parking, removal of barriers and obstructions to bicycle travel, and 
roadway improvements. Facility selection should seek to maximize user access 
per dollar funded.  

 
16. Bridges – Bridges can serve an important function by providing bicycle access 

across barriers. However, some bridge features restrict bicycle access and/or 



create conditions that could endanger bicyclists.  The most common of these are 
curb-to-curb widths that are narrower than the approach roadways (especially 
where combined with relatively steep grades), open grated metal decks found on 
many spans, low railings or parapets, and certain types of expansion joints that 
can cause steering difficulties. 

 
17. Intersection conditions – A high proportion of bicycle accidents occur at 

intersections.  Facilities should be selected so as to minimize the number of 
crossings, or intersections should be improved to enable safer crossings.  At-grade 
intersections on high volume (or high speed) roadways and mid-block crossings 
should be analyzed by a competent traffic engineer to determine the most 
appropriate crossing design treatments. 

 
4.8.1.2      Bicycle Facilities 

 
  The type of bicycle facility to select for an area is dependent on many factors, 
including the ability of users, corridor conditions and cost. There are four basic types of 
facilities used to accommodate bicycles.  The descriptions below provide an overview of 
each facility type and general design. 
    
1. Shared Roadway (No Bikeway Designation) – Bicycle use is appropriate on the 

existing street system in most areas.  It is not always needed or recommended to 
provide signing or striping for bicycle use in these areas.  Along many streets and 
highways bicycle use is not suitable nor should it be encouraged with route 
signage.  In other areas bicycle travel would be safe and appropriate but signage is 
not recommended since the area is not a high demand corridor. 

 
2. Bike Route (Designated Shared Roadway) – These roadways are indicated by 

bike route signs, and serve either to: 
(a) Provide continuity to other bicycle facilities, usually bike lanes; or 
(b) Designate preferred routes through high demand corridors. 

 
As with bike lanes, designation of shared roadways should indicate to bicyclists 
that there are particular advantages to using these routes as compared with 
alternative routes. Normally, these facilities are shared with motor vehicles. 

 
3. Bike Lane – Bike lanes are provided in areas where there is an appropriate need 

and demand. These lanes will improve riding conditions for the bicyclists on the 
corridors.  This is achieved by providing more predictable movements of both the 
motorists and bicyclist. Another reason for constructing bike lanes is to 
accommodate bicyclists where insufficient space exists for bicycling.  This is 
accomplished by reducing vehicular lane widths.  In addition to lane striping, 
other measures should be taken to ensure that bicycle lanes are effective facilities, 
such as: replacement of unsafe drainage grates, repair of uneven pavement and 
unresponsive traffic signals.   

 



Maintenance is another issue that must be addressed with bike lanes.  Debris must 
be removed from bike lanes for them to be used by the bicyclist. Bike lanes must 
provided for each direction of traffic, with bicycle direction parallel with vehicle 
direction.  In areas of shared lanes, 13 feet is provided: five feet for the bike lane 
and 8 feet for vehicle parking. 

 
4. Bike Path – These facilities should serve corridors not served by streets and 

highways or in locations where wide utilities or former railroad right-of-way 
exist.  These paths should also be designed in such a manner as to accommodate 
for their mix of users (bicyclist, pedestrian, jogger, wheel chair, in-line skater, as 
well as others). 

 
It should be noted that sidewalks are generally not acceptable for bicycling.  
However, in a few limited situations, such as on long and narrow bridges and 
where bicyclists are incidental or infrequent users, the sidewalk can act as an 
alternate facility. 

 
4.8.1.3      Road Classification 

 
  There are three different classifications of roadways pertaining to the different 
types of bicyclists. They include principal arterials, minor arterials, and collectors.  
  
1.   Principal arterials – Principal arterials serve longer trips at higher speeds, and 

traffic volumes of 10,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT). Principal 
arterials are intended to move through traffic and accommodate major access 
points, while limiting access from residential streets and driveways.  Travel 
distances influence the level of bicycling activity on principal arterials, personal 
experience operating in traffic, availability of alternative routes, and the presence 
of the extra roadway width.  For experienced cyclists, wide curb lanes or paved 
shoulders may be all that is necessary to encourage riding on principal arterials.  
For those cyclists less experienced at riding in traffic, designated bicycle lanes or 
an alternative on-street route may be the facility of choice. Bicycle paths for 
beginner cyclists and child cyclists may be considered along principal arterials 
when adequate right of way is present and intersections with driveways and cross 
streets are infrequent.  In the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area, the majority of 
the principal arterials have existing bike paths adjacent to them in the right of 
way.  The streets that do not, have either bicycle route designations proposed for 
those sights due to the lack of right of way, or have bicycle paths planned with the 
larger right of way.  

 
2. Minor arterials  – Minor arterials are probably the most popular bicycling routes 

due to the combination of less traffic than principal arterials, and greater 
connectivity than collectors. Minor arterials normally act as boundaries to 
residential areas, furthermore becoming more of a critical bicycle link between 
neighborhoods, shopping centers, strip shopping centers, and other employment 
centers. The preferred design treatments include wide curb lanes or paved 



shoulders for advanced cyclists, and designated bicycle lanes or shoulders for 
less-skilled cyclists.  Very few minor arterial streets are currently part of the 
bikeway network.  However, nearly all are proposed locations for lanes, routes or 
paths in the future.  

 
3. Collectors – Collectors are streets that collect traffic from local neighborhood 

roads and distribute them to arterial streets. Collectors can be defined as 
residential, commercial, and/or industrial, depending on the land use. Bicycle 
travel from local streets often prefer collector streets over local access streets 
because they offer a more continuous and direct route within their neighborhood. 
The preferred design treatments include shared lanes, wide curb lanes, bicycle 
lanes, or paved shoulders to accommodate cyclists on collectors.  Not all collector 
streets have bikeway designations existing now or proposed for the future. 
Although many of these collectors are still used for bicycle travel they either do 
not require bicycle designation or the sufficient area is not available for the 
designation. 

 
4.8.1.4      Types Of Supplemental Bicycle Facilities 

 
 There are a variety of supplemental bicycle facilities that can be provided to 
promote bicycling. These facilities include adequate parking structures, quality lighting, 
bus racks, route signing and marking, scenic benches and structures. 
 
1. Parking Facilities - Providing bicycle parking facilities is an essential element in 

an overall effort to promote bicycling. As access to the various areas of the 
community is improved, parking bicycles at destinations becomes important.  In 
many communities, secure bicycle parking is one of the first and foremost 
important facility improvements necessary to increase the use of bicycles.  To 
encourage bicycling, facilities need to be provided at all major destination points 
with proper location and design. Many of these destination points are at 
employment, educational, or park and recreational centers.  If these facilities are 
not provided, either potential bicyclists will not ride or bicyclists will use trees, 
railings, or other auxiliary facilities to secure their bikes upon.  

 
 Two types of accommodation are needed for bicycle parking.  Long-term parking 

is typically required for bicyclists that commute.  This type of parking is needed 
at employment centers, transit transfer centers, universities, and education centers.  
The facility should secure the frame, both wheels and accessories.  Protection 
from the weather is also highly desirable. In conjunction with these types of 
parking facilities, the provision of showers, changing rooms and lockers would 
greatly enhance the facility. 
 
Short-term parking is needed to accommodate the majority of bike trips.  These 
trips usually require the bike to be parked for periods of two hours or less.  
Locations for these are libraries, convenience stores, shopping centers, 
government buildings, recreation areas, and theaters. 



 
Currently, neither city requires bicycle parking as part of site plan reviews of new 
or redevelopment.  However, both cities include a provision in their City Code to 
reduce the total number of vehicle parking stalls if some level of bicycle parking 
is provided.  The number of bicycle parking stalls is not specified, and the 
reduction is only 3%.  The national trend is to require bicycle parking stalls as a 
percentage of the vehicle stalls required.  A common percentage used is 10%.  
Considering that one bicycle parking stall takes up less than an eighth of a vehicle 
stall, and the cost is substantially less, bicycle parking should be more prevalent.  
The 3% parking reduction is not being utilized in either city, as developers do not 
see it as enough of an incentive.  Both cities could benefit by increasing the 
parking reduction to 10%, it would serve as a useful tool to city staff, and an 
attractive incentive to developers at the same time. 

 
The location of bicycle parking is just as important as the provision of parking.  
The parking locations should be as close to the door as possible.  Because the 
bicycle is a highly maneuverable vehicle, the bicyclists can usually reach the 
entrance of their destinations easily - this is one of the attractions to riding a 
bicycle.  If that same bicyclist arrives at a site that does not provide parking near 
the door, improper parking will take place, the bicyclists will no longer go to that 
place, or will stop riding the bicycle.  Close proximity to the door adds safety for 
the bicyclists as well.  Less bike thefts takes place, as well as bicyclists perceiving 
greater personal safety if the parking is near the door. 

 
2. Lighting  – Fixed-source lighting reduces conflicts along paths and at 

intersections.  In addition, proper lighting allows the bicyclist to see the bicycle 
path direction, surface conditions, and obstacles.  The existing bike lanes and 
routes are lit by the street lighting.  At this time only a few sections of bike paths 
have fixed-source lighting.  Figure 4.14 shows the location of lighted trail sections 
in both communities.   

 
 From a safety standpoint, lighting for bike paths is important and should be 

considered where riding at night is expected, such as along bike paths serving 
college students or commuters, and at highway intersections.  Strong 
consideration for adequate lighting should be given to areas where nighttime 
security could be a potential problem, such as underpasses or tunnels, and along 
the Red River and English Coulee paths.  

 
  



       
 
 



Depending on the location, average maintained horizontal illumination levels of 
0.5 foot-candles (5 lux) to 2 foot-candles (22 lux) should be considered.  Where 
special security problems are anticipated, higher illumination levels may be 
considered.  Furthermore, light standards (poles) should meet the recommended 
horizontal and vertical clearances, while maintaining a scale appropriate for path 
users. 

 
Since lighting is a significant expense future lighting locations should also be 
focused on the trails where it would benefit the most users.  The fore mentioned 
Trail Usage Study was used to determine what trail corridors have the highest 
usage and would benefit the most users if it were lighted. Figure 4.4.1 also shows 
high usage areas as suggested corridors for future trail lighting projects.  

 
3. Bus Racks – Cities Area Transit (CAT) has started a Bike and Ride Program.  

Bicycle racks have been purchased for many of the CAT vehicles on the regular 
route system.  The racks are designed to keep separation from the bus and other 
bikes.  Prior to using the bike rack system, users must first be trained and certified 
by a CAT employee.  Upon completion of the training, a certification card is 
issued to the rider, which must be shown to the bus driver prior to installing the 
bike in the rack. 

 
4. Signing and Marking  – Adequate signing and marking are essential on the bike 

system. They provide the bicyclist and motorists regulatory messages, and alert 
riders to potential conflicts.  Signing should be posted in a similar manner as they 
are used on highways, in providing directions, destinations, distances, and names 
of crossing streets.  MUTCD (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices) 
provides minimum traffic control measures, which should be applied to all 
signing and marking. 

 
5. Scenic benches – Turnouts and rest areas compliment long uninterrupted bicycle 

paths by providing benches for rest and pleasure.  In the summer of 1990 and 
1996, the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) youth program was involved in 
building and placing benches in certain areas along the Grand Forks bike paths.  
The benches consist of two cast iron frames connected by wood slats, and sit on 
4’ x 6’ red Holland paver platform.  The bikeway benches are collected every fall, 
stored and fixed during the winter months, and placed back out in the spring.  

 
6. Structures – Structures such as an overpass, underpass, or facility may be 

necessary to provide continuity on the bike network.  These structures also offer a 
safe passage across many barriers and impediments (including high traffic areas 
and waterways). 

 
4.8.1.5      Bikeway System Gaps 

 
  Gaps in the bikeway system occur in locations where there is no linkage of the 
system.  Since Grand Forks has a more advanced bikeway network established, there also 



are more gaps in the existing system.  In East Grand Forks the existing system is 
continuous, but does have many gaps in providing routes to the major trip generators.  
The system is limited to a portion of the downtown area and stretches to the point area.  
The current system connects to only a small part of the city.  The following is a list of the 
gaps, which are delineated on Figure 4.15: 
 
Grand Forks 
 
1. Between the University Ave. bike lane and the Central Business District. 
2. Between the N. 42nd St. bike lane and the 32nd Ave S. bike path. 
3. Between the 24th Ave. S. bike path and the Belmont Rd. bike route. 
4. Between the Central Business District and the Sunbeam Park bike path. 
5. Between the Coulee bike path and the N. 42nd St bike lane. 
6. Between the DeMers bike path and the Red River bike path. 
7. Between 17th Ave. S. and DeMers Ave. on the Columbia Rd. bike path.  
8. Bike Lane on 42nd St. between 6th Ave. N and University Avenue.   
 
East Grand Forks 
 
1. Between Folson Park and South Pointe/Central Middle School area. 
2. On 23rd St. NW from the Red River to 5th Ave NE. 
3. Along Bygland Rd SE south of Folson Park. 
 

4.9.1.6 Access Assessment Of Bicycle Travel Trip Generators 
 
 Bicycle trip generators were examined to determine appropriate linkage to the 
bikeway network. The following tables are the results of that analysis.  The generators 
have been separated between the two cities.  They have also been listed by their category 
(commercial, industrial, etc.). 



 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 4.5 



Grand Forks Generators 
 
Industrial Generators 

Generator Existing Access Future Access
Grand Forks Industrial No connection to existing network Bike route on DeMers Ave, bike path
Park on 17th Ave S. and S 48th St
Industrial center Bike path on Gateway Dr. No other connections planned

 
Commercial Generators 

Generator Existing Access Future Access
Bike paths along the Red River and Connect Red River and DeMers bike

Central Business District DeMers Ave. paths with a bike route, future bike 
route along N 5th St and Belmont Rd

Columbia Mall 32nd Ave S, 24th Ave S, Columbia Rd, Connections from the South on both
and Coulee bike paths S. 34th St. and Columbia Rd.

Grand Cities Mall No connection to existing network Bike path on S. Washington St and
a bike route on 17th Ave S.

 
Educational Generators 

Generator Existing Access Future Access
University of Bike lane on University Ave, Bike path Bike paths South of University Ave 
North Dakota on Columbia Rd and Coulee on Coulee and 42nd St
Central High School Bike paths on Red River and DeMers Bike lane on University Ave, bike

route on N 5th St.
Red River High School No connection to existing network Bike path on 17th Ave S and bike

route on S 20th St.
Schroeder Middle School Bike route on 32nd Ave S No other connections planned
South Middle School Bike Paths on 20th St. S, Southend Drainway, King's Walk Trail.Bike path west on 47th Ave. S.

Drainway, King's Walk Trail.
Valley Middle School No connection to existing network Bike route on N 20th St and bike

lane on University Ave
Ben Franklin Elementary No connection to existing network Bike route on S 20th St
Century Elementary Bike path on Coulee Bike path on 17th Ave S
Holy Family Elementary No connection to existing network Bike route on 17th Ave S and bike

path on S Washington St
J. Nelson Kelly Elem. Bike route on 32nd Ave S No other connections planned
Lake Agassiz Elem. Bike path on Coulee Bike lane on 6th Ave N
Lewis & Clark Elem. No connection to existing network Bike route on 13th Ave S
Phoenix Elementary Bike route on 4th Ave S Bike route on Belmont Rd
St. Mary's Elementary Bike route on 4th Ave S Bike route on Belmont Rd
St. Michael's Elementary No connection to existing network Bike route on N 5th St
Viking Elementary Bike path on 22nd Ave S & Wash. St. Bike route on 24th Ave S
West Elementary Bike path on Columbia Rd Bike route on N 25th St
Wilder Elementary Bike path on N 3rd St & Gateway Dr Bike route on 9th Ave N
Winship Elementary No connection to existing network Bike route on N 14th St



Parks and Recreational Generators 
Generator Existing Access Future Access

Abbot Park Bike path on DeMers Ave No other connections planned
Apollo/Eagles Park Bike path on Columbia Rd and bike path No other connections planned

on 17th Ave. South
Alerus Center Bike path north along 42nd Street Bike path south along 42nd Street
Ben Franklin Park No connections to existing network Bike route on S 20th St
Bringewatt Park No connections to existing network Bike lane on 24th Ave S and bike

route on S 20th St
Central Park Bike path through park along the Red No other connections planned

River, and Bike Route on 4th Ave. S
Cox Park No connections to existing network Bike route on 24th Ave S
Elks Park No connections to existing network Bike route on 13th Ave S
Haake Strip Park No connections to existing network Bike route on 13th Ave S
Jaycees Park No connections to existing network Bike Path on University Ave.
Rotary Park Bike path on Red River Planned Bike/Ped bridge site.
Kelly Park Bike route on 32nd Ave S No other connections planned
Lake Agassiz Park Bike path on Coulee Bike Lane on 6th Ave N

Lincoln Drive Park Bike path on Red River Bike route on Belmont Rd
Lions Park Bike path on Coulee, 17th Ave. S, 24th  No other connections planned

Ave. S, and 34th Street. 
Optimist Park No connections to existing network Bike path on 47th Ave S
Prime Steel Park Bike Path along park. Bike Path on 41st St.
Ray Richard's Bike path on DeMers Ave, 42nd St. Bike path on 7th Ave. South
Richard's West Park No connections to existing network Bike lane on N 47th St
Riverside Park No connections to existing network Bike path on Red River and bike

route on N 2nd St
Sertoma Park Bike path on Coulee No other connections planned
Sunbeam Park Bike path on Red River Bike path connections on North &

South, bike lane on Belmont Rd
Symington Park No connections to existing network Bike lane on 24th Ave. South
Tennis Fitness Center Bike path on DeMers No other connections planned
University Park No connections to existing network Bike lane on University Ave and bike

route on N 20th St
Ulland/Ryan/Kings Walk Bike path through Ulland Park and alongBike path on Columbia Rd, 47th Ave

Southend Drainway S, 62nd Ave. S, Washington St.
Williamson Field/Arena Bike path on DeMers Ave Bike route on S 9th St
Wilmar Park No connections to existing network Bike route on S 14th St

 
 
 
 
 
 



TABLE 4.6 
East Grand Forks 

 
 
Industrial Generators 

Generator Existing Access Future Access
East Grand Forks No connections to existing network Bike path on Bus Hwy #2 & East
Industrial Park Dike, bike route on Gateway Dr.
 
Commercial Generators 

Generator Existing Access Future Access
Central Business District Bike path on Red River Bike path on 5th Ave NW
Riverwalk Center Bike path on Red River Bike path on 5th Ave NW

 
Educational Generators 

Generator Existing Access Future Access
Northwest Technical No connections to existing network Bike path on Central Ave, 23rd St
College NW, and 5th Ave NE
East Grand Forks Bike path on Central Ave, bike route
Senior High No connections to existing network on 17th St NW, & bike lane on 4th 

Ave NW and 14th St NW
Sacred Heart Bike path on Red River No other connections planned
Central Middle School No connections to existing network Bike route on Bygland Rd SE, bike

path on 13th St SE
South Point Elementary No connections to existing network Bike route on Bygland Rd SE, bike

path on 13th St SE
New Heights Elementary No connections to existing network Bike lane on 14th St NW and bike 

path through River Heights Park
East Grand Forks No connections to existing network Bike path on DeMers Ave
Public Library
Riverside Christian No connections to existing network Bike Lane on 2nd Ave NE
School

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Park & Recreational Generators 
Generator Existing Access Future Access

DanMor Park No connections to existing network No other connections planned
Dike Park No connections to existing network Bike path on Red River & Gateway
Folson Park Bike path on Red Lake River No other connections planned
Golf Course No connections to existing network Bike path on Red River. 
Griggs Park Bike path on Red Lake River Bike path to connect to Central Ave.
Greenway Park No connections to existing network Bike Lane on Greenway Boulevard
Harney Park No connections to existing network No other connections planned
Hecht Park No connections to existing network Bike path on Gateway Dr, bike lanes

on 14th St NW and 5th Ave NW
ITT's Williams Park No connections to existing network Bike path on Central Ave & 5th Ave

NE, bike route on 17th St NW
Nash Park No connections to existing network Bike route on 8th Ave NW & 22nd

St NW, bike path on 23rd St NW
O'Leary Park Bike path on Red Lake River Bike path on Bygland Rd SE
Red River State Park Bike paths on the Red River and leeve. Planned connections throughout City.
River Heights Park Bike path on Red  River No other connections planned
Sherlock Park Bike Path along leeve and through park. Bike path on Gateway Dr. 
Stauss Park No connections to existing network Bike path on 5th Ave NE

 
4.8.1.7      Future Generators 

 
 The location of future generators is a main consideration in recommending future 
bikeways.  Since this plan is a 20-year plan, generators that we project being built in that 
time frame must be considered.  Access to these generators should be a consideration just 
as though they were existing generators.  Future locations for commercial and industrial 
generators are difficult to identify.  They should however be, located in close proximity 
to the current generators. Therefore access will already be accounted for. 
 
 The locations of education and park generators are easier to identify.  Land is 
bought in advance for these sites.  Not all projected sites are used, since the fate of many 
of these sites is dependent upon other developments in the area.  In Grand Forks the 
future sites are included in the following table. East Grand Forks does not have any future 
sites for either parks or schools at this time.   
 
 

Potential Generator Existing Access Future Access
School on N 55th St Bike path on N 55th St Bike path on Univ. Ave

School at S 20th St & No connection to existing network Bike path on S 20th St and 
40th Ave S 40th Ave S

School at Cherry St & No connection to existing network Bike path on Cherry St
55th Ave S

Park at S 34 St & No connection to existing network Bike path on S 34th St &
40th Ave S 40th Ave S

 
 


