49 RECOMMENDED BIKEWAY PLAN

49.1

Future Bikeway System

Although the bikeway system is considered all one network indsFarks and
East Grand Forks, the funding is separate for both cities.efliney the recommendation
for the future bikeway has been separated by city, as wklt#isy (path, lane or route).
The plan consists of a total of over 96.2 miles of bikeway (54-mil€&rand Forks and
42.2-miles in East Grand Forks), which will be added over the next 28-y&able 4.7

shows the total estimate of cost for the bikeway is $10,660,372 ($5,030,921.2&dh Gra
Forks and $5,629,451.52 in East Grand Forks).

facilities are the following:

The unit costs used for thendiffe

Bike Path $30.00 per lineal foot (Construction/Impémentation)
$0.80 per lineal foot (Signage)
Bike Lane $2.00 per lineal foot (Construction/Implenentation)
$0.80 per lineal foot (Signage)
Bike Route $0.42 per lineal foot (Construction/Irplementation)
TABLE 4.7
Bikeway Facility Cost
Bikeway Location Mileage Cost
Grand Forks 30.1 $4,894,982.40
Bike Path East Grand Forks 34.3 $5,578,003.20
Total 64.4 $10,472,985.60
Grand Forks 6.6 $97,574.40
Bike Lane East Grand Forks 2.7 $39,916.80
Total 9.3 $137,491.20
Grand Forks 17.3 $38,364.48
Bike Route East Grand Forks 5.2 $11,531.52
Total 22.50 $49,896.00
Total Bike Network in GF-EGFF 96.2 $10,660,372.8(

Figure 4.16 shows the planned bikeway along with the existing aikew his
map provides a better understanding of how our planned bikeways fibwitburrent
system and provides continuity. The planned structures are also shown.
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4.9.2 FUTURE BIKE LANE SITE ANALYSIS




Cost is major consideration in bikeway development. When designating corridors
for planned Bike Lanes an analysis of the section of roadway must be conducted. Firs
and foremost, existing pavement widths must be examined. If there is not enough
existing width the probability that the street would be widened for a bike lanmitosli
none. The determination of the roadway’s ability to retrofit bike lane fasiltill be
based on the assumption that existing conditions such as on-street parking vl rema
constant, although removing parking in one direction will be looked at in some locations.
The following minimum AASHTO standards will apply to lane widths for this ansily

Motor Vehicle Lane 10’ Minimum Width

Parking Lane 8’ Minimum Width

Bike Lane 5’ Minimum Width, or 4’ (w/o Curb and Gultter)
Parking/Bike Shared Use Lane 12’ Minimum Width

A graphic will be included for each section of roadway associated with a planned
bike lane in the Grand Forks and East Grand Forks network.

Grand Forks East Grand Forks

North 42 Street (Figure 4.17) "MAvenue NW (Figure 4.25)

6" Avenue North (Figure 4.18) savenue NW (Figure 4.26)
University Avenue (Figure 4.19) T45treet NW (Figure 4.27)

North 47" Street (Figure 4.20) "BStreet NE (Figure 4.28)

South 38 Street (Figure 4.21) "9Avenue NE (Figure 4.29)

24" Avenue North (Figure 4.22) Greenway Boulevard (Figure 4.30)

Belmont Road (Figure 4.23)
40" Avenue South (Figure 4.24)
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4.10 UNPAVED TRAILS PLAN

4.10.1 BACKGROUND

The Greenway encompasses 2,200 total acres, and offers the potential for
development of up to 26-miles (40km) of unpaved trails. The cities of Grand Forks and
East Grand Forks adopted The Greenway Plan in September 2001. The purpose of this
section is to provide a conceptual guide for the development of the Greenway ahd a trai
system that would link the two communities. Approximately 1,230 acres of the
Greenway lie within the Minnesota Department of Natural Resource®RY Red
River State Recreation Area (RRSRA). Minnesota DNR adopted a ManagearefarP|
the Red River Recreation Area in March 2002, which provides extensive details on the
development of the RRSRA. Trail routes, construction standards, and trail usage
regulations within the RRSRA are specifically described in the Managenaent Phis
plan is intended to conform to the RRSRA Management Plan, and all trails shown on the
map should be considered proposed.

The need for an unpaved trail system in the Greenway has been well documented
in both the original Greenway Plan and RRSRA Management Plan. The majority of the
paved trails are in the vicinity of the levee. Unpaved trails can be placed ladorigetr,
which provides the public with an opportunity to take advantage of the river as a natural
resource. One specific function of the unpaved trails would be to provide access to
designated shore fishing sites.

The benefits of unpaved trails from an operational standpoint are that flood
damage is less costly, and post-flood clean-up/maintenance is much easier.s Radner

joggers prefer unpaved trails for health reasons.
Stress on knees and other joints are considerably
reduced on unpaved surfaces. In fact when
unpaved trails are not provided, additional
maintenance issues arise such as the so-called
“Cowpaths” shown in this picture. These ruts
will usually develop along side the paved trails
when runners go out of their way to avoid paved
surfaces.

The Greenway space consists of gently
sloping grass-covered terrain with scattered stands of riparian foresi, hehclose to
the riverbank. Two unpaved trail systems are proposed in this Plan. The fiistfoail
snowmobiles and is proposed to lie close to the banks of the Red and Red Lake rivers at
elevations of 805 to 810-feet above sea level. The snowmobile trails will require some
clearing in sections of the riparian forest, but since it uses a snow badendtwequire
any grading or excavation. The second is a proposed hiking trail systemlticatwect
to the proposed U.S. Army Corps of Engineers paved trail system that will provess acc
to the river along the entire greenway. Four options for a base for the hikisgstam
are possible: grass, crushed limestone, road base gravel, and manufactured



aggregate/sand. The least expensive option is grass and the most expensive option is
crushed limestone. Grading and excavation would be required for the hiking trail syste
thus there would be some degree of future maintenance required.

4.10.2 UNPAVED TRAILS (FIGURE 4.31 AND 4.32)

Winter Season: Proposed Snowmobile Trailare shown as Yellow dashed lines near

the riverbank on both sides of the river. They are mapped at elevations of 805 to 810-feet
for most of the Greenway area. In a few areas they are at higheralsyétit in those

cases they are far from the hiking and cross-country ski areas. The dvitennads

shall maintain a minimum width of 15 feet as to accommodate the approximate width of
the snowmobile trail groomer.

Warm Season: Proposed Unpaved Walking Trailare shown as white lines on both
sides of the river. They follow elevations between 815 and 820-feet throughout the
Greenway area. The walking trails for summer season are 8-feet wida @+nch
crown in the center to assist drainage.

4.10.3 UNPAVED TRAIL SURFACE OPTIONS

1. Grass

Grass trails would enhance the natural setting. They do not withstand high usage
very effectively, especially in wet conditions. The soils in tlegion are
relatively high in clay content and become very sticky and slippémn wet.
Under these conditions the soil loses most of its strength and asdy leecome
rutted, which stresses the vegetation. Upon drying, the ruts releaumg a
difficult surface to walk on even if the vegetation recovers.

1. Crushed Limestone

Crushed limestone has been used successfully in Winnipeg, ManitotzdeCfar
trails in the River Forks Area downtown. Crushed limestone bonds isbdich
permeable mass after installation, which is easily washddanitressure washer,
and is pleasing in appearance. The trail would not be slippery whenThe
nearest sources are in Canada, near Winnipeg.

2. Road Base Or “Driveway Mix”

Gravel mixed with clay (Class 5 mix) provides a solid base andurable
driveway surface. It tends to be impermeable and becomes samstigky in
moist conditions. This is not a serious problem in driveways, but could be
disadvantage for walkways.






