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Manufactured Aggregate/Sand

Fines from rock crushing operations will bind together in a pevteaaass after
installation, which is easily washed with a pressure washer,sapteasing in
appearance. The trail would not be slippery when wet.



4.10.4 _WEARING COURSE RECOMMENDATION

The manufactured aggregate/sand appears to be the best option. The material is
available locally, provides a durable walkway, and remains porous so that maiditure
not accumulate in ponds on the trail. Repairs would consist of adding material and
grading it periodically.

4.10.5 _FLOOD FREQUENCY ESTIMATE FOR THE UNPAVED
TRAILS

In this section we provide estimates of the probability of flooding for the
proposed unpaved hiking trails and snowmobile trails. It is critical to understand that
major floods of the Red River of the North and the Red Lake River occur almost
exclusively during the period of spring snowmelt. To emphasize this critical pea
have separated the summer flood data from the spring flood data recorded by he USG
gage that has been in operation continuously since 1882.

Datum for the USGS gage at Grand Forks is 779-feet. The snowmobile trail lies
at elevations above 805-feet, which is at 26-feet above datum and the hiking trail lies a
elevations above 815-feet, which is 36-feet above datum. These flood stages correspond
to flows of approximately 18,000 cfs, and 30,000 cfs respectively. Taking the flood
logarithm data of each into consideration, the indication is that the probabilibodfrfy
the snowmobile trail in any summer season is approximately 6-percent and the
probability of flooding the hiking trail is approximately 2-percent.

Applying the same analysis to the snowmelt flood indicates that the propabilit

flooding the hiking trail in any year is approximately 25-percent, and the phitpabi
flooding the snowmobile trail is approximately 40-percent.

4.10.6 _TRAIL USE CONFLICTS

Anytime you have trail users utilizing different modes of transportation the
potential for conflicts are introduced. There will always be user conflictspaved
trails as there are with any other trail. As a government entity thalymald be to
resolve as many conflicts as possible and minimize all others as bestgo3siel
following are efforts that shall be taken to minimize user conflicts on the uhpraie
system.

Education of trail users must be the primary effort in avoiding potential cenflict
A system of easily visible and durable trail markers is essential.

Large signs listing trail regulations shall be placed at all trail heads.

Enlisting active support from organized trail user groups such as the Red River
Snowmobile Club, GOALS, and Friends of the Greenway.

! The Unpaved Trails Study of 2001 documents ahinéal aspects of flood frequency calculations.



Separate trail users on multiple trail treads where possible.

411 _IMPLEMENTATION AND STAGING PLAN

411.1 _PROJECTS BY TIME PERIOD

Under current regulation, all new roads and streets utilizideré funds, except
where bikes are legally prohibited, should be designed and constructéecyoles.
Since the majority of existing roadways have not been desigribdhei bicycle travel in
mind, the reconstruction of roads will require changes to accommabiatele and
pedestrian travel. The reconstruction of a roadway will @ictehen the bicycle and
pedestrian facilities will be constructed for that area.

All bikeway projects were broken down into time periods for corngiet The
short-term projects should be completed 2810. Nearly all routes and lanes are
considered short-term projects due to their relatively small. cogthe Capital
Improvements Plan (CIP), a six-year plan for the city oin@rBorks, will reflect these
projects in the coming years. The planned structures to be comiplékesl time period
include the underpass at"Street, and the shared use river crossings at Riverside and
17" Avenue South. The only planned structure in this same period foEzsd Forks,
is the 4" Street NW shared use underpass between the State Campground réoak She
Park.

The mid-term projects should be completed by 2020. Projects considetbis
time are along existing roadways within the city and antieipatding in the future. The
planned structures include the crossing at Merrifield Road, and xkenseon/
reconstruction of 48 Street.

The long-term projects should be completed by 2030. These projeaisially
along the peripheries of the towns on roads that are to be builtfittine. The planned
structures for this time period include thé"3&venue river crossing, 7Ave Interstate
crossing, 3% Street shared use overpass, downtown shared use river crossinge and th
East Grand Forks extension df Avenue NE (Central Spine). It should be noted that
the timelines for short, mid, and long-term projects are dependeheaavailability of
funding.

Table 4.8 are cost estimates for the above projects. Struosiseare based from
existing bids and estimates. Path estimates are based on $&@epkfoot, which is
consistent with costs of current projects. These costs are in dflidds and could
increase in the future.

TABLE 4.8

Bikeway Cost by Project Period



Short Term Projects

Riverside Shared Use Bridge $2,650,000
17" Avenue Shared Use Bridge $2,650,000
42" Street Underpass $67,500

4™ Street Shared Use Underpass (EGF) $225,000
Planned Bike Lanes $134,534
Planned Bike Routes $49,674
Total $5,776,708
Mid Term Projects

Merrifield River Crossing $40,500

48" Street Reconstruction/Extension $316,800
Total $357,300
Long Term Projects

32 Avenue River Crossing $72,000

17" Avenue Interstate Crossing $79,500
Downtown Shared Use River Crossing $1,500,000
34" Street Shared Use Overpass $1,625,000
Total $3,276,500

The figures above give the total cost of the bikeway plan broken dgwime
period. The short term cost accounts for about 74% of the total bikeetyork.
Obviously the two bike/pedestrian bridges, which are part of the flagdqtion project,
account for the high percentage. The costs of bike and pedestrianreswed standalone
projects are much more noticeable than when facilities are codthiwta roadway
projects. The vast majority of the short, mid, long-term projedsldvbe federally
funded through the construction and reconstruction roadway projectstatéd before,
federal regulations require that all modes of transportation, imgudicycle and
pedestrian, be accommodated if federal funds are used for the project.

4.11.2 _TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT (TE) PROJECTS

One of the other funding sources for bicycle and pedestriditidacis the TE
program. The TE program facilitates and provides a greater opportunityofmai
governments to collaborate with the State Department Of Traa$iparto pursue a
broad range of non-traditional transportation related activitietr s bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. A limited number of projects qualiby this federally funded
program. For the purpose of this bicycle and pedestrian plan, TE fualtibeliocused
on areas of the bikeway network where road construction and rectiostraie unlikely
to occur in the next twenty years. Taking this approach to fundogdwallow the



communities to bridge current network gaps or needs without retyirthe association
of concurrent roadway projects.

Figure 4.33 shows these potential TE projects as they are dispersed throughout t
two communities. The projects include the downtown shared use rossimy, the EGF
riverbend crossing, the 34Street shared use overpass, all bikeway system gaps
identified in Section 4.4 of this plan, and all planned bike lanes anddikesr Planned
bike lanes and bike routes with a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) dtirfy or greater
will receive priority. The premise behind using the PCI cate&ithat the sections of the
planned network would be the least likely to receive funding throughettumstruction
of the roadway.

4.11.3 _RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION

The majority of right-of-way acquired to accommodate bike pa#mesl and
routes is done through the platting process and is dedicated bgublemer during the
approval stage of the subdivision plat. Subdivision regulations requiketieoper to
“dedicate” land for certain purposes. Historically, the city o&r@@l Forks has acquired
land through the dedication process or by way of direct purchase.

With the development of both cities to the south, the majorithefbikeway
network is expected to grow in that direction. This is not only tduthe expected
increase in population, but the result of the new roads being bthibse areas. Putting
in the designated proposed bikeway facilities with the new raadsa subdivision is
required. Approval of new subdivisions shall be dependent upon the dedicattmn of t
bikeway right-of-way.



114 _PLANNED STRUCTURES

A major factor in the continuity of the bikeway network is the amsion of
planned structures. These features can include crossings, underpassegkways.
These structures provide safe passage across both major bartersnpediments
throughout the two cities.



There are three planned structures included in the future bikewagrietvhich
cross the Red River connecting Grand Forks and East Grand Forkshesk
bicycle/pedestrian crossings are built, design will include a rfoutbicycle travel. Two
of the crossings are part of the flood protection project. The South@idAgenue)
crossing, which will be constructed in 2005, will provide connection betweath s
Grand Forks and south East Grand Forks. The other crossing willdiedguast below
the rapids in Riverside Park. This structure will also be bxidlusively for bicycles and
pedestrians, and will connect the North ends of both cities.

The former Northern Pacific Railroad Bridge site is the progpdseation for a
downtown bicycle/pedestrian bridg&he NP Bridge, which was the only bike/pedestrian
bridge in the downtown area, acted as a water dam during the flood of TB8iefore,
the bridge was removed, although the center pillar still remantesy. A replacement
bridge will be necessary for the downtown and this site stands out as a feasitdd@loc

The only crossing proposed across the Red Lake River is in the Bane area.

This crossing will connect the residents in south East Grand Faitkghe golf course
located at the River Bend and the U.S. Highway 2 corridor. Thendestaaveled from
the South Pointe/Central Middle School area without this bicycligéris nearly 4v2
miles, and requires crossing many high-speed streets. Thamadists quite long and
provides no incentive for a person to bicycle instead of driving a eehigVith the

crossing in place the distance traveled is reduced to 1¥4 milesequides only local

street crossings. This distance is very reasonable, and pdrkadpsé of travel could be
less than vehicular travel.

In Grand Forks a barrier and obstacle exist parallel to and alentei3 Ave and
the railroad through most of the city. Two planned structures sathissarea are located
at 34" Street and 4% Street. The 49 Street underpass is currently in the MPO
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and scheduled as a projg@07. This
area has been a conflict location since the bike path was built on the north sidéen§ De
Ave.

The 34" Street shared use overpass is necessary to provide increasssibility
to the University of North Dakota campus with south Grand Forks. Buiklicigssing
in this location will promote bicycle use among the college siisdeFurther studies will
be done to promote access over both DeMers Ave and the railroad tracks.

The interstate crossing on ™ Ave S will provide access to the Grand Forks
Industrial Park for residents throughout both communities. This will pt@ricycling
to work, as this is a major employment center in the city.

4.11.5 _COORDINATION WITH STATE BIKEWAY PLANS




In 1994, North Dakota adopted its first state bike plan,_the North Dakata S
Bicycle Plan This plan provides a foundation for bicycle planning by descritiieg
current status of bicycling and identifying relevant agenciessi&ipn and funding
mechanisms. The Plan is a strategic document that offersligagldor policy
development, resource allocation and decision-making. It is a fraewder which
coordinated activities can be implemented to the benefit of treeatdtthe residents. As
a statewide plan, policy is the focus. In studying the plan,ptiieies within the
document are consistent with the policies and projects identified in this plan.

The state of Minnesota has two documents pertaining to bicyaia@ipta The
first is the Minnesota Bicycle Transportation Planning and De€lgidelines This
manual provides part of the information necessary for a safe inigyehvironment.
Facilities are the focus of this document. This manual was updated in June of 2004.

The other document is Plan B: The Minnesota Comprehensive StatdeBrign
This plan provides the framework to guide investments that will laEnshe needs of
bicyclists into safe realities. MnDOT accommodates bisiglihrough its multi-modal
and intermodal actions and continues to encourage the increased usaefeanpdofs
bicycling. The plan was updated in April of 2004.




