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Proposal Purposes

1) To clarifythe placanent of the Central High Corridat a finer scale than has been previously
considered.

2) To consider different opdns for trail placement in problematareas.

3) To communicate our ideas to Brandon D. Morris and Union Pacific to determine where there are
conflicts with Union Pacific active tracks and to work with Mr. Morris and Union Pacific to
resolve those conflicts.

4) To communicate with US Depot, Inc. to considptiens of circumnavigating UnidBtation
5) To communicate witlstakeholdergegardingMullenix development in th&"9/Bishop triangle.
6) To communicate with State of Arkansas regarding parking lot in Capital Mall.

7) Toestablishproperty ownership along our proposed trail route to determine with whom we will
have to work to obtain easements.

8) Tocommunicate our ideas with stakeholdets,give them a better sense of the claibes and
opportunities of installing this section of traihd to improve our concepts with their feedback

9) To estimate costs of trail construction.

10) To build a local (i.e. Little Rock) consensus so that we are better prepared to seek funding from
FLAP andther sources.
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Introduction

TheCentral HigiCorridordo K S NB | F (i S Ml ie /aroNsitdetrbkeXdeditrail from downtown Little

Rock toCentral High Schoolt will have many standlone benefits to our community and stakeholders,

and will alsdbe the firstnew constructiorof the proposed Southwest Trallat will eventually span 60+

miles and three counties to connect Little Roakiot SpringsDue to the cost of constructing the

Southwest Trail, it is ideal to create the trail in segments tiave staneblone value; the Corridor is one

such segment¢ KS / 2 NNA R2 NRA& NRdzi S Bcuthviest FraillChi&i & &ddnomif ¢ !t f
Impact Study; this report considers that [ ¢ ! t f rbuye\atia firnéreale.

Trail Benefits
Benefitsto Union Pacific

TheCorridorwould reduce liability exposure and costs to Union Pacifi¢Jnion Pacific (UP) allowed
construction of theCorridor,! NJ | §'Reéréatidnal Use Statue (RUS) would protect UP from liability of
injury of trail users. TheUS makes the burden of proof on th&intiff to establish that Union Pacific
deliberately intended to harm him or hed$DOT 2002). Union Pacific currently has no such protection
from liability ofpedestriangn this corridor. US DOT pgs-W itemizeadditional reductions in liability

risk to Union Pacific due to trail development in the corridor.

TheCorridormay also decrease trespassing on Union Pacific tracks, specifically pedestrian activity along
the tracks and crossing the tracks. The trailildlgorovidesafe and comfortablpedestrian access along

the railroadcorridor and channel railroad crossings at designated locations, reducing the motivation to
use the actual tracks as a pedestrian corridbheCorridorwould also improve the accesstite tracks

for emergency responders and UP maintenance vehicles.

Benefits toUS DepoLLTAmtrak

Little Rock UnioStationd K S NB I F (1 S NJ  ds|cyfrénByyfucKediawaly ina yoinér of downtown

that does not get much trafficUnion Statioris on the NationbBRegister of Historic Places astibuld be

more visible in our communitylt is our understanding that Union Station is considering renovations in

the rear of the building that will include several storefronswalking malbetweenUnion Station and

the railroad tracks that included th@orridorwould create a steady flow of consumeisUnion
{GFrGA2yQa ySg a02NBTNERY GAMtrdk sk transpatiohldptiod HtdeNdd y & | Y R
also crea¢ other ways for Little Rock residents to access Amtrak transit (by gettidgitm Station by

foot or bike). If coupled with a bikeshare statigaunching ir2017) it would also create another way

for visitors to get off an Amtrak train and travel bike.

Benefits to Mullenix & Associates, LLC

adzf t SYAE 9 | 4420AL0S8Sax [[/ O6KSNBIFTFUESNI dadf t SYAEE 0
34 St., 29St., and Bishop St. Their intention is to rent the space to lobbyists and others assedtate

the Capital Mall.3" St. is a major barridsetweenthis devebpment and the Capital Madind there is no

light at the corner of Bhop and 3rd Crossing'3St. on foot in this location can be dangeroThis

property would be much more attractive those that would lease this space with a BikePed trail

1 https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BSEDg_G8q U2MGhiWGxmbFNoTjg/view
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leading to the Capital Mall and to downtown Little Robkullenix has expressed interest in being
friendly to the bicycling communitgndfacilitating Corridor developmenthich may includeeleasing
15 ft. of ROW along"2St Installing bicycle parking in their new developrhand/or supporting a
bikeshare station (launching 2017) would only incredsedttractiveness of the space to tenants and
further support the growth of bike culture in Little Rockhe developmenproposed by Mullenixwould
not be affectedby this loss of ROW. Mullenix does not own this section of property but has-telong
lease on it. The property owner would also have to be involved in decisions regardingsR@aN/

Benefits toState of Arkansas

The Sate of Arkansas is by far the largest employer in Little Reakploying over 23,000 peopteMany

of these employees work e Captal Mall. Creating BikePed connectivity from the Capital Mall to
downtown Little Rock would decrease employeasion increase employee fitnesand increase

tourist visitatin. Creating BikePed connectivity to the &nkas River Trail will also createorridor
though which employees could walk or bike to work, increasing their safety and pehlit (see also
below). Including one or more bikeshare statiotasupnching in 2017) would only increase the use of the
Corridor to and from the Capital Mall by employees and tourists.

Benefits to Our Community

Economy/TourismThe corridor would have sevdrshort and longterm economic benefits to our
community. Trail construction would create jobs. Bike/Ped trails have consistently been shown to
increase property values (thereby increasing tax revenue for the City) and livability. Increased livability
will help attract and retain the best talent for area businesses and attract new businesses to locate in
Little Rock. The Corridor will also attract approximately 2,500 additartadf-town bike tourists per

year, injecting approximately $145,000 adlital tourist revenue peyear! We also conservatively

project that the Corridor will increase visitation to the Central High School National Historic Site by 6,000
visitors per year (over a 5% increase in visitation from 2014) increasing exposureingpthitant piece

of Little Rock and United States history.

Increased Public HealttArkansas is the second most inactive, the fourth niggtertensive and the
fourth most obesgover all age groupsyate in the natior®. In addition to decreasing quality of life and
life expectancy, obesity increases work absenteeism and healthcare éokensans are unhealthy
because of our inactivity and we are inactive, in part, because our built environment discourages
physical actiity. This trail would be a critical edfreet north-south corridor that would encourage
active recreation and transportation.

Safety: TheCentral HighCorridor service area may be the least safe area in all of Central Arkansas for
bicyclists and pedestins according to Metplan 126 pedestrian crashes and 30 bicycle crashes
occurred within %2 mile of the Cador between 20052014 (Fig. 2) Ten of these crashes were

fatalities® The four most dangerous intersections for pedestrians in all ofr@leitkansas are withi

the Corridor service areaThe Corridor service area also includes the most dangerous corridor in all of
Cantral Arkansas (S. Broadway).

2 http://www.mba-today.com/business/arkansasba-employers.html
3 http://stateofobesity.org/rates/
4 https://www.littlerock.gov/media/1376/metroplan _2015petbikecrashanalysis.pdf
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The project is not only important because of the safety concerns, but because of whdhsérue.

Bicycle and pedestrian crashes disproportionately affect minorities. AfAcaerican male adults in

Central Arkansas are 2.9 times more likely to be involved in a bicycle crash, 3.9 times more likely to be
involved in a pedestrian crash, aAd times more likely to be killed in a pedestrian crash aspaved

to white male adults® The Corridor will safely link predominantly AfrieAmerican neighborhoods to
businesses and jobs in downtown Little Rock.

Orientation

Thefigures of the trail raute in this report were createthrough ArcGIS at fine scalg(1:1,000) in order

to communicate ourdeas for the routewith a higher fidelity than previously attempted he darkblue
lineis the City of Little Ro€ka 0 prdpas€ddorridocenter. This route i9ased on a trail route
supplied by ALTA Plannidgtudy, but altered by CLR to better fit our community. The light blue zone

around the dark blue line resents the 1@wide trailto map scale¢ KS NXIj dzA NBR My Q N&X IK

(ROW) sometimementioned refers to the three feet of level ground required on either side of the trail
(not depicted in maps)The yellow contour lines show every tvmot elevation change (light
GAYGSNYSRAII OS¢ CBEASLE al0A 2Myy RO KS GrONE | i évehBattempt yoR S E ¢
route the trail with the least elevation change possible (especially avoiding steep climbs) within the
limits of the proposed route. The heavy green lines are estimateperty boundaries Survey work

will need to determineexactly to what extent the trail would go within each parc€heroads are

included toorient the viewer and to infornaccess discussions

Proximity to Active Track

An important concern of Brandon Mortaed Union Pacifigs the proximity of the proposd trail to
active track.dSetback is the distance betweethe paved edge of the Corridand the centerline of the
closest active railroad track.hib report pays particular attention teetbackat different points of the
Corridorroute.

It is important to note, however, that recreational trails have been established with very small setbacks
without incident. The Razorback Greenviayayetteville, ARt the intersection of Dickson St., for
example, has a setback of approximatelyfeet (Figs.3-4). We do nd propose anysetbacks narly that
close for the CorridorSafe setback distance for bicycle and pedestrian trails has beestweied>®
CLRooksforward to engaging in an evident®sed, active diag with Union Pacific to establishsafe
BikePed corridor. We may work with the R&disTrails Conservancy to inform our discusdfdhat

seems constructive We feel confident that we can build a safe trail along the proposed route.

Creating a Lowbtress Recreational BikePed Path

It isimportant to make every effort teestablishthe Corridoras an offroad Class | bicycle and pedestrian
paththroughout its route. Ifrail users must mix with vehicular traffieyen for a short distancéhe

trail will only be used by those thag¢él confortable doing so. fie types of useref the Corridorand its
overalluse will decrease. hE shared goal of the Southwest Trail Task Force is to cadatestress
recreatioral trail on which parentgeel comfortable walking strollers, riding Wit chid in a bike trailer,

5 http://altaplanning.com/resources/fhwaailstrails-lessonsearned/
6 http://www.railstotrails.org/resourcelibrary/resources/americasails-with-trails/
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or shepherding tddlers just learning to walk, children unwary of automobiles, or chilglietlearning

to ride abike. Compromises made now to expedite the completion of the trail may be difficult or
impossible to remedy in the fute. If we have no other alternative than to route the trail onto a city
street, we should do everything possible to physically separate bicycle and pedéstfimnfrom
vehicular traffic. In this circumstance, we should alsek approval from the Sthwest Trail Task Force
as this decision would affect the character and use of the e@owidor.

Route

TheCorridorstarts at the JunctioBridgeandruns west along the river to the Union Pac{fitP)tracks
(Fig.2 and5). This portionof the Corridoris already constructedThe Arkansas River TréARTuses

this sametrail from the Junction Bridge to Arch St. but is then routed onto siitgets(Fig.5). The

scenic portion of theCorridorwest of Arch St. is currentlynused west of ArcBt. becausef an erosion
concern and a lack of connectivifyics. 6-7). A new bicycle and pedestrian bridgeerthe UP tracks

will be completed Summer 2017, rerouting the ART north of LaHarpe, but without FLAP funding the
Corridorwest of Arch St. wiremain unusedKig.8).

If FLAP is funded, Phases 1 and 2 will buttres€tiveidoQa SN2 aA 2y X ONBIF GS NI YLA
Corridorheaded east and southwest, and retain argeadeCorridorturning SW from its current

terminus €ig.9-12). Phase will construct theCorridorfrom this Corridor/ART junction to the Arkansas

State Capital ComplexPhase 3 will construct the Corridor from the Arkansas State Capital Complex to
Central High.

The trailwould continue atgrade from the fence ikig.7 underthe BikePed bridgeampand under
LaHarpeto UnionStation(Figs. 10-13). The trail could either rubbehindUnionStation in a created
bicycle- and pedestriaronly spacdgFigs.14-20) or in a space physicallgmarated from vehicles along
Victory St. and W. M&tham St. [Figs 21-32). If the trail is taken ontd/ictory and W. Markham, it could
either run along the southern wall of the statioRig. ) or go onto the elevated green spacist south
of the southern wall (Fig.Z3.

The trail wouldcontinueeast of the tracks until intersecting witi“St. as it turns SWF{g.33). Space
for the Corridor is extremely limited alon§5t; we must decidéo what lengths we are willing tgo to
retain vehicular accessn this block of 2 St. (Figs. 330). At the end of this block of"2 St.,we could
create a traijust NW of theState of Arkansas parking lot take 18(bf ROW plus space for a physical
barrier fromthe NW edge of State of Arkansas parkingfog.41).

Beyond the pariag lot, the trail would run just NW of a steep slopégs. 4342). Running the trail up
the grassy slope owned by the state of Arkaswould be extremely challenging for recreational riders
and would not likely mee€orridorminimum standardgFigs. 4142).

The trail continues south of the UP tracks, over what may be an abandoned railroad bridge which must
be inspected for serviceabiliffFigs. 43-44). It then crosses'7 St.over 7" St. overanother abandoned
railroad bridge Fig.45). The trail thenmmsses under-630 (ig.46) and into a valley just south of 10

St. Fig.47). The berm between the active tracks and the proposed trail route betwe&rsitand 1%

St. should satisfy any U.P. safety concerns in this segifgst47-51). Our areaf immediate concern,
connecting the Trail of Tears to Central High, will end 36 Fig.52).
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Connectivity

The Corridowill connect the Trail of Tears National Park to Central High School National Park and
represent the first new construction of the Southwest Trail that wilmately connect both parks to
Hot Springs National Parks. Howewee, also intend this trail to fit into our transportation network so
that bicyclists and pedestrians can use it as a$tness northsouth corridor. Connection to our Master
Bike Plan is therefore particularly importafiig.53). Figure53is an ovengw map of our proposed
connections for theCorridor.

Connection #1s where the Arkansas River Trail joins @eridorat the Union Pacific track&ig. 10)
This onnection will require a ramfrom the BikePed bridge over the UP tracks, but a quality connection
here will encourage the hundreds of people per day who use the Arkansas River Trail to use the
Corridor. Connection #2s atUnionStation. The form this connectids)takes will depend on the route
the Corridortakes aroundJnionStation(Figs.14-32). Ths connection, especially if combined with a
bikeshare station at/nionStation, would increase multimodal transportation for visitors traveling to
Little Rock by train and Little Rock residents riding the tr@annection #3s at2" (Fig.33). Creating
guality pedestrian facilities along Bishop St. is particularly important for Rock Region Metroausers t
access the Cador (Fig. 54).Connection #4s on the Arkansas State Capital Complfeg.41). This
connection could encourage both bike commuting and tourism to the comi@exinection #5s at the
NI Af Qa Ay it StNE.85D (Estihy/staibwayis Koula connect Bt. to theCorridorfor
pedestrians Fig.55). We could create a Park and Ride opportunity at this location as well for both
recreation and transportationHjg.56). Connection #8s at Maryland AveHigs46 & 57). Ths
connection (andConnectior#7) may be the most direct connections for users accessing Arkansas

I KAt RNEB Yy CanndctbiAidiab 16" StdFig.47, 58-59). This connection would be how a
bicyclist would connect from the bike lanes ori"1%. gang north and from the trail SW bound going
east or westFig.60). From 18 to 15" St., theCorridoris routed through a steep valley, making
connections between these streets challengikiggé 47-51). Connection #8s at 19" St(Fig. 4 & 61).
Thiswould be the connection a bicyclist would use fron"&. to go south on the trail or from NE
bound on the trail going east or we$ti.60). This would also be the connection a bicyclist on Daisy
Bates would use, regardless of direction traveling. @2y This would also be one of two exits to access
the Central High School National Pa@onnection #9s the end of this phase of théorridorand
another access point to the Central High School National (Fagk 52 & 63) Connections from #8 and
#9 to Central igh School Visitor Center will be included in the next iteration of this report.

FLAP

We applied for theFederal Landsakess Program (FLAP) grantldii15/16. The purpose of the FLAP

grant is to provide better access to or within National Parks or conNational Parks with

transportation corridors. The Arkansas River played a large role in both the Underground Railroad and

GKS ¢NIAf 2F ¢SINARA FYyR KFa blFidAz2ylrt tIFINJ&a tFyRYIl N
w201£0 Ay kiviwedpidgoi®hg BLAP draNdinhases. Phases One and Two would

buttress theerosion of the Medical Milegonnect the new BikePed bridgeer the Union Pacific tracks

to the Medical Mile and the propose&dorridor, and build the Corridor from thArkansas River to the

" https://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/programs/flap/ar/
8 https://www.nps.gov/trte/planyourvisit/placego-go-in-arkansas.htm
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Arkansas State Capital Compldxhase Three woulmbnstruct the Corridor from the Arkansas State

Capital Complex to Central High Scldwol ¢ KS +A &aAG2NR& . dzZNBIF dz NBLR2 NI a Gl
most asked about in Little Rockeathe Clinton Library and Central High School. All of the BikePed

facilities are currently built around the Clont Library. Building the Corridor would conneisiitors to

Central High School and increase its exposieof this is in service of thdtimate goal of connecting

La Petite Roche and Central High Sthodlot Springs National Parks
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Figure3. The setback between the Razorback Greenway and active railroad tracks is approximately six
feet at its intersection with Dickson Sehoto courtesy of Mandy Bunch.

Figure4. Note the Razorback Greenway pavement extends to the feRbeto by Mandy Bunch.
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ART Streat Route ssssees

Figure5. Current routes ofhe Corridor(SW Trail) and Arkansas River Trail (ART) from La Petite Roche
the Union Pacific track®ot considering temporary Broadway Bridge construction detoNigte the

current lack of connectivity at th€orridoQa b2 G SNIX Ay dza ®

Figure6. The trail west of Arch St. is beautiful but unused because it leads nowFigré)(
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Figure7. TheCorridorterminates at a gate close to the Union Pacific trackse Aroken trail in the
bottom right of theFigureis caused by erosion into the Arkansas River.

Whaad i
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Legend

SW Tradl - installed s
SW Trail - proposed = =
SW Tradl AND ART

ART —

ART Street Route *******
ART Sidewalk Route  sseesss
BikePad bridge [
ART Route TRD -—>

Figure8. Map of Fall 201 ART Route without FLAP fundinthe Arkansas River Trail west of the UP
BikePed bridge is yet to be determined (TBD).
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Figure9. Plans to fix the slide along tleorridorclose to the UP tracksStabilizing the slope will cost
$1.7M.

Southwest Trail

Bridge to allow trail to pass underncath

Southwest Trail &
trkansas River Trail

3

PO ramp; 30" elevation changé 5% grade

FigurelO. The proposed northerﬁ:orrldoVART ramp to the BikePed bndge (as of now, the trail route
(light blue) is inaccurate west of the bgie). A second connection to ti@orridorsouthwest of the
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created.
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Figurel4 ¢ Union StationBikePed Zone OptianCorridorRoute from LaHarpe to the train station.
Circumventing the train station is a challenge. One option would be to crgageestrian and bicycle
space Yehiclefree) behind UnionStation The trail run close enough to the building to avoid the
handicapped access ramps to the train platforfiheclosest setbaclks 54Q
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Figurel5. This is the space behind Union Statamit is currently. The distance from the building to the

end of the pavement ie /; 1fdR parking andv of@® drivethough ¢ KSNB A& dunQ 2F &LJ O
parking lot anl south of the platform fence, but a slope, ramps with handrails, lightpoles, and the

building in the centeright of thisFiguremake a trail unlikely thereTheCorridorcould not safely share

this space with vehicles. Vehicles pulling out of theikimay spaces would be pulling infioK S Mo Q
drivethroughg S & 2 dzf RCoOitloE & G K®IF &I LI N} SR 60SG6SSy GNHzO1a 4+
The minimum standardfor the CorridorA a oMW, this drivethough does not meet this standard.

Imagining tlis area as a bicycle and pedestr@amly space, the area of highest pedestrian traffic, on the

eastern end and center of the building, includes a pedestrian canopy. Pedestrians coming from the

building and trail users would have lines of sight to seeamather. Landscaping could make this area a
destination.

Figurel6. The brick ramp from N. Victory St. to the eastern edgiefbuilding (see alsbig.13)could
remain a parking lot. A removable bollard could be installed to allow bicyclpedestrian access but
typically prevent vehicular access.
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Figurel7. One of two ramps that extends into the parking I6id.14, left center). The proposed trail
route runs closer to the building to avoid these ramps.

SW_Tran_Center

| SW_Trall_Pavement

Iy

Inlemediate

Figurel8 ¢ Union StationBikePed Zone Option From the top right corner, the trail would continue
close to the building to avoid the second ramp extending into the parking lot, then start to move away
from the building to get around its NW corner. The vehiode space would end d@he NW corner of

the building. Moving SW, the trail would take(b8the parking lot, hugging its northern border, leaving
the rest for parking. Already present concrete parking stops could create a physical barrier between
trail and the parking lot.
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Figurel9. The trail would run close to the building to avoid this ramp (topigf18).

Figure20. From close to the Union Statiplooking SW. The trail would occupy the rigidst 1&bf
this parking lot, leaving the rest for parking (see also left sideg18).
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Legend
18 wide ramp
Ramp altarnative

12" wide two-way SBL

Figure2l - N. Victory St./W. Markham St. @nectionPart 1 Either we would build a ramp to N.
+AO002NE {dd olo2dzi | wmnQ d¥iSS agivaneilyexisiing bfick3amp.a SS 02
Using the brick ramp would be problematid neither the 180 turn required at the entrance of the

brick rampnor the 120 turn required at the top of the brick ramp wouftdeet Corridorstandards, 2)

either we would close the bottom of the brick ramp for vehicular traffic or risk BikePed vs. vehicle

problems in bind turns (see al$§ag.15), and 3) 13 parking spots would be removed on the brick ramp.

Figure22. Google #eetview of N. Victory St. &m the corner of N. Victory and Markham. The street is

0cQ 6ARST KIFa | £2¢ | @SNFXr3aIS RIFIAfE@ GNIXFFAO O2dzy iz
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N. Victory Proposed Lane Configuration

Physical Vehicular Travel Lane Vehicular Travel Lane
Two-Way SBL Separation

12' a 10° 100 '
36'

Figure23. We could create aafe separated space for bicycles with a-tway separated bikéane (SBL)
on the west side of the street (see alBm.23) on the block depicted ifig.20. Pedestrian traffic can be
routed to the exiting sidewalks in this sectiorl his has not yet been vetted by Public Works.

Figure24. Example of a twavay separated bike langBLjrom Dayton, OH.
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Figure25. Google streetview of W. Markham from the corner of N. Victory and Markham. The street is
ocQ ARSI KIFLa | t2¢ | dSNIF IS RIAf & @GeNdcehleh O O2dzy (>

W. Markham Proposed Lane Configuration

Physical Vehicular Travel Lane Vehicular Travel Lane
Two-Way SBL Separation
I 12 a4 10 10' l
l
36'

Figure26. We could use the same lane configurations as proposed for N. Victory. Parking would have
to be removed on both sides of the stre€fhis has not yet been vetted by Public Works.
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Legend
SW Trail Route

; =¥ 1 S
Make two-way? “ | i - \‘Y -
Make one-way? S ® . '

Figure27. If we were to take theCorridoronto Victory and W. Markham streets, we would want to
minimize vehicular traffic on these streets. One possibility would be to maké\Straet twoway

instead of oneway between S. Victory St. and Cross St. \&12is tweway west of Victory Stthe

change would only affect those two blocks circled in red. We could also consider making W. Markham
St.and Garland Sbne-way for these two blocks (yellow circle). There are few businesses and
residences on thesstreets for thesdwo blocks that walld be affected.These changes would funnel

the vehicular traffic that would travel on Victory and W. Markham to Victory and"W5t2 away from

the Corridor. These ideas have not yet been vetted by Public Works.

3 . "\\ ’ -r . e 2
Figure28. Continuing fronFig.20, the two-way SBL must convert to a BikePed trail at the end of the
sidewalk at the end of W. Markham St.
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Figure29. The sidewalk ends at the corner of W. Markham St. and Woodlane St. Here theagnSBL

must become a separated BikePed trail. Ahysical separation will have to allow assdrom the
parking lot to Union Statioentrances.

Legend
12" Two-way SBL i ]
18" Separated HikePed

18" “crosswalk”

Tree and curb removal L:
Building Access Required O
Sharrow may be required O : U a5

Figure30. Closeup of intersection of W. Markham and Woodlan®alancing the needs of theorridor

with vehicular trafficand building access this area is problematid=rom right to left, at the end of W.

al N] KI' YQ& & A R&y@dBLEwjll EonvierKtGseparat@BikePed trail. Physical separation

must breakat the buildng entrances (red circles). Three parking spaces may needrémuyed

immediately south of the crosswalk, and the area within the purple circle may have to be a sharrow due
to the width between the building and the stairs. Mark Webre suggested we may be able to move the
stairs south to create better separation betere the Corridor and vehicular traffic. Removal of the tree
and curb in the yellow area could all@meme parking just off thEgureto the leftto be retained
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Figure3L. / NBF GAy3 Iy myQ wh2 606fdzS oF NUL 6&A &ongdked 4 A OF €
south wall, but vehicles would still be able to circumnavigate the parking lot island (especiallynidpne
counterclockwise traffic arrows were installed. If parking capacity is a concern, the parking island could

be removed to create addinal parking.

.‘j:_ ! ': .;' o’ o 7'=. e . 3 ..Iv:_:?—.

Figure32. Instead ofrunning the trail along the southern wall, immediately after the stairway (bottom

left), a portion of the wall could be removed and the trail could ramp up to the greenspace in between

the two walls. Construction would cost more but the south wall parkjmgis would be retained. The

I NBl 0Si6SSy (KS (o2 oslffta A& | LILINRBEAYIGStEE myQo
adequate ROWIf this was theCorridorroute, we may want to erect a fence along the lower wall to

prevent falls.Note too the challenge the ramp on the bottom right will create to creating the trail.

Mark Webre suggested that the stairway could be moved to facilitate separation between vehicles and
BikePed traffic in this narrow area.

23| Page CLR Southwest Trail

Proposal



SW_Trail_Center
| LR_Southwest_Trai_Bu

t_Contours
pe
Index

ntermedats
g

T

Figure33. TheBikeRed Zone behind Union Station and tkWectory/Markham Streebptions both
converge approximatelgt the right edge of this figureAt that point, theCorridoris approximatef at
262 ft. above sea levekrom right to left, the Corridowill have to go upslopéo meet 29 St. (which is
itself descending at and aftets turn southwest). The Corridaxill not run on what is now'2 St.at its
turn southwest(at 276 ft. alove sea leve])out will instead briefly run on the slope alongsidedtthat
the Corridoris never higher than 270 ft. above sea level. After clearing @urgperty(the property
immediately south of 2 St. when it turns southwestjhe Corridor willrun on what is now 2 St. 2" St.
could either berecreatad to the southeast of where it runs now, could be linditt®® one vehicular lane,
or vehicular traffic could be removed from itrely.
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Figure34. The slope the Corridawouldtravel alongand up to meet 2 St. What is not easily seen in
this photo is thathe differencein elevationbetween2" St. and the tracks @ecreasings distance
from the camera increases he Corridor would run parallel td%St., meeting it at around 270 fabove
sea level This 8 ft. rise in elevation oveR50 ft. wouldcreae a ~3.2% grade on the Corridorgiiv
within minimum standards)and the retaining wall required wailicreate separation from the Union
Pacific tracks and thereby increase safdtgland Couch piated for scale.

Figure35. Retaining tweway vehicular traffic on 2 St. In order to retain tweway traffic on 29 St.,
we would have to use the 20 ft. of City/Union Pacific ROW to the southea%t $f. 2nd obtain an
easement fo 15 ft. of additional ROWBecausehe Mullenix developmenplanshave no intentions for
using thisl5 ft. and they expressed interest facilitating the Corridothrough this section (atreetalso
designated for bike facilities by the Master Bike Rlémnscouldbe a feasible solution.
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