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Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan — Phase I

INTRODUCTION

This metropolitan-wide area plan for bicycle and pedestrian
transportation has been prepared in two phases. The second
phase concentrates upon the development of non-motorized
friendly facilities and their implementation.

Summary of Phase |

In 1999, metropolitan Joplin began a two-phased bicycle and
pedestrian transportation plan. The first phase completed in
December of 1999 developed a Vision Statement and
Conceptual Facilities Map. The Conceptual Facilities Map is
shown in Figure 1.

The VISION is to

e Encourage increased pedestrian and bicycling activity

o Develop a comprehensive and balanced pedestrian and
bicycle network for the metropolitan area
Be practical in implementation

o Emphasize “neighborhood” connections to the parks and
boulevard system

¢ Provide a safe and pleasant means of pedestrian and
bicycle travel

The second phase is working through preparation of
schematic plans on an aerial base to illustrate location and
elements of various on and off-road systems. The Bicycle-
Pedestrian Transportation Plan concentrates upon bicycling
and walking as a means of transportation. Nonetheless it
recognizes that encouraging the non-motorized mode requires
getting more people comfortable with walking and bicycling
within the community. Consequently, key elements of the
transportation plan incorporate and are coordinated with
various parks and open space plans. Figure 2 shows the non-
motorized corridors under review in Phase II.
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Figure 1
Conceptual Facilities Map (Phase I)

|
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Figure 2
Non-Motorized Corridors
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Scope of Services (Phase Il)

The scope was developed with four distinct phases and
includes Concept Development, Concept Refinement, and
Recommended Priority Projects as well as Community Input.
A brief description of each task and several sub-tasks is
provided below.

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT

Design Guidelines and Typical Unit Costs

This task developed the appropriate design standards to
include lane widths, materials and appurtenances associated
with both on-road and off-road facilities for bicycle and
pedestrians as both combined and/or separate facilities. The
design standards rely heavily upon AASHTO guidelines for on-
road facilities and other Trails standards for off-road facilities.
Associated with each guideline is a unit cost per linear foot,
based upon construction items alone.

Develop Preliminary Concepts and Selection

This task included the development of preliminary concepts
using the design guidelines established above along the core
network defined in Phase | of the Plan. The concepts will look
for appropriate options, either on-road or off-road or both,
along the network. The potential exists for some combined
options as well. Utilizing the Community Input process,
specific design concepts for each corridor will be selected for
further refinement.

CONCEPT REFINEMENT

Refine Design Concepts and Layout

This task involved making appropriate refinements along the
corridors based upon the selected concepts. These
refinements primarily focused upon on-road facilities to
determine the level of effort necessary to implement. For
example, typical section measurements along the corridor
(estimated form aerial photography and field verified by tape)
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will determine if the existing lane widths and curb types allow
for restriping, the removal of parking, improvements to
shoulders or the widening of the roadway. For off-road
facilities, a preliminary layout was developed with typical
design standards for such elements as trails intersecting side
streets.

RECOMMENDED PRIORITY PROJECTS

Project Development, Phasing and Funding

The project development task involved establishing a series of
projects from the above corridor concepts suitable for
programming into a capital improvement plan. Current plans
for roadway improvements will be reviewed for potential
linkages. Based upon community input, a phasing plan and
suggested schedule of implementation was prepared. The
listing of projects will identify potential funding sources as well
as probable amounts based upon historic expenditures. This
task will allow for the coordination within City departments and
identify those projects that will require the preparation of
Enhancement applications.

COMMUNITY INPUT

Trails Group Meetings

Three Trails Group meetings were conducted that
corresponded to major decision points within the Phase I
process. The first meeting was geared towards definition of
concepts along specific corridors and selection of those
concepts. The second meeting focused upon the evaluation of
the refined concepts in order to assist in developing a priority
methodology and an initial attempt at a phased approach. The
third meeting will focused upon reviewing a suggested
program and schedule of implementation that is financially
constrained.

Public Input Meetings
Two Public Input meetings were held. The public meetings
typically follow the input of the Trails Group. The first meeting
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was geared towards the selection of specific design concepts.
The second meeting focused upon the evaluation of the
refined concepts and provided input into the priority system.

Schedule

A basic schedule was prepared to accomplish the tasks. In
order to encourage active participation, the trails group and
public input meetings were grouped closely together. Figure 3
presents the actual schedule accomplished.

Figure 3
Schedule
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System Identification

The non-motorized transportation mode considers two major
types of facilities; on-road and off-road. A brief description of
each type of facility follows.

ON-ROAD - These facilities include bicycle lanes, shared
roadways, designated bike routes, and sidewalks.

o A Bicycle Lane is that portion of roadway that has been
designated by signs, striping, and/or pavement markings
for the sole use of bicyclists.

A Shared Roadway is any roadways upon which bicycle
travel is legally allowed, although it may or may not be
accompanied by signing.

A designated Bike Route is specifically signed and often
published on a map.

e A Sidewalk is specifically designed for pedestrian use.
OFF-ROAD - These facilities include either separated bicycle
and pedestrian facilities (such as sidewalks) or the common
combined use facility referred to as a “multi-use path” that is
separated from motor vehicles by an open space or barrier,

either within a highway or street right-of-way or within its own
right-of-way.

Table 1 presents the various types of facilities and their length
in miles throughout the metropolitan area. Certain information,
such as the length of sidewalks and an inventory of wide curb

lanes on all streets, is not readily available.

Table 1
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Types of Non-motorized Facilities by Mileage

Facility Type Miles
Bicycle
On-Road
Bike Lanes 0
Shared (wide) Curb Lanes
Signed 0
Unsigned o
Bike Routes (signed) 0
Off-Road
Trails (multi-use)? 4.6
Pedestrian
Sidewalks 0
Walking Trails (bicycles 15
prohibited)®

! Not inventoried, information not readily available

2 Frisco Greenways (4 miles), King Jack Park Trails
(Phase | and 11) (0.6 miles)

* Murphy Boulevard Loop (1.5 miles)

The assessment of service and facilities for non-motorized
transportation does not easily fall into the standardized
assessment of streets and highways. Nonetheless it can be
represented by such concepts as:

e Service: Service should be considered in terms of
providing modal choice and creating opportunities.

Conditions: In terms of physical conditions and
compliance with current standards, this report (without
a complete inventory) does not have the ability to focus
upon all available facilities, although it is certainly an
issue that needs to be addressed, in particular the
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ability to maintain facilities in good condition as the
system grows.

o Safety: For both bicycle and pedestrian crashes, the
experience is generally similar between the two time
periods seven years part. This follows a long-term
trend (of approximately 15 years) of a stable number of
fatal and injury accidents for bicycles and pedestrians
throughout the State of Missouri.

e Quality: While assessing the quality of the bicycling or
walking experience is seemingly very subjective,
various stress levels have been developed that are
independent of the volume of users. Another means is
through the Walkable America Checklist, which
suggests that one take a walk with a child and decide if
your neighborhood is a friendly place to walk.

This information outlines possible ways of how to view the
non-motorized system. It is suggested that various aspects of
each assessment be used as applicable to long range
planning. The determination of applicability is dependent upon
the approach in starting and implementing a non-motorized
network. The metropolitan area is targeting the general
approach of including non-motorized facilities with its roadway
projects. Adding bicycle, and pedestrian, elements to the
roadway plans may only increase costs slightly. This allows
for a non-motorized system to be built incrementally and often
with an assured funding source. Table 2 lists the non-
motorized corridors, their start and end points as well as length
in miles. The type of facility is also listed.
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CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT AND
REFINEMENT

Basic Systems

There are a variety of approaches available to communities in
establishing a bicycle and pedestrian transportation system.
Some approaches focus initially upon recreational use as a
means to get more people cycling. While recreational trails
are often thought of as “loops” that do not meet transportation
needs, linear parks and especially rail corridors easily get
cyclists from point A to point B, and therefore can serve both
recreational and commuting cyclists.

Another approach is to establish bicycle lanes on the roadway.
This approach receives both positive and negative comments
from bicycle advocates. In some circumstances, bike lanes
are used as a “message” to motorists that bicyclists can and
do belong on the roadway. Others believe that the bike lanes
create a “segregated” society that implies bikes only belong on
roadways with bike lanes. Bike lanes may also inadvertently
encourage novice cyclists on to some roadways that they are
not yet prepared to handle because of the perceived safety
value of a bike lane. Another aspect to consider with bike
lanes is dealing with logical termini as to where lanes, as a
system, stop and start. This requires the development of a
reasonable sized network.

An extension of bike lanes is to have “all streets” available for
cyclists. While technically and legally true, this approach is
often criticized for not providing a focus of where to start
making improvements. It does however begin to acknowledge
that wide curb lanes can be as effective as bike lanes, and
that certain low volume roadways can allow sharing of the
roadway without any special signing or designation.
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An effective program that other communities have successfully
implemented is to piggyback non-motorized improvements
upon all roadway projects. Adding bicycle, and pedestrian,
elements to the roadway plans may increase costs only
slightly. This allows for a non-motorized system to be built
incrementally and often with an assured funding source.

Some communities use set-aside dollar amounts or
percentages to add non-motorized facilities onto roadway
projects.

The successful approach of tagging onto roadway projects
would require coordination with engineering staff, as well as
budgeting (at this time a percentage is recommended until
specific inventory information can be compiled) for such
elements as an annual sidewalk construction, reconstruction
or ADA compliant upgrades.

Types of Facilities

The Plan has identified a transportation system that can be
considered “needs” as well as “opportunities”. The corridors
were reviewed to determine the best type of facility
improvement, opinion of probable costs and potential funding
sources. The network is based upon a core system of Rails to
Trails, as well as Primary and Secondary connections as
defined under Phase I. A brief description of each follows:

Rails to Trails — This corridor type investigates the
conversion of abandoned or about to be abandoned rail
corridors into walking and bicycling trails. A common and
recognizable trail is the existing Frisco Greenways Trail.
Due to the distance and connectivity to metropolitan
communities these trails can serve both transportation and
recreational functions.

Primary Connections — These corridors are intended to
make the connections between major destinations within
the metropolitan area. They form the spine of the
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transportation system and can either be on-road or off-
road facilities.

Secondary Connections — These corridors are intended to
be the collector facilities tying into the arterial or primary
connections. They can serve as access facilities to
schools or parks, and can either be on-road or off-road
facilities.

Through the process of the plan development and with the
determination of the appropriate type of non-motorized friendly
facility along the various corridors, the terminology evolved to
include the following:

Multi-use Trails — This corridor type would likely traverse
through a park system for use by bicyclists and
pedestrians, as well as joggers and other users, thus the
term multi-use. From a design perspective, it remains a
trail but would have a hard surface (either asphalt or
concrete) and be designed to accommodate bicyclists at a
speed of 20 mph. This is most often an off-road system.

Share the Road — These corridors are exclusively for
bicyclists and can be designated with specific signing. Itis
recommended that “Share the Road” signing be used
judiciously. As a warning sign, it is intended to inform
motorists to be aware of the potential for bicyclists. While
it does not imply that the roadway is free from hazards to
bicyclists, and corridor to be signed should be specifically
reviewed for hazards and the appropriate actions taken as
necessary.

Sidewalks — These corridors are identified for
improvements or the inclusion of sidewalks. The areas
targeted are access to public institutions such as schools.
While technically part of an on-road system (because they
are with the roadway right-of-way), they are not within the
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street proper, but are separated by a curb and often a
narrow grass strip.

It should be noted that the share the road concept could also
apply to marked bike lanes, yet at this stage no marked bike
lanes are proposed. The Joplin/Wall corridor was reviewed
with this approach, but due to travel lane and parking lane
widths either a travel lane or a parking lane would need to be
removed. Instead a parallel facility that does not require
changes to the roadway configuration was sought as a
replacement corridor. Jackson Avenue was selected as the
replacement corridor.

One technique is to use the Bicycle Compatibility Index (BCI)
as a tool to identify existing roadways that may already
operate at a low stress level for bicyclists based upon the
posted speed and relatively low traffic volumes, even if wide
curb lanes are not present. This assessment would help to
determine if a “Share the Road” approach is appropriate along
certain corridors.

Reference material has been assembled in the form of design
guidelines and typical sections for off-road, on-road as well as
pedestrian (sidewalks) and multi-use facilities. Refer to Figure
4 for the various typical sections that include bike lanes, wide
curb lanes, sidewalks and multi-use paths for Bicycle and
Pedestrian Friendly Designs.
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Figure 4
Bicycle and Pedestrian Friendly Designs
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Priority Selection Process

The priority selection process takes into consideration several
of the comments made at Public Input Meetings and from the
Trails Group concerning the need to begin implementation
immediately. Consequently the recommendations include an
implied timing or potential schedule of implementation. This
was divided into three basic periods. The first period is that
which is ready to implement immediately, the second would be
in some future time period and would likely be associated with
a roadway improvements and the third would be a dependent
situation for some period in the future (an example would be
acquisition of right-of-way). These implied timing periods were
then assigned to various categories and their
recommendations along specific corridors.

The recommendations are divided into the following six
categories.

Ready to implement with minor modifications

Sign as “Share the Road” or as a designated bike route
Coordinate implementation with roadway improvements
Implement when a “system” is in place

Requires coordination with private landowner and/or right-
of-way acquisition

Not a recommended location, investigate other options

arwdE

6.

Each of the corridors under review was assessed based upon
these six categories. Those assigned to the first or second
category could be implemented immediately. Those assigned
to the third or fourth category typically require coordination
with roadway projects and their schedule for implementation.
The fifth category could also be associated with some
immediate needs because of its dependent nature. This would
be associated with acquiring abandoned railroad right-of-way
for future rails to trails use.
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These categories address many of the issues associated with
specific corridors or potential projects, yet they may not fully
address the program and policy components of the Plan. In
an attempt to provide an inclusive approach to all elements of
the Plan and illustrate the interrelationship with the financial
aspects as well, please refer to Figure 5 for a chart of the
cyclical process and the relationship amongst the
recommendations, projects and budgets.

Selected Corridor Descriptions

Each of the conceptual corridors was reviewed by developing
a base map from recent aerial photography. The corridor was
then reviewed in the field to assess the ability to accommodate
bicycle and pedestrian friendly designs. It was quickly
determined that the majority of corridors were not readily
convertible to wide curb lane standards. As previously noted,
only a few corridors were specifically reviewed for conversion
to accommodate bike lanes. Consequently, the majority of on-
road corridors helped to define a broader implementation
strategy associated with roadway improvements. The corridor
maps are very helpful in assessing potential hazards that
would need to be addressed, such as at-grade railroad
crossings, the number of cross street intersections and other
features.

The off-road trail systems are a key component in the overall
plan and are also well suited to the aerial mapping approach
described above. Because of the larger coverage area and
the ability of the multi-use trails to meander and navigate
through the park system, the corridor strips are often wider
than those illustrating the on-road system.
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Figure 5
Priority Selection Process
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Three specific systems began to emerge from the review of
the metropolitan-wide network, the extension of the current
trail system from King Jack Park in Webb City, the connection
of a series of parkland through central Joplin that also
crisscrossed several other corridors and the more recreational
opportunities in Newton County that could be linked with the
proposed Wildcat Nature Center.

These three systems eventually were identified as key
priorities for the metropolitan area and were utilized as
examples in illustrating funding opportunities in the
Recommendations section. A brief description of each trail
network is provided along with the associated corridor
mapping. The mapping indicates a potential alignment for the
trail that takes into consideration the topography and other
physical constraints such as the need for roadway or
streamway crossings.

Northern Trail System

This trail system is a phased extension of an existing trail
system. The existing system includes portions of a trail within
King Jack Park and a Phase Il extension along the south side
of US 171. Phase lll, already under design would cross US
171 and have the trail link with the Frisco Greenways Trail
(FGT) and westward with connections to Aylor and Hatten
Parks.

Additional access to King Jack Park is being provided through
adjacent development donations to the west to Oronogo Street
and to the south to 17" Street. Further extensions of the trail
are proposed in conjunction with roadway improvements and
an extension of 17" Street west of Range Line again making a
connection to the FGT.

Other potential extensions could include a rails-to-trails
connection to the northeast form an extension of the FGT.
The trail would turn and head south and pass beneath US 171

October 2001

at the existing railroad bridge before connecting back into the
King Jack Park trail system. Refer to Figures 6.1 and 6.2.

Several environmental and legal issues would need to be
addressed with this conceptual routing.

Central Trail System

Key elements of this system include connects between the
various parks and crossings of several major arterial
roadways. Another issue is coordination with the existing
walking (only) trail system.

This trail system is covered in six segments in the following
Figures 7.1 and 7.2. Starting at the north end at the
intersection of Soccer Road and Lone EIm Road, a trailhead is
proposed at this location. The trail would then traverse
through Ozark Park utilizing portions of a former railroad
corridor until it intersects and crosses Murphy Boulevard. In
order to cross the heavily trafficked Route 43 (Main Street) in a
safe manner, it is proposed to go underneath the Joplin and
railroad bridge. Schematic plans and a sketch of this crossing
are included with the Figures.

The trail would continue through Landreth Park on the west
side of Murphy Boulevard until switching over to the east side
near Pool Street. This crossing would allow interface with
other on-road connections to the Frisco Greenways Trail. The
trail would pass beneath the Broadway viaduct and continue
south to 4" Street. The crossing of 4™ Street would be signed
and marked. This location is suggested in order to minimize
crossings of the drainage channel.
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Table 4
Opinion of Probable Costs (General)
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The balance amongst funding sources and potential corridor
types is illustrated through Figure 9. The recommendations
and their various policies, programs and projects are shown in
the upper half of the circle with a corresponding balance of
funding sources including institutionalization and capital
improvements. Institutionalization is directly associated with
policies and portion of programs, while capital improvements
are directly associated with projects and also potentially a
portion of programs. The capital improvements component
can be further subdivided into municipal and state funds and
their various funding categories.

Figure 9
Balancing Recommendations and Funding Sources
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INPUT

Public Input Meetings

Two public input meetings were held during the course of the
Phase Il plan development. The first meeting was held on
May 31% and the second meeting held on July 12". Total
attendance for the two meetings was approximately 45 people.
Information was presented in an open-house format with
comment forms available for participants to provide written
comments. Summaries of those written comments are
repeated here. Copies of the handouts are also provided as
Exhibits 1 and 2 for the first and second meeting respectively.

Comments from the May 31 Public Input Meeting

The following are selected comments from attendees at the
first Public Input Meeting. These selected comments attempt
to reflect the major issues raised by participants.

e Pick the easiest trails and forge ahead!

Bike paths should include sections that go to the
College and the public libraries, among other places.

o Joplin really needs a safe way for people to ride to
school, work and recreational activities.

e Let's break ground soon, it's long overdue!

e | was very disappointed to see the new roadway from
the Mall to 4™ Street without any accommodation for
cyclists or pedestrians.

e When Zora is widened, | would like to see a widened
lane for commuting to the Frisco Trail.

e You might consider a spur west from MSSC to bring its
faculty/students more into the loop. Local access to
the process needs to be developed, so | applaud this
meeting.

e | support the existing concept and am impressed with
how ambitious it is. Having a bike-pedestrian network
will be an important asset for this region.
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¢ | hope that each time road improvements are made the
City provides shoulders for biking. That seems and
efficient way to take advantage of planned
construction.

e We need more opportunities for safe biking, running
and walking routes. | really believe we are behind a lot
of cities for these routes.

o My family and | really enjoy the existing trails and
would use any new trail especially if it would make it
safer to get around the community.

e | am much pleased by the existence of this plan and |
hope it will be implemented without unnecessary delay.

Comments from the July 12" Public Input Meeting

The following are selected comments from attendees at the
second Public Input Meeting. These selected comments
attempt to reflect the major issues raised by participants.
People were also asked to agree or disagree with the
preliminary recommendations and priorities.  While not
statistically valid in terms of the number of responses, a
summary is provided to illustrate the degree of support for
certain recommendations.

¢ Build something we are too far behind as it is.

¢ Make Rails to Trails a strong long-term goal — they are a
great opportunity!

¢ Would be nice if walking, running and biking were taken
into consideration on future construction projects.

¢ Most important is to extend the FGT especially to the
north, so cycling enthusiasts can enjoy a reasonably long
and fairly well protected corridor for daily workouts and
commuting.

Exhibit 1
PIM No. 1 Handout

Page 23



Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan — Phase |l October 2001

Exhibit 2
PIM No. 2 Handout
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¢ Creating a unique and easily used bike trail system allows
people to utilize it for recreation and commuting.

e A series of Trail Systems will bring bicyclists, tourists and
businesses to Joplin and raise property value in most
neighborhoods.

o I'mreally pleased that the City is applying itself to these
important “quality of life” developments.

e Find the areas that will get the most use first. Start with
these and build support from there.

Suggested Priorities

Northern Trail System — 5 strongly agree, 2 agree

Central Trail System — 5 strongly agree, 2 agree

Southern Trail System — 4 strongly agree, 3 agree

Acquire abandoned railroad r/w — 7 strongly agree

Annual sidewalk program — 3 strongly agree, 3 agree, 1 don't
know

Share the Road linkages — 5 strongly agree, 2 agree

Recommendations

Entities to acquire railroad corridors — 5 strongly agree, 2
agree

Multi-use trails for transportation — 5 strongly agree, 2 agree
Institutionalize wide curb lanes — 4 strongly agree, 2 agree, 1
don’t know

Institutionalize sidewalk construction— 3 strongly agree, 4
agree

Bike route map — 7 strongly agree

ADA upgrade program — 3 strongly agree, 3 agree, 1 don't
know

Annual sidewalk construction — 5 strongly agree, 1 agree, 1
don’t know

State grants (MoDOT) — 7 strongly agree

State grants (MDNR) — 7 strongly agree
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Trails Group Meetings

Three Trails Group meetings were conducted during the
course of the plan development. The Trails Group members
included several metropolitan area cycling organizations as
well representatives from various municipal organizations
including the Joplin Parks Department and two members of
the Joplin Police on Bikes.

Two of the meetings preceded the public meetings and were
utilized as an indication of potential public reaction and
comment. Based upon feedback, modifications and
clarifications were made in an effort to best explain the
concepts being presented. The third meeting preceded the
preparation of this report and again provided the opportunity to
illicit comment and direction from the participants regarding
recommendations.

The input received from the Trails Group was invaluable in
assisting the plan in its development, from input on the type
and specific location of facilities, to balancing funding sources
and projects as well as providing emotional and spiritual
support to implement the plan in order to benefit the entire
metropolitan community.

Page 25



Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan — Phase |l

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan has been
developed with the assistance of public involvement activities
including a series of rails Group meetings and Public Input
Meetings. In recent meetings discussing the financial ability to
implement the Plan, the participants stressed the need to work
within a realistic financial framework that accomplished the
most within the shortest time practical. In order to develop
even greater support for non-motorized facilities, it sought to
utilize the time tested adage of “success will build upon itself”.

With a focus upon institutionalization, providing an inclusive
approach to non-motorized transportation on all future
roadway projects, the issue of specific projects and associated
dedicated funding sources becomes less pertinent. In
conjunction with the programmatic approach for ADA
upgrades and sidewalk construction, the approach seeks
incremental implementation. Obviously there is much to be
done, yet implementation through a systematic manner is
thought to be the most efficient and effective. The approach of
tagging onto roadway projects requires coordination and
education with engineering staff, as well as developing
budgets. At this time, a percentage is recommended until
specific inventory information can be compiled for such
elements as an annual sidewalk construction, reconstruction
or ADA compliant upgrades.

Consequently there is not a financially unconstrained specific
list of projects. Nonetheless, the construction of sidewalks
and ADA upgrades could be accelerated through program
expansion to cover a greater area in less time. Various
roadway projects could be identified to implement wide curb
lanes, yet bearing the costs for such roadway widening based
solely upon non-motorized needs are impractical. While
technically possible, the exercise to calculate such
“unconstrained” conditions is viewed as unnecessary.
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An additional topic for consideration is the potential dual role
of trails through linear parks to serve both transportation and
recreational aspects. For example, a series of transportation
trails connecting Dover Park, Landreth Park, Ewert Park,
Murphy Boulevard Park, and Parr Hill Park have been
identified. Based upon the assumption of maximizing various
state grants, the entire four-mile long trail could be
implemented through a series of phased projects. Thisis a
similar approach to that successfully utilized by Webb City in
its multi-phased King Jack Park Trail system.

Policies, Programs and Projects

The following summarizes a set of recommendations to
implement the Metropolitan Joplin Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation Plan.

e Pursue implementation of the various corridors under
evaluation, which encompasses a transportation
system of approximately 65 miles in length.

e For Rails to Trails corridors, develop partnerships with
City and County Parks Departments in order to create
suitable entities to acquire abandoned or “about to be”
abandoned rail corridors. Coordinate design aspects
of the multi-use trail system to provide dual service for
both recreational and transportation functions.

e For Primary and Secondary Connections, coordinate
with Public Works Departments to institutionalize the
addition of wide curb lanes (minimum width 14 feet)
and the construction of sidewalks (minimum width of
five feet) on at least one side of the roadway on all
reconstruction and roadway widening projects.

e As identified, sign various roadway corridors as “Share
the Road”. Create after reviewing for potential
hazards. Pursue publishing a bicycle route map in
conjunction with organizations such as the Chamber of
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Commerce to identify routes marked as “Share the
Road”. Periodically update system map.

e Continue the City of Joplin's annual American
Disabilities Act (ADA) upgrade program and expand its
coverage with additional funding.

e Develop and fund an annual sidewalk construction
program targeting access to public institutions such as
schools, libraries, etc.

e Pursue a variety of funding sources (beyond
institutionalization) to implement additional non-
motorized facilities. Target State Transportation
Enhancement (TE) grants administered through
MoDOT (maximum $300,000 per year per project) and
the Missouri DNR Recreational Trails Program (RTP)
grant (maximum $100,000 per year per project).

Refer to Figure 10 for a graphical representation of the
recommendations.

Summary of Suggested Priorities
Three trail systems have been identified as suggested
priorities. A summary description of these systems follows:

Northern Trail System consists of:
Phase | Constructed 0.9 miles of paved trail

Phase I Constructed 0.3 miles of paved trail

Phase I Under design, 0.8 miles of paved trail

Phase IV Planned 1.0 miles of paved trail

Phase V Planned 0.9 miles of paved trail (land donated)
Phase VI Planned 1.0 miles of paved trail (in conjunction

with new roadway)

Central Trails System consists of

4.5 miles in length at approximately $1,000,000 cost. Funding
best suited for MoDOT TE grants. Requires municipal funds
of minimum 20%.
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Southern Trails System consists of

2.7 miles in length at approximately $610,000. Funding best
suited for MDNR RTP grants. Requires municipal funds of
minimum 20%.

Phasing — a three year example
In 3 years, Municipal Public Works and State Transportation
Enhancement (TE) grants administered through MoDOT could
generate:

e More than 2 miles of sidewalk

e Central Trails System

Potential Schedule

FY 2002 — Prepare application for grants, conduct field survey
and design

FY 2003 - Phase 1 — Landreth to Ewert Parks

FY 2004 — Phase 2 — Campbell Parkway to 20" Street

FY 2005 — Phase 3 — Ozark to Landreth Parks and remaining
connections

A potential $115,000 per year in Public Works money could be

spent accordingly:

e 1 year focus upon sidewalks with school crossings

e 1 year focus upon “Share the Road” signing, printing of
bike route map and educational opportunities such as a
helmet give-away.

e 1 year focus upon land acquisition along railroad corridors.

In 3 years, Municipal Parks and Recreation and State
Recreational Trails Program (RTP) grants administered
through MDNR could generate:

e Southern Trails System

Note: Additional monetary and land donations, as well as in-kind
contributions, or other financial sources not included or identified are
always welcome!
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Figure 10
Recommendations
SUGGESTED PRIORITIES
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Financial Options

This Plan emphasizes flexible financial options. In an attempt
to indicate the potential available to the community and to
emphasize the benefit of utilizing matching state funds, a
series of options was developed based upon two funding
scenarios. The first funding scenario is to utilize only
municipal funding sources. The second is to use both
municipal and state funding sources.

Obviously, with the additional state funding sources much
more can be done. This is illustrated through three options
and assigns the budget to either sidewalk or trails
construction. The first option is to utilize public works budget
for sidewalk construction only. This assumes that parks and
recreation budget is applied to trails. The second option is to
split public works budget between sidewalk and trails, and the
third option is to apply the public works budget to trails. Here
the term trails is defines as a multi-use trail that provides a
transportation function.

Two charts have been developed. One that illustrates the
options and funding sources from a dollar perspective and the
other through a construction perspective of what could be built
with the money. Refer to Table 5.

Maximizing the amount of state funds for both transportation
and recreational use would have the greatest positive impact
in the length of facilities that could be constructed. While the
municipal only contributions are substantial and significant in
their own right, the greater potential with matching state funds
would indicate the benefit in pursuing such grant applications.
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Table 5
Flexible Financing Options — Dollars and Miles
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