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REDBANK VALLEY TRAIL STATS:

Total Length = 571 miles

49 miles from Allegheny
River to Brookville
9 additional miles from

Lawsonham to Sligo Spur

Potential Trail Connections

Armstrong Trail

Baker Trall

Brookville Branch
Erie-to-Pittsburgh Mega
Greenway

Great Allegheny Passage

Potential Trail Towns

New Bethlehem
Hawthorn
Summerville
Brookville

SECTION 1: PROJECT BACKGROUND

PROJECT LOCATION

The Redbank Valley Trail is located in Clarion, Armstrong, and
Jefferson Counties in north central Pennsylvania. The trail corridor
follows the north bank of Red Bank Creek, along the route of the
former Mt. Laurel Railroad, also known as the Redbank Junction
Railroad. Beginning at the Allegheny River at Redbank Junction, the
corridor follows the creek through Lawsonham, St. Charles, Climax,
New Bethlehem (the midpoint), Hawthorn, Summerville to where the
trail ends near the intersection of 2nd Street and Western Avenue in
Brookville. The trail connects with the Armstrong Trail, located along
the eastern bank of the Allegheny River, and to the Erie-to-Pittsburgh
Mega Greenway and the Great Allegheny Passage from Pittsburgh to
Cumberland, MD where it joins the C&0O Canal Towpath, ultimately
connecting to Washington, D.C.

PROJECT HISTORY

The last trains ran on the Redbank Valley Trails corridor in November
2007. The corridor was officially railbanked in June of 2010 by the
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SECTION 1: PROJECT BACKGROUND

Allegheny Valley Land Trust (AVLT). The Allegheny Valley Land Trust is a 501(c)3 nonprofit organization
with an office in Kittanning, PA.

Railbanking is a process of converting inactive rail lines into recreational trails, which can be converted
back to active rail lines if necessary. This process allows the railroad company to transfer the interest in
the land to a private or public agency to use the land for any purpose consistent with future restoration
of railroad and service (source: www.constructionlawsignal.com). The corridor was railbanked for

RVTA MISSION STATEMENT

“To Promote the Conversion,
Maintenance, and Management of
the Railroad Right-of-Way into the
Recbank Valley Trail for Recreation
and Fitness Use. The Association
Shall Promote Preservation and
Protection of the Natural Resources
Found Along the Right-Of-Way and
Recognition of Sites of Historic
Significance.”

nonmotorized uses only; such as bicycling, walking and hiking.

AVLT owns the land but intends to transfer ownership to the Redbank
Valley Trails Association (RVTA) including all deed restrictions and with
DCNR'’s approval. RVTA is a certified 501(c)3 nonprofit organization whose
mission is to develop and maintain the 51-mile Redbank Valley Trails for
year round use to include, without limitation, pedestrians, bicyclists, and
cross country skiers. The RVTA holds monthly board meetings and has
been actively raising money for trail development. Annual memberships
can be purchased for the RVTA at a cost of $10/individual, $25/family, $50/
business/organization, and $150/lifetime individual. The RVTA has been
active; clearing the corridor of trash and debris, rolling and grading

sections of the trail, and redecking 9 out of 27 bridges. Information on the RVTA can be found online at

www.redbankvalleytrails.org.

In 2010, Mackin Engineering Company was hired to prepare a Feasibility/Planning Study in order to
document the existing conditions within the trail corridor, identify current issues and concerns, identify
potential opportunities, and provide realistic recommendations and cost estimates for trail construction
and maintenance. The feasibility study began in November of 2010 and concluded in June of 2011.

REVIEW OF PREVIOUS PLANS AND STUDIES

The first step of the feasibility study is to gather and review pertinent background information to provide
a baseline for why the feasibility study is being completed and ensure that duplicate work is not being
performed. Reviewing previously completed studies provides a snapshot of the existing conditions
including, but not limited to, the history and setting of the trail; overview of how the trail fits into its
surroundings; nearby recreation facilities, open space, natural areas, waterways, historic and cultural
sites, and other trails. The planning studies were reviewed and excerpts are included in order to provide
a justification for the RVTA to apply for future funding for trail development.

Clarion County Comprehensive Plan—2004

While the Redbank Valley Trails is not mentioned in the County Comprehensive Plan, the concept of

recreational trails is supported by the County Comprehensive Plan, as follows:

e Provide further education about the use and value of the County’s natural resources from both an
economic and ecological vantage.

e Support continued maintenance of and expansion of pedestrian transportation systems, whether for
recreation, or utilitarian use.

Redbank Valley Trails Association
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Clarion County Greenways Plan—2008

The Clarion County Greenways Plan identifies several priority trail opportunities, of which, the Armstrong
Trail and Redbank Valley Trails are included. Excerpts from the plan are included below:

Armstrong Trail - “The Armstrong Trail is a recreational and transportation corridor opened to non-
motorized traffic, and maintained by the Allegheny Valley Land Trust. Currently, the segment between
East Brady and the mouth of Redbank Creek is unimproved. However this segment of corridor has been
secured by the Allegheny Valley Land Trust for trail use. We recommend Clarion County continue to work
with the Allegheny Valley Land Trust and East Brady Borough, Brady Township, and Madison Township to
improve this trail corridor with the County’s support in rail-banking.”

Redbank Creek Trail — “This proposed trail runs along the north bank of Redbank The Reabank Creek Trail
Creek following the route of the former Mt. Laurel Railroad, also known as the (ie. the Reclbank Valley
Redbank Junction Railroad. This former rail line extends from the mouth of Trai) was identified as

Redbank Creek at the Allegheny River to Summerville, Jefferson County passing an exceptional priority

. corridor in the Clarion
through Lawsonham, New Bethlehem, and Hawthorn along the way. The section County Greenways Plan

between the mouth of Redbank Creek and Lawsonham has been secured by the (2008) to be advanced
Allegheny Valley Land Trust, and is open to trail use, but unimproved. The Allegheny | in the short-term, one to
Valley Land Trust is in the process of securing the corridor for trail use from three years.

Lawsonham, through New Bethlehem, to Brookville in Jefferson County.”

Note: the County Plan also recommended that New Bethlehem Borough pursue a trail town initiative, as
follows: “During this greenway planning process Redbank Renaissance, Inc. and the New Bethlehem Area
Chamber of Commerce showed strong support and desire to advance trail town efforts in Clarion County.
This interest should be capitalized on before it wanes. We recommend the Northwest Commission and
Clarion County Planning Department assist these organizations in completing a trail town audit and
master plan.”

Lawsonham to Sligo Trail — This proposed trail follows the former Sligo Branch of the Pennsylvania
Railroad running approximately 10 miles from Lawsonham, along Redbank Creek, to Sligo, along Licking
Creek, in south central Clarion County. This proposed spur trail will connect Rimersburg and Sligo residents
to the proposed Redbank Creek Trail, the Armstrong Trail, and the Allegheny River Trail. High priority
corridor—to be advanced in the long-term, five to ten years.

Proposed Red Bank Creek Water Trail — Brookville to Summerville — 10.5 miles, Jefferson County.
Canoeable early December through May. Do not put in above Brookville as there is a dangerous drop on
the North Fork under U.S. Route 322. Summerville to New Bethlehem — 16.5 miles.

Canoeable early December through late May. New Bethlehem to Rimer on the Allegheny River —27.8
miles. Canoeable late November through late May. Shuttle Points: Stream right, below dam at State
Route 28/66 Bridge crossing the creek in New Bethlehem, Climax, St. Charles, Lawsonham, immediately
below bridge on right.

Trail Feasibility Study 1.3
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North Central Pennsylvania Greenways Plan—2010

The North Central PA Greenways Plan, completed in June of 2010, identifies the Redbank Valley Trail as
the #1 (exceptional) priority in Jefferson County and #2 priority in the entire north central region. The
plan notes its connections to the Allegheny River, Erie to Pittsburgh Greenway, and the Baker Trail (via
Summerville). “In addition to the recreation and transportation benefits this trail corridor will provide, it
is also located along several natural systems greenway corridors in Jefferson County, including: Redbank
Creek, North Fork Redbank Creek, Mill Creek, and Little Toby Creek...With the recommendation of
Brookville and Summerville as potential trail towns and the development of the Redbank Creek land based
trail, these combined initiatives provide the potential for expanded economic development activities in
Brookville and Summerville Boroughs.”

Redbank Creek Watershed Conservation Plan—2007

Western Pennsylvania Conservancy (WPC) completed a Watershed Conservation Plan for the Redbank
Creek Watershed. The planincludes broad-based data about recreational, historical, socio-economic,
and natural resources throughout the region and identified local needs and concerns. Management
recommendations were identified to improve the quality of life; those which pertain to the Redbank
Valley Trails system and support the recommendations contained within this plan are included below.

Goal 5-4. Increase and enhance accessible recreational facilities and activities.

o Create a water trail for Redbank, Sandy Lick, and North Fork Redbank creeks.

o Develop trails for specific uses, such as ATVs, hiking, biking, and horseback riding.

o Establish specific recreational-use areas and access, including boat launches, canoe access points,
and trailheads.

o Establish winter recreation activities, such as snowmobile or cross-country skiing trails.

e Establish a public park, walkway, or trail from New Bethlehem to Redbank High School, providing
access to Redbank Creek.

e Acquire and develop areas along the stream for primitive camping.

e Enhance camping experience through facility and program updates, encouraging more visitors to
experience the natural environment.

e Enhance amenities, such as bathrooms and parking lots, at recreational facilities.

e Upgrade equipment at Alcola Park, and increase utilization of available facilities.

Goal 5-5. Connect recreational facilities by linking, extending, or enhancing existing trails with new
trails and community parks.

e Provide better access by establishing well-defined trailheads.

¢ Increase maintenance of trail corridors to provide a safer recreational opportunity.

e Improve the Lawsonham Low Grade section of the Armstrong Trail.

e Provide a connection to East Brady along the Armstrong Trail.

e Rehabilitate and re-open the East Brady Narrows Tunnel.

e Increase funding for trail development and maintenance.

Goal 5-6. Preserve railroad corridors.
e Explore the possibility of connecting inactive railroad corridors and trails from surrounding areas
to existing trails.

1.4 Redbank Valley Trails Association
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e Protect the Low Grade Secondary railroad corridor, which will be inactive from Sligo to
Lawsonham and from Lawsonham to Brookville

o Highlight historical sites along railroad corridors through the use of interpretive signage.

e Investigate the preservation of railroad corridors and encourage uses, such as rails-to-trails, that
preserve these corridors and offer recreational opportunities.

Goal 5-7. Increase the marketing of recreational activities in the region leading to an increase in
tourism.
e Utilize local recreational facilities to host community festivals and events.
e Develop and distribute maps identifying recreational facilities and lands open to the public.
e Utilize local tourism-promotion agencies to highlight individual recreational opportunities.
e Establish a campaign to market local resources to community residents who may not be aware of
the opportunities available in the area.

Goal 5-8. Enhance recreational opportunities for sportsmen.

e Improve water quality in order to aid the recovery of the local fishery as a local resource for
recreation and tourism.

e Preserve the right to hunt, fish, and canoe; and educate sportsmen about areas open to public
usage.

e Establish a river access point at the mouth of Redbank Creek

e Establish additional or enhance existing public access points to streams and trails, including
amenities, such as parking and restroom facilities.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

As part of the Redbank Valley Trail Feasibility Study, a series of meetings were held over the five-month
period to gather input and feedback into the planning process. As the feasibility study was completed in
conjunction with the New Bethlehem Trail Town Master Plan, many of the meetings served both projects.
A summary of each meeting is included below.

RVT Committee Meeting #1

The kick-off meeting was held on Wednesday, December 15, 2010 at 5:30pm and the following items
were discussed:

e Introduce Mackin as the project consultant and review the overall scope and schedule for the
project.

e Present and discuss the results of the physical inventory and assessment, which was conducted by
Mackin between December 1 and December 7, 2010.

e Schedule a meeting for February 10, 2011 with the municipal officials from all impacted
municipalities to discuss support for and any concerns with the trail as well as any interest in
participating as a trail town.

e Schedule a public meeting for March 3, 2011 as an open house from 5-8pm to present the draft
trail feasibility study recommendations as well as the proposed trail town concepts for New
Bethlehem Borough.

Trail Feasioility Study 1.5
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Municipal Officials Meeting

A meeting was held on Thursday, February 10, 2011 at 7:30pm, to which all municipal officials from the
municipalities along the entire RVT corridor were invited. A total of 16 people attended the meeting,
representing New Bethlehem Borough, Brookville Borough, Beaver Township, Clover Township, Madison
Township, and Rose Township, along with the RVTA, AVLT, candidates for Clarion County Commissioner,
and local residents and businesses. The meeting included a presentation by Mackin and McCollom
Development Strategies regarding the trail and the trail town initiative followed by an open question and
answer session, as follows:

e Funding concerns—attendees asked what funding will still be around in light of the current

federal/state budget crisis.

0 Response—DCNR is funding priority one trails (trails at least 50 miles in length) and which are
part of the statewide mega-greenways as well as trail town initiatives. The RVT will need
fundraising and volunteer help; trails are built as a result of local support. The RVTA is
currently conducting presentations to local municipalities and organizations in a fundraising
effort. Since July of 2010, over 3,000 hours of volunteer time have been logged on the trail.

e Adjacent landowners—attendees asked whether Mackin had contacted (or was planning to) all of
the adjacent landowners along the trail corridor.

0 Response—Mackin was not contracted to contact all of the adjacent landowners; however, the
AVLT and RVTA have been in discussions with many landowners. Interested landowners are
encouraged to attend the March 3, 2011 public meeting or are asked to contact Mackin
directly to discuss any concerns or issues they have.

e River access—attendees asked whether the project was going to address public access to Redbank

Creek.

0 Response—As part of the trail inventory and analysis, Mackin identified several potential areas
that could be developed as public access points for Redbank Creek. These areas are noted on
the maps; however, the RVTA will need to contact the property owners to determine their
interest in pursuing the development of public river access areas.

e Trail users—attendees asked how many trail users could be expected to use the trail.

0 Response—The Great Allegheny Passage (350 miles) sees between 50,000 to 70,000 trail users
per season (April to November). The usage level of the RVT will depend on factors such as the
length of usable trail (the longer the trail, the further people will travel to use it) and
connections to other regional trails, such as the Armstrong Trail and Baker Trail.

RVT Public Meeting

The public meeting was held on Thursday, March 3, 2011
from 5-8pm as an open house. The meeting was
advertised via local newspapers, meeting announcements, ;
and website postings. There were 38 people in |
attendance, representing many municipalities along the
trail corridor. The open house featured a number of

Redbank Valley Trails
Planning Study &
Trail TownMaster Plan %

Public Meeting
-Thursday, March 3, 2011

the public regarding the status of the Trail Feasibility Study l 4
and the Trail Town Master Plan. "‘
e Looped Presentation—a PowerPoint presentation

‘. : \g ‘dMackin
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SECTION 1: PROJECT BACKGROUND

was run on a continuous loop that provided the background and status of the trail and the trail
town initiative. Photos of the existing conditions and potential opportunities were included to
graphically illustrate both projects.

e Trail Maps—Ilarge-scale maps of the trail corridor were on display, on which the public was
encouraged to mark any additional issues or opportunities within the corridor.

e Trail Town Conceptual Plans—renderings of the proposed improvements for New Bethlehem
were on display for the public to view and provide feedback regarding the draft
recommendations.

e Survey—a survey was available to everyone in attendance. Three (3) surveys were completed.

RVT Committee Meeting #2

The second RVT Committee meeting was held on Monday, March 14, 2011 at 7:00pm and the following
items were discussed:

e Discuss the outcomes from the municipal officials and public meetings.

e Review the draft recommendations, which cover marketing and branding of the trail, signage
standards, trail construction requirements, trail segments, trailheads and other amenities, and
trail/road crossings.

e Review the draft cost estimates for each of the draft recommendations.

RVT Committee Meeting #3

The third and final RVT Committee meeting was held on Monday, April 11, 2011 at 7:00pm and the
following items were discussed:
e Review the revised recommendations and draft Trail Concept Plan, including maintenance needs.
e Review the revised cost estimates for each of the draft recommendations.
e Finalize the remaining steps for project completion.

Additional Meetings

RVTA and Redbank Renaissance members have been presenting information, maps and displays to
various groups including the Brookville and Redbank Valley Chambers of Commerce and displaying
information at various public events including the March 25, 2011 Flood Commemoration and regular
monthly Redbank Valley Trails Association meeting where attendance averages between 16 and 32
people each month. Information on the trail and trail town planning is available on the Redbank Valley
Trails Association website at www.redbankvalleytrails.org and on the Redbank Renaissance, Inc. website
at www.redbankren.org. Local newspapers have featured several stories on the trail and its
development.

Trail Feasibility Study 1.7
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SECTION 2: PHYSICAL INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT

A Physical Inventory and Analysis was completed for the 42-mile trail
corridor, starting at the Allegheny River and ending in Brookville.
Mackin’s Landscape Architect and Environmental Scientist conducted
the inventory in December, 2010 over a four-day window; focused on
a 50-foot wide corridor centered on the existing railroad bed
centerline. The weather conditions during the field observations
varied from rain during the morning hours of day one to snow flurries
with several inches of accumulation over the following three days.
Temperatures varied with high temperatures in the mid-30’s to lows in
the single digits. Prior to the first day of the inventory, the region had
approximately four inches of rain over a one week period.

TRAIL MAPPING

The physical features of the trail, including photographs and mile
markers, were digitally documented by latitude and longitude
coordinates using a Trimble GeoXH GPS instrument with sub-meter
accuracy. As part of the physical inventory, the following features
were identified and recorded as part of the trail mapping and analysis.

e Adjacent or Intersecting Surface Waters
o Potential wetlands
o Named/unnamed tributaries
o Vernal pools
e Significant Natural Features
o Geological features, including rock outcroppings
e Significant Cultural Resources
o Section 106 historic or archaeological features
o Section 4(f) resources
e Wildlife Analysis
0 Dominant vegetation
o General land cover/land use
o Noxious weeds / invasive species
o Threatened or endangered species
e Hazardous Waste
o Evidence of hazardous waste
o lllegal dumping areas
o Evidence of abandoned mine drainage (AMD)
e Crossings
o State and local roads
o Private driveways
o Agricultural access / livestock crossings

Redbank Valley Trail Feasibility Study
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S5 2% 3

Narrow Corridor with Improved Surface

e Structures

o Bridges, tunnels, and any missing structures
e Adjacent Land Uses

o Residential homes in close proximity

o Commercial/industrial businesses nearby

o Agricultural areas

Mapping these features allowed Mackin personnel to
accurately locate places of interest, areas of
opportunity for development, potential hazards within
the corridor and future trail connections.

PHYSICAL FEATURES

Trail Corridor and Surface

The condition of the trail’s surface and width of the
corridor vary significantly along the alignment. There
are sections that have had little if any activity on them
for years, and others that have recently been improved
to accommodate trail users. The existing topography
and the railroad corridor’s parallel location to Redbank
Creek result in areas with a wide open character to
constrained conditions with rock outcrops on the up-
slope side and steep slopes to the water’s edge.

A majority of the corridor can be characterized as open
with a twenty-five to thirty (25—-30) feet width. There
are areas in each segment in which the corridor is
constricted to as little as twelve to fifteen (12-15) feet.
In general terms, the western portion of the corridor
between the Allegheny River and Lawsonham has little
if any existing ballast material in the rail bed; ballast
material exists consistently between Lawsonham and
the Alcola Cemetery in Hawthorn; the ballast has been
rolled and graded for approximately 13 miles between
Hawthorn and beyond Summerville to Baxter; and
existing ballast exists within the corridor between
Summerville and Brookuville.

Adjacent Land Uses

The trail corridor’s adjacent land use is primarily
residential and/or agricultural land; however, the land
immediately adjacent to the corridor is wooded and
undeveloped due to the location of the railroad

Redbank Valley Trails Association
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alongside Redbank Creek. The developed/farmed areas
of these adjacent lands occur on top of the ridges,
sometimes hundreds of feet above the rail bed. There
are a few areas where the trail does border residential,
commercial, and industrial uses. These areas are where
the corridor passes though towns such as Lawsonham,
New Bethlehem, Fairmount City, Hawthorn, Mayport,
Summerville, and Brookville.

Water Resources

In addition to Redbank Creek, several streams were
noted that run under and/or parallel to the proposed
trail. The streams identified were either perennial
(continuous running water throughout the year),
intermittent (seasonal water flows), or ephemeral
(streams with defined bed and bank that flow only
during and immediately after precipitation). All of the
water resources have been plotted on the project

mapping.

These streams travel under the proposed trail through
either existing pipe crossings or stone arch culverts/
bridges. In some instances the pipes beneath the trail
which carry these waters have been blocked and/or
crushed, and trail washouts have occurred. The
locations of the washout areas are identified on the
project mapping. The conditions of the stone arch
culverts and bridges along the corridor have been Residential Adjacent Land Uses
investigated, and are discussed later in this section.

Geolosic Resources

The most prevalent natural features other than the
streams along the trail alignment are the rock
outcroppings adjacent to the trail surface. These
features are a result of the railroad bed and corridor
being cut into the steep hillsides. The outcroppings
occur at regular intervals along the alignment.

Cultural Resources

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
aims to identify historic properties that may be affected
by undertakings of a Federal Agency. Potential sites
which may fall under Section 106 are noted on the trail
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mapping; however it will be up to the Trail Association
to further investigate whether or not these features are
of significance prior to construction if federal funds are
being used. A hand-drawn map of the corridor with
detailed historical information was given to the trail
organization by a New Bethlehem resident. A copy of
this map is included in Appendix A.

The Redbank Watershed Conservation Plan notes one
site along the corridor that although not listed on the
National Register of Historic Places, has historic
significance. Built in 1872, the Lawsonham Stone Arch
Railroad Bridge is located along Redbank Creek at the
southern border of Clarion County. The site has local
historical significance and the Watershed Plan
recommends that it be preserved.

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of
1966 states that, “special effort should be made to
preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and
public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, and historic sites.” The United Valley Soccer
Association fields in Hawthorn are privately owned and
while the Redbank Valley Municipal Park is nearby, it is
not adjacent to the trail corridor. If any historic sites
are identified, Section 4(f) regulations apply and
coordination with the state may be required.

Dominant Vegetation

In general, the corridor is situated between forested
lands on either side of the trail. The dominant tree
species identified during the physical inventory and
assessment were Hemlock, Spruce, Maple, Oak, Pine,
Beech and Sycamore.

Invasive plant species were identified within the
corridor; the primary species found was Japanese
knotweed, but small patches of Multiflora rose were
also seen. The populations in each identified area
ranged between 20-30 plants, and locations were
identified where only one plant existed. The
identification of these species was limited to the 50’
wide study corridor; however, it is important to note
that Japanese knotweed was present along the creek’s

Redbank Valley Trails Association
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edge, outside of the corridor.

A Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Large
Project Environmental review was conducted
(December 2010) and the results noted the potential
presence of several endangered species and plant
species of concern. Baptisia australis (Blue false-
indigo), a PA plant species of concern, is known to be
found in many locations along Redbank Creek . B.
australis prefers open woods, stream and river banks
and sandy Floodplains.

The PNDI review also determined that potential
impacts to Myotis sodalis, the Indiana bat, may be
associated with construction of the trail. Seasonal tree-
cutting activities may be recommended. Coordination
with both PA Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources and the US Fish and Wildlife Service should
be conducted prior to design and construction of the
proposed trail. A copy of the PNDI review, which
includes the tree-cutting limitations, can be found in
Appendix B.

Property owners along the trail corridor noted the
sightings of Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Bald Eagle, nests
near the corridor. Coordination with the PA Game
Commission should be conducted prior to design and
construction of the proposed trail.

Areas of Concem

The presence of railroad ties was noted, either in place
atop ballast (parallel to the Redbank Valley Trail) or
piled alongside the trail. There were also several
locations of illegal dumping noted; the types of material
identified included mattresses, tires and scrap metals.
Potential sources of hazardous waste identified along
the trail included 55 gallon drums. These sites are
noted on the project mapping.

There were also areas where abandoned mine drainage
(AMD) was noted within the trail corridor, primarily
within the drainage swale adjacent to the trail surface.
In some instances the AMD has washed out the trail on
its way towards the creek. The specific location of the

| IR I e S O

Mix of Hardwood and Evergreen Trees
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Trail Crossing at State Route 28

Bridge Over Mortimer Run at Mile 1.02 to Redbank Creek
near the Allegheny River

AMD, including the trail washouts have been identified
and located on the project mapping.

Crossings

There are 21 at-grade road crossings along the 42 mile
trail corridor. Eleven crossings are across rural roads,
six crossings are in New Bethlehem, one crossing is in
Heathville and two crossings are in Summerville. Table
3.1 lists the at-grade crossings and provides
information regarding road names, surface material,
average daily traffic and sight distance issues.

It was noted during the physical inventory and analysis
that many of the adjacent landowners are accessing the
railroad corridor via private gravel and earthen
pathways/drives. In some cases these pathways
crossed the railroad corridor to obtain access to the
water’s edge. These locations were noted and are
shown on the project mapping. There were no
instances of agricultural access or livestock crossings
noted.

Structures

The trail corridor is situated on the former railroad
right-of-way and so all of the bridge structures were
designed to carry railroad loads. The tracks have been
removed; however, old railroad tie deck system is still
present on the bridges.

Mackin’s Structural Engineers conducted a cursory
review of the 24 bridges and 3 tunnels located on the
Redbank Valley Trail. The review consisted of visual
observation of all major components of the bridges
including deck, steel girder superstructure, concrete
abutment and pier substructure, concrete and stone
arch barrels, wingwalls and headwalls. The review of
the tunnels included visual observations of the portals,
sidewalls, roof and roof lining. The cursory review did
not include bridge and tunnel inspections, design, or
testing on any bridge or tunnel components.

Steel Bridges— Each of the fifteen steel bridges
consists of 1, 2 or 3 span configuration with lengths
ranging from 30’ to 270°. The decks consist of timber

Redbank Valley Trails Association
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ties with timber railings on some bridges. The tie decks
rest on steel girders that are supported by stone
abutments and piers. Generally, the steel bridges are in
fair to satisfactory conditions. The timber tie decks are
typically in fair condition; however, each will need to be
replaced with new deck for trail use. The new deck
shall include safety railings with a rub rail on both sides
and it should meet the AASHTO standards for
Pedestrian Bridge with bicycle use. Paint on steel
girders is peeled off and is in fair condition with area of
surface rust. The steel is in satisfactory condition with
very minor or no section loss noted. On almost all
bridges the stone abutments are supplemented with Heathville Bridge
concrete buttresses in front of the stems. It appears
that these measures were constructed to correct a
deteriorated condition some time after the original
construction. The stone abutments and piers exhibit
various minor defects such as loss of mortar in joints,
vegetation growing, and minor cracking in masonry
stones.

Two bridges display moderate defects; Bridge No. 35.92
with a %2” wide full height crack in the west abutment
back-wall, and Bridge No.37.96 with a large area with
many open mortar joints (up to 1” wide) throughout
back-wall, abutment stem and wingwalls. Bridge No.
41.28 displays a masonry stone cracked under the
northeast bearing. Stone piers of Bridge Nos. 37.96 and
41.00 over Redbank Creek are protected against
erosion and undermining with rip-rap or cofferdam
installation.

Stone Arch Bridges— Seven structures are stone arches
that carry a stream under the trail corridor. All arch
structures are in satisfactory to good condition with
minor defects, such as open mortar joints in headwalls
and arch barrels. Headwalls on two of the structures
show minor outward shift, and trees growing out of the
headwall.

Concrete Box Culvert Bridge—Structure at the
Rattlesnake Run crossing (Bridge No. 37.18) is
constructed of a concrete box culvert. All components
of the box are in good condition. The wingwalls, Stone Arch Bridge
headwalls, side walls, and the top and bottom slabs
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Long Point Tunnel
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exhibit no defects.

Bridge at Middle Run Road—The bridge over Middle
Run and Middle Run Road has been previously
removed. A new bridge is needs to be constructed at
this location for safe passage by the trail users over the
stream and roadway. A pre-fabricated concrete
structure (cost efficient) or a pre-fabricated steel span
can be installed.

The Long Point Tunnel is on a curved alignment and is
644’ long. Itis constructed of stone masonry walls with
a 4-course brick lining at the entrances (approximately
50 feet long). It displays several minor deficiencies of
spalled and deteriorated brick portions. Stone masonry
of both portals is in fair to satisfactory condition with
very minor deficiencies of cracked stones and open
mortar joints. Remaining portion of tunnel consists of
natural rock and it appears to be in stable condition.
Drainage ditch is present along north wall and is in
satisfactory condition.

The Climax Tunnel also has a curved alignment and is
517’ long. End portions (50’ to 70’) of the tunnel are
constructed of stone walls and cut stone arch. The
mortar joints of these end portions display deteriorated
conditions and water is seeping through and forming
large icicles, which creates unsafe condition. Concrete
buttresses are constructed at both portals to
supplement the portal walls; it appears that the
buttresses were constructed some time after the
original construction was completed. Several large
pieces of rock (10’ x 10’) are laying on top of west
portal headwall, with a crack in the portal head stone
creating a very unsafe condition. A %” wide x 20’ long
crack is present in the roof at the west end of tunnel. A
large hole (12’ diameter x 4’ deep) is present near the
west end of the tunnel in roof liner with bricks fallen
off. Also a few other areas display deteriorated
conditions in the brick liner. All deficiencies should be
repaired prior to using the tunnel for trail use. A
drainage ditch is located along the north wall and is in
satisfactory condition.
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The Brookville Tunnel also consists of stone walls and
cut stone arch roof at both ends, and the remaining
portion consists of stone walls and brick lined arch. A
very large hole (10’ wide x 20’ long x 5’ deep) is present
near the west end of tunnel in the roof and east wall
with bricks fallen off and lying on ground. A5’ to 8
deep void exists above the brick lining with potentially
loose or deteriorated rock. The drainage ditches on
both sides are in good condition.

Climax Tunnel

Climax Tunnel—Hole in the Roof

Brookville Tunnel
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SECTION 3: TRAIL CONCEPT PLAN

TRAIL TYPE AND USE

The Redbank Valley Trail is proposed to have an overall corridor
clearance of approximately twenty (20) feet, with a trail surface of ten
(10) feet width. The trail will be designed to accommodate non-
motorized uses including pedestrians, bicyclists and seasonal uses
including cross country skiers. The trail shoulders are recommended

to be turf grass and should be a minimum of three (3) feet on either
side.

Where the trail enters and exits towns along its alignment, it is
recommended that the width be increased to twelve (12) feet. In
areas where the corridor is constricted, the trail surface may be
reduced to a minimum of eight (8) feet; three (3) foot shoulders
should remain on both sides of the trail surface. In these areas it may
be necessary to install timber fencing along the creek-side of the trail
to protect trail users from steep slopes towards the creek. Figure 3.1
depicts the proposed trail width and corridor clearance.

Standard Width 20’
Clear, Grubbed, and Graded Area
3 ) 10’ R 3
|
|
|
3B
w ! -
SiE ’
o &
a - L
i Existing
L e Ground
Existing 33\‘
Ground 3 l Shoulder Pedestrian/Bike _| Shoulder
\ il
Not to Scale

Figure 3.1 Typical Trail Section
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TRAIL SURFACE

The standard trail surface is recommended to be American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) #10 crushed limestone above a layer of either compacted existing ballast material or new
2A Limestone material. Where a new layer of 2A limestone is installed, a geotextile material is
recommended between the new stone and the compacted sub-grade for separation and stabilization
purposes.

A bituminous approach pad at each road and bridge crossing is proposed to eliminate ‘tracking’ of the trail
surface materials, to improve bicycle stopping ability and to allow for traffic markings (for trail users) at each
crossing. The installation of detectable warning surfaces (DWS) is recommended at each crossing.

Minimal grading is expected to construct the trail; the finished surface of the trail should have a two (2)
percent cross slope and follow the existing super-elevation of the rail bed. Wherever possible, the trail
surface should be sloped away from the creek and towards the toe of the upslope side of the trail.

Along the 13-mile stretch of the Redbank Valley Trail which has had the existing ballast graded and rolled, it
is recommended that re-grading be completed to remove the curb/lip of ballast material that exists on one
side of the trail. This measure will facilitate proper drainage and allow for a grass shoulder to be constructed
on both sides of the trail. During the development of this report, it was noted that the RVTA preferred
having the curb/lip on one side of the trail to act as a physical barrier between the trail and the steep slope
towards Redbank Creek. If the curb/lip is not removed, it is recommended that the RVTA monitor its
function over time. Figure 3.2 shows the existing curb/lip while Figure 3.3 depicts the three proposed trail
cross sections.

Figure 3.2 Existing Curb/Lip Along Improved Trail
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Figure 3.3 Trail Cross Sections
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DRAINAGE

Establishing new and maintaining existing drainage swales to convey upland and trail surface runoff is
recommended along the entire trail alignment. Removal of debris and overgrown vegetation should be
completed within existing swales. Where no drainage swale exists, a minimum three (3) foot width by one
and one half (1-1/2) foot depth ‘V’ channel should be constructed.

The existing drainage pipes beneath the trail, including headwalls and endwalls, should be inspected for
proper function; cleaning of clogged pipes and replacement of crushed pipes may be necessary. New pipe
crossings at trail washouts will be required. All new pipe crossings should be installed with precast concrete
headwalls and endwalls; using concrete provides the Trail Association with a durable materials and minimal
long-term maintenance requirements. Figure 3.4 is a PennDOT diagram of a concrete endwall.
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| 00 (12" a
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SECTION A-A FRONT ELEVATION VIEW

TYPE D-W ENDWALL

Figure 3.4 PennDOT Concrete Endwall Detail

CROSSINGS

Road Crossings

All of the 21 road crossings are at-grade and recommended improvements include signing and pavement
markings on both the trail and roadways. Signage to warn motorists of the Redbank Trail are to be placed
300’ from each crossing and stop signs at each side of the crossing are to be installed for bicycle and
pedestrian control. Bicycle/pedestrian trail crossing pavement markings are recommended on two of the
asphalt roadways, and painted crosswalks should be installed at each asphalt roadway. Pavement markings
on the asphalt trail approaches may include double yellow lines that indicate separation of trail traffic and
stop bars at the stop signs. Table 3.1 lists the at-grade crossings and the signing and pavement marking at
each. Figure 3.5 shows the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Device (MUTCD) example of signing and
pavement markings for a shared-use path roadway crossing.
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Recommendations at the intersections of the Trail and State Routes 2009 (Lawsonham) and 0028 (the Fish
Basket crossing in Fairmount City) include signage and pavement markings only. These recommendations
meet minimum safety standards, but the RVTA may want to install additional safety measures that increase
motorist’s awareness at these crossings. The installation of flashing traffic beacons is an option at these
locations; the beacons notify motorists of the trail crossing, and can be fitted with sensors to flash only when
trail users approach the crossing. The beacons are available with a solar power source, which minimizes both
initial and long-term maintenance costs. A decorative asphalt crosswalk is also an option to increase visibility
of the crosswalk for both motorists and trail users; however, this would need to be approved by PennDOT as
they may not wish to add crosswalks at a crossing without a traffic signal.

Table 3.1 At-Grade Crossings
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Road Name Material Traffic Sight Distance Issues g EL -‘;—; :C,’, :3 2— -‘;—; :C,’, :3 :3 'é 5 § 8— '_Ev i E §°
None - driveway Dirt <100 |No
Yes, EB & WB looking left & right;
SR 2009 (Lawsonham Rd) Asphalt 650 Obstructed by hillside and foliage. 2 2 2 50 2
EB looking left and right; Obstructed
Lawsonham Rd (T-460) Gravel <100 |by hillsides and foliage. 2 2 2
EB & WB looking north; Obstructed
SR 1005 (Saint Charles Rd) Asphalt 125 by hillside and foliage 2 2 1 40
Liberty Street Asphalt 100-1000 [No 2 2 50
Lafayette Street Asphalt 100-1000 [No 2 2 50
PA 66 (Wood Street) Asphalt 4,100 |No 2 2 2 50
EB & WB looking north; Obstructed
Brinker Ave (T-684) Asphalt 100-1000 [by house. 2 2 1 40
Dovers Pike Ave Asphalt 100-1000 [No 2 2 40
Fairmount Ave Asphalt 100-1000 [No 2 2 40
High speeds (45 MPH); SB traffic
PA 28 (Brookuville St) Asphalt 6,100 |cannot see trail to the right. 2 2 2 50 2
None - cemetery driveway Dirt <100
None - driveway Gravel <100
EB & WB Looking NW up towards SR
28; Obstructed by hillside and
Walker Flat Rd (T-750) Asphalt >1000 |grass/bushes. 2 2 50
EB & WB looking NW. Obstructed by
PA 536 (Mayport Rd) Asphalt 1,500 |house; High speeds (40 MPH). 2 2 1 40
EB & WB looking east. Obstructed
Strauser Rd Asphalt 450 by trees. 2 2 1 40
Yount Road Tar & Chip <100 |No 2 2
SR 3007 (State Street) Asphalt 900 No 2 2 50
EB & WB looking NW; Obstructed by
Brogan Street Asphalt <100 |hillside and trees. Upgrade however. 2 2 1 40
EB & WB looking left & right;
Moore Road Tar & Chip <100 |Obstructed by hillside SB & trees NB. 2 2 2
SR 3003 (Mount Pleasant Rd) |Asphalt 400 No 2 2
Totals 36 36 15 280 350 4
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Figure 3.5 Example of Signing and Markings for a Shared-Use Path Crossing
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Wherever feasible, the trail’s alignment at all road crossings should be oriented perpendicular to the

vehicular travel lanes. The result of such alignment is as short a distance across the road as possible. Any

crossings and improvements within state road right-of-way will require coordination and approval with the
local PennDOT District. It is recommended that the RVTA meet with PennDOT during the design phase to
discuss crossing state routes; the RVTA has already had a coordination meeting with PennDOT for the
crossing at State Route 0028. PennDOT representatives suggested that the crossing be located west (down-
hill towards New Bethlehem) of the trail’s current alignment to reduce the length of the crossing and that
barriers be added alongside the trail to direct trail users to the crossing, increase safety and visibility for both
bicyclists and motorists.

Grated Controls
Trail crossings may also include access control gates and bollards to limit unauthorized vehicle use in the

corridor. Figure 3.6 shows a typical gated control to be installed at road crossings and trail access points
Access control gates are not required at each of the intersections in New Bethlehem, rather at the
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Figure 3.6 Trail Access Controls
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intersections where the trail enters and leaves the town. Gates have been included in the cost estimate at all
other road crossings. Where emergency access is required, emergency management services should be
given a master key to open all locked access gates.

TRAILHEADS

The facilities proposed at each trailhead will vary based on available land, the number of potential users
served and the ability to access, maintain, secure and police each facility. The ideal design for each trailhead
should include parking, shelter, shade and water. For the purpose of cost estimating, each trailhead has
been designed to accommodate approximately 20 vehicles and include a single unit composting toilet,
shelter/pavilion, informational kiosk, trash receptacle, signage and access gates.

Facilities should be designed as low maintenance using indigenous materials such as the region’s timber and
stone. Night use of the trail is not to be encouraged; therefore only security lighting should be explored for
trailheads in populated areas such as New Bethlehem, Summerville, and Brookville. The collection of trash at
trailheads should be a decision made during the implementation stage; some trail groups have found if no

Figure 3.7 Example of a Trailhead Design from the Montour Trail
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trash receptacle is available, trail users will take the trash with them, thus saving the Trail Association
maintenance time and dollars. Figure 3.7 depicts a trailhead showing the layout of the parking area in
relation to the trail along with a photo of an existing trailhead on the Allegheny Highlands Trail that shows a
pavilion, restrooms, and drainage areas.

Armstrong Trail/Allegheny River Trailhead

A trailhead is recommended to be developed along the Armstrong Trail, on the southern side of the
intersection of the Allegheny River and the Redbank Creek. A trailhead along the Redbank Valley Trail is
prohibitive as there is limited vehicular access to the trail at its western end. There is an existing bridge
which crosses the Redbank Trail at this location. The bridge would require rehabilitation prior to use;
rehabilitation costs are not included as part of this project’s cost estimates, but the AVLT is applying for a
grant to rehabilitate the bridge this year (2011).

Lawsonham Trailhead

The AVLT owns additional lands outside the railroad corridor approximately 500’ east of SR2009 that could
be used as a trailhead. The property’s location would require a length of access drive and trail surface
running parallel to one another to provide access. This location is also the base of the Sligo trail spur.

Climax Tunnel (western portal)

Land acquisition or agreement would be required to construct a trailhead at this location; however, a
recently replaced bridge at SR1009, the Hunter’'s Moon Lodge Bed and Breakfast, the Climax Tunnel and the
transition between Segments 3 and 4 of the trail alignment make this an important location for a trailhead.

New Bethlehem Trailhead

A trailhead is proposed in the center of town on property owned by the AVLT and is near the Borough-owned
municipal parking lot. Detailed recommendations and conceptual drawings for this site are included in the
New Bethlehem Trail Town Master Plan.

United Valley Soccer Association Trailhead

A trailhead is proposed at the United Valley Soccer Association fields that would be accessed via Center
Street, approximately 100’ southeast of SR28. The United Valley Soccer Association owns the parcel of land,
and coordination would be required prior to development. There is an existing gravel driveway that should
be used as part of the parking/access surface. An existing storage shed will need to be relocated and/or
worked into the trailhead design. This trailhead location also has an existing access to the Redbank Creek;
the circulation and layout of the design should facilitate trailer parking and turn-around areas.

Summerville Trailhead

A trailhead is proposed adjacent to the Summerville Post Office on land owned by the Allegheny Valley Land
Trust. This proposed trailhead is adjacent to State Street and has an existing town store nearby.
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Brookville Trailhead

A trailhead is proposed to be developed in Brookville, the eastern terminus of the 42 mile corridor. The trail
can be accessed via 2" Street and is approximately % miles from SR28 and downtown Brookville; access from
the trailhead to SR28 would need to be coordinated and signed along local roads. The RVTA does not own
property outside the railroad right of way in this location, which means there will need to be coordination
with the owners of the Brookville Glove Company and Bill’s Bar to explore property acquisition and/or shared
parking areas. This location is situated with a direct visual to two successive bridges, a tunnel and then
another bridge, which when developed has the potential to be a powerful driver to bring visitors to the
corridor. This is also hindrance to developing a trailhead in the immediate future since the trail will be
inaccessible until the bridges and tunnel are renovated. The original train depot exists adjacent to the
trailhead site; the depot is owned by Brookville Glove Company, and has been renovated with an addition. A
small structure with potential historical significance exists on the site. If a trailhead is not feasible at this
location, the Borough Building parking lot located across 2" Street could be utilized as a parking area for trail
users.

The RVTA is also pursuing discussions with 13 landowners along a potential branch line not owned by the
AVLT or part of the railbanked corridor to bring the trail closer into the Brookville business district with a
terminus near the Brookville Lumber Company, across from the Giant Eagle food store.

PARKING AREAS

There were several locations along the corridor that have access to the trail, but a full trailhead was either
not warranted or sufficient land to construct did not exist. In these locations, parking areas have been
recommended. The parking should be constructed to accommodate approximately ten vehicles and include
trail entrance, accessible parking and emergency access signage. The proposed parking areas are at:
Leatherwood Station Road,

e approximately one mile west of New Bethlehem adjacent to the PennDOT maintenance yard/shed,
at Heathville Road

at Moore Road

Additional parking areas were discussed at Coders Run and in Baxter, but it was recommended that these
locations not be developed due to their close proximity to proposed trailheads or limited access due to
narrow or unimproved roads.

ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS

The relationships between the RVTA and the adjacent property owners are arguably the most important
element in implementing a successful trail project. Given the length of the Redbank Valley Trail corridor,
there are many different corridor characteristics that a trail user will experience. Although a majority of the
corridor can be characterized as ‘natural,’ there are locations where a more ‘rural’ condition exists.

While one of the assets of a trail is having points of interest along the way, there may be some cases where
visual screening and/or physical barriers between the trail and surrounding land uses is warranted. An
example of where the RVTA may consider screening is a few hundred feet west of St. Charles Road where
dilapidated structures exist on the property south of the trail corridor. Conversely, the adjacent property
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owners may also desire to screen their properties from view of the trail. It is vital that the RVTA work with
these landowners to address any potential conflicts or concerns to ensure that the trail peacefully coexists
with its neighbors.

The installation of gated controls will be necessary where adjacent landowners are accessing the corridor,
and in some instances the creek, via private gravel and earthen pathways/drives. It is recommended that
these crossings be coordinated between the RVTA and private landowners to set limitations and develop
expectations of how they will be used and secured. Legal agreements for these crossings are not likely
required, but may be developed if the RVTA sees it necessary. All legal agreements will be contingent upon
the rail bank agreement between the RVTA and railroad company.

Figure 3.8 shows a typical chain gate that can be installed at private property access points. The use of two

locks on a single chain allow for multiple keys to be given out to different entities with access to the property.
For example, a chain gate my need to be opened by the property owner as well as a gas well company.

18-20' TYPICAL

1/4" STL. PLATE PAINTED
TO MATCH BOLLARD

FIXED STEEL BOLLARD, TYP:

174" 0 ROD - BENT

TO ALLOW PASSAGE OF CHAIN
y REDBANK VALLEY
\ E e CHAIN GATE
MOTOR VEHICLES
_X | SEE DETAIL BELOW PROHIBITED L \ | NOT TO SCALE

+ B:EK J“\

SHEET ALUMINUM SIGN
PRINTED BOTH SIDES
INCIDENTAL TO CHAIN GATE

SEE DETAIL ABOVE

HEAVY BUTY YELLOW
SAFETY STEEL CHAN
(WITH 34" DIA. LINKS)

PRIVATE
ACCESS
NO TRESPASSING

d 24" J
TRAIL SIDE

18"

“-SUPPLY KEYED LOCKS PER
SPECIFICATION:
FRONT VIEW CONSULT WITH THE RVTA

CHAIN GATE

NOT TO SCALE

Figure 3.8 Typical Chain Gate
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Figure 3.9 Interpretive Trail Signage

Figure 3.11 QR Code Graphic

3.12 Redbank Valley Trails Association



SECTION 3: TRAIL CONCEPT PLAN

SIGNAGE

Signage along the trail can be implemented on a segment by segment basis, but the Trail Association will
need to develop an approach to signing at a comprehensive level. The creation of a signage manual is
recommended to identify the various types and sizes of sighage as well as the materials, colors and styles of
each. Itis recommended that the RVTA work with the Erie to Pittsburgh Mega-Greenway to develop
compatible themes and styles for signing of the trail.

Signing along the trail should be limited to directional, informational, regulatory and interpretive signage
only. The signage material should be indigenous to the region, and information should be clearly conveyed
via simple messages using legible fonts. The use of signage should focus on creating a safe condition along
the trail corridor, but be minimized to avoid significant long-term maintenance costs. All new signage,
excluding standard traffic control signage at road crossings and trailheads, should include the RVTA logo.
Figure 3.9 is an example of a low-profile interpretive sign along a shared use trail. Figure 3.10 shows an
example of a trail owner/sponsor sign alongside a regulatory sign post.

The existing mile markers along the trail should be restored, or their design used as the basis for new mile
markers. Informational kiosks and interpretive signage should be constructed of durable materials that resist
fading; laminated graphics are recommended for these sign types since they allow for quality graphical
displays protected from the elements and vandalism. The location of interpretive signage should be explored
as the trail is developed. Mackin identified the locations of natural features and cultural resources along the
entire corridor, and each of these locations could have some type of interpretive signage. As funds become
available the RVTA can identify and provide signage at some of the best examples of these features.

A recent technologic advancement that may be incorporated into the signage design along the Redbank
Valley Trail is the use of QR Codes. QR, which is short for quick response, is a unique bar code that can be
interpreted by dedicated readers and some smart phones. These codes were initially created for tracking
parts in vehicle manufacturing; however, this technology has value as an interpretive feature along the
corridor. The QR Codes could be placed on interpretive and informational signage, and provide access to
streaming video and audio to tell a story about features and services provided along the corridor. This
advancement is valuable from an ADA perspective, providing audio interpretation and information to
disabled trail users. Figure 3.11 is an example of a QR Code graphic.

The use of this technology is limited to cellular phone coverage and reception, which was unavailable along
the entire 42 mile corridor at the time of this study. The RVTA will need to determine where coverage exists
and incorporate this technology accordingly. Once the trail is developed and people are using the corridor,
the RVTA may want to contact local emergency service providers to discuss increasing cellular coverage along
the trail; if implemented, this measure will provide additional opportunities to use QR Codes.
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STRUCTURES

Prior to designing the repairs, it is
recommended that all bridges and tunnels
be evaluated in detail to determine the
extent of repairs required. Based on the
findings repairs should be designed and
construction plans be prepared. Also,
construction bid documents should be
prepared so that bids for the repair work
can be obtained. The following repair
tasks are recommended for the bridges
and tunnels:

Bridges

e Install new timber deck with safety
railings on both sides on all steel
bridges for pedestrian and bicycle
use.

e Investigate and repair moderate
deficiencies, in abutments of two
(2) steel girder bridges.

e Install safety railings on bridge
approaches (see Figure 3.12). The
actual length of the approach
railings will be dependent upon site
conditions; however, based upon
previous bridge designs,
approximately 50’ is recommended
to provide safe conditions at the
approaches.

e Remove all vegetation from the
bridge substructure and stone arch
masonry headwalls.

e Investigate for erosion and
undermining at pier foundations of
the bridges over the Redbank
Creek, install rock lining where
required.

e Construct a new bridge structure
over the Middle Run Road, or
create an alternate route.

e Evaluate structural conditions of all
bridges; perform an in-depth
review.

b s s e

Figure 3.12 Example of a Timber Approach R

Figure 3.13 Tunnel Improvements

2
ailing at Bridge
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Tunnels

Perform in-depth review, identify and repair all major deficiencies in the tunnel portals, walls and roof
areas of each tunnel.

Remove large pieces of rock and repair the west portal headwall of the Climax Tunnel.

Repair cracks, spalled areas and voids in all tunnels (Figure 3.13).

Remove debris (brick piles) from all tunnels.

Clean and open the drainage ditches of all tunnels.

Install lighting in all tunnels — powered by solar energy if feasible.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

To initiate the environmental clearance for the design and construction of the trail, the RVTA should schedule

a meeti

ng with the PADEP Northwest District to discuss the environmental requirements and to determine

permitting procedure for trail. The RVTA should include discussions regarding the Lawsonham to Sligo Spur
in conjunction with the Redbank Valley Trail. This meeting should precede any environmental studies and/or
permitting to determine the most appropriate course of action for the development of the trail. Permitting/

studies

that may be required include the following:

Permitting associated with any impacts to aquatic resources within the project corridor is regulated
under Chapter 105 of the Pennsylvania Code and Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water

Act. Activities covered under this permit may include new pipe installation and pipe replacements,
wetland fills, and any other impacts to streams and wetlands in the project area. Coordination with
PADEP would determine the level of permitting required (DEP Bureau of Watershed general permits
or Chapter 105/Section 404 PADEP/USACE Joint Permit application).

A Wetland and Stream Identification, Delineation, and Functional Assessment should be completed to
identify resources within the project area. This assessment includes field identification and survey of
wetlands and watercourses within identified project corridor; is sufficient for submission with the
105/404 permit application(s); and is valid for 5 years.

Section 106 coordination (Cultural Resources) may be required depending on the type of permitting
required for the project. Under Chapter 105 general permitting, no nationally or locally listed historic
resources may be impacted as a result of the proposed trail activities. In addition, the discovery of
any archaeological artifacts would be adequately protected and promptly reported to the PA Historic
and Museum Commission (PHMC). If a Chapter 105/Section 404 single and complete permit is
required, coordination with PHMC will be required from the onset of the permitting process.
Because AVLT is the owner/operator of the trail, a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
(Hazardous Waste Investigation) is recommended for liability protection (“due diligence”) to identify
any potential hazardous or residual waste areas that may be a result of activities that have occurred
since the rail banking agreement has been initiated. If federal funding is used for any stage of the
project, the results of a Phase | ESA will be required for clearance under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA).

Lastly, Pennsylvania state law requires that an erosion and sediment pollution control plan be
prepared for any earth disturbing project, regardless of size. If the project’s disturbed area is more
than one acre, or introduces a new ‘Point Source Discharge’ to Waters of the Commonwealth, a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit will be required. It is recommended
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that the Trail Association contact the County Conservation Districts to discuss permitting and
coordination requirements.

TRAIL CONSTRUCTION

The corridor was divided into five segments to provide the Trail Association with manageable lengths of trail
for a phased implementation. The five segments, listed geographically from the Allegheny River to
Brookville, are:

e Segment 1—The Allegheny River to the Long Point Tunnel

e Segment 2 —The Long Point Tunnel to the Climax Tunnel

e Segment 3 —The Climax Tunnel to the Alcola Cemetery in Hawthorn
e Segment 4 —The Alcola Cemetery to Summerville

e Segment 5—Summerville to Brookville

Considerations used to develop the individual segments included:

e |dentifying lengths of trail that could be constructed in a in a single phase.

e Provide vehicular access to at least one, if not both ends of each segment.

e Focus on the developed towns along the corridor and the 13 miles of existing improved trail.

e Promote connections of towns along the trail.

e Think ‘regionally’ and connect the Redbank Valley Trail with the Armstrong Trail, the Baker Trail, the
Pittsburgh to Erie Greenway and the Great Allegheny Passage.

By developing the five Segments for construction of the Redbank Valley Trail, this Feasibility Study provides
the RVTA with a strategic plan for implementation. The sequence in which the five segments are constructed
will be determined based upon available funding dollars and sources. For example, if funding is coming from
a local donor, the RVTA will want to focus on connecting the local population centers in New Bethlehem and
Brookville (Segments 3, 4 and 5). However, if the funding is coming from Federal or State dollars, a more
regional approach should be considered to connect the 42 mile corridor to a greater ‘Trail

Network’ (Segments 1 and 2). Ultimately, it will be the responsibility of the RVTA to utilize the information
contained in this study to make informed decisions regarding implementation as funds become available.

Segments 1 — The Allegheny River to the Long Point Tunnel and 2 — The Long Point Tunnel to the Climax Tunnel

Segments 1 and 2 have been combined together since they connect the Redbank Valley Trail corridor to a
larger regional network of trails including the Armstrong Trail and the Erie-to-Pittsburgh Mega-Greenway, a
high priority for DCNR. If costs allow, it is recommended that these segments be pursued as one segment.
However if cost prohibitive, the two segments can be constructed separately.

Segment 1 is 8.4 miles in length and segment 2 is 8.7 miles. The 17+ miles is primarily of a ‘natural’
character; Lawsonham is the largest populated area along Segment 1, and St. Charles along Segment 2.
Three trailheads are being proposed along these two segments; one at the Allegheny River, one in
Lawsonham and another at the west portal of the Climax Tunnel. One parking area is recommended along
Segment 2 where Leatherwood Station Road intersects the Redbank Valley Trail.
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There are three road crossings along Segment 1 and one crossing
along Segment 2. The only crossing which requires special
attention is at SR2009 Lawsonham Road; the gradient of the
roadway and limited sight distances will require pavement
markings on the roadway to provide advanced warning of the
trail crossing.

It was noted during the site investigation that Segment 1 has not
been disturbed or traveled on for quite some time, and the
conditions along the first seven miles is evidence of that
statement. There is very little existing ballast in this area, and
the poor drainage has resulted in trail washouts (ten noted in
the first seven miles, and twelve on the entire segment). The
trail inventory and assessment also identified five potential
wetlands along Segment 1 and one along Segment 2. The
presence of invasive species along both segments was minimal;
three locations were noted, all along Segment 2.

The lack of ballast material along these segments, primarily
between the Allegheny River and Lawsonham, will require the
new trail be constructed without the use of existing ballast
materials.

Each segment has one bridge and one tunnel; the potential high
cost of renovating the tunnels may necessitate the two segments
being constructed in separate phases. The opportunity exists for
the RVTA to discuss alternative routes around the Longpoint
Tunnel with the adjacent property owners. This measure would
allow trail users to travel the entire 17+ miles. Longpoint is
primarily a natural stone lined tunnel and may not require as
extensive repair as the brick lined Climax tunnel. The steep
topography surrounding the Climax Tunnel makes an alternative
route infeasible.

These two segments offer a scenic experience to the trail user;
four scenic viewsheds and one picnic/rest area were mapped
along Segment 1; one scenic viewshed and six picnic/rest areas
were mapped along Segment 2.
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Segment 3 — The Climax Tunnel to the Alcola Cemetery in Hawthomn

This 5.5 mile segment has the shortest distance of all the segments and has the lowest overall construction
cost. This segment connects the Climax Tunnel with 13 miles of improved (graded and rolled ballast) trail
between the Alcola Cemetery and Summerville. There are two bridges along this segment as well as the
missing bridge at Middle Run. The segment travels through New Bethlehem, which is the most urban
condition along the corridor.

There are eight road crossings within this segment; six of those are in New Bethlehem; one crossing of SR28;
and one dirt road crossing at the Alcola Cemetery. The road crossings in New Bethlehem should be
constructed without access control to minimize the number of gates and bollards that the RVTA will need to
maintain. It is our experience that the trail users in an urban environment will police the trail sufficiently to
keep unauthorized vehicles of the surface.

There is one trailhead proposed in New Bethlehem, which is being designed within the Trail Town Master
Plan (detailed information, cost estimates, and conceptual drawings can be found in that report). There are
two parking areas being proposed in segment 3; one near the PennDOT maintenance yard west of New
Bethlehem and the other at Fairmount Avenue, at the missing bridge over Middle Run.

The trail alignment at the missing bridge will need to be coordinated if no replacement bridge is constructed
prior to opening the trail for use. The Trail Association has contacted the adjacent landowner at this location
to determine if an agreement can be reached for trail users to access the property to bypass the missing
structure; any agreement reached should be legally recorded to ensure the access is available in perpetuity.

Eleven instance of invasive species (Japanese Knotweed) were identified within this segment. Invasive
species eradication should occur immediately to avoid further spreading. Instructions for eradicating
Japanese Knotweed are available from DCNR; the instructions have been included in Appendix C. This
segment also includes two potential wetlands and four washouts (one area west of New Bethlehem and
three washouts east of New Bethlehem). There is also a potential washout located within New Bethlehem
across from the mini-mall where stormwater from Penn Street and above is flowing down across the trail.
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AMD was identified adjacent to the trail east of New Bethlehem, behind the M&S Meats building.The RVTA
should work with the adjacent landowner and local watershed groups to identify ways in which the AMD can
be remediated.There are passive ways to treat the drainage, including settling ponds with aquatic vegetation
and top-dressing the slopes adjacent to the trail with lime, but treating the discharge at the source is going to
provide the highest degree of remediation.

Three potentially historic sites and one picnic opportunity are also within this segment.

Segment 4 — The Alcola Cemetery to Summerville

The ballast material along this eleven and one half mile segment of the Redbank Valley Trail was graded and
rolled in the summer of 2010. This condition results in the segment being the lowest cost to construct on a
per mile basis. There are five bridges along Segment 4; all of which were re-decked in the Spring of 2011 and
are open for use. As described earlier, minor re-grading of the ballast material and the placement of #10
limestone is all that is required to complete the trail surface along this segment.

There are seven road crossings; one in Hawthorn, one in Mayport, one in Heathville, two rural roads and two
in Summerville. With the exception of SR3007 in Summerville, each of the road crossings requires only
standard advanced warning signage along the trail and roadway. It is recommended that additional
pavement markings be applied to SR3007 to increase the advanced warning for motorists approaching the
trail crossing.

There are two trailheads proposed along this Segment, one at the United Valley Soccer Association and the
other in Summerville. One Parking area is proposed at the intersection of the trail and Heathville Road. The
locations of the trailheads and parking areas along this segment create an ideal opportunity for trail users to
park two vehicles, at separate trailhead/parking areas, and travel the trail between the two.

The character of this Segment changes from rural in Hawthorn and Mayport to more scenic and natural
through Heathville and into Summerville. There are two scenic viewsheds and two picnic areas within the
more scenic section that have been identified on the project mapping.

There is an existing river access/boat launch at Heathville Road that seems to be in disrepair, and it was not
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evident at the time of the field assessment whether the launch is in use. It is recommended that the RVTA
coordinate with the owner of this boat launch to discuss the potential for trail users to access the Creek in
this location.

There was one invasive species location and one AMD location noted on the project mapping between
Mayport and Heathville. The RVTA should attempt to eradicate the invasive species as a first priority and
identify the source and impact of the AMD.

Segment 5 — Summerville to Brookville

Segment 5 is a 7.4 mile stretch between Summerville and Brookville that exhibits the same natural character
of the latter half of Segment 4. The scenic qualities coupled with seven bridges and one tunnel makes this
Segment both costly and beautiful. This segment is the highest cost per mile to develop.

One trailhead is proposed in Brookville at the eastern terminus of the Redbank Valley Trail. This trailhead is
situated with a direct visual connection across two bridges and through the Brookville Tunnel; a powerful
visual that can be used to advertise the trail once developed. A parking area is proposed at the intersection
of the trail and Moore Road. This parking area is at the northwestern corner of the intersection, and is
located between the two bridges on either side of Moore Road.

There are two road crossings within the segment, one at Moore Road and the other at SR1003 (Mount
Pleasant Road). The intersection at Moore Road has limited sight distance due to the hillside and existing
trees. Neither intersection requires any additional signage other than the standard advanced warning
signage along the trail and roadway.

There were two drainage issues located along the corridor between the bridge in Baxter and Brookville.
There are eight instances of invasive species that will require eradication and one potential wetland; the

invasive species are all mapped between Moore Road and Brookville.

There is one picnic/rest area proposed approximately one mile east of Summerville; this location is in a level,
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wooded area away from the Redbank Creek, and offers the trail users a place to stop unlike any others along
the corridor. Two scenic viewsheds have been noted on the project mapping. A potentially historic location,
which is outside the railroad corridor was noted approximately one mile west of the bridge in Baxter; it is
recommended that the RVTA explore the significance of the structure for potential interpretive signage.

TRAIL SPURS AND CONNECTIONS

There are several existing and future trail connections along the 42 mile corridor that the RVTA should
consider priorities to further regionalize the Redbank Valley Trail. The Armstrong Trail at the Allegheny River
is one of those connections; a shared trailhead is proposed along the Armstrong Trail. A trail spur at
Lawsonham exists that will connect the town of Sligo to the North. There is also a bridge owned by the AVLT
that crosses the Redbank Creek and connects the corridor to South Bethlehem. The bridge is in need of
rehabilitation and cannot be crossed safely in its current condition. Coordination should continue between
the RVTA and the AVLT to identify funding and programming to rehabilitate the bridge, and install the
appropriate means of access control to limit unauthorized travel across the bridge.

Another connection that must be considered is that of the trail and the Redbank Valley High School in New
Bethlehem. The front entrance to the high school fronts the intersection of SR 0028 and Penn Street, and the
trail corridor is approximately 100’ northwest of the intersection. It is recommended that the RVTA
coordinate with the School District and PennDOT to install a mid-block crossing at this intersection. The
requirements for the crossing may include signage and pavement markings similar to those noted in the road
crossing heading of this section. Once the students cross SR 0028, Penn Street should be signed as a ‘Share
the Road’ condition. This connection could be funded through a Pennsylvania Safe Routes to School grant.
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CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

The estimates for construction are an opinion of probable costs, using current (2011) construction prices for
publicly bid and federally funded trail construction projects using prevailing wage levels. These costs should
be used as budget numbers for development. Final costs will be a result of detailed engineering and design,
the specific materials identified for construction and current labor and market rates.

Cost estimates will be affected by many elements including but not limited to the following:

e Number of bidding contractors

e Supply and demand of the local market

e Bidding time (when contractors are busy, and toward the middle or end of the construction season,
prices are typically higher)

e Site location and ease/difficulty of access to the project site

e Scope of the project

e Total quantities being installed

e Cost of oil, gasoline and asphalt products

e Environmental concerns and permitting

e Inflation

Although the estimates have been developed using public bid unit costs, some of the improvements can be
completed by Public Works, volunteer groups, and through in-kind donations of equipment and material to

reduce the total cost. Each segment can be divided into projects and phased in over time.

Table 3.2 contains the design parameters that are being considered for the construction of the trail.
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Table 3.2: Trail Design Parameters

Item/Description

Construction Parameter

Clearing and Grubbing

Clearing on average a 25’ corridor

Invasive Species Eradication

Per locations identified during field view (vary between 1 and approximately 50
individual plants per location).

Earthwork/Grading

Grading at 20’ width by 6” depth; including rolling and compacting the surface
to achieve a cross-sloped condition of 2% at the trail and 4% graded shoulders.
At existing ballast area-same as above, but blade and roll/compact surface; do
not excavate.

Cleaning Existing Drainage Ditch

Removing debris and overgrown vegetation from existing ditch on a per linear
foot basis.

New Drainage Ditch

Construction of a new 3’ width by 1.5’ depth “V” channel

Cleaning Existing Pipe Culverts

Pipes up to 36” in diameter

New Pipe Crossing

18" average diameter at 40’ length, High-Density Polyethylene smooth lined
corrugated pipe

Pipe Outlet Protection

Rip-rap lined swale, approximately 2 cubic yards per outlet (outlets placed at all
new and existing pipes)

Headwalls and Endwalls

Precast concrete; Type D, S, DW all including apron bases

Trail Surfacing

e #10 AASHTO fine graded, crushed limestone- or -
e Asphalt wearing c. and binder c. as noted

Trail Section Construction

e 10’ trail width typical including 3’ shoulders

e 12’ trail width where alignment passes through towns (Lawsonham, St.
Charles, New Bethlehem, Hawthorn, etc.)

e Where ballast exists, only 2” depth #10 limestone to be placed; ballast to be
rolled prior to limestone being placed

e Where no ballast exists, placement of geotextile material, 6” 2A limestone
and 2” #10 limestone

e Where ballast has been graded/rolled, existing ballast lip/curb to be
knocked down and 2” #10 limestone to be installed

e Timber railings at narrow corridor locations

Trail Feasibility Study
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Table 3.2: Trail Design Parameters (continued)

Item/Description Construction Parameter

Trail Heads e Gravel parking area for approximately 20 vehicles (60’ x 100’)

e Composting toilet facility (single unit)

e Shelter/pavilion (15’ x 25’)

e Information Kiosk

e Trash Receptacle (can be removed from final design depending upon
whether maintenance time/cost for collection is to be incurred)

e Signage (trail sign/logo, emergency services, and accessible parking
signs)

e Side access gates (2) for maintenance vehicles entering/exiting the trail

Parking Areas e Gravel parking area for approximately 10 vehicles (60" x 50°)
e Signage (trail sign/logo, emergency services, and accessible parking signs

At-Grade Crossing e 60 linear feet asphalt approaches at each side of road crossing

e Pavement markings and signage on asphalt approaches

e Crossing ahead signage along roadways (4 signs total, 2 signs each
direction)

® In-line access gates (removable bollards) at each side of road

Rest/Picnic Areas/Scenic Views e Clearing of approximately 500 SF (25’ x 25’)
e Bench at scenic views
® Picnic Table (1 at each rest area)

Signage e Mile markers, monument type sign with decorative trail logo

e Interpretive signage at unique natural features, laminated graphics (24"
X 36”) on metal/wooden pedestal

Access Control e Bollards (2) and chain at private property, including no trespassing/
-At trail corridor crossings private property signage
Landscape Screening e A mixture of canopy trees, evergreen trees and evergreen shrubs (cost

developed on a per linear foot basis)
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Table 3.2: Trail Design Parameters (continued)

Item/Description

Construction Parameter

Bridge Decking and Railing

Cost reflected on a linear foot basis
10’ clear between railings
3’-6” high railings with rub-rail

8’ height chain link fence where bridge travels over a road (safety for
driver’s below)

Bridge Approaches e 10 linear feet asphalt approaches at each end of structure
e 50 linear feet of timber approach railing at both sides of each end of
structure (recommended for safety, but actual length may be
dependent upon site conditions)
Tunnels

Portal repairs

Wall and roof repairs (spalled areas)

Tunnel wall drainage repairs

Major crack repairs — epoxy injection

Side ditch cleaning and/or 6” perforated underdrain installation
(length of tunnel plus 50’ to outlet)

e Reflective delineators along both walls at 50’ interval
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CONSJTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

SEGMENT SEGMENT DESCRIPTION MILEAGE TOTAL COST COST PER MILE
1 Allegheny River to the Long Point Tunnel 8.4 $2,824,546 $336,255
2 Long Point Tunnel to the Climax Tunnel 8.7 $2,133,516 $245,232
3 Climax Tunnel to the Alcola Cemetery 5.5 $1,535,439 $279,171
4 Alcola Cemetery to Summerville 11.5 $1,568,559 $136,396
5 Summerville to Brookville 7.4 $2,589,166 $349,887
41.5 $10,651,225

Entire Corridor Costs UNIT UNIT TOTAL

Environmental Clearances LS $30,000

Agency Coordination Meeting

Wetland and Stream I&D, and Functional Assessment

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (Haz. Waste)

Section 106 Clearance

Chapter 105/Section 404 Permitting

Bridge Inspections (review of 24 bridges, inspection report, LS $17,850

conclusions, recommendations for repairs and estimated

costs; estimated 3 days field investigation)

Tunnel Inspections and Design (in-depth inspection and LS $80,000

rehabilitation design of three tunnels along RVT)

GRAND TOTAL 41.5

Alternate Bid Items and Costs (not included in the Trail Construction Costs)

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST
Porta-John $1,000.00
NOTES:

$10,779,075

COMMENTS
Instead of Composting Toilet at Trailheads

$259,737

The estimates for construction are an opinion of probable costs, using current (2011) construction prices for publicly
bid and federally funded trail construction projects using prevailing wage levels. These costs should be used as
budget numbers for development. Final costs will be a result of detailed engineering and design, the specific
materials identified for construction and current labor and market rates. Although the estimates have been
developed using public bid unit costs, some of the improvements can be completed by Public Works, volunteer
groups, and through in-kind donations of equipment and material to reduce the total cost. Each segment can be

divided into projects and phased in over time.



CONSJTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

Segment 1 - Allegheny River to the Long Point Tunnel - Approximately 8.4 miles

DESCRIPTION UNIT QTY UNIT COST SUBTOTAL COMMENTS
Trail
Clearing and Grubbing AC 20 $750.00 $15,000.00 |Assumes clearing on average a 20' corridor
Earthwork/Grading CY 16,600 $18.00 $298,800.00 |Grading at 20" width x 6" depth
Removing debris and overgrown vegetation
Cleaning Existing Ditches LF | 33,750 $6.00 $202,500.00 |from existing swale
Linear Drainage Swale LF | 11,250 $25.00 $281,250.00 |Typical "V" ditch; 3' wide x 1.5' deep
Cleaning Existing Pipe
Culverts LF 100 $20.00 $2,000.00 |Up to 36" Diameter
New Pipe Crossing LF 520 $60.00 $31,200.00 18" average diameter, 40' length
Pipe Outlet Protection cy 36 $100.00 $3,600.00 |R-4 rip-rap, 2 CY per end pipe
Concrete Headwall EA 10 $2,500.00 $25,000.00 |PennDOT Type D-W Endwall
1.4 miles (1/2 mile each side of
12' Trail Width Sections Lawsonham)
2A Limestone SY | 9,800 $8.00 $78,400.00 At 6" depth
#10 Limestone SY | 9,800 $5.00 $49,000.00 At 2" depth
Geotextile SY | 9,800 $1.50 $14,700.00 [Class 2, Type A
10' Trail Width Sections 7.0 miles
2A Limestone SY 41,100 $8.00 $328,800.00 At 6" depth
#10 Limestone SY | 41,100 $5.00 $205,500.00 At 2" depth
Geotextile SY | 41,100 $1.50 $61,650.00 [Class 2, Type A
Barrier at edge of shoulder; fall protection
Timber Fence LF 650 $45.00 $29,250.00 |between corridor and creek
Trail Head LS 2 $47,825.00 $95,650.00
Gravel Surface, 2A Limestone 6" Depth,
Parking Surface SY 650 $14.00 approximately 60' x 100"
Single Unit Composting
Toilet EA 1 $19,000.00 Clivus Multrum - M54 Trailhead Series
10' x 10" with Shingle Roof and Reinforced
Shelter/Pavilion EA 1 $8,000.00 Concrete Pad
Informational Kiosk EA 1 $2,000.00
Sighage EA 1 $225.00
Trash Receptacle EA 2 $750.00 Informational
Side Access Gate EA 2 $4,000.00 Side Access Gate and Bollards
Includes signs, pavement markings, access
At-Grade Crossings LS 3 $16,500.00 @ $49,500.00 gates and bituminous approach pads
Flashing Beacon EA 1 $15,500.00 = $15,500.00 At intersection of trail and SR 2009
Gated Access Locations EA 2 $1,750.00 $3,500.00 |Bollards and chain at private property
Rest Areas/Scenic
Viewsheds
Clearing SY 300 $0.50 $150.00 | Approximate 500 SF (20' x 25') each




installed on ground, includes concrete
Benches/Picnic Tables EA 4 $1,000.00 $4,000.00 |footing

Signs

Monument type markers; pre-cast
Mile Markers EA 8 $500.00 $4,000.00 |concrete, decorative/branding

Natural Features, History, etc.; 24" x 36"
Interpretive Signage EA 5 $600.00 $3,000.00 |Laminated panel with post
Landscape Canopy trees, evergreen trees, and
Screening/Buffer LF $70.00 $0.00 evergreen shrubs

Trail Subtotal $1,801,950

Structures
Bridges
Prior to mile 1; LF approx. LF 65 $500.00 $32,500.00

Bridge Approach (10 LF

Asphalt) Sy 22 $53.00 $1,166.00 Each end of structure

Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00 |Both sides of each end of structure
Tunnels
Long Point tunnel LS 1 $189,500.00

Portals EA 2 $25,000.00 @ $50,000.00

Wall & Roof Spall Repairs, CY 50 $1,000.00 $50,000.00

Wall Drainage EA 24 $3,000.00 $72,000.00

Crack - Epoxy Injection LF 100 $100.00 $10,000.00

Tunnel Drainage LS 1 $7,500.00 $7,500.00

Structures Subtotal  $232,166
Trail Segment 1 Subtotal $2,034,116

$180,195.00
$40,682.32
$162,729.28
$203,411.60
$203,411.60

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls (10%)
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (2%)
Mobilization (8%)

Contingency (10%)

Engineering and Design (10%)

SEGMENT 1 TOTAL $2,824,546



CONSJTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

Segment 2 - Long Point Tunnel to the Climax Tunnel - Approximately 8.7 miles

DESCRIPTION UNIT QTY UNIT COST SUBTOTAL COMMENTS
Trail
Clearing and Grubbing AC 21 $750.00 $15,750.00 |Assumes clearing on average a 20' corridor
Hazardous Waste Removal = CY 15 $4,000.00 $60,000.00 |Railroad ties, barrels/drums, etc.
Removal of Debris Piles (&% 1 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 |Remove and dispose of debris
Rock Slides
Rock Clearing cy 30 $30.00 $900.00  Removal of large rocks from trail corridor
Improvements at slope toe to catch falling
Toe of Slope Stabilization | LF 600 $100.00 $60,000.00 rocks; large rock placement
Invasive Species
Eradication EA 3 $500.00 $1,500.00 |Selective removal of invasive species
Earthwork/Grading CY | 8,500 $18.00 $153,000.00 |Grading at 10' width x 6" depth
Removing debris and overgrown vegetation
Cleaning Existing Ditches LF 34,125 $6.00 $204,750.00 from existing swale
Linear Drainage Swale LF 11,375 $25.00 $284,375.00 |Typical "V" ditch; 3' wide x 1.5' deep
Cleaning Existing Pipe
Culverts LF 40 $20.00 $800.00 | Up to 36" Diameter
New Pipe Crossing LF 80 $60.00 $4,800.00 |18" average diameter, 40' length
Pipe Outlet Protection cY 10 $100.00 $1,000.00 R-4rip-rap, 2 CY per end pipe
Concrete Headwall EA 10 $2,500.00 $25,000.00 PennDOT Type D-W Endwall
10' Trail Width Sections
#10 Limestone SY | 51,000 $5.00 $255,000.00 At 2" depth
Fill Material/Topsoil to be chocked into
shoulder to contain trail sub-surface &
Topsoil cY 1,800 $20.00 $36,000.00 |surface
Barrier at edge of shoulder; fall protection
Timber Fence LF 1,900 $45.00 $85,500.00 |between corridor and creek
Trail Head LS 1 $47,825.00 $47,825.00
Gravel Surface, 2A Limestone 6" Depth,
Parking Surface SY 650 $14.00 approximately 60' x 100"
Single Unit Composting
Toilet EA 1 $19,000.00 Clivus Multrum - M54 Trailhead Series
10' x 10" with Shingle Roof and Reinforced
Shelter/Pavilion EA 1 $8,000.00 Concrete Pad
Informational Kiosk EA 1 $2,000.00
Sighage EA 1 $225.00
Trash Receptacle EA 2 $750.00 Informational
Side Access Gate EA 2 $4,000.00 Side Access Gate and Bollards
Parking Area LS 1 $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Gravel Surface, 2A Limestone 6" Depth,
Parking Surface SY 325 $14.00 approximately 60' x 50'
Signage EA 2 $225.00




Includes signs, pavement markings, access
At-Grade Crossings LS 1 $16,500.00 @ $16,500.00 gates and bituminous approach pads
Gated Access Locations EA 3 $1,750.00 $5,250.00 |Bollards and chain at private property
Rest Areas/Scenic
Viewsheds
Clearing SY | 3,000 $0.50 $1,500.00 |Approximate 500 SF (20' x 25') each
installed on ground, includes concrete
Benches/Picnic Tables EA 6 $1,000.00 $6,000.00 |footing
Signs
Monument type markers; pre-cast
Mile Markers EA 8 $500.00 $4,000.00 concrete, decorative/branding
Natural Features, History, etc.; 24" x 36"
Interpretive Signage EA 3 $600.00 $1,800.00 |Laminated panel with post

Trail Subtotal $1,277,250

Structures
Bridges
Leatherwood Run at St.
Charles Rd LF 56 $500.00 $28,000.00
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) Sy 22 $53.00 $1,166.00 Each end of structure
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00 |Both sides of each end of structure
Tunnels
Climax Tunnel LS 1 $227,500.00
Portals EA 2 $25,000.00 @ $50,000.00
Wall & Roof Spall Repairs, CY 100 $1,000.00 = $100,000.00
Wall Drainage EA 20 $3,000.00 $60,000.00
Crack - Epoxy Injection LF 100 $100.00 $10,000.00
Tunnel Drainage LS 1 $7,500.00 $7,500.00
Structures Subtotal  $265,666
Trail Segment 2 Subtotal $1,542,916

$127,725.00
$30,858.32
$123,433.28
$154,291.60
$154,291.60

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls (10%)
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (2%)
Mobilization (8%)

Contingency (10%)

Engineering and Design (10%)

SEGMENT 2 TOTAL $2,133,516



CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

DESCRIPTION UNIT QTY UNIT COST SUBTOTAL COMMENTS
Trail
Assumes clearing on average a 20' corridor -
Clearing and Grubbing AC 10 $750.00 $7,500.00 |excludes one mile length in New Bethlehem
Removal of Debris Piles cY 1 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 |Remove and dispose of debris
Invasive Species
Eradication EA 11 $500.00 $5,500.00 |Selective removal of invasive species
Earthwork/Grading CY | 5,400 $18.00 $97,200.00 Grading at 10' width x 6" depth
Removing debris and overgrown vegetation
Cleaning Existing Ditches LF 21,780 $6.00 $130,680.00 from existing swale
Linear Drainage Swale LF 7,260 $25.00 $181,500.00 |Typical "V" ditch; 3' wide x 1.5' deep
Cleaning Existing Pipe
Culverts LF 20 $20.00 $400.00 | Up to 36" Diameter
New Pipe Crossing LF 80 $60.00 $4,800.00 |18" average diameter, 40' length
Pipe Outlet Protection cY 20 $100.00 $2,000.00 R-4rip-rap, 2 CY per end pipe
Concrete Headwall EA 10 $2,500.00 $25,000.00 PennDOT Type D-W Endwall
2.3 miles (1/2 mile each side of New
12' Trail Width Sections Bethlehem)
#10 Limestone SY | 16,200 $5.00 $81,000.00 At 2" depth
Fill Material/Topsoil to be chocked into
shoulder to contain trail sub-surface &
Topsoil cY 450 $20.00 $9,000.00 surface
10' Trail Width Sections 3.2 miles
#10 Limestone SY | 18,800 $5.00 $94,000.00 At 2" depth
Fill Material/Topsoil to be chocked into
shoulder to contain trail sub-surface &
Topsoil cY 630 $20.00 $12,600.00 surface
Barrier at edge of shoulder; fall protection
Timber Fence LF 300 $45.00 $13,500.00 |between corridor and creek
Detailed cost included in the New
Trail Head LS 1 $50,000.00 | $50,000.00 Bethlehem Trail Town Project
Parking Area LS 1 $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Gravel Surface, 2A Limestone 6" Depth,
Parking Surface SY 325 $14.00 approximately 60' x 50'
Signage EA 2 $225.00
Includes signs, pavement markings, access
At-Grade Crossings LS 3 $16,500.00 @ $49,500.00 gates and bituminous approach pads
Flashing Beacon EA 1 $15,500.00 = $15,500.00 At intersection of trail and SR 0028
At-Grade Crossings (no Includes signs, pavement markings and
access control) LS 5 $13,000.00 @ $65,000.00 bituminous approach pads
Gated Access Locations EA 1 $1,750.00 $1,750.00 |Bollards and chain at private property




Rest Areas/Scenic

Viewsheds
Clearing SY 50 $0.50 $25.00 Approximate 500 SF (20' x 25') each

installed on ground, includes concrete

Benches/Picnic Tables EA 1 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 |footing

Signs
Monument type markers; pre-cast
Mile Markers EA 4 $500.00 $2,000.00 |concrete, decorative/branding
Natural Features, History, etc.; 24" x 36"
Interpretive Signage EA 3 $600.00 $1,800.00 |Laminated panel with post
Landscape Canopy trees, evergreen trees, and
Screening/Buffer LF 200 $70.00 $14,000.00 | evergreen shrubs
Structures
Bridges
Leasure Run LF 45 $500.00 $22,500.00
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) Sy 22 $53.00 $1,166.00 Each end of structure
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00 Both sides of each end of structure
Middle Run LS 1 $200,000.00 | $200,000.00
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00

Structures Subtotal  $242,832

Trail Segment 3 Subtotal $1,114,087

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls (10%) $87,125.50
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (2%) $22,281.74
Mobilization (8%) $89,126.96
Contingency (10%) $111,408.70
Engineering and Design (10%) $111,408.70

SEGMENT 3 TOTAL $1,535,439



CONJTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

Segment 4 - The Alcola Cemetery to Summerville - Approximately 11.5 miles

DESCRIPTION UNIT QTY UNIT COST SUBTOTAL COMMENTS
Trail
Assumes 10' clearing - graded and rolled
Clearing and Grubbing AC 14 $750.00 $10,500.00 |corridor - clear 5' each side of trail
Hazardous Waste Removal | CY 5 $4,000.00 $20,000.00 |Railroad ties, barrels/drums, etc.
Removal of Debris Piles cY $1,000.00 $0.00 Remove and dispose of debris
Retaining Wall
Repair/Reconstruction SFF 300 $100.00 $30,000.00 Remove and reconstruct retaining wall
Invasive Species
Eradication EA 1 $500.00 $500.00 |Selective removal of invasive species
Earthwork/Grading CY | 5,600 $18.00 $100,800.00 |Grading at 10" width x 3" depth
Removing debris and overgrown vegetation
Cleaning Existing Ditches LF = 7,000 $6.00 $42,000.00 from existing swale
Linear Drainage Swale LF | 5,000 $25.00 $125,000.00 |Typical "V" ditch; 3' wide x 1.5' deep
Cleaning Existing Pipe
Culverts LF 80 $20.00 $1,600.00 |Up to 36" Diameter
New Pipe Crossing LF 240 $60.00 $14,400.00 18" average diameter, 40' length
Pipe Outlet Protection cY 34 $100.00 $3,400.00 R-4rip-rap, 2 CY per end pipe
Concrete Headwall EA 34 $2,500.00 $85,000.00 PennDOT Type D-W Endwall
12' Trail Width Sections 2.3 miles (1/2 mile each side of Hawthorn
(Over Existing Ballast) and 1/2 mile west of Summerville)
#10 Limestone SY | 16,200 $5.00 $81,000.00 At 2" depth
Fill Material/Topsoil to be chocked into
shoulder to contain trail sub-surface &
Topsoil cY 450 $20.00 $9,000.00 surface
10' Trail Width Sections
(Over Existing Ballast) 9.2 miles
#10 Limestone SY | 54,000 $5.00 $270,000.00 At 2" depth
Fill Material/Topsoil to be chocked into
shoulder to contain trail sub-surface &
Topsoil CYy | 1,700 $20.00 $34,000.00 surface
Barrier at edge of shoulder; fall protection
Timber Fence LF 60 $45.00 $2,700.00 | between corridor and creek
Trail Head LS 2 $47,825.00 @ $95,650.00
Gravel Surface, 2A Limestone 6" Depth,
Parking Surface SY 650 $14.00 approximately 60' x 100
Single Unit Composting
Toilet EA 1 $19,000.00 Clivus Multrum - M54 Trailhead Series
10' x 10" with Shingle Roof and Reinforced
Shelter/Pavilion EA 1 $8,000.00 Concrete Pad
Informational Kiosk EA 1 $2,000.00
Signage EA 1 $225.00
Trash Receptacle EA 2 $750.00 Informational




Side Access Gate EA 2 $4,000.00 Side Access Gate and Bollards

Parking Area LS 2 $5,000.00 $10,000.00
Gravel Surface, 2A Limestone 6" Depth,
Parking Surface SY 325 $14.00 approximately 60' x 50'
Signage EA 2 $225.00
Includes signs, pavement markings, access
At-Grade Crossings LS 7 $16,500.00 @ $115,500.00 gates and bituminous approach pads
Gated Access Locations EA 5 $1,750.00 $8,750.00 |Bollards and chain at private property

Rest Areas/Scenic
Viewsheds

Clearing SY | 1,000 $0.50 $500.00 | Approximate 500 SF (20' x 25') each
installed on ground, includes concrete
Benches/Picnic Tables EA 4 $1,000.00 $4,000.00 |footing

Signs
Monument type markers; pre-cast
Mile Markers EA 13 $500.00 $6,500.00 |concrete, decorative/branding
Natural Features, History, etc.; 24" x 36"
Interpretive Signage EA 4 $600.00 $2,400.00 |Laminated panel with post
Structures
Bridges
Town Run LF 57 - - Bridge re-decked
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) Sy 22 $53.00 $1,166.00 Each end of structure
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00 |Both sides of each end of structure
Oak Ridge Road LF 31 - - Bridge re-decked
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) Sy 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing = LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00
Pine Run in Hawthorn LF 57 - - Bridge re-decked
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00
No name, west of
Heathville Road LF 221 - - Bridge re-decked
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00
Heathville Run LF 57 - - Bridge re-decked
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) Sy 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing = LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00

Structures Subtotal $50,830



Trail Segment 4 Subtotal

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls (10%)
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (2%)
Mobilization (8%)

Contingency (10%)

Engineering and Design (10%)

SEGMENT 4 TOTAL

$1,124,030

$107,320.00
$22,480.60
$89,922.40
$112,403.00
$112,403.00

$1,568,559



CONSJTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

Segment 5 - Summerville to Brookville - Approximately 7.4 miles

DESCRIPTION UNIT QTY UNIT COST SUBTOTAL COMMENTS
Trail
Clearing and Grubbing AC 18 $750.00 $13,500.00 |Assumes clearing on average a 20' corridor
Invasive Species
Eradication EA 9 $500.00 $4,500.00 |Selective removal of invasive species
Earthwork/Grading CcY | 7,200 $18.00 $129,600.00 |Grading at 10' width x 6" depth
Removing debris and overgrown vegetation
Cleaning Existing Ditches LF | 29,250 $6.00 $175,500.00 from existing swale
Linear Drainage Swale LF 9,750 $25.00 $243,750.00 |Typical "V" ditch; 3' wide x 1.5' deep
Cleaning Existing Pipe
Culverts LF 80 $20.00 $1,600.00 |Up to 36" Diameter
New Pipe Crossing LF 80 $60.00 $4,800.00 |18" average diameter, 40' length
Pipe Outlet Protection cY 40 $100.00 $4,000.00 R-4rip-rap, 2 CY per end pipe
Concrete Headwall EA 20 $2,500.00 $50,000.00 PennDOT Type D-W Endwall
1.0 miles (1/2 mile east of Summerville and
12' Trail Width Sections 1/2 mile west of Brookville)
#10 Limestone SY | 7,040 $5.00 $35,200.00 At 2" depth
Fill Material/Topsoil to be chocked into
shoulder to contain trail sub-surface &
Topsoil cy 200 $20.00 $4,000.00 |surface
10' Trail Width Sections 6.4 miles
#10 Limestone SY 37,500 $5.00 $187,500.00 At 2" depth
Fill Material/Topsoil to be chocked into
shoulder to contain trail sub-surface &
Topsoil CY | 1,250 $20.00 $25,000.00 surface
Barrier at edge of shoulder; fall protection
Timber Fence LF 600 $45.00 $27,000.00 |between corridor and creek
Trail Head LS 1 $43,825.00 @ $43,825.00
Gravel Surface, 2A Limestone 6" Depth,
Parking Surface SY 650 $14.00 approximately 60' x 100
Single Unit Composting
Toilet EA 1 $19,000.00 Clivus Multrum - M54 Trailhead Series
10' x 10' with Shingle Roof and Reinforced
Shelter/Pavilion EA 1 $8,000.00 Concrete Pad
Informational Kiosk EA 1 $2,000.00
Signage EA 1 $225.00
Trash Receptacle EA 2 $750.00 Informational
Side Access Gate EA 1 $4,000.00 Side Access Gate and Bollards
Parking Area LS 1 $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Gravel Surface, 2A Limestone 6" Depth,
Parking Surface SY 325 $14.00 approximately 60' x 50'
Sighage EA 2 $225.00




Includes signs, pavement markings, access
At-Grade Crossings LS 2 $16,500.00 = $33,000.00 gates and bituminous approach pads
Gated Access Locations EA 1 $1,750.00 $1,750.00 Bollards and chain at private property
Rest Areas/Scenic
Viewsheds
Clearing SY | 1,000 $0.50 $500.00 |Approximate 500 SF (20' x 25') each
installed on ground, includes concrete
Benches/Picnic Tables EA 2 $1,000.00 $2,000.00 footing
Signs
Monument type markers; pre-cast
Mile Markers EA 6 $500.00 $3,000.00 concrete, decorative/branding
Natural Features, History, etc.; 24" x 36"
Interpretive Signage EA 3 $600.00 $1,800.00 Laminated panel with post

Trail Subtotal  $996,825

Structures
Bridges
Moore Road west LF 212 $500.00 $106,000.00
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00 |Each end of structure
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00 Both sides of each end of structure
Moore Road east LF 267 $500.00 $133,500.00
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00
Concrete Backwall
Repairs LS 1 $10,000.00 $10,000.00
No name (247 per RR Val
Map) LF 240 $500.00 $120,000.00
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00
Mortar Joint Repairs LF 250 $50.00 $12,500.00
Codders Run LF 36 $500.00 $18,000.00
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00
No name (245 per RR Val
Map) LF 212 $500.00 $106,000.00 At Brookville Tunnel; west end
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00
No name (244 per RR Val
Map) LF 172 $500.00 $86,000.00 | At Brookville Tunnel; east end
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing | LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00




No name (243 per RR Val

Map) LF 67 $500.00 $33,500.00 |At Brookville Tunnel; east end
Bridge Approach (10 LF
Asphalt) SY 22 $53.00 $1,166.00
Timber Approach Railing = LF 200 $45.00 $9,000.00
Tunnels
Brookville Tunnel LS 1 $221,500.00
Portals EA 2 $25,000.00 $50,000.00

Wall & Roof Spall Repairs| CY 70 $1,000.00 $70,000.00
Wall Drainage EA 28 $3,000.00 $84,000.00

Crack - Epoxy Injection LF 100 $100.00 $10,000.00
Tunnel Drainage LS 1 $7,500.00 $7,500.00

Structures Subtotal $918,162

Trail Segment 5 Subtotal $1,914,987

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls (10%) $99,682.50
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (2%) $38,299.74
Mobilization (8%) $153,198.96
Contingency (10%) $191,498.70
Engineering and Design (10%) $191,498.70

SEGMENT 5 TOTAL $2,589,166
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SECTION 4: MAINTENANCE AND FUNDING

Maintenance responsibilities along a trail corridor typically belong to
the trail owner. The reality in most instances is that these
organizations have less than sufficient man-power, material and
budget to adequately maintain the trail. This situation makes it vital
that the RVTA design and construct with minimal maintenance
requirements in mind, and foster good relationships with local
volunteer groups and adjacent property owners.

The 42-mile corridor of the Redbank Valley Trail will almost certainly
require a coordinated effort between members of the RVTA in the
towns along the trail’s alignment. The trail association should also
consider maintenance agreements with other persons or
organizations to perform some of the maintenance responsibilities.
Potential organizations to contacting include local scout groups,
community groups such as churches, business owners and
contractors, sport and athletic groups, environmental groups,
municipality’s public works departments, county court systems or
corrections department and school districts.

Another way to delegate the maintenance responsibilities is to market
an adopt-a-trail program similar to many Departments of
Transportation. This concept works in @ manner in which community
groups, local businesses and even private landowners agree to accept
the maintenance responsibilities along a portion of the corridor.
Although these groups may not have the equipment or skills to
conduct extensive repairs along the trail, they will more than likely be
able to provide routine tasks such as grass shoulder cutting, debris
clean-up and invasive species eradication. Perhaps the most
beneficial function that these groups provide to the RVTA are the
additional sets of eyes that can identify and report hazards such as
drainage issues early, before they cause substantial trail damage.

There are a multitude of maintenance tasks which need to be
performed along the corridor, however not all tasks need to occur at
the same interval. The following sections describe in detail both
routine and long-term maintenance requirements, and provide
information regarding the frequency and man-power required to
conduct each task.

Redbank Valley Trail Feasibility Study



SECTION 4: MAINTENANCE AND FUNDING

ROUTINE MAINTENANCE

Routine maintenance tasks should be conducted by the RVTA and volunteers, and should be conducted at
various intervals. Table 4.1 Routine Maintenance Tasks outlines some of the routine responsibilities. This
table is a guideline that the RVTA can adjust based on the volume of traffic on the trail and seasonal use.

Table 4.1 Routine Maintenance Tasks

Maintenance Task Interval By Whom

Security patrol Daily RVTA, municipalities and
volunteers

Trash and debris removal Weekly RVTA, volunteers or contractors

Vegetation control, grass Weekly RVTA and volunteers

Inspect for maintenance Monthly RVTA and volunteers

Clear culverts and drains

Every fall and after storms

RVTA and volunteers

Vegetation control, brush

Twice per year

RVTA and volunteers

Snow and debris removal As needed RVTA and volunteers
Minor repairs As needed RVTA and volunteers
Replace missing and/or damaged signage As needed RVTA and volunteers

Clean restrooms Weekly; varies seasonally RVTA or contractors

Clean pavilions at trailheads Weekly Volunteers
Bridge deck/railing weather sealing As needed Volunteers or contractors
General Maintenance and cleanup at trailheads Weekly RVTA and volunteers

An extensive maintenance schedule was created in the 2005 publication of the Rail-Trail Maintenance and
Operation Report developed by the Rails to Trails Conservancy Northeast Regional Office. Many of the items
listed in this report fall into the category of maintained ‘As-Needed’; this will be the case for much of routine
maintenance that occurs along the corridor.

LONG TERM MAINTENANCE

Deferred, or long-term maintenance, needs include more costly items that require inclusion in the RVTA's
budget; the trail association’s annual budget should include contributions to a long-term maintenance fund.
Fundraising and donations may also be required to assist with the cost of significant maintenance tasks. One
of the most significant tasks is trail resurfacing. The Rail-Trail Maintenance and Operation Report noted
that on average an asphalt trail was resurfaced every 17 years and an aggregate trail every 9 years.

On-going inspection of the bridges and tunnels along the trail will also be required. Typically, bridges over a
roadway should be inspected every two years. The bridges over the Redbank Creek and the tunnels should
have a cursory inspection at this same two year interval.

4.2 Redbank Valley Trails Association



SECTION 4: MAINTENANCE AND FUNDING

MAINTENANCE COSTS

The maintenance on rails to trails is most commonly done on an as-needed basis using volunteer labor. This
scenario does not lend itself to a trail association developing a detailed budget for annual maintenance
operations. The Rail-Trail Maintenance and Operation Report does provide valuable information regarding
average costs for annual maintenance. The average trail length studied was over 20 miles and the costs were
broken down on a dollars per mile basis. The study found that the average maintenance and operations
costs were approximately $1,500 per mile, regardless of the trail surface. The annual cost was higher for
government run trails (52,000 per mile), and volunteer run trails had an annual cost of approximately $700
per mile. It is important to note that costs will often depend on whether equipment and materials must be
purchased or are donated by local companies.

FUNDING

The biggest question that arises for trail projects is usually “how are you going to pay for it?” There are many
opportunities for funding trail projects, such as:

e Grants (government funding programs, corporate grants, and private foundations)

e In-Kind Services/Donations

e Corporate Giving

e Fundraising Programs and Private Donations

Grants

There are a number of public and private grant sources, including foundations, that provide funding for trails.
Appendix D provides a listing of potential grant sources, types of projects funded, and a link to their websites.
However, it is important to note that most trails are constructed as a result of local efforts and it will take a
strong commitment to raise money to provide the matching funds often required.

In-Kind Services/Donations

Many grant sources will accept in-kind services as a replacement for cash matches. The RVTA has resources
at its disposal that can easily be turned into in-kind services. Examples of in-kind services/donations for a
trail project include:

Building materials

Equipment use/rental/purchase

Professional expertise

Meals for volunteers

Corporate Giving

The National Trails Training Partnership (http://www.americantrails.org/resources/funding/Funding.html)
provides useful information regarding asking corporations to donate money for trail projects. “Treat them
exactly the same way you would a private donor or a foundation. Do not overlook the biggest and the
smallest businesses in your community. Corporate citizens like to be a visible, viable part of where they do
business. Really, really keep an open mind when approaching businesses. All types of ‘givers’ generally
receive MANY more requests than they can fund. Being turned down does not mean the ‘ask’ wasn't
worthwhile-- only that there were too many projects for them all to be funded.”

Trail Feasibility Study 4.3


http://www.americantrails.org/resources/funding/Funding.html

SECTION 4: MAINTENANCE AND FUNDING

Fundraising Programs and Private Donations

The National Trails Training Partnership (NTTP) recommends the following in terms of developing fundraising
programs, “Contrary to the Be first, be daring, and be different quote: copy successful programs. Don't try an
unproven strategy unless you can afford the risk and have great confidence. You'll save time and effort by
not reinventing wheels.” The following are examples of potential fundraising ideas that the RVTA should
consider adopting; tweaking the concepts to fit their needs.

Membership Campaigns—The RVTA already has a membership campaign, but it is recommended that they
continue to expand it and renew their efforts each year. Consideration should be given to providing
members, particularly corporate members, with benefits such as sponsorship for events. The RVTA can also
divide their campaign into different programs to which people can donate money towards a specific area of
interest, such as trail construction, maintenance, tree plantings, trailheads, river access areas, interpretive
signs, trail maps/brochures, and keeping the trail website up-to-date.

Buy-a-Foot-of-Trail Campaigns—The RVTA could market sections of the trail to local businesses/
corporations to “buy a foot of trail” whereby they would donate money by the foot. The Wamego
Community Foundation Trail Fund in Kansas charges $150/foot of trail. The success of this program depends
on trail location, trail type, and local popularity of trails. The NTTP offers that long rural bicycle trails may be
difficult to fund with this method but smaller sections within towns and urban areas may be easy to market.

Merchandise—Selling merchandise that advertises the trail can raise money; however, it should not be
expected to raise significant funds. If this is pursued, the RVTA should find something different and useful to
sell. The NTTP states that T shirts do not work as there are simply too many available.

"Change for the Better" Program—Local merchants donate money per sales transaction to the trail
organization. A small outdoor equipment store donated 25 cents into a jar on the counter for every sale and
asked customers to match it, raising approximately $1,000/month for the Pikes Peak Area Trails Coalition.

Voluntary/Temporary Tax—Similar to Change for the Better Program, except it is run by many retailers.
Customers are asked to donate 25 cents, or some other amount, or their loose change after every sale for a
specific purpose. When enough money is collected to fund the trail, the "tax" is lifted.

Challenge Grants—Ask a funder or donor to issue their next grant or donation as a challenge; it is a great
publicity tool: "If we don't raise $10,000 by March 31, we'll lose this $10,000 challenge grant money!" The
Pikes Peak Area Trails Coalition raised $17,000 in addition to the original $10,000 challenge grant.

The "All-Aboard for the Boardwalk" fundraising Campaign—Millbrook Marsh Nature Center invited
individuals to purchase one or more boards of their boardwalk. The RVTA could adapt this to sell boards for
the bridges, bricks for the tunnels, etc.

4.4 Redbank Valley Trails Association
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Events—Most trails host events throughout the year as not only a way to raise money, but to also raise
support for and awareness of the trail. The Montour Trail in southwest Pennsylvania hosts an annual 5K/10K
Run and 2-Mile Walk ($20-25 entry fee), Tails for Trails — 5K Dog Walk ($10-20 entry fee). Other trails offer
events such as a Twilight Walk and Guided Tours. The RVTA is encouraged to develop their own creative
twist for trail events and may want to consider partnering with other community events such as the Peanut
Butter Festival, the Clarion County Fair, and the Brookville Festival.
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SECTION 5: APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: RAILROAD HISTORY

APPENDIX B: PNDI RECEIPTS

APPENDIX C: JAPANESE KNOTWEED FACT SHEET

APPENDIX D: FUNDING SOURCES
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Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission

Division of Environmental Services
Natural Diversity Section

450 Robinson Lane

Bellefonte, PA 16823-9620

(814) 359-5237 Fax: (814) 359-5175

established 1866
December 29, 2010

IN REPLY REFER TO
SIR # 35429

SANDRA MATEER

REDBANK VALLEY TRAILS ASSOCIATION
209 LAFAYETTE STREET

NEW BETHLEHEM, PA 16242

RE: Species Impact Review (SIR) - Rare, Candidate, Threatened and Endangered Species
REDBANK VALLEY RAILS TO TRAILS STUDY DEVELOPMENT
NEW BETHLEHEM Township/Borough, CLARION County, Pennsylvania

This responds to your inquiry about a Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Internet Database search “potential
conflict” or a threatened and endangered species impact review. These projects are screened for potential conflicts with
rare, candidate, threatened or endangered species under Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission jurisdiction (fish, reptiles,
amphibians, aquatic invertebrates only) using the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) database and our own
files. These species of special concern are listed under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the Wild Resource
Conservation Act, and the Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Code (Chapter 75), or the Wildlife Code. The absence of recorded
information from our files does not necessarily imply actual conditions on site. Future field investigations could alter this
determination. The information contained in our files is routinely updated. A Species Impact Review is valid for one year
only. '

X NOADVERSE IMPACTS EXPECTED FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Except for occasional transient species, rare, candidate, threatened or endangered species under our
Jjurisdiction are not known to exist in the vicinity of the project area. Therefore, no biological assessment
or further consultation regarding rare species is needed with the Commission. Should project plans
change, or if additional information on listed or proposed species becomes available, this determination
may be reconsidered.

An element occurrence of a rare, candidate, threatened, or endangered species under our jurisdiction is
known from the vicinity of the proposed project. However, given the nature of the proposed project, the
immediate location, or the current status of the nearby element occurrence(s), no adverse impacts are
expected to the species of special concern.

If you have any questions regarding this review, please contact the biologist indicated below:
X Douglas Fischer 814-359-5195 Kathy Gipe 814-359-5186
Nevin Welte 814-359-5234 Bob Morgan 814-359-5129

Thank you.in advance for your cooperation and attention to this important matter of species conservation and habitat

protection. AN
SIGNATURE: L\ | Ain__ DATE: December 29,2010
Christopher A. Urban
Chief, Natural Diversity Section
Our Mission: www.fishandboat.com

To protect, conserve and enhance the Commonwealth’s aquatic resources and provide fishing and boating opportunities.




DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
AND NATURAL RESOURCES

'@ pennsylvania
fi

BUREAU OF FORESTRY
December 14, 2010 PNDI Number: 21068

Sandra Mateer

Redbank Valley Trails Association
209 Lafayette Street

New Bethlehem, PA 16242

Re: Redbank Valley Trails Feasibility Study
Madison, Porter, and Redbank Townships & Hawthorn and New Bethlehem Boroughs; Clarion County
Beaver, Clover, and Rose Townships & Brookville and Summerville Boroughs; Jefferson County

Dear Ms. Mateer,

Thank you for submission of the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Environmental Review Receipt Number
21068 for review. PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources screened this project for potential impacts to species
and resources of concern under DCNR’s responsibility, which includes plants, terrestrial invertebrates, natural communities,
and geologic features only. Please indicate the project number “21068” on all future correspondence regarding the
Redbank Valley Trails Project.

NO IMPACT ANTICIPATED:

PNDI records indicate species or resources of concern are located in the vicinity of the project. However, based on the
information you submitted concerning the nature of the project, the immediate location, and our detailed resource information,
DCNR has determined that no impact is likely.

Due to the nature of the project, no vegetation cutting or ground disturbance is anticipated outside of the existing railway
corridor for trail construction. As a result, no impact is anticipated to Baptisia australis (Blue false-indigo), a PA Plant Species
of Concern, proposed for listing as PA Threatened. B. australis prefers open woods, stream and river banks and sandy
floodplains; flowering from May to June. Populations of this species are found in many locations along Redbank Creek.

DCNR recommends the following VOLUNTARY steps to help prevent the spread of invasive species:

- The area of disturbance should be minimized to the fullest extent that would allow for trail construction; this will
help to lessen the area of soil and vegetation disturbance associated with this project.

- If possible, please clean all construction equipment and vehicles thoroughly (especially the undercarriage and
wheels) before they are brought on site, this will remove invasive plant seeds from the equipment and undercarriages
of the vehicles that may have been picked up at other sites.

- Avoid using seed mixes that include invasive plant species (like Crown vetch) to re-vegetate the area. Please also
attempt to use weed-free straw or hay mixes when possible. A complete list of all Pennsylvania invasive plants can be
found here: htip://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/forestry/wildplant/invasivelist.aspx

This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data files and is valid for one (1) year from the date of this
letter. An absence of recorded information does not necessarily imply actual conditions on-site. Should project plans change
or additional information on listed or proposed species become available, this determination may be reconsidered. Should the
proposed work continue beyond the period covered by this letter, please resubmit the project to this agency as an “Update”
(including an updated PNDI receipt, project narrative and accurate map).

This finding applies to impacts to DCNR only. To complete your review of state and federally-listed threatened and
endangered species and species of special concern, please be sure the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, PA Game Commission,
and the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission have been contacted regarding this project as directed by the online PNDI ER
Tool found at www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us.

Sincerely/, %

Mr. Kelly L. Sitch, Environmental Review Specialist FOR Chris Firestone, Wild Plant Program Mgr.
Ph: 717-425-5370 ~ Fax: 717-772-0271 ~ c-ksitch@state.pa.us

conserve sustain enjoy

P.O. Box 8552, Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 717-787-3444 (fax) 717-772-0271
An Equal Opportunity Employer denr.state.pa.us Printed on Recycled Paper




Division of Environmental
Planning and Habitat
Protection
717-783-5957

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
Pennsylvania Game Commission

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE
HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9797

“To manage all wild birds, mammals and their habitats

for current and future generations.”

ADMINISTRATIVE BUREAUS:

ADMINISTRATION. .. weeven .. 717-787-5670

HUMAN RESOURCES............. 717-787-7836
FISCAL MANAGEMENT........... 717-787-7314
CONTRACTS AND

PROCUREMENT....................717-787-6594
LICENSING................ ...717-787-2084

OFFICE SERVICES.....
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT....
INFORMATION & EDUCATIO

...717-787-2116
...717-787-5529
...717-787-6286

WILDLIFE PROTECTION.............717-783-6526

WILDLIFE HABITAT

MANAGEMENT... e 717-787-6818
REAL ESTATE DIVISION e 717-787-6568

AUTOMATED TECHNOLOGY

SERVICES... s ween 717-787-4076

www.pgc.state.pa.us

February 1, 2011 Large Project PNDI Review
Ms. Sandra Maater

209 Lafayette Street

New Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 16242

Re: Redbank Valley Trails Feasibility Study — Former Rail Line
Clarion and Jefferson Counties, Pennsylvania

Dear Ms. Maater,

Thank you for submitting your Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Large Project
Environmental Review request. The Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) screened this
project for potential impacts to species and resources of concern under PGC responsibility,
which includes birds and mammals only.

Potential Impact Anticipated

PNDI records indicate species or resources of concern are located in the vicinity of the project.
The PGC has received and thoroughly reviewed the information that you provided to this office,
as well as PNDI data, and has determined that potential impacts to the following endangered
species may be associated with your project:

Scientific Name Common Name PA Status Federal Status
Mpyotis sodalis Indiana Bat PE LE
Next Steps

Indiana bats are a federally listed endangered species under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. As a result, our agency defers comments on potential impacts to Indiana bats
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data files and is valid for one
(1) year from the date of this letter. An absence of recorded information does not necessarily
imply actual conditions on site. Should project plans change or additional information on listed
or proposed species become available, this determination may be reconsidered.

Should the proposed work continue beyond the period covered by this letter, please resubmit the
project to this agency as an “Update” (including an updated PNDI receipt, project narrative and
accurate map). If the proposed work has not changed and no additional information concerning
listed species is found, the project will be cleared for PNDI requirements under this agency for
an additional year.




Ms. Sandra Maater -2- February 1, 2011

This finding applies to impacts to birds and mammals only. To complete your review of state
and federally-listed threatened and endangered species and species of special concern, please be
sure that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the PA Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources, and/or the PA Fish and Boat Commission have been contacted regarding this project
as directed by the online PNDI ER Tool found at www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us.

Sincerely,

(i,
Olivia A. Braun

Environmental Planner

Division of Environmental Planning & Habitat Protection
Bureau of Wildlife Habitat Management

Phone: 717-787-4250, Extension 3128

Fax: 717-787-6957

E-mail:OBraun@state.pa.us

A PNHP Partner

Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program

OAB/oab

e v Pamela Shellenberger, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Librandi Mumma, PGC
DuBrock, PGC ‘
Brauning, PGC
Butchkoski, PGC
File




Sandra Mateer
209 Lafayette Street
New Bethlehem, PA 16242

United States Department of the Interior

.5,
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Pennsylvania Field Office
315 South Allen Street, Suite 322
State College, Pennsylvania 16801-4850

February 9, 2011

RE: USFWS Project #2011-0196

Dear Ms. Mateer:

This responds to your letter of
and proposed endangered and
Redbank Valley Trails feasibil
The following comments are p
884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 15
species.

The proposed project is locate
that is federally listed as endan
Indiana bat hibernaculum-(i.e.,
project area could result in the

killed when trees are cut. Stud

hibernacula provide important

November 23, 2011, requesting information about federally listed

threatened species within the area affected by the proposed

ity study project in Clarion and Jefferson Counties, Pennsylvania.
rovided pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat.
)31 et seq.) to ensure the protection of endangered and threatened

1 within the range of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), a species
gered. Due to the close proximity of the project area to a known
within ten miles), removal of trees and forested areas within the
direct take of roosting Indiana bats, which could be injured or
ies have found that forested areas located within ten miles of
foraging and roosting habitat for Indiana bats, especially during

the fall and spring, when bats are building up their fat reserves prior to and after hibernation. In

addition, female maternity colonies and individual male bats may be found in the vicinity of
hibernacula throughout the summer months.

To avoid the direct take of Indiana bats, tree-cutting activities should be carried out from
November 16 to March 31, during which time bats are hibernating. If any tree-cutting is
necessary from April 1 to November 15, the following trees greater than or equal to five inches

diameter breast height (d.b.h.).

should not be cut or physically disturbed (e.g., while harvesting

any adjacent trees) in order to avoid killing or injuring roosting Indiana bats: 1) dead or dying
trees and snags (including lightning struck trees) with exfoliating bark; 2) live trees (such as,
shagbark and shellbark hickory) which have exfoliating or defoliating bark in the trunk or

branches; and 3) trees or snags

that have characteristics typical of roost sites for Indiana bats

(i.e., have exfoliating or defoliating bark, or contain cracks, crevices, or holes that could be used




by the species as a potential roost), especially trees with sun exposure to the trunk. Tree-clearing
from November 16 to March 31 may proceed without these restrictions.

Based on a review of the project information, including the size of the project area and the
anticipated effects on forested habitat, the Service has determined that the proposed project will
not have a significant adverse effect on overall habitat quality for the Indiana bat. Therefore, if a
seasonal restriction on tree cutting is implemented to avoid the direct take of Indiana bats,
construction of the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect this species. If you are
unable to implement the above measures to avoid adverse effects, however, further consultation
with this office will be necessary.

This response relates only to endangered and threatened species under our jurisdiction, based on

an office review of the proposed project's location. No field inspection of the project area has
been conducted by this office. Consequently, this letter is not to be construed as addressing other
Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities.

To avoid potential delays in reviewing your project, please use the above-referenced USFWS
project tracking number in any future correspondence regarding this project.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Pamela Shellenberger of my staff
at 814-234-4090.

Sincerely,




Japanese knotweed
Polygonum cuspidatum Siebold & Zucc.
(synonyms: Polygonum zuccarini Small, Fallopia japonica Ronse Decr aene,
or Reynoutria japonica Houtt.)
and

Giant knotweed
Polygonum sachalinense F.W. Schmidt ex Maxim.
[synonyms: Fallopia sachalinensis
or Reynoutria sachalinensis (F. Schmidt ex Maxim) Nakai]
Buckwheat Family (Polygonaceae)

DESCRIPTION
Japanese knotweed and giant knotwe @
are herbaceous perennials that form '
large colonies of erect stems that can
reach 9 feet in height. They spread b
vigorous rhizomes (horizontal stems §j
that grow just below the soil surface). §

are very similar in appearance and arg
known to hybridize. The best characte
for separating them is the shape of the
leaf base, those of Japanese knotwee
are truncate (squared-off) at the bottorg
while those of giant knotweed are
heart-shaped.

Height - Individual stems are 3-9 feet |

colony.

Stem - The hollow, bamboo-like stems are erect and unbranched or with a
few branches toward the tip. Despite their size, knotweed stems are annual,
they die back to the rhizome at the end of the growing season. New shoots
emerge in April and grow rapidly; early in the season they can grow 3—4
inches per day.

L eaves - Leaves are alternate on the stem, simple, 4—6 inches long and almost
as wide, and dark green. Japanese knotweed leaves are abruptly squared-off
(truncate) at the base; those of giant knotweed have a heart-shaped base. Both
narrow to a pointed tip.

P. cuspidatum

Japanese knotweed and giant knotweed - Page 1 of 3



Flowers - Both Japanese knotweed and giant knotweed have numerous small, greenish-white
lowers that are produced in late summer. Japanese knotweed bears only maliedidesra
on a given plant.

Giant knotweed blooms have both male and female parts in the same flower. However,
appearances can be difficult to interpret as both the male and female flodapaoése
knotweed have vestigial organs of the other sex present.

Fruit and seed - The seed (technically a fruit called an achene) of both
knotweeds is shiny black, 3-angled, and about 1/6 inch long. It is enclosed
winged calyx that contributes to its buoyancy. The seeds have no dormanc
requirement and germinate readily.

winged calyx which
Roots - Roots are present along the rhizome and can extend quite deepl (e:é:r']‘;‘zs) g;f fruit
the soil making knotweed effective in preventing erosion. cuspidatu '
DISTRIBUTION AND HABITAT

Japanese knotweed is native to Japan; giant knotweed comes from Sakhalin Islatigin nor
Japan. They were introduced into North America for ornamental use in the late 1800sseJapane
knotweed is now widely naturalized in Europe and North America. In the eastrideXtom
Newfoundland to North Carolina. It is also widespread in the Midwest and in caestalof
the Pacific Northwest. It is most commonly found lining the banks of creeks arglwikiere it
often forms an impenetrable wall of stems; it also occurs in wetlands, gvasted, and along
roads and railroads. In Pennsylvania knotweed has also been extensively planfechatestr
reclamation sites.

EFFECTS OF INVASION
Dense stands of knotweed exclude other plant species leading to very limited blaogicsity
in infested sites.

REPRODUCTION AND METHODS OF DISPERSAL

Japanese knotweed and giant knotweed both spread vegetatively by the growth and
fragmentation of rhizomes. Even a 1-2 inch-long piece of rhizome dislodged by floading
initiate a new colony when it is deposited downstream. Knotweed also growseieds) s/hich

are produced in large numbers and dispersed by wind and water. Seed viability is higlkedand s
bank densities have been measured at 220-1758 seeds per square meter. Highestrgermina
rates occur on exposed mineral soil.

CONTROL

Mechanical - Repeated cutting of the stems reduces vigor and with persistence might be
sufficient to control small, isolated populations. Attempts to dig out the plants aredltofad
because of the ability of even small segments of rhizome to resprout.

Chemical - Research conducted at Penn State for the National Park service resulted in a
recommendation of a foliar spray of glyphosate plus sticker-spreader appdadyi June and
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again in late August of the same year at the rate of 4 Ibs active ingrediectgeA third
application may be needed the following spring if significant regrowth ac®apid
establishment of alternative plant cover is an important aspect of control a®&daeedlings
do not compete well with other vegetation.

The British Nature Conservancy Council recommends cutting in late spring oresdotiowed
by an application of glyphosate in the fall. At least two additional applicatrdinse needed to
control the regrowth.

Biological - No biological control options are currently available.

NATIVE ALTERNATIVESFOR REVEGETATION OF STREAM BANKS

The following species are suggested for establishing native plant coverrafteeed has been
removed:shrubs - winterberry holly [lex verticillata), spicebushL({indera benzoin), buttonbush
(Cephalanthus occidentalis), silky willow (Salix sericea), pussy willow Galix discolor),
American elderberrySambucus canadensis), alder Alnus serrulata andA. incana ssp.rugosa);
herbaceous species- riverbank rye Elymus riparius), wild-rye Elymus villosus), big bluestem
(Andropogon gerardii), switch grassKanicum virgatum), wingstem Yerbesina alternifolia),
joe-pye-weedHEupatorium fistulosum andE. maculatum), bonesetEupatorium perfoliatum).
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APPENDIX D: FUNDING SOURCES

Grant / Program
Name

Description

Website Address

Council on Foundations

The Council on Foundations is a national
nonprofit association of approximately 2,000
grantmaking foundations and corporations.

http://www.cof.ora/

CVS Caremark Community
Grants

Program awards grants up to $5,000 to
nonprofit organizations for programs targeting
children with disabilities; programs focusing on
health and rehabilitation services; and public
schools promoting a greater level of inclusion
in student activities and extracurricular
programs, and initiatives that give greater
access to physical movement and play.

http://info.cvscaremark.com/community/our-
impact/community-grants

Foundation Center

A database of foundations and other funding
sources.

http://foundationcenter.org/

Foundation for

Awards grants to 501(c)3 nonprofit

http://www.pennsylvaniawatersheds.org/?pa

Pennsylvania Watersheds | organizations for local efforts to protect ge id=3
healthy, natural streams, to clean up pollution
and to restore degraded wildlife habitat..
Grants.gov Provides information on hundreds of federal http://www.grants.gov/
grants that can be used to support a variety of
programs.
Mantis Awards for Each year, Mantis presents the Mantis Awards | http://www.kidsgardening.com/grants.asp

Community and Youth
Gardens

for charitable and educational garden projects
that enhance the quality of life in their host
communities. Any nonprofit garden program
may apply, including schools, churches,
correctional facilities, parks departments, youth
camps, community gardens, and many others.

National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
provides funding on a competitive basis to
projects that sustain, restore and enhance the
Nation’s fish, wildlife, plants and their habitats
through our Keystone Initiative Grants and
other Special Grant Programs.

http://www.nfwf.org/AM/Template.cfm?Secti
on=CGrants

National Recreation and
Park Association (NRPA)

NRPA provides education for professionals
and the public on the essential nature of parks
and recreation and advocates for increased
national funding for parks and recreation
through federal grants and initiatives.

Www.nrpa.org

National Tree Trust

The mission of the National Tree Trust is to
promote healthy communities by providing
resources that educate and empower people
to grow and care for urban and community
forests.

http://www.nationaltreetrust.org/

PA CleanWays

A non-profit organization that helps
communities take action against illegal
dumping and littering.

http://www.pacleanways.org/
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Grant / Program
Name

Description

Website Address

Pennsylvania Council on
the Arts (PCA) — Local
Government

Provides grants to local governments to assist
in funding arts programs, arts projects, regrant
programs, and pass through projects.

http://pacouncilonthearts.org/pca.cfm?id=46
&level=Third

Pennsylvania Department
of Conversation and
Natural Resources (DCNR)
— Community Conservation
Partnerships Program
(C2P2)

C2P2 grants are open to local / county
governments and non-profit organizations to
assist with recreation projects; three basic
types: planning, acquisition and development.
Includes grants for community recreation, land
trusts, rails-to-trails, rivers conservation,
snowmobile/ATV, heritage areas, land and
water conservation fund, and recreational
trails.

http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/brc/grants/

Pennsylvania Department
of Conversation and
Natural Resources (DCNR)
— Peer to Peer Technical
Assistance

Grants of up to 90 percent of eligible costs
($10,000 maximum) to study problem-specific
issues dealing with the administration of park
and recreation facilities and/or services. These
are short-term projects conducted primarily by
experienced park and recreation professionals
who work closely with community leaders.

http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/brc/grants/itagra
nt.aspx

Pennsylvania Department
of Conversation and
Natural Resources (DCNR)
—TreeVitalize

TreeVitalize is a public-private partnership to
help restore tree cover, educate citizens about
planting trees as an act of caring for our
environment, and build capacity among local
governments to understand, protect and
restore their urban trees.

http://www.treevitalize.net/index.aspx

Pennsylvania Department
of Conservation and
Natural Resources (DCNR)
— Wild Resource
Conservation Program
(WRCP)

The Wild Resource Conservation Program is
accepting grant applications for projects in the
following areas: Effects of Climate Change on
Biodiversity; Education; Wildlife Action Plan
Priorities; Wild Plant Management; and
General Biodiversity Projects

http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/wrcp/grants/inde
X.aspx

Pennsylvania Department
of Environmental
Protection (DEP) -
Community Cleanup
Program

The DEP Community Cleanup Program assists
local partners with cleaning up illegal
dumpsite. The community cleanup program is
a partnership among community organizations,
environmental groups, local business and
industry, and local, county and state
governments. The program brings together
these partners to identify illegal dumps,
prioritize cleanups, coordinate cleanups and
provide surveillance and enforcement.

http://www.depweb.state.pa.us/landrecwaste
[cwplview.asp?a=1418&Q=505004&landrec

wasteNav=|
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Pennsylvania Department
of Environmental
Protection (DEP) -
Environmental Education

School districts, private schools, nonprofit
groups and county conservation districts may
apply for funding to develop new or expand
current environmental education programming.
This program is a reimbursement program with
a 20 percent matching funds component, with
certain exceptions.

http://www.depweb.state.pa.us/enved/cwp/vi
ew.asp?a=3&qg=473224

Pennsylvania Department

Restore watersheds and streams, reclaim

http://www.depweb.state.pa.us/growinggree

of Environmental mined lands, remediate AMD ner/site/default.asp

Protection (DEP) -

Growing Greener

Watershed Grants

Pennsylvania Department | One-time grants for motivated local https://www.grants.dcnr.state.pa.us/_docum
of Environmental governments and non-profit entities with ents/conservation works 7000 bk dep4

Protection (DEP) — PA
Conservation Works!

shovel-ready projects that will save or
conserve a minimum of 25 percent of all
energy used.

250.pdf

Pennsylvania Department
of Labor and Industry — PA
Conservation Corps

Offers grants to municipalities for conservation,
recreation, historic preservation, graffiti
removal and repair of vandalism. Funds may

http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt
/community/pennsylvania_conservation cor
ps/10573/project grants/599288

Program be used to purchase materials and services.
Pennsylvania Fish and The Commission has a number of grant http://www_fish.state.pa.us/grants.htm
Boat Commission (PFBC) | programs that provide funding in support of

fishing, boating and aquatic resource
conservation; including the Boating Facility
Grant Program, the Boating Infrastructure
Grant Program, and the Coldwater Heritage
Partnership.

Pennsylvania Humanities
Council

Humanities Grants foster collaborative learning
through public programs. Examples of
humanities projects include discussion groups
exploring books or films, workshops, walking
tours, panel discussions, exhibitions with
interpretive programs, and craft
demonstrations integrating conversations
about the craft.

http://www.pahumanities.org/resources/gran
ts.php

Pennsylvania Infrastructure
Investment Authority
(PENNVEST); Green
Infrastructure Projects

PENNVEST actively funds Green Initiatives
that promote and encourage environmental
responsibility in our communities that are
creative and innovative with green solutions for
water quality management.

http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt
[community/programs/9322/green initiatives
1541807

Pew Charitable Trust

Provides grants related to environment,
culture, and health and human services.

www.pewtrusts.com/grants
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Recreational Trails
Program (administered by
PA DCNR through the
Community Conservation
Partnerships Program
C2P2)

This program provides funding to states to
make grants for trail and trail-related projects.
Funding to this program is provided to the
Commonwealth through the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Act (ISTEA) of 1991
which included the Symms National
Recreational Trails Act (NRTA), and the
National Highway System Designation Act of
1995 (NHS Act). The program can be used
the purchase trail maintenance equipment.
Note: This program is one of the only to fund
trail maintenance.

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/rectrail
s/

Trail Volunteer Fund of The
Pittsburgh Foundation

Provide grants to purchase tools, materials,
and supplies to be used by volunteer trail
projects that create, maintain, or enhance the
network of trails suitable for bicycle touring in
western Pennsylvania and interconnected
trails in nearby areas.

http://they-working.org/

Deutsche Bank Americas
Foundation

$2,500 Environmental Sustainability Grant is
used to purchase trail markers

American Discovery Trail Society (800) 663-
2387 or adtsociety@aol.com
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