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Meridian
Pathways Master Plan 

APPEN D IX A. RECOMMEN D ED  COD E LAN GU AGE 

The language below is recommended as new code language to be added into the D evelopment Code or 

to replace the relevant current code language.  

11-1A-1 D efinitions 

Canal Pathway 

A 10-foot-wide pathway physically separated from the roadway that follows a canal or other type of 

waterway through the City of M eridian. D esigned for use by pedestrians, bicyclists, skaters, wheelchair 

users, joggers, and other nonmotorized users. 

Residential Pathway 

A 10-foot-wide pathway that parallels the roadway and is separated from the roadway by a 6-8-foot-

wide planting buffer. D esigned for use by pedestrians, bicyclists, skaters, wheelchair users, joggers, and 

other nonmotorized users. 

Rail-with-Trail Pathway 

A 10-14-foot-wide pathway physically separated from any street or highway that is located within the 

existing U nion Pacific rail corridor right-of-way from N ampa to Boise.  

Micro Pathway (Accessway) 

A narrow, paved pathway that provides access to important destinations such as schools or provides 

access through a residential development to connect with the existing pathway system. 

Unpaved or Soft Surface Path 

A 3-8-foot-wide path with a surface consisting of gravel, crushed limestone, dirt, or other semi-pervious 

material. D eveloped dirt and gravel pathways are used primarily by pedestrians but may also serve 

bicyclists. They provide access in natural areas or open space. They are found in the same types of 

facilities as hiking paths. 

Sidewalk 

A paved walkway along the side of a street separated from the street by a raised curb. Sidewalks are 

generally 4-8 feet wide and cross multiple driveways and intersections. A planting strip may separate the 

sidewalk from the roadway. Sidewalks intend to serve pedestrians and wheelchair users. Sidewalks are 

under the jurisdiction of the Ada County H ighway D istrict (ACH D ). 
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Bicycle Lane 

A portion of the roadway that has been designated by striping, signing, and pavement markings for the 

preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists. Bicycle lanes are generally found on major arterial and collector 

roadways and are 4"6 feet wide. Bike lanes are under the jurisdiction of ACH D . 

11-3A-6 D itches, Laterals, Canals, or D rainage Courses 

E. Easements from developers shall be required along all drainages, laterals, canals, or drainage courses 

that are consistent with the adopted Pathways M aster Plan. 

11-3A-8 Multiuse and Micro Pathw ays 

A. Add “and the adopted Pathways M aster Plan” after the statement “consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan.” 

B. Add the following at the beginning: “The pathways design shall be consistent with the D esign 

G uidelines as shown in the City’s adopted Pathways M aster Plan.” 



5.  Management, Maintenance, and Safety G uidelines  
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APPEN D IX B.  PATH W AY SU RFACIN G OPTION S 

W hen approaching a specific pathway project, pathway designers and Park D istrict representatives may 

assume the pathway will be surfaced with asphalt or perhaps concrete if budget allows. These are some 

of the most common and acceptable materials used on pathways. H owever, this may not be what local 

residents had in mind when the pathway idea was initially conceived. O r, local residents may not have 

considered the pathway surface until a specific surface was proposed, and then suddenly everyone has an 

opinion. These conflicts often lead designers into exploring possible pathway surfacing options (of which 

there are more every year), including: 

  traditional asphalt and concrete   rubberized surfaces 

  permeable asphalt and concrete   organic surfaces 

  commercial soil stabilizers   agricultural by-products 

  geotextile confinement systems   wood 

  chip seal   rubberized surfaces 

  crusher fines   limestone treated surfaces 

 

To arrive at a recommended pathway surface, several key criteria should be considered, including:  

  Initial Capital Cost " Pathway surface costs vary dramatically and dollars to build pathways are 

scarce.  Construction costs include excavation, sub-base preparation, aggregate base placement, 

and application of the selected pathway surface. Costs can vary from a low of around $2.00/SF 

for a bark mulch pathway, up to $12-$13/SF for a rubberized surface.  

  M aintenance and Long Term  D urability " The anticipated life of a pathway surface can vary 

from a single year (bark surface in a moist climate) to 25+ years (concrete). In addition, each 

pathway surface has varying maintenance needs that will require regular to sporadic inspections 

and follow up depending on the material selected. Some surface repairs can be made with 

volunteer effort such as on a bark surface pathway, while other such as a concrete surface will 

require skilled craftsmen to perform the repair.   

  Existing Soil and Environm ental Conditions " Soil conditions are a given and play a critical 

role in surfacing selection. In addition, when considering the use of a permeable concrete or 

asphalt surface, the success rate of these surfaces is directly correlated to the permeability of the 

soil and climatic conditions.  The lower the permeability and moisture, the greater risk of failure.   

  A vailability of M aterials " A great pathway surface in one area of the country may prove cost-

prohibitive in another area due to availability of materials. Limestone-treated pathway surfaces are 

common in the eastern U S, but unheard of in the west due to a lack of limestone. There are also 

some environmentally sound ideas such as the use of recycled glass in asphalt (called 
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“G lassphalt”), but because this is not done on a large scale, finding a source for the glass 

aggregate may prove difficult.  

  A nticipate U se/Functionality " W ho are the anticipated users of the pathway?  W ill the 

pathway surface need to accommodate equestrians, wheelchairs, maintenance vehicles, bicycles, 

etc.?  M ultiple use pathways attempt to meet the needs of all anticipated pathway users. 

H owever, this may not be feasible with a single pathway surface. Consider the shoulder area as a 

usable surface, making it wide enough for use by those preferring a softer material. Each surface 

also has varying degrees of roughness and therefore accommodates varying users. In-line skates, 

for example, cannot be used on a chip seal surface or most permeable concrete surfaces due to 

the coarseness of the finished surface.  

  Funding Source " The funding source for the pathway may dictate the pathway surface 

characteristics. If the pathway has federal funds and is being administered through the state 

department of transportation, a funding agency will need to review and approve the selected 

pathway surface.  

  Susceptibility to Vandalism  " Pathway surfaces are not usually thought of as being susceptible 

to vandalism, but the characteristics of the varying surfaces do lend themselves to a variety of 

vandalism including movement of materials such as gravel or bark, graffiti on hard surfaces, arson 

(wood and rubber surfaces), and deformation.   

  A esthetics " Each pathway surface has varying aesthetic characteristics that should fit with the 

overall design concept desired for the project.   

The pathway surfacing matrix on the following pages provides greater detail regarding potential pathway 

surfacing options. 
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Pathway Surfacing Matrix, Multi-Use Hard Surface Pathway 

Product D escription/ 

Installation 

Method 

D urability Maintenance 

D escription 

Permeable Functionality AD A MTIP 

Fundable 

Availability Vandalism 

Susceptible 

Cost 

Per 

SF 

2’-12’-2’ 

Section 

Cost 

     B=Bicycle 

P=Pedestrian 

S=Roller blade 

W=Wheelchair 

H=High 

M=Moderate 

L=Low 

G=Graffiti 

C=Cutting 

A=Arson 

M=Moved 

D = 
Deformation 

 

N ike G rind 
“ A tlas 
Tracks 

(Fam iliar 
Product) 

Prepare sub-base, 
place geotextile, 
6” aggregate 
base, apply N ike 
grind atlas track 
rubberized 
surface over base. 

8-10 years Reapply binding 
agent every 5-6 
years.  Keep 
surface clean, 
dirt and sand 
w ear surface 
dow n, Full 
replacem ent 
needed after 10 
years 

Yes Pedestrian only. 
A void heavy 
loads including 
equestrians, 
bicyclists, and 
vehicles 

Yes  N o L “ locally based 
but few  
installers 

C , A , G  $12.50 $3,198,000 

N ike G rind 
“ Field 
Turf 

 

Prepare sub-base, 
place geotextile, 
6” aggregate 
base, apply field 
turf surface over 
base, sim ilar to 
laying a carpet. 

8-10 years Sw eep regularly; 
keep free of 
organic 
m aterials as they 
w ill rot the 
surface. Replace 
surface after 10 
years 

Yes Pedestrians only, 
too soft for bikes 
and w heels 

N o N o L C , A , G  $11.75 $3,006,120 

N ike G rind 
“ 
Rebound 
A ce 

Prepare sub-base, 
place geotextile, 
6” aggregate 
base, pour 
concrete or 
asphalt base, 
apply rebound 
A ce surface 
directly over hard 
surface. 

8-12 years Replace topcoat 
after 10 years 

N o B, P, W , S, but 
not tested, 
intended 
application is 
sport surfaces 

Yes Yes L C , A , G  $10.50 $2,686,320 

Perm eable 
C oncrete 

Prepared sub-
base, place 
geotextile, 12” 
depth aggregate 

15 years Vacuum  sw eep 
and pressure 
w ash 4 tim es a 
year 

Yes B, P, W  Yes Yes M  G  $6.00 $1,535,040 
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Product D escription/ 

Installation 

M ethod 

D urability M aintenance 

D escription 

Perm eable Functionality AD A M TIP 

Fundable 

Availability Vandalism  

Susceptible 

Cost 

Per 

SF 

2’-12’-2’ 

Section 

Cost 

     B=Bicycle 

P=Pedestrian 

S=Roller blade 

W=Wheelchair 

H=High 

M=Moderate 

L=Low 

G=Graffiti 

C=Cutting 

A=Arson 

M=Moved 

D = 
Deformation 

 

base, Portland 
cem ent, coarse 
aggregate, w ater, 
5” depth section 

C oncrete 

 

Prepared sub-
base, place 
geotextile, 6” 
agg. base, 
Portland cem ent, 
aggregate, sand, 
w ater 

4” depth section 

25 years Periodic 
inspection for 
uplift and 
settlem ent, 
repair as needed 

N o B, P, S, W  Yes Yes H  G  $4.75 $1,215,240 

Perm eable 
A sphalt 

Prepared sub-
base, place 
geotextile, 12” 
depth aggregate 
base, em ulsion 
and coarse 
aggregate 2” 
depth section 

8 years Vacuum  sw eep 
and pressure 
w ash 4 tim es a 
year, patch any 
pot holes as 
needed 

Yes B, P, S, W  Yes Yes M  G  $3.50 $895,440 

G lassphalt 

 

Prepared sub-
base, place 
geotextile, 6” 
agg. base, 
asphalt w ith 
aggregate/glass, 
2” depth section  

7-10 years Pothole 
patching 

N o B, P, S, W  Yes Yes M  G  $2.75 $703,560 
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Product D escription/ 

Installation 

M ethod 

D urability M aintenance 

D escription 

Perm eable Functionality AD A M TIP 

Fundable 

Availability Vandalism  

Susceptible 

Cost 

Per 

SF 

2’-12’-2’ 

Section 

Cost 

     B=Bicycle 

P=Pedestrian 

S=Roller blade 

W=Wheelchair 

H=High 

M=Moderate 

L=Low 

G=Graffiti 

C=Cutting 

A=Arson 

M=Moved 

D = 
Deformation 

 

Reground 
A sphalt 

Prepared sub-
base, place 
geotextile 6” 
aggregate base, 
em ulsion recycled 
asphalt chips 

2” depth section 

7-10 years Pothole 
patching 

N o B, P, S, W  Yes Yes M  G  $2.75 $703,560 

A sphalt* Prepared sub-
base, place 
geotextile, 6” 
aggregate base, 
em ulsion, 
aggregate 

10 years Pothole 
patching 

N o B, P, S, W  Yes Yes H  G  $2.75 $703,560* 

Poly Pave 

 

Prepared sub-
base, place 
geotextile, 6” 
aggregate base, 
grade and shape, 
m ix poly pave in 
top 2” of base, 
spray on tw o top 
coats of poly 
pave 

2” depth section 

5-10 years Reapply Poly 
pave solidifier 
every 1-2 years 
depending on 
level of use. 
M ake spot 
repairs as 
needed. 

N o B, P, W , S Yes U nknow n L G  $2.50 $639,600 

C hip Seal Prepared sub-
base, place 
geotextile, 6” 
aggregate base, 
em ulsion, ½ ” “ 
¼ ” aggregate, 
tw o coat process 

7-10 years Pothole 
patching 

N o B, P, W  Yes Yes M  G  $2.00 $511,680 
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APPEN D IX C.  SAFE RO U TES TO  SCH O O L 

Bicycle and pedestrian program s enhance the biking and w alking experience in w ays other than the 

provision of on- or off-road pathw ays and bikew ays. Support program s include educational program s, 

the provision of bicycle parking, and various city program s and policies. The M anual on U niform  Traffic 

C ontrol D evices (M U TC D ) provides support and guidance regarding the need for standards in establishing 

safe routes to schools. The process outlined in the M U TC D  should be consulted in the developm ent of 

any Safe Routes to School program .  

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) refers to a variety of m ulti-

disciplinary program s aim ed at prom oting w alking and 

bicycling to school, and im proving traffic safety around 

school areas through education, incentives, increased law  

enforcem ent, and engineering m easures. Safe Routes to 

School program s typically involve partnerships am ong 

m unicipalities, school districts, com m unity and parent 

volunteers, and law  enforcem ent agencies.  

The C ity has a vested interest in encouraging schoolchildren to lead active lifestyles. Safe Routes to School 

program s offer ancillary benefits to neighborhoods by helping to slow  traffic and provide reasonable 

facilities for w alking by all age groups. 

W hy D o W e N eed SR2S? 

The purpose of a SR2S program  is to identify and im prove school com m ute routes, to increase the 

num ber of students w ho w alk and/or bicycle to school in M eridian, to lessen traffic congestion, and to 

im prove health. A lthough m ost children w alked or biked to school pre-1980, the num ber of children 

w alking or bicycling to school has sharply declined since, due to urban grow th patterns and 

safety/security issues that have m ade it less safe to do so. H igher obesity rates are being reported and 

linked to m any of these lifestyle changes. W alking and biking to school are healthy alternatives to being 

driven and can provide a sense of independence for children w ho m ay otherw ise be restricted by school 

bus or parents' schedules.  

W hat Are the Benefits of a SR2S Program ? 

The prim ary benefit of im plem enting a SR2S program  is 

the resulting increase in safety for children w alking and 

riding bicycles to school. A  com prehensive strategy based 

on a cooperative effort betw een school officials, parents, 

residents and city planning and engineering staff w ill 

ensure that specific school-related traffic calm ing projects 

and pedestrian and bicycle im provem ents w ill becom e 

priority projects eligible for state, federal, or other grant 
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funding. The involvem ent of various stakeholders throughout the Safe Routes process increases the 

likelihood for im plem entation of needed safety im provem ents. W hile the prim ary focus of a SR2S 

program  is im proving safety for children w alking and biking to school, these safety benefits often extend 

to all age and activity groups.  

In addition to safety enhancem ents, a SR2S program  helps integrate physical activity into the everyday 

routine of schoolchildren. H ealth concerns related to sedentary lifestyles have becom e the focus of efforts 

both statew ide and nationally to reduce health risks associated w ith being overw eight. Identifying and 

im proving routes for children to safely w alk and bicycle to school is one of the m ost cost-effective m eans 

of reducing w eekday m orning traffic congestion and can help reduce auto-related pollution.  

Local Coordination and Involvem ent 

In order to be successful, a SR2S program  in M eridian w ill need buy-in from  individuals and organizations 

throughout the com m unity. W hile each individual school w ill have unique concerns and goals for 

developing a SR2S program , an organizational strategy that prom otes the sharing of ideas betw een 

schools can be m ore effective than several isolated school groups. The key com ponents of an effective 

SR2S program  include cham pions (individuals at each school w ho spearhead their school's organizing 

effort), stakeholders (a team  of people from  an individual school), and a task force m ade up of all the 

stakeholder team s in the com m unity.   

The basic com ponents of the proposed SR2S program  include: 

Education 

Students are taught safety skills, and educational cam paigns 

aim ed at drivers are developed. Safe Routes to School m aps help 

provide guidance for the best bicycling and w alking routes.  

C urriculum  program s im plem ented in schools can teach children 

the basics regarding pedestrian and bicycle safety. C lassroom  

educational m aterials should be presented in a variety of form ats 

(safety videos, printed m aterials, and classroom  activities), and 

should continually be updated to m ake use of the m ost recent 

educational tools available. C lassroom  education program s 

should also be expanded to prom ote the health and 

environm ental benefits of bicycling and w alking. O utside schools, 

educational m aterials should be developed for different 

audiences, including elected officials (describing the benefits of 

and need for a SR2S program ), and parents (proper school drop-

off procedures and safety for their children).  

Educational program s should be linked w ith events and incentive program s w hen appropriate, and 

students should be included in task force activities, such as m apping locations for im provem ents. 

Involving students can serve as an educational tool and can provide the task force w ith m eaningful data 
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that is useful for prioritizing im provem ent locations. Educational program s, and especially on-bike 

training, should be expanded to m ore schools and for m ore hours per year. 

Encouragement 

School com m ute events and frequent com m uter contests are used to encourage participation. 

Program s that m ay be im plem ented include a "W alking School Bus Program ," w hich involves parents 

taking turns w alking (or bicycling) w ith groups of children to school. A  good opportunity to kick-off a 

SR2S program  is during International W alk to School D ay, held annually in early O ctober. O rganized Bike 

and W alk to School D ays should be held m onthly or w eekly to keep the m om entum  going and 

encourage m ore children and their parents to w alk or bike to school. Prizes or draw ings for prizes offered 

to participants have been used in som e schools as an incentive. Events related to bicycling and w alking 

should be incorporated into existing curricula w hen practical.  Involving local celebrities or publishing the 

nam es of student participants in events can be effective m eans of encouraging student involvem ent. 

A nother key to successful events is prom otion. Ensuring that parents are aw are of events, w hether 

classroom -specific or district-w ide, is key to gaining m axim um  student participation. 

O ther contests and event ideas to encourage bicycling and w alking to school include: com petitions in 

w hich classroom s com pete for the highest proportion of students w alking or biking to school, them ed or 

seasonal events, and keeping classroom  logs of the num ber of m iles biked and w alked by children and 

plotting these distances on a m ap of Idaho or the U S. A  w ealth of inform ation and ideas for prom oting 

SR2S program s can be found at: 

w w w .nhtsa.dot.gov/people/injury/pedbim ot/ped/saferouteshtm l/index.htm l. 

Enforcement  

Various techniques are em ployed to ensure traffic law s are obeyed. The M eridian Police D epartm ent 

patrols school zones and conducts crossw alk enforcem ent regularly. The SR2S task force and stakeholder 

team s should develop priority areas in need of enforcem ent.  O ne option to avoid the cost of providing 

physical police presence is to use innovative signage, such as in-roadw ay crossw alk signs or in-roadw ay 

w arning lights, to alert m otorists that children m ay be crossing, or speed feedback signs that indicate to 

m otorists their current speed. N eighborhood speed w atch program s, in w hich com m unity m em bers 

borrow  a radar device and use it to record the license plate num bers of speeding vehicles, can also be 

effective. 

Engineering 

To provide safe access for children, school sites should have designated pedestrian access points that do 

not require students to cross in front of drop-off and pick-up traffic. Locations identified through the 

SR2S process should be considered for SR2S grant funding. 

Streetscaping im provem ents should ensure adequate sight distance on all access routes, crossings, and 

intersections. School zone designations for speed lim its should be an elem ent of a com prehensive 

circulation plan that also includes school-based student as w ell as Police D epartm ent crossing guard 

program s and identification of safe routes for bicycling and w alking to school.  
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Suggested Route to School M aps 

The 2003 M U TC D , C hapter 7. Section 7A .01 notes: "A  school route plan for each school serving 

elem entary to high school students should be prepared in order to develop uniform ity in the use of 

school area traffic controls, and to serve as the basis for a school traffic control plan for each school. The 

school route plan, developed in a system atic m anner by the school, law  enforcem ent, and traffic officials 

responsible for school pedestrian safety, should consist of a m ap show ing streets, the school, existing 

traffic controls, established school w alk routes, and established school crossings." 

A n inventory should be taken of the traffic controls, signage, crossw alks, and other physical conditions on 

streets surrounding the school. Factors for determ ining the "best" routes to a school along the street grid 

included the presence of traffic controls, crossw alks, or crossing guards at key crossing locations, and 

presence of sidew alks or bike lanes along street segm ents. In som e cases, roadside paths or know n off-

street cut-throughs (such as a path leading to the back of a school) can be noted as suggested routes. 

The suggested routes extend a distance of about one-half m ile for elem entary schools, and about one 

m ile for junior high and high schools. 

Suggested Route M aps are intended to reflect a partnership betw een C ity and school officials. Each m ap 

should be review ed and signed by both the School Principal and a C ity Engineer to ensure that they 

accurately reflect both the physical roadw ay conditions around the school and the w alking patterns of 

students. It is recom m ended that the m aps be review ed and updated regularly to reflect changes in the 

roadw ay netw ork, such as new  traffic control or crossw alk locations. It is recom m ended that the m aps be 

review ed by the school officials at the beginning of each school year in order to confirm  that the 

Suggested Routes show n are still the best w ays for children to w alk and bicycle to the school. A dditional 

review  and practice runs by parents are a key com ponent to the successful use of the m aps. 

The C ity can assist in developing and distributing suggested route to school m aps to local schools as part 

of the M aster Plan and future SR2S efforts, subject to school approval and C ity resource availability. 

Funding 

W hile m uch of the initial w ork involved in starting a SR2S program  can be conducted by stakeholder 

team  volunteers, eventually funding w ill be needed to plan and im plem ent physical im provem ents, hold 

events, and develop and im plem ent educational program s and m aterials.  

Capital Funding 

C apital funding for infrastructure im provem ents is available from  a variety of sources. The SR2S task force 

should w ork w ith C ity staff agencies to identify all potential funding sources and to provide support on 

funding requests. M eridian m ay be able to pursue federal funds recently m ade available w ith the new  

Safe Routes to School Program  established in the Safe, A ccountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 

Equity A ct - A  Legacy for U sers (SA FETEA -LU ). This section of the bill provides $612 m illion in funding 

over the next five years w ith no state receiving less than $1 m illion per fiscal year. O ther portions of 

SA FETEA -LU , such as the Transportation Enhancem ents (TE) and the C ongestion M itigation and A ir 

Q uality (C M A Q ) funds m ay also provide funding opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian projects. 
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APPEN D IX D .  ESTIM ATED  LO N G -TERM  CO STS 

  Crossings 

D istance 

Pathw ay m iles 

Construction     

(10' paved) 
Signing  Type 1 Type 1+  Type 2** Type 3 

  $300,000 $1,500 $5,000 $15,000 $10,000 $100,000 

Pathw ay N am e and Segm ents 

miles per mile * 
per 
mile 

per 
crossing 

per 
crossing 

per 
crossing 

per 
crossing 

Prelim inary 

Cost 

D esign &  

CM  (25% ) 
Contingency 

(30% ) 
Estim ate of 
Total Cost 

Eight M ile Pathw ay Segm ent A     0.55 $165,000 $825   $15,000     $180,825 $45,206 $54,248 $280,279 

Eight M ile Pathw ay Segm ent F    0.33 $99,000 $495         $99,495 $24,874 $29,849 $154,217 

Five M ile C reek Pathw ay 
Segm ent E   1.06 

$318,000 $1,590         $319,590 $79,898 $95,877 $495,365 

Five M ile C reek Pathw ay 
Segm ent F   0.34 

$102,000 $510   $15,000     $117,510 $29,378 $35,253 $182,141 

Ten M ile C reek Pathw ay Segm ent 
B    0.71 

$213,000 $1,065   $15,000     $229,065 $57,266 $68,720 $355,051 

M eridian Loop Segm ent P   1.96 $588,000 $2,940         $590,940 $147,735 $177,282 $915,957 

Five M ile C reek Pathw ay 
Segm ent H    1.42 

$426,000 $2,130   $15,000     $443,130 $110,783 $132,939 $686,852 

Five M ile C reek Pathw ay 
Segm ent I   1.42 

$426,000 $2,130         $428,130 $107,033 $128,439 $663,602 

Eight M ile Pathw ay Segm ent B    1.02 $306,000 $1,530 $5,000       $312,530 $78,133 $93,759 $484,422 

Eight M ile Pathw ay Segm ent E    0.13 $39,000 $195   $15,000     $54,195 $13,549 $16,259 $84,002 

South Slough Pathw ay Segm ent 
A    1.03 

$309,000 $1,545   $15,000     $325,545 $81,386 $97,664 $504,595 

South Slough Pathw ay Segm ent 
B 

  1.12 $336,000 $1,680   $15,000     $352,680 $88,170 $105,804 $546,654 

Settlers C reek Pathw ay Segm ent 
B 

  0.37 $111,000 $555   $15,000     $126,555 $31,639 $37,967 $196,160 

Ten M ile C reek Pathw ay Segm ent 
D   

  1.4 $420,000 $2,100   $15,000     $437,100 $109,275 $131,130 $677,505 
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  Crossings 

D istance 

Pathw ay m iles 

Construction     

(10' paved) 
Signing  Type 1 Type 1+  Type 2** Type 3 

  $300,000 $1,500 $5,000 $15,000 $10,000 $100,000 

Pathw ay N am e and Segm ents 

miles per mile * 
per 
mile 

per 
crossing 

per 
crossing 

per 
crossing 

per 
crossing 

Prelim inary 

Cost 

D esign &  

CM  (25% ) 
Contingency 

(30% ) 
Estim ate of 
Total Cost 

M eridian Loop Segm ent Q    1.64 $492,000 $2,460   $15,000     $509,460 $127,365 $152,838 $789,663 

N ine M ile C reek Pathw ay    3.04 $912,000 $4,560   $75,000     $991,560 $247,890 $297,468 $1,536,918 

Eight M ile Pathw ay Segm ent C   
  0.23 $10,000,000 $345         

$10,000,34
5 

$2,500,08
6 

$3,000,104 $15,500,535 

Eight M ile Pathw ay Segm ent D     0.95 $285,000 $1,425   $15,000     $301,425 $75,356 $90,428 $467,209 

Five M ile C reek Pathw ay 
Segm ent G  (long term ) 

  0.57 $171,000 $855   $15,000     $186,855 $46,714 $56,057 $289,625 

Bear C reek C onnection Segm ent 
A  

  0.5 $150,000 $750         $150,750 $37,688 $45,225 $233,663 

Bear C reek C onnection Segm ent 
B 

  0.63 $189,000 $945   $15,000     $204,945 $51,236 $61,484 $317,665 

Ten M ile C reek Pathw ay Segm ent 
A   

  1.02 $306,000 $1,530   $30,000     $337,530 $84,383 $101,259 $523,172 

Ten M ile C reek Pathw ay Segm ent 
E 

  0.77 $231,000 $1,155   $30,000     $262,155 $65,539 $78,647 $406,340 

Total                     $26,291,588 



Meridian Pathways Master Plan  
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APPEN D IX E.  ACRO N YM S 

AASHTO  A m erican A ssociation of State H ighw ay and Transportation O fficials 

ACHD A da C ounty H ighw ay D istrict 

ADA A m ericans w ith D isabilities A ct 

ADT A verage D aily Traffic 

CMAQ  C ongestion M itigation and A ir Q uality 

CO MPASS C om m unity Planning A ssociation of Southw est Idaho 

FHWA Federal H ighw ay A dm inistration 

GPS G lobal Positioning System  

HO A H om eow ners A ssociation 

ISTEA Inter-m odal Surface Transportation Enhancem ent A ct 

ITD Idaho Transportation D epartm ent 

MU TCD M anual on U niform  Traffic C ontrol D evices 

N MID N am pa M eridian Irrigation D istrict 

PBTP Pedestrian-Bicycle Transition Plan 

RO W Right-of-w ay 

RU S Recreational U se Statutes 

RWT Rail-w ith-Trail 

SAFETEA-LU  Safe, A ccountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity A ct: A  Legacy for U sers 

SDC System  D evelopm ent C harge 

SR2S Safe Routes to School 

TAC Technical A dvisory C om m ittee 

TCD Traffic C ontrol D evices 

TE Transportation Enhancem ent 

U P U nion Pacific (Railroad) 

 




