
Trail Maintenance Program



Goal
Understand the process to maintain a high-quality trail 

pavement system
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THREE RIVERS PARK DISTRICT OVERVIEW



Three Rivers Park District is a Special Park District established in 1957 by State Legislature

We are a Natural Resources-Based Park System

Park District includes suburban Hennepin County and have a Partnership with Scott County

Park District partners with other agencies to manage some facilities

16 million visits per year in Parks and along Regional Trails



Three Rivers Park District System
• 25 Parks and Park Reserves
• 27,000 Acres of land
• 175 miles of Regional Trails
• 300 miles of trails with our Parks



TRPD PAVEMENT RATINGS AND CONDITION



• Pavement Surface Evaluation and Rating (PASER) developed 
by the University of Wisconsin-Madison

• Visual Rating System on a 1-10 scale; 10 being the 
highest

Pavement Condition Rating

PASER 8 PASER 5

PASER 1PASER 3



PASER:

• TRPD Goal: Maintain asphalt 
as a 6 or higher.

• Start to receive negative 
public comments when 
PASER is less than a 4 from 
2010 User Survey.

• All pavements are 
Inspection every two years.  
Trails requiring routine and 
mastic crack repairs are 
noted.

Pavement User Satisfaction
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Qlty.

		Segment		Park		Eval.		Comp.				Segment		Park		Eval.		Comp.

		A		French		51		3				A		French		51		3

		B		French		0		2				B		French		0		2

		C		French		1		23				C		French		1		23

		D		French		3		47				D		French		3		47

		E		French		33		3				E		French		33		3

		F		Carver		9		43				F		Carver		9		43

		G		Carver		20		41				G		Carver		20		41

		H		Carver		84		0				H		Carver		84		0

		I		Fish		9		4				I		Fish		9		4

		J		Fish		8		8				J		Fish		8		8

		K		Fish		0		0				K		Fish		0		0

		L		Fish		0		2				L		Fish		0		2

		M		Fish		3		2				M		Fish		3		2

		N		Fish		2		3				N		Fish		2		3

		O		Elm Creek		35		0				O		Elm Creek		35		0

		P		Elm Creek		12		8				P		Elm Creek		12		8

		Q		Elm Creek		0		13				Q		Elm Creek		0		13

		R		Hyland		19		0				R		Hyland		19		0

		S		Hyland		0		17				S		Hyland		0		17

		T		Hyland		16		0				T		Hyland		16		0

		U		Hyland		7		0				U		Hyland		7		0

		V		(Hyland)		0		1				V		(Hyland)		0		1

		W		Elm Creek		0		12				W		Elm Creek		0		12

		X		E. Med. Lk.		18		0				X		E. Med. Lk.		18		0

		Y		E. Med. Lk.		16		0				Y		E. Med. Lk.		16		0

		Z		E. Med. Lk.		1		0				Z		E. Med. Lk.		1		0

		1		French		0		4				1		French		0		4

		Poor-Fair		10		87		102				Poor-Fair		10		87		102

		Good		3		120		50				Good		7		156		79

		Very Good		4		36		29				Excellent		8		104		50

		Excellent		8		104		50





Grps.

		Last Year

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small Diameter Wheels

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness		Commuting

		Poor-Fair		10		44		27		3		0		3		0

		Good		12		59		38		8		2		1		0

		Very Good		1		19		9		4		2		1		0

		Excellent		10		39		35		11		4		5		0

		Today

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small Diameter Wheels

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness		Commuting

		Poor-Fair		8		44		29		3		0		3		0

		Good		15		65		33		4		2		1		0

		Very Good		3		15		11		3		2		1		0

		Excellent		12		39		32		12		5		4		0

		Last Year

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small Diameter Wheels

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness		Commuting

		Poor-Fair		10		44		27		3		0		3		0

		Good		13		78		47		12		4		2		0

		Excellent		10		39		35		11		4		5		0

		Today

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small Diameter Wheels

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness		Commuting

		Poor-Fair		8		49		23		3		0		3		0

		Good		18		80		44		7		4		2		0

		Excellent		12		39		32		12		5		4		0





20080401

		Data as of 20080401

		Segment		Park		Eval.		Comp.

		A		French		51		3

		B		French				2

		C		French		1		23

		D		French		3		47

		E		French		33		3

		F		Carver		9		43

		G		Carver		20		41

		H		Carver		84

		I		Fish		9		4

		J		Fish		8		8

		K		Fish

		L		Fish				2

		M		Fish		3		2

		N		Fish		2		3

		O		Elm Creek		43		21

		P		Elm Creek		34		15

		Q		Elm Creek		10		13

		R		Hyland		19

		S		Hyland				17

		T		Hyland		16

		U		Hyland		7

		V		(Hyland)				1

		W		Elm Creek		12		13

		X		E. Med. Lk.		18

		Y		E. Med. Lk.		16

		Z		E. Med. Lk.		1

		1		French				4

												Mean

		Non Paved		2		21		56				6.0

		Poor-Fair		8		78		103				5.2

		Good		3		120		50				6.3

		Very Good		4		68		36				6.7

		Excellent		8		112		71				6.6

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small  Wheels				Total

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness

		Non Paved		3		9		7		0		1		1		21

		Poor-Fair		9		37		26		3		0		3		78

		Good		12		59		38		8		2		1		120

		Very Good		3		34		20		4		3		5		69

		Excellent		10		43		37		11		5		6		112





20080517

		Data as of 20080517

		Segment		PASER		Park		Eval.		Comp.

		A		5		French		53		4

		B		5		French		0		2

		C		5		French		2		23

		D		6		French		3		49

		E		6		French		34		3

		F		2		Carver		27		43

		G		9		Carver		24		41

		H		7		Carver		86		0

		I		9		Fish		9		4

		J		8		Fish		8		8

		K		5		Fish		0		0

		L		9		Fish		0		2

		M		5		Fish		3		2

		N		9		Fish		2		3

		O		9		Elm Creek		69		23

		P		8		Elm Creek		35		26

		Q		8		Elm Creek		26		17

		R		9		Hyland		20		7

		S		5		Hyland		0		18

		T		5		Hyland		24		3

		U		5		Hyland		22		0

		V		?		(Hyland)		0		1

		W		3		Elm Creek		14		13

		X		9		E. Med. Lk.		30		0

		Y		8		E. Med. Lk.		19		0

		Z		9		E. Med. Lk.		6		0

		1		?		French		0		4

		Non Paved		n/a		2		41		56

		Poor-Fair		0-5		8		104		108

		Good		6-7		3		123		52

		Very Good		8		4		88		51

		Excellent		9-10		8		160		80

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small  Wheels				Total

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness

		Non Paved		4		24		10		0		2		1		41

		Poor-Fair		11		44		35		6		3		5		104

		Good		12		60		40		8		2		1		123

		Very Good		5		42		28		4		2		7		88

		Excellent		12		60		56		16		5		11		160

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small  Wheels				Avg.

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness

		Non Paved		6.50		5.92		6.20		n/a		4.50		3.00		5.90

		Poor-Fair		6.45		5.16		5.34		5.67		5.67		6.80		5.48

		Good		6.33		6.62		6.10		5.63		5.50		7.00		6.34

		Very Good		7.00		6.71		6.79		6.25		7.00		6.29		6.70

		Excellent		6.83		6.63		6.64		6.06		6.00		6.73		6.58





20080517-2

		Data as of 20080517 after Paser Reassessment

		Segment		Paser		Park		Eval.		Comp.

		A		3		French		53		4

		B		6		French		0		2

		C		5		French		2		23

		D		6		French		3		49

		E		5		French		34		3

		F		2		Carver		27		43

		G		9		Carver		24		41

		H		7		Carver		86		0

		I		9		Fish		9		4

		J		8		Fish		8		8

		K		5		Fish		0		0

		L		9		Fish		0		2

		M		6		Fish		3		2

		N		9		Fish		2		3

		O		9		Elm Creek		69		23

		P		8		Elm Creek		35		26

		Q		8		Elm Creek		26		17

		R		10		Hyland		20		7

		S		9		Hyland		0		18

		T		7		Hyland		24		3

		U		5		Hyland		22		0

		V		7		(Hyland)		0		1

		W		3		Elm Creek		14		13

		X		7		E. Med. Lk.		30		0

		Y		7		E. Med. Lk.		19		0

		Z		7		E. Med. Lk.		6		0

		1				French		0		4

		Non Paved		n/a		2		41		56

		Poor-Fair		0-5		5		111		30

		Good		6-7		9		171		57

		Very Good		8		3		69		51

		Excellent		9-10		7		124		98

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small  Wheels				Total

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness

		Non Paved		4		24		10		0		2		1		41

		Poor-Fair		9		47		38		11		4		2		111

		Good		17		79		52		17		1		5		171

		Very Good		4		32		23		1		2		7		69

		Excellent		10		48		46		5		5		10		124

		Rating		Bicyclist								Small  Wheels				Avg.

				Family		Rec.		Fitness		Transport		Rec.		Fitness

		Non Paved		6.50		5.92		6.20		n/a		4.50		3.00		5.90

		Poor-Fair		5.89		5.15		4.84		5.82		5.75		6.50		5.20

		Good		6.71		6.65		6.54		5.65		5.00		6.80		6.50

		Very Good		7.00		6.75		6.87		7.00		7.00		6.29		6.80

		Excellent		6.90		6.69		6.76		6.80		6.00		6.80		6.70





Age Satisfaction

		INITIAL		Minor & Non Minor						>=60						No Minors, No >=60

		Rating		Mean		Count				Mean		Count				Mean				Count

		Non Paved		5.80		5				6.17		6				6.07				27

		Poor-Fair		4.29		7				5.38		16				5.21				82

		Good		6.87		15				6.67		46				6.41				104

		Very Good		6.74		19				6.85		26				6.77				120

		Excellent





Relationship1

		Segment		Park		PASER		1/MACROT		Graph		Mean

		A		French		3		-0.5338		7.8648		4.38

		B		French		6		-1.0351		5.8595

		C		French		5		-2.0528		1.7890		5.50

		D		French		6		-0.9444		6.2222		4.00

		E		French		5		-0.6241		7.5036		4.65

		F		Carver		2		-1.6649		3.3404		5.96

		G		Carver		9		-0.5048		7.9810		6.58

		H		Carver		7		-0.4274		8.2904		6.70

		I		Fish		9		-0.4619		8.1524		6.56

		J		Fish		8		-0.5143		7.9429		6.63

		K		Fish		5		-0.6398		7.4409

		L		Fish		9		-0.4483		8.2067

		M		Fish		6		-1.2931		4.8275		6.00

		N		Fish		9		-0.4649		8.1403		7.00

		O		Elm Creek		9		-0.3307		8.6773		6.71

		P		Elm Creek		8		-0.2929		8.8282		6.83

		Q		Elm Creek		8		-0.3303		8.6789		6.73

		R		Hyland		10		-0.4007		8.3974		6.95

		S		Hyland		9		-0.4438		8.2249

		T		Hyland		7		-0.4472		8.2111		6.88

		U		Hyland		5		-0.5209		7.9166		6.55

		V		(Hyland)		7		-0.6379		7.4485

		W		Elm Creek		3		-0.7738		6.9047		5.79

		X		E. Med. Lk.		7		-0.5587		7.7650		6.13

		Y		E. Med. Lk.		7		-0.5788		7.6849		6.47

		Z		E. Med. Lk.		7		-0.7986		6.8056		6.00
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Groups

		User Grp.		V19				V20				V21

				Count		r^2		Count		r^2		Count		r^2

		Family		40		0.468		38		null		25		0.322

		Rec.		207		0.431		209		0.243		139		0.313

		Fitness		159		0.361		152		0.307		103		0.216

		Transport.		34		null		32		null		15		0.429

		Rec.		12		null		12		null		10		0.826

		Fitness		24		null		24		null		null





Dist. Data

		Satisfaction		"Normal"		Skew		Kurtosis

		1		0.5		0.2		0.1

		2		1		0.4		0.2

		3		2		0.6		1.2

		4		7		0.8		12

		5		2		2		1.2

		6		1		7		0.2

		7		0.5		6		0.1





Distributions

		0.5		0.2		0.1

		1		0.4		0.2

		2		0.6		1.2

		7		0.8		12

		2		2		1.2

		1		7		0.2

		0.5		6		0.1
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Predictions

						Satisfaction

		PASER		Low		Middle		High

		1		-3.8		-2.7		-1.5

		2		2.2		2.7		3.2

		3		4.2		4.5		4.7

		4		5.2		5.4		5.5

		5		5.8		5.9		6.0

		6		6.2		6.3		6.4

		7		6.4		6.5		6.6

		8		6.6		6.7		6.8

		9		6.8		6.9		7.0

		10		6.9		7.0		7.1

		10				7.0

		9				6.9

		8				6.7

		7				6.5

		6				6.3

		5				5.9

		4				5.4

		3				4.5

		2				2.7

		1				-2.7





Predictions
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PASER Rating

Satisfaction = 8.054 - 10.711 * (1/PASER)



IRI Pred.

		IRI		Satisfaction				IRI		Satisfaction

		182		7				150		7.3

		184.8		7				200		6.9

		196.6		6.9				250		6.6

		197.5		6.9				300		6.3

		203.4		6.8				350		6.1

		231.1		6.7				400		5.9

		233.2		6.7				450		5.8

		233.7		6.7				500		5.6

		268.7		6.5				550		5.5

		290.8		6.4				600		5.4

		301.6		6.3				650		5.3

		311.8		6.3				700		5.2

		358.8		6.1				750		5.1

		376.2		6				800		5

		376.5		6				850		4.9

		431		5.8				900		4.8

		484.9		5.7				950		4.8

		491.3		5.7				1000		4.7

		788.6		5

		805.6		5





IRI Pred.
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Comments

		Counts

		PASER		Surface		Adjusted		Directional		Ammenities/Access		Intersections		Etiquette		Surface Cleanliness		Sightlines		W/in Park Surface		External Surface		Other		Totals

		3		25		25		3												3		6				62

		5		17		17		9												1		2				46

		6		3		3		1												0		0				7

		7		8		3														4		2				17

		8		2		2														7		0				11

		9		1		1														6		0				8

		10		0		0														0		0				0

		Totals		56		51		13		0		0		0		0		0		21		10		0		151

		Percents

		PASER		Surface		Adjusted		Directional		Ammenities/Access		Intersections		Etiquette		Surface Cleanliness		Sightlines		W/in Park Surface		External Surface		Other		Totals

		3		44.6%		49.0%														14.3%		60.0%				167.9%

		5		30.4%		33.3%														4.8%		20.0%				88.5%

		6		5.4%		5.9%														0.0%		0.0%				11.2%

		7		14.3%		5.9%														19.0%		20.0%				59.2%

		8		3.6%		3.9%														33.3%		0.0%				40.8%

		9		1.8%		2.0%														28.6%		0.0%				32.3%

		10		0.0%		0.0%														0.0%		0.0%				0.0%

		Totals		100.0%		100.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		100.0%		100.0%		0.0%		400.0%





Sheet2

		Comments on Surface																Notice Isolated Areas

		PASER																										Combinations

		Rating								N		Surface		%				Rating		Ttl		Yes		% Yes				Tier		Rating		N		#		Surface		#		Isolated				Tier		Rating		Mean		Satisfaction

		1																1		0								1		1-4		53		25		47.17%		36		67.92%				1		1-4		4.38		62.57%

		2																2		0								2		5-6		58		20		34.48%		17		29.31%				2		5-6		5.88		84.00%

		3								53		25		47.17%				3		53		36		67.92%				3		7		159		8		5.03%		26		16.35%				3		7		6.57		93.86%

		4																4		0								4		8-10		169		3		1.78%		23		13.61%				4		8-10		6.77		96.71%

		5								52		17		32.69%				5		52		13		25.00%

		6								6		3		50.00%				6		6		4		66.67%				1		1-4		53		25		47.17%		36		67.92%				1		1-4		4.38		62.57%

		7								159		8		5.03%				7		159		26		16.35%				2		5-6		58		20		34.48%		17		29.31%				2		5-6		5.88		84.00%

		8								60		2		3.33%				8		60		8		13.33%				3		7-8		219		10		4.57%		34		15.53%				3		7-8		6.64		94.86%

		9								94		1		1.06%				9		94		12		12.77%				4		9-10		109		1		0.92%		15		13.76%				4		9-10		6.74		96.29%

		10								15		0		0.00%				10		15		3		20.00%

		PASER

				24-Nov

		Tier		N		Surface		%		N		Surface		%

		1		105		42		40.00%		105		39		37.14%

		2		165		11		6.67%		165		8		4.85%

		3		169		3		1.78%		169		3		1.78%

		Ttl		439		56		12.76%		439		50		11.39%

		MACROT

				24-Nov

		Tier		N		Surface		%		N		Surface		%

		1		46		21		45.65%		46		18		39.13%

		2		151		31		20.53%		151		29		19.21%

		3		129		2		1.55%		129		1		0.78%

		4		113		2		1.77%		113		2		1.77%

		Ttl		439		56		12.76%		439		50		11.39%
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Predictions (2)

		

		Tier		PASER Rating		Mean Satisfaction		Surface Comments		Isolated Areas

		1		1-4		4.38		47.17%		67.92%

		2		5-6		5.88		34.48%		29.31%

		3		7-8		6.64		4.57%		15.53%

		4		9-10		6.74		0.92%		13.76%





		Trail		Satisfaction		Design		Surf.		Maint.

		Gateway		1.13		3.42		3.54		3.27

		Big Rivers		1.23		3.47		3.75		3.3

		Miss. River		1.25		3.15		2.89		2.88

		Luce Line		1.26		3.14		3.06		2.85

		LRT N		1.26		3.11		2.93		2.86

		Mpls Lks		1.27		3.28		3.12		3.13

		Rice Cr. N		1.28		3.2		3.38		3.16

		N. Hennepin		1.29		3.12		2.46		2.79

		Birch Lk		1.31		2.87		3.21		2.85

		B-N		1.34		3.2		3.52		3.21

		Rice Cr. W		1.35		3.14		3.28		3.11

		LRT S		1.36		3.09		3.01		2.78

		Minnehaha Pkwy		1.38		3.07		2.25		2.44

		Miss. Gorge		1.43		2.96		2.85		2.84

		Wirth Pkwy		1.57		2.82		2.16		2.38

		Correlations

		Satisfaction/Surf.		-0.6419221187		between mean scores per trail

		Satisfaction/Design		-0.7810761144

		Satisfaction/Maint		-0.6983801249





		



Design

Surf.

Maint.

Satisfaction
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		PASER		Middle

		1		-2.9

		2		2.6

		3		4.4

		4		5.3

		5		5.9

		6		6.2

		7		6.5

		8		6.7

		9		6.9

		10		7.0
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PASER Rating

Satisfaction
Very Dissatisfied (1) to Very Satisfied (7)

Surface Satisfaction = 8.067 - 10.941 * (1/PASER)





• 90% of Pavement has a PASER Rating of 6 
or higher

• 67% of all PASER 1-5 are in the 5-YR CIP

Current Pavement Rating and Condition

PASER 7-10, 71.2%

PASER 6, 19.3%

PASER 4-5, 8.6% PASER 3 and less, 0.9%

TRPD PASER RATINGS



TRAIL MAINTENANCE – GETTING STARTED



Know what you have
• Collect all pavements in a centralized location

• Spreadsheet, GIS, Hybrid, Other
• Segment your pavement data

• Physical features or constructed date
• Data Minimums

• Location and Area
• Other Data

• Ratings, Important Dates, Build info, 
agreements

• Maintenance History
• Track costs, Identify problem segments, note 

contractors and products used



Plan ahead
• With data centralized, now formulate a plan

• Take into count condition, year built,  usage type, and funds available
• Set aside funds for emergency repairs
• Talk with decision makers on funding requirements
• Remain fluid – don’t be afraid to shift projects around as budget/workload allows



TRPD PAVEMENT MAINTENANCE



Preventative Maintenance
• Strategy for surface treatments when the 

asphalt is in relatively good condition

• Scheduled in advance

• Helps prevent unexpected failures future 

Reactive Maintenance
• Performed when pavement needs 

immediate repair

• Issues arise and are then addressed

• Typically result from unexpected failures

Preventative Reactive

Preventative vs. Reactive Maintenance



Trail Lifecycle

New 
Construction

Year 7 
Microsurface

Year 14 
Microsurface

Year 21 
Microsurface

Year 30 
Reconstruction

A pre-repair project to correct settlement, root damage, 
seal cracks, and general surface distortions is completed 

prior to microsurfacing in the same calendar year.



Trail Preventative Maintenance
New Trail Construction $765,000/mile

Microsurfacing $34,600/mile

Reconstruction $475,000/Mile

8.4% of Additional Preventative Maintenance 
Costs Results in an Additional 50% Service Life
• 20-year cost without preventative 

maintenance: $1,240,000
• 30-year cost with preventative 

maintenance: $1,343,800



Common Repairs:
Trails

Other Common Repairs
• Infrared
• Remove and Replace
• Root Damage
• Mill and Overlay
• Ped Ramp
• Apron Replacement
• Other

• Crack Sealant
• Mastic
• Crack Removal
• Shouldering

Bridge Apron Pedestrian Ramp

Root Damage

How to Determine what Treatment to Use
• Either as reactive maintenance or part of a 

preventative maintenance project, thoroughly inspect 
the trail note areas of repair. 

• Maintain a library of details to quickly and easily 
contract work.



TIPS AND TRICKS



TIPS AND TRICKS

Pavement Assessment (Rating):
• When assessing to rate – review the entire segment and then give rating. Try to think ‘entire segment’.
• Only perform under dry conditions
   

Pavement Repairs:
• Not all cracks are the same 
• Not all root damage is the same
• question why the trail is failing  

Pavement Assessment (Repair):
• When assessing to repair – Get personal with the trail. Walk, bike, or skate.
• Remember PROWAG, Accessibility Code, and ABA
• Have your next step in the back of your mind
• Know your limits    

Getting Started
• Setup segments as you would likely maintain them
• Be prepared to look for data – and don’t be afraid to ask for help
• Keep one dataset, but don’t be afraid to use multiple programs
   



Josh Bowe: Josh.Bowe@ThreeRiversParks.org

Nate Straka: Nathaniel.Straka@ThreeRiversParks.org



Questions



Trail Pavement 
Management

January 29, 2026



Agenda
 Overview of Current System
 Parks vs. Public Works
 Trail Users and Expectations
 Pavement Condition Ratings
 MG Approach and Strategies
 Plan into Action
 Key Takeaways
 Questions



Current System
 133 miles of city trails
 49 miles park board system 
 47 miles along city roads
 37 miles along county roads

 Additional regional trails
 Medicine Lake Regional
 Rush Creek Regional
 Crystal Lake Regional



Collaboration
 Park Board (PB) System
 Operated by park board
 Generally, in parks/linear parks

 Master planning primarily P&R



Collaboration (continued)
 Public Works (PW) System
 Operated by public works
 Generally, along city or county roads.

 Master planning includes P&R, Planning, 
& Public Works



Collaboration (continued)
 Regional Bike Trail Network
 Operated by TRPD
 Built along regionally planned “search 

corridors”.
 TRPD pays city to plow portions of the 

trails via agreement.
 On occasion will involve turning a city 

trail over to TRPD. (Medicine Lake)
 Master planning led by TRPD and 

Metropolitan Council.
 MnDOT/Hennepin Co. have bike/ped 

plans. 



Different Trails Serve Different Users
 Trails along county roads may be used more by people commuting, e-bikes, etc. 
 Linear park trails may be used more by casual walkers, kids biking, or dog walkers. 
 Trails around lakes may be used more by bird watchers, people resting, running, etc.
 Design & maintenance standards are different (TRPD vs a Linear Park) and so are costs.



Trail User Expectations
 Different users have different expectations & design standards. 
 Certain users have less tolerance for cracks (roller blading, skateboarding, etc.)
 Major distresses like heaving have larger impacts to bikers, e-scooters, etc.
 Local trails typically have higher complaints.

 Trails adjacent to collector roadways get damaged more quickly by use (private 
utilities, business mowing/landscaping, lighting repair, more frequent plowing, etc.)



Pavement Age

Decade Miles Added

1970s 22.5

1980s 26.7

1990s 33.5

2000s 28.8

2010s 16.7

2020-2024 8.5



Trail Pavement Ratings
 Up until 2024, city had no numerical pavement ratings for street or trail network
 In 2024 did full network pavement rating through Cyvl
 PROS: got data quickly and objectively
 CONS: Cartegraph integration was big lift, data needed some QAQC
 Art vs. Science
 GIS sections 
 Shorter vs. longer



Trail Pavement Ratings



Pavement Condition

Condition Miles

Very Poor 0.25
Poor 1.87
Fair 39.87

Good 62.77
Very Good 28.36



Maple Lakes 
Linear Park 

Very Good (81-100)

Scott/Jonquil
Meadows Park
Good (61-80)

Maple Lakes 
Linear Park 

Good/Fair (50-70)



County Road 30
(west of CR 81)

Fair/Poor (30-50)

Teal Lake 
Linear Park 

Poor (21-40)

Maple Lakes 
Linear Park 
Fair (41-60)



Pavement Condition Curve

System 
(2024)

Weighted 
Average

Parks 68.8
Streets 72.0

System 
(2030 est)

Weighted 
Average

Parks 46.8
Streets 52.0



Updated Approach
 For 2026-2031
 Utilize existing funding sources
 Also looking for new opportunities!

 Increase effort towards crack sealing
 Increase mileage of surface treatments
 Replace failed pavements in sections
 Focus full reconstructions on:
 Active transportation corridors
 Pavement in very poor condition
 In conjunction with adjacent road reconstruction projects
 In conjunction with neighborhood park reconstruction



Plan Into Action
 Main Street Project in 2025
 Spot replacement of trail around Arbor Lakes system
 Plan to microsurface these trails in 2026



Plan Into Action (continued)
 East Fish Lake Road Trail Project in 2025
 Full replacement in 2025
 Pavement was in very poor condition
 Collector roadway corridor 



Plan Into Action (continued)
 Elm Creek Blvd and Weaver Lake Rd Trail Project
 Combo full and spot replacement in 2026
 Partial replacements will be microsurfaced in 2027



Rice Lake Trail
 Cost likely exceeding $10M.
 Generally, pavement is in good/fair shape.
 Areas of focus are the north near the lake and east portion.



Rice Lake Trail
 North side
 SE side



Key Takeaways
 Rate your trails!
 If you don’t have budget, use intern or PW maintenance workers
 Art vs. Science
 Exercise!

 Evaluate trail funding
 Develop Plan
 Maintenance - crack fill, spot replacement, 
 Full reconstruction – user based + need

 Goal – long lasting cost effective trails! 
 Right treatment at right time
 Trying to get away from everything always needs full recon
 Get creative



Questions?

R.J. Kakach, City of Maple Grove
rjkakach@maplegrovemn.gov

763-494-6353

mailto:rjkakach@maplegrovemn.gov
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