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User Responsibilities
Any use of, reproduction of, sale of, or any other unauthorized duplication of this
report is prohibited. This is a draft report only, approval and/or adoption of this
report or any of its individual components has not been received by or solicited
by the author or agencies referred to in this report. Alta Planning + Design and
The State University of New York have not funded this report and are not to be
held liable/responsible for any of its information or views.

Accessibility Statement
To help ensure equal access to all information, Alta Planning + Design provides
access and accommodation to people with disabilities. For more information
please contact us at 518.857.3430 or e-mail: jthomas@altaplanning.com to
arrange in advance.

North Country Trail near Taconic Parkway, NY
Photo: Westchester County, NY Department of Planning

Alta Planning + Design is an equal opportunity employer.
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Executive Summary: Roads-with-Trails
Introduction/Project Vision
The purpose of this paper is to introduce and discuss the concept of “roads with trails”, or more
specifically as seen in the title “Shared Use Paths in Limited Access Highway Corridors”. Why
Roads with Trails? Many people have by now heard the term “Rail Trail” or about the concept of
“Rails to Trails” – converting old rail lines to shared use paths. While this movement has been
successful in the creation of hundreds of trails across the U.S. and creating new transportation
corridors from older ones, there is still more to be done. A newer concept that offers new trail right
off way opportunities is “rails with trails” or shared use paths adjacent to active rail lines. While trails
within limited access highway corridors do exist in a number of locations across the country, the
research on the topic is almost non-existent. There are a number of individual trail plans that have
had to deal with the concept, a few state Bicycle Plans have addressed design guidelines in their text,
and the group American Trails summarized an informal outreach survey in an article in December of
2004. While more research will need to be done – this effort should allow government officials,
planners, engineers, trail managers and citizens to realize that the concept is feasible and in some
cases the best bet to reach the goals of addressing new facility needs or closing gaps in existing
systems.
For the purposes of this paper the facilities discussed fall within the following constraints:
•

The trail may be located in the same right of way as the limited access highway or may be in
an adjacent separately owned right of way.

•

The trail route must be immediately adjacent, under, or over the highway or an immediately
adjacent frontage road at some point.

•

Design aspects of the trail include elements that address the proximity of the trail to the
highway. These elements include but are not limited to:
o Highway crossings
o Routing around interchanges
o Barriers between highway and trail
o Access to trail
o Trail destinations

Alta Planning + Design
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The demand for new trails is such that many communities want to get into the act. Traffic, energy
prices, health issues and desire for an improved quality of life make trails an attractive asset to a
community. Commonly, the most difficult thing about creating a new trail is finding a right of way
for the route to follow. This may involve expensive and time consuming land surveys, data
collection and intense negotiations with property owners. Looking at existing rights of way like rail
lines, utility right of ways or in this case highway corridors can be appealing to those who want to
narrow down their search for trail location and routing options.

Section I: Definitions
For the purposes of this paper, we will assume the following definitions:
•

Limited Access Highway: a road
that by design has limited access
to adjacent properties, intact
corridors, and may have extra
buffered width in it’s’ right of
way. The road could be local,
regional, state or federal (US
Highway or Interstate).

•

National Greenways System (NGS):
A proposed nationwide system
of connections between existing
greenways, trails, and trail systems.

Photo – Golden Gate Bridge, CA Bicycle Pedestrian Access
Source: Robert Ashworth

Key Links will include existing
Interstate Highway Corridors.
•

Trail: Any single or shared use path (bike, pedestrian, inline skate, or equestrian) of any
surface that serves the primary purpose of recreation and or a travel route.

•

Trail System: Any connection of more than one distinct trail managed by one
organization/partnership or defined as a system by its designation.

•

Greenway: Any existing or proposed corridor open space protection project.

Alta Planning + Design
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The Intermodal Surface Transportation Act of 1991 (ISTEA) first authorized federal
transportation dollars to be spent on bicycle and pedestrian projects. The Transportation Equity
Act of 1998 (TEA-21) was the first time that federal dollars were authorized to be spent on
bicycle pedestrian projects within Interstate Highway Corridors.

“National Highway System funds may be used to construct bicycle transportation facilities and
pedestrian walkways on land adjacent to any highway on the National Highway System,
including Interstate highways.” 23 USC Section 217 (b)

Map 1: – National Greenways Plan Source: John B. Thomas 9/06
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Section II: Literature Review
There are few current engineering standards for evaluating the suitability of limited access highway
& their corridors for bicycle and pedestrian use or development of shared use paths in their
corridors. In fact there are many states that still have guidelines prohibiting the practice despite the
revision of the funding statutes that came with TEA-21 in 1998. However, there have been a few
manuals and plans that have addressed the design of these facilities, most notably the Oregon
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan of 1995. The AASHTO Guide to the Design of Bicycle Facilities (1993),
known to some as the "Bike book", also has a section on shared use paths adjacent to roadways,
with 10 reasons for not doing it. The Bike Book also discusses the accommodation of bicycle
facilities on and around freeways and interchanges.
The book Trails for the 21st Century (Flink; Olka; et al., 2000) which is used as a textbook for the
State University of New York’s course in Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning, addresses design and
alignment issues with respect to adjacent roadways and typical user accommodations. Roadway
intersection treatments design and safety need to be considered when considering trails that are
adjacent to or cross roadways.
There was also a study done by the Mineta Transportation institute in 1991 and updated by the
University of Utah (Cottrell, 2004) that addressed bicycle and pedestrian safety on freeways. While
the Mineta study talks about use of the freeways themselves due to these being the only link options
in some cases, adjacent separated facilities are recommended.
Despite limited recognition of these facilities as feasible, they have been built and continue to be
planned. The earliest examples of a trail in a limited access highway setting can be traced back to the
late 19th and early 20th Centuries when the parkways in the New York City area were being proposed.
They were designed and built to be limited access highways along with adjacent facilities for bicycles
(after 1894) and pedestrians/bridal paths (proposed by Fredrick Law Olmsted as early as 1873).
Even Robert Moses added adjacent pathways to his parkways in his early days of building the Bronx
River Parkway and the Northern/Southern Parkways on Long Island. (Faust, 2006)
The history of these facilities can be seen below in pictures of Ocean Parkway in Brooklyn in 1894
and 2006.
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8

Shared Use Paths in Limited Access Highway Corridors

*

Photo: Ocean Parkway Brooklyn, 1894 Source: NYSOPRHP Archives

*

Section III: Road with Trail Development Research Process
A typology of Bicycle and Pedestrian facilities next to Limited Access Highways was developed and
case studies of existing facilities were summarized by the author. A similar template of case studies
Photo: Ocean Parkway Brooklyn, NY, 2006 Source: Seth Holladay
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was also developed by Alta Planning+Design in 2006 (Dundee Memo, 2006).This template was
revised and updated to meet the typology and chosen case studies for the purposes of this paper.
Case Studies of Existing facilities were chosen based on the following attributes:
•

Type of Highway

•

Implementation (Facility must have already been built)

•

Geographic Location

•

Adjacent Land Use

•

Barriers between Highway & Facility

•

Intersection Treatments

•

Interchange Treatments

Why are Trails and Greenways Important?
As we enter the 21st Century, the demand for safe, reliable, alternative means of
transportation is ever increasing. Increasing the use of bicycle and pedestrian oriented
transportation will help us meet this demand. We must plan for a future of options. People must
have the option to bike; they must have the option to walk; they must have the option to take public
transit; and they must begin to think that these are the safer more reliable options of transportation.
No longer will building new roads be the primary thought when dealing with urban or rural growth.
Conflicting land uses and the loss of open space will continue to increase as populations increase.
Though the automobile is an important means of transit, we can not continue to rely on it alone.
The automobile can be included as a crucial piece in the Intermodal transit puzzle, but it is not the
only piece. Intermodal connections include, but are not limited to: cars with bikes, buses with bikes,
walking to buses, driving biking/walking to rail or any combination of these ideas.
How can we take a safety, energy conscious nation that feels safe in their efficient cars and
get them out on their feet and bikes? There are many options, from on-street bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, designing and building better places to live and work, to providing off-street facilities for
cycling and walking. The highway trails framework will focus on the third example, providing offstreet facilities for cycling and walking. Multiple use trails have the opportunity to become the
recreation areas of choice as well as a much larger percentage of the total daily transportation trips
Alta Planning + Design
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Section IV: Case Studies & Existing Conditions
There are at least 30 shared use paths across the US that are in or adjacent to Limited Access
Highway Corridors. There are many more that are near the corridors or their access roads that have
design features that have to deal with their closeness to the highway. An ongoing web survey should
add to the database of existing and proposed facilities.
Case Study Samples
What: Mountains to Sound Greenway
Where: Washington State, USA
Key Features: National Scenic Byway, Puget Sound, Cascade Mountains, Numerous State and
Federal Lands
Primary Use: Recreation
Approximate Length: 100+ Miles
Primary Management: Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust (Public/Private Partnership)
Original Route Follows: Primarily New Trail Construction, linking existing federal and state trails
(Source: Mountains to Sound Conservancy, 2001)

Photo: Trail adjacent to I-90 Floating Bridge Seattle, WA (Source: Robert Ashworth www.theslowlane.com)
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What: Vail Recreation Path and Eagle River
Recreation Path
Where: Vail/Avon, Eagle County, Colorado, USA
Interstate: I-70, Colorado, USA
Key Features: Adjacent National Scenic Byway, Vail
Pass, Eagle River, White River National Forest
Primary Use: Recreation, some commuter trips
Approximate Length: 7+ miles each, 20+ miles once
complete
Primary Management: Town(s) of Vail, and Avon,
Colorado, Eagle County Colorado, USDA
Photo: Vail Recreation Path near Vail Pass Source: Seattle Cycling Club
Forest Service, Colorado Department of
Transportation
Original Route follows: old US Highway 6 – Replaced by Interstate 70
(Source: USDA Forest Service)

What: Mohawk-Hudson Bike-Hike Trail
Where: Albany, New York
Interstate: I-787, New York, USA
Approximate Length: <7 miles
Key Features: Hudson River
Primary Use: Recreation, Seasonal Commuting
Primary Management: City of Albany
(Source: www.cdtcmpo.org)

Photo: Mohawk Hudson Bike Trail Source: John B. Thomas

What: Charter Oak Greenway
Where: Manchester, Connecticut
Interstate: I-84, Connecticut, USA
Approximate Length: <7 miles
Key Features: Varied Interchange Crossings,
Parks along Way
Primary Use: Recreation, Seasonal Commuting
Primary Management:
Manchester Parks & Recreation
Department
(Source: Manchester, CT Parks & Recreation)
Photo: Charter Oak Greenway Crossing at end of Exit Ramp,
Source: John B. Thomas
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What: East Bank Esplanade
Where: Portland, Oregon
Interstate: I-5, Connecticut, USA
Approximate Length: 3 miles
Key Features: Floating Walkways,
Vertical Lift Bridge Crossing
Primary Use: Recreation, Commuting
Primary Management:
City of Portland Bureau of Parks &
Recreation
Source: Portland Metro

Photo: East Bank Esplanade, Portland, Oregon
Source: Alta Planning + Design

What: Bronx River Greenway
Where: Bronx, NY
Interstate: Bronx River Pkwy, NY
Approximate Length: 23 miles, once complete
Key Features: Parkway
Primary Use: Recreation, Commuting
Primary Management:
Westchester County, City of Bronx, Bronx
River Alliance
(Source: Westchester County, NY Dept. of
Planning)

Photo: Bronx & Pelham Parkway Trail near Pelham Bay Park
Source: Seth Halladay
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Case studies were further evaluated based on the benefits and drawbacks to different design aspects
of the facility. The following table shows a summary of the findings.
Common Benefits

Common Drawbacks

Grade separated facilities improved user
experience and reduced user/vehicle conflict

Minimal Separation in some locations from high
speed traffic detracted from user experience

Access to a variety of areas like commercial
areas, residential areas, water and public lands

Difficult terminal ramp intersection crossings
due to high volume, high speeds, and roadway
widths

Facilities benefit from clear directional and
warning signage

Design Costs are high due to integration with
existing or proposed highway infrastructure

Access to trail facilities from rest areas should be provided for at all logical points. These rest area
access points provide convenient shared parking and amenity facilities for trail and highway users.
The rest areas can become destination access points in themselves rather than just service stops
along the highway.
The design guidelines put forth into this document take into account these common benefits and
drawbacks found in existing facilities. A case study matrix was developed to give details behind the
existing design conditions and the common drawbacks and benefits of different facilities.

The map and matrix on the following pages show some of the other existing facilities and their
location by state.

Alta Planning + Design
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Figure 1 Table: Highway Corridors and Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities/Treatments
Bicycle/Pedestrian
Facilities
• Off-street path
• Bicycle lanes
and/or sidewalks
on parallel streets

Type of Separation from Vehicle
Traffic
• Horizontal and vertical
setbacks
• Sound walls
• Guardrails
• Fencing
• Landscaping

• Off-street path
• Bicycle lanes
and/or sidewalks
on parallel streets

I-66 (Arlington,
VA)

Corridor
I-205

Interchange Treatments
• Grade-separated crossings
• Route bike/ped traffic to ramp terminal
intersections

Intersection Treatments
• Signalized ramp terminal
intersections with crosswalks
• Un-signalized intersections with
crosswalks

Benefits
• Grade-separated crossings improve user
experience and reduce conflicts between vehicles
and non-motorized traffic
• Most intersections have facilities to serve various
non-motorized users (i.e., curb ramps)
• Horizontal and vertical setbacks enhance user
experience
• Multiple access points to adjacent residential
neighborhoods and other bike/ped destinations
• Facility includes directional and warning signage

Drawbacks
• Minimal separation (in some locations) between bike/ped
traffic and high-speed vehicle traffic creates negative user
experience
• Difficult ramp terminal intersection crossings due to wide
streets, high vehicle turning movement volumes and relatively
high vehicle turning speeds

• Sound walls
• Guardrails
• Fencing

• Grade-separated crossings
• Route bike/ped traffic to ramp terminal
intersections

Signalized ramp terminal
intersections with crosswalks

• Grade-separated crossings improve user
experience and reduce conflicts between vehicles
and non-motorized traffic
• Most intersections have facilities to serve various
non-motorized users (i.e., curb ramps)
• Multiple access points to adjacent residential
neighborhoods and other bike/ped destinations
• Facility includes directional and warning signage

• Minimal separation between bike/ped traffic and high-speed
vehicle traffic creates negative user experience
• Difficult ramp terminal intersection crossings due to wide
streets, high vehicle turning movement volumes and relatively
high vehicle turning speeds

Off-street path (in
most locations)

• Horizontal and vertical
setbacks
• Sound walls
• Guardrails
• Fencing
• Landscaping

• Grade-separated crossings
• Route bike/ped traffic to ramp terminal
intersections

Signalized ramp terminal
intersections with crosswalks

• Horizontal and vertical setbacks (in most locations)
enhance user experience
• Multiple access points to adjacent residential
neighborhoods and other bike/ped destinations

Minimal separation (in some locations) between bike/ped traffic
and high-speed vehicle traffic creates negative user experience

I-70 (Glenwood
Canyon, CO)

Off-street path

Vertical setbacks

 Grade Separated Crossings

Un-signalized intersections with
crosswalks

• Horizontal and vertical setbacks (in most locations)
enhance user experience
• Access to Public Lands trails (National Forest and
BLM) enhance experience
• Tie in with rest areas and river access at multiple
points

Grade separation and deign with landscape (river / canyon)
enhances user experience

I-80 (Reno, NV)

• Off-street path
• Shoulders, bicycle
lanes and/or
sidewalks on
parallel streets

• Horizontal and vertical
setbacks
• Fencing
• Landscaping

Route bike/ped traffic to ramp terminal
intersections

Signalized/un-signalized ramp
terminal intersections with/without
crosswalks

• Horizontal and vertical setbacks (in most locations)
enhance user experience
• Multiple access points to adjacent residential
neighborhoods and other bike/ped destinations
• Facility includes directional and warning signage

Minimal separation (in some locations) between bike/ped traffic
and high-speed vehicle traffic creates negative user experience

I-384
(Manchester,
CT)

Off-Street Path

• Horizontal and vertical
setbacks
• Fencing (Required by
Connecticut Dot)

• Grade-separated crossings
• Route bike/ped traffic to ramp terminal
intersections
• Excellent examples of using cross
highways to continue through
interchange

• Signalized ramp terminal
intersections with crosswalks
• Un-signalized intersections with
crosswalks

• Horizontal and vertical setbacks (in most locations)
enhance user experience
• Multiple access points to adjacent residential
neighborhoods and parks

Minimal separation between bike/ped traffic and high-speed
vehicle traffic creates negative user experience in some areas

Portland, OR

I-84
Portland, OR

Source: Alta Planning + DesignResearch for Newburgh - Dundee Study
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Section V: Design Aspects
There are a number of design aspects that need to
be dealt with, with respect to designing a shared
use path in or near a limited access highway
corridor.
The issues that are most likely to be encountered
are separation of the path and the highway,
barriers between the path and highway, grade
separated crossings of intersecting highways or

Photo: Androscoggin River Trail crossing of US 1 Interchange
Source: Maine Department of Transportation

natural features and routing around interchanges.
Crossings of intersecting highways,
natural features and interchanges can
be done in a variety of ways. Options
include going over top of an
intersecting road or natural feature via
bridge or causeway or routing adjacent
to the feature using existing space
adjacent to highway or natural feature
or cantilevering over feature.
Barriers such as fences or concrete
Barriers should be used when setback
from the highway is 10 feet or less
(Guideline for trails along Active rail
corridor, FHWA, 2002) . Fencing types
should be compliant foremost with
safety regulations for the highway
regulations and vehicle safety.
Besides fencing or barriers, separation

Figure 2: Typical Trail Over-crossings Source: Alta Planning + Design

between the highway and the path can be
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accomplished in a number of other ways and may be a combination of treatments. These
separations include grade separation and/or natural or landscaped vegetation.
Physical distance should also be a factor when determining appropriate placement of the trail facility.
The greater the distance the better but routine practices should include more barrier types the closer
the trail is to the highway. If there is an adjacent service road one should consider possibly placing
the trail facility on the opposite side of the service road as the main limited access highway corridor
if the service road has limited access to it as well.
Over-crossings of highways or natural features
or intersecting highways typically encountered
when designing this type of facility. These can
be stand alone facilities like bridges or
causeways or facilities that are cantilevered off
of the highway lanes itself. Access to overcrossings should be carefully considered to
comply with grade requirements as set forth by
the Americans with Disabilities (ADA) act.
Grade and distance separation of paths along
with the barrier placement are other common
ways to separate trails from the road. State
departments of transportation should be
encouraged to leave adequate should space at
highway undercrossings to allow for possible
future trail additions.
Figure 3: Trail/Highway Under-crossings
Source: Alta Planning + Design
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Ph

Photo: Bonneville Shoreline Trail, Utah
Source: www.bonneville-trail.org

Figure 4: Typical Highway Trail Cross Sections Source: Alta Planning + Design

Section VI: Operational Aspects
In order to operate a multiple use trail next
to a highway corridor, there are many
operational issues that need to be addressed.
Annual maintenance including but not
limited to:


surface repair



debris cleaning



trash pickup



vegetation management



snow removal



sign maintenance



paint markings

Alta Planning + Design
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Typical maintenance costs for a shared use path are around $6,500-$10,000 per mile (Flink et al.,
2001). Highway maintenance may occasionally impact trail use through closures or detours. This
information should be clearly identified at trail access points. Maintenance needs to be coordinated
with the right of way owners and responsibilities should be well defined. Defining management and
maintenance responsibilities is especially important where trails cross multiple jurisdictions or the
planning and implementation of the trail was done by a partnership of multiple teaming partners
from different agencies.
Regulation of types of uses allowed in the corridor also needs to be
addressed. One should expect that all types of users will want to
use the facility and potential conflicts should be minimized. These
users may include pedestrians, cyclists, strollers, skateboarders,
rollerbladers, and/or equestrian users. Motorized use typically can
not be accommodated on the shared use path facility and should be
prohibited. Within these user groups there are sub-types
of users for example joggers versus walkers, the
commuting cyclist versus the recreation cyclist, or
variations in age and ability groups. Segregation of user
types via signage and/or pavement marking should be
considered especially as use volumes increase.
Trail etiquette signage (seen at right) showing how
different user groups can accommodate each other can be
posted. Seasonal changes in user types should also be
addressed. For example, allowances for cross country
skiing in a winter setting and or possible prohibition of
use by snowmobiles.

Trail safety and security needs to be addressed in all
operational management plans for a shared use

Photo: I-670 Bike Trail Sound Barrier – Columbus, Ohio

facility. Proximity of the facility to a high-volume,
Alta Planning + Design
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high-speed road means that extra steps should be taken to allow for safety and security of its users.
These extra steps typically include barriers between the trail and the highway (as discussed in the
design section) and possibly a notification system for highway accidents that may affect the trail.
Lighting in high commuter use areas or seasonal temporal opening and closing times (“Open Dawn
to Dusk” can also be ways to enhance trail security and safety. Law enforcement agencies should be
requested to incorporate trail access points and trail corridors into regular patrol routes. Informal or
formal trail patrols can also be implemented during higher user times.
Any successful trail facility should be managed as a good neighbor to adjacent schools, businesses
and residents. Parking and access management plans should take into account the possibility that the
facility may have an overflow of cars at major access points on certain days of the year.
Well planned facilities ideally should be layed out to allow the majority of users to access it via
walking or cycling directly from the adjacent schools, businesses, residences or transit stops.

Section VII: Prioritization, Policy, & Funding
Regions and municipalities are subject to existing and ongoing planning processes and results that
may or may not prioritize bicycle and pedestrian facilities. A nationwide movement called
“Complete Streets” (www.completestreets.org) encourages communities and regions to account for
bicycle and pedestrian needs in all of their planning for new roadway projects. Model ordinances are
available that municipalities of all sizes can adopt for themselves. The Virginia State Department of
Transportation has put forth a policy called VTRANS 2025 that requires attention to bicycle and
pedestrian users in all VDOT transportation projects (www.vtrans.org). Other states have similar
guidelines though it is sometimes up to the local project initiators and advocates to “remind” the
DOT of their policies and guidelines. Policies and guidelines should be specific when talking about
types of bicycle and pedestrian facilities to include with roadway projects. For example, highway
river Crossings should always include accommodation for cyclists and pedestrians, limited access
highway projects should corridor space adjacent to the highway and under over passes for addition
of trail facilities late. New highway construction and repair should always consider the addition of
adjacent facilities when planning for design and funding projects.
Funding of and prioritization between a variety of transportation improvements often comes down
to repair of existing facilities or resolution of safety issues. Enhancing the transportation system as a
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whole through the completion of missing links and the addition of transportation options for
travelers should be the next step. Policy standards and guidelines discussed above can help suggest
or even mandate the inclusion of funding of projects.
Finding certain state and federal funding for trail projects in highway corridors can sometimes be
easier than funding trail projects not in the highway corridors. Federal interstate highway funds can
only be used for bicycle and pedestrian facilities if they are in the highway right of way. State funding
programs like the Marchaselli funding program in New York State (New York State Legislature,
2005) have been adjusted to allow for spending on bicycle and pedestrian facilities but only if the
project is in the state Highway Right of way.
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are to "be considered, where appropriate, with all new
construction and reconstruction of transportation facilities." Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA21) June 9, 1998

Survey Pilot Test & Future Research Needs
One of the outgrowths of this study is the realization that a larger information gathering effort is
needed to effectively create a complete best practices tool for evaluating shared use paths in limited
access highway corridors. In order to facilitate the ongoing effort a survey has been developed that
can be used for trail managers of existing facilities to determine important issues behind their
facilities.
The survey questions include
references to the following:
•

Liability

•

Barriers

•

Length

•

Width of trail and right of way

•

Security

•

Maintenance

•

Funding

•

Trail usage versus Highway
Volumes
Figure 5: Example of Highway Trail Manager Survey Source: Survey Monkey
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•

Management Environment (who, how, & attitude).

Initial survey results are highlighted by the following:


100% of those surveyed identified their trails as key parts of a regional or statewide trail
system



Trail widths ranged from 8-14 feet



The most common distance from the road to the trail was 10-20 feet



100% of the trails had a barrier of some sort between the highway and trail. The most
common barriers were “jersey barriers” (concrete barrier), fence, guard rails, and or
vegetation



Interchange crossings usually included routing parallel to ramps with at-grade crossings at
the end of the ramp



100% of the trails were asphalt surfaced on at least some segment of their trail



Adjacent Highway Speed Limits ranged from 55 mph to 75 mph



83% of trails were maintained by a local or regional parks agency



80% of trails had K-8 Schools within 2 Miles of some point of trail



83% of trails had some sort of utility easement in corridor



100% of trails prohibited motorized use

Figure 6: Use Types results from online survey
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Initial survey results were augmented by responses and discussion of the topic on the Association of
Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals e-mail Listserv. The survey will have a second outreach to
include State Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinators in 2007.
Survey respondents were also asked for some best practices ideas for those considering planning or
implementing highway trails. Comments key to successful planning included:


“start early coordination with highway agency”



“Work with DOT to combine trail alignment with their "Incident Management" program.
Carefully placed trails can be used for emergency vehicle access to incidents”

Other Research Needs include the following:
•

Constraints Analysis: A detailed analysis of various constraints to developing such a system
including but not limited to safety, cost, and oversight

•

High Speed Access Highway and Interchange Crossings (the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan deals with this on limited basis (ODOT, 1995 pages 133-138)

•

Funding Sources: Public/Private Partnerships

•

Developing a Method for Discussion on the National Greenway System Concept and
initiating Outreach for planning team members

•

Presentation of Concept to/via American Trails.org, American Bicycle and Pedestrian
Coalition, Conferences, Transportation Research Board
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Conclusion
The idea of placing a shared use trail in or
near a limited access highway is not a
brand new one but it is an idea that
should become more prevalent in the
future. With increasing populations,
greater traffic volumes, rising energy
prices, focus on healthy activities and the
desire for an enhanced quality of life the
demand for shared use paths should
continue to increase. At the same time
sprawling land use development patterns
continue to eat away at the potential
corridors for trail facilities. Developing
policies such as “Complete Streets” and
following through with the
recommendations set forth in federal
transportation funding that all highway
projects should account for bicycle and
pedestrian needs in the planning and

Photos: Glenwood Canyon Recreation Path
Source: Matthew Salek

design of future projects should help
these types of facilities not be forgotten and to be successful. Understanding the feasibility behind
creative placement of shared use trails in places such as adjacent to an interstate highway, a parkway
or any limited access road will help planners, politicians, engineers and citizens develop new
transportation networks and complete missing links of existing networks while enhancing quality of
life.
"We expect every transportation agency to make accommodation for bicycling and walking a
routine part of their planning, design, construction, operations and maintenance activities"
Source: FHWA TEA-21 Bicycle & Pedestrian Guidance Memorandum, February, 1999
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Appendix: Trail Manager Survey
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)

23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)
34)
35)
36)
37)

What is the Name of the Trail:
What Type of Terrain does the Trail Pass through:
For how many miles does the trail run along an active highway corridor?
How wide is the full highway corridor?
How wide is the trail?
What is the minimum distance between the highway edge and trail?
(Measurement from the shoulder line to the nearest edge of the trail.
(average, minimum, maximum)
Is there a barrier separating the highway and trail?
Does the trail cross the highway?
How are Interchanges/Exit Ramps dealt with?
What agency owns the adjacent highway corridor?
What was the agencies attitude to the trail?
What type of highway line does the trail run alongside?
How many lanes is the highway?
Approximately AADT of adjacent Highway
Do peak hours of highway use correspond with peak hours of trail use?
What is the approximate maximum vehicle speed?
What is the approximate number of trail users annually?
Is the trail insured against liability?
Who insures the trail?
Is the trail manager required to indemnify the agency against liability?
Was insurance difficult to acquire?
Have any highway related crashes occurred on the trail? (This question
includes only those crashes caused by the path being adjacent to an active
highway, such as direct trail user-vehicle collisions or crashes caused by
debris left on the path by vehicles.)
Have any highway related incident claims been filed against your agency since
the trail opened for use?
Are you aware of any claims being filed against the agency?
Who is primarily responsible for trail maintenance?
How much is spent on maintenance annually?
Does highway maintenance infringe upon the trail corridor?
Does your agency own the highway corridor?
If your agency does own the corridor, how much did you pay for it?
Did you obtain an easement?
From whom was your easement obtained?
How was your trail funded?
How did you get the trail approved? Describe the process:
What is the extent of problems with accidents, vandalism, trespassing other
damage to property, and other problems on the trail?
Is there a pattern to these incidents?
Were any problems, such as trespass, relieved by the Trail?
Any lighting or night use of trails?
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38)
39)
40)
41)
42)
43)
44)
45)
46)
47)

Problems associated with highway operations and maintenance, such as
flying debris or other complaints, such as discomfort with proximity to the
highway?
Any impact on trail from utility easements?
Describe monitoring efforts (e.g., public and/or private patrolling, video
surveillance)?
Any safety education programs for trail users?
Describe any contract or agreement provision relating to the trail that
impacts the liability of the Transportation Department, government, or trail
managers:
Describe any agreements indemnifying the trail operators, or governments:
Describe any special requirements in agreements for the Highway Trail (e.g.,
fencing, indemnification, insurance):
Is there liability insurance, individually for the Highway Trail, trail managers,
railroads, government, or, in the alternative, is there an umbrella policy.
Who are the insurers? What is the cost? And, are there any notable
limitations or exclusions from coverage:
Since this study will define “best practices” for planning, development,
operations and maintenance of highways with trails projects, what “best
practices” would you suggest?
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Appendix II: Highway Trails in the US
Trail Name
Highway Name
Glenwood Canyon Recreation Path
I-70
Custis Trail
I-66
Mohawk-Hudson Bike Hike Path
I-787
Erie Canalway Trail
I-90
Eastbank Esplanade
I-5
Old Glenn Highway Trail
Glenn Highway
Androscoggin River Bicycle Path
US Route 1
Vail Recreation Path
I-70
I-670 Bike Path
I-670
Charter Oak Greenway
I-84/I-384
Indian Creek Trail
I-435
Bonneville Shoreline Trail
I-80/I-215
Springfield River Walk
I-91
Mountains to Sound Greenway
I-90
Seminole Wekiva Trail
I-4
South County Trailway
I-87/I-287
Bronx River Parkway
Bronx River Path Way
I-195/Aviation Blvd
BWI Trail

Type of highway
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes

Highway Designation
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
State or County Highway
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
Interstate
State or County Highway
State or County Highway
Interstate

I-205 Corridor Trail
I-84 Bikeway
Suncoast Parkway
Bay Trail
Trinity River Trail
Route 390 Trail
Military Ridge Trail
Franconia Notch Bike Path

Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Freeway (6-8 Lanes)
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes
Limited Access Highway (2-4) Lanes

Interstate
Interstate
Tollway
Interstate
Interstate
State or County Highway
US Highway
Interstate

I-205
I-84
I-4
I-5
I-30
I-390
US151/US18
I-93
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Evaluation Segment
End Point
End point
Glenwood Springs
Dotsero
Bon Air Park Key Bridge
Albany
Cohoes
Schenectady Buffalo
Portland
Portland
Indian Creek Girdwood
Brunswick
Brunswick
Dowd Junction Frisco
Columbus
Columbus
Hartford
Manchester
Overland Park Overland Park
Salt Lake City Parleys Crossing
Chicopee
Springfield
Seattle
Spokane
altamonte springs sanford
Eastview
New York City
Bronx
Bronx
Linthicum
BWI

Length
(in miles)
12
4
15
urban, suburban, rural
348
urban, suburban, rural
1.5
rural
6
urban, rural
2.63
rural
21
urban/suburban
3.5
urban/suburban
4
urban/suburban
1.5
urban, suburban, rural
90
urban
3.7
rural
100
suburban
14
New York/New Jersey urban
6.4
New York
Urban
14
Maryland
suburban
12.5

State
Colorado
Virginia
New York
New York
Oregon
Alaska
Maine
Colorado
Ohio
Connecticut
Kansas
Utah
Massachusetts
Washington
Florida

Type of land use
rural
urban/suburban
urban

Vancouver, Wa Oregon/Washington
Dalles
Oregon
Crystal River Florida
Berkeley
Calfornia
Fort Work
Texas
Rochester
New York
Dodgeville
Wisconsin
Franconia Notch Franconia Noth New Hampshire

Gladstone, OR
Portland
Tampa
Berkeley
Fort Worth
Greece
Madison

urban
urban, suburban, rural
urban, suburban, rural

urban
urban
suburban
suburban
rural
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9
4
42
150
5
6.9
40
5

