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Executive Summary

Study Background and Objectives

The trail gap analysis study was intended to be the first step in a long-term process shedding 
new light on gaps in the statewide trail network and revealing attitudes that will help shape trail 
building strategies and funding policies over the next five years or more.

The first phase of the study began in September 2008, when DCNR and Penn State University 
began collecting detailed descriptions of critical gaps, disconnections and areas devoid of 
footpaths, right-of-ways, and off-road vehicle tracks in Pennsylvania’s rapidly growing network 
of trails. Twenty-two major trail organizations statewide were initially asked to submit 
descriptions of their top ten priority trail gaps. These 22 major trail organizations were selected 
based on their extensive work of planning, building and maintaining the major trails that 
comprise the “backbone” of a statewide trail network described in Pennsylvania Greenways: An 
Action Plan for Creating Connections, prepared in 2001.

While the study’s first phase was designed to identify physical locations of major trail gaps, the 
second phase was designed to assess location-based priorities, social factors and organizational 
barriers to filling the gaps. Two hundred eighty-two “expert” advocates sampled from a limited 
number of trail club leaders and affiliate organizations voiced their opinions on key issues and 
priorities related to trail development. Though these individuals did not represent average 
residents or even avid trail users, they provided insights into the attitudes of many of the 
Commonwealth’s most active trail planners, builders and custodians.
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Phase 1: Pennsylvania Trail Gap Inventory

To participate in the Trail Gap Inventory, the DCNR-Penn State study team identified 22 
statewide or regional trail advocacy organizations with extensive experience planning, building 
and maintaining the major trails that comprise the “backbone” of a statewide trail network 
described in Pennsylvania Greenways: An Action Plan for Creating Connections (2001). The 
study team asked a contact person (typically an officer) from each organization to identify up to 
10 important trail gaps and voids in Pennsylvania’s trail system. (For the purposes of this study, a 
gap was defined as “a missing link or connector between existing trails” and a void was defined 
as “a geographic area with insufficient trails available.”) Participants included one statewide and 
several regional rails-to-trails organizations; regional greenway commissions; National Scenic 
Trail organizations; statewide groups representing equestrians, hikers, mountain bicyclers, off-
highway/all-terrain vehicle riders and snowmobilers; and one regional organization representing 
cross-country skiers.

Participants documented each trail gap or void by logging onto an online data-collection site 
(Survey Monkey) to upload as much of the following information as possible:

•	 Contact information for the organization and individual submitting the information. 
•	 The name/location of the trail gap or void. 
•	 A detailed narrative description of where the gap or void is located. 
•	 A narrative explanation of why gap or void is important. 
•	 A description of land ownership in the area of the gap or void. 
•	 The location and characteristics (including trail name, uses, and access points) of existing 

trails in the area. 
•	 (If applicable) Surface material, tread width, and corridor width of existing trails that 

would be linked by filling the trail gap or void. 
•	 (If applicable) Contact information for organization(s) responsible for managing and 

maintaining trails in the area that would link to the gap or void.

Finally, participants were asked to submit copies of any available maps or other documents 
that would help specify the location and characteristics of the gap or void. Maps and other 
documents could be submitted by uploading electronic files to the data-collection site or 
mailing a compact disc or paper copies.

The research team contacted all potential participants via e-mail and/or postal mail in August 
2008, and encouraged them to consult with officers and board members of their organizations 
to identify up to ten important gaps and voids in land-based trails in the geographic area where 
the organization operates and to submit this information. Participants could access the online 
data-collection site from August through December 2008.
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Trail group representatives documented a total of 107 gaps and voids in 41 counties distributed 
throughout the state. Spatial data has been recorded in DNCR’s geographic information system 
(see Map below), and information about other trail characteristics has been added to the  
GIS database. 

Map of trail gaps and voids identified in  
the Pennsylvania Trail Gap Inventory. May, 2009.

Phase 2: Pennsylvania Trail Gap Priorities Survey

This survey was conducted to reveal attitudes that will help shape trail building strategies and 
funding policies over the next five years or more. The study population included 530 individuals 
who were identified as advocates for Pennsylvania trails by 22 statewide or regional trail 
organizations with extensive experience planning, building and maintaining the major trails that 
comprise the “backbone” of a statewide trail network described in Pennsylvania Greenways: An 
Action Plan for Creating Connections (2001). These individuals were asked to complete either 
an online or paper questionnaire that solicited their perspective on priorities for filling trail 
gaps and voids. The questionnaire also asked participants to indicate the relative importance 
of various factors influencing trail development. This questionnaire included importance 
rating scales for nine geographic priorities, eight social or experiential priorities, and eight 
organizational priorities, as well as questions about experience and recommendations for trail 
development and maintenance, affiliation with trail-based organizations, and participation 
in trail-based activities. The questionnaire was available to potential participants from late 
November 2008 through early February 2009.
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Trail Gaps in Major Greenways of Pennsylvania
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Figure: Participation in trail-based activities by respondents in Trail Gap Priorities Survey.

A total of 282 responses were received (53% response rate). Participants were affiliated with 
trail user groups, trail planning organizations such as rails-to-trails, regional greenways, heritage 
areas or conservancies, and public agencies, advisory committees, or advocacy groups (see 
Figure below).

Survey respondents were also asked how often they participated in 16 different trail-based 
activities (see Figure below). On average, they reported participating “frequently” in trail work 
and walking; “occasionally” in day-hiking and bicycling; and “rarely” in 12 other trail-based 
activities.

Figure: Primary affiliation of participants in Trail Gap Priorities Survey.



�

Survey participants were asked to rank the importance of geographic, social or experiential, 
and organization issues related to trail planning and development. Among geographic issues, 
respondents assigned the highest importance to:

•	 Providing connections between existing trails;
•	 Closing a gap within an existing trail; and
•	 Building trails that connect communities to each other.

Respondents assigned less importance to:

•	 Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, game lands, etc.);
•	 Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, shopping areas, and workplaces within 

communities;
•	 Providing convenient trailheads and access points;
•	 Building trails that provide access to remote areas;
•	 Providing trails within walking distance of users’ homes; and
•	 Connecting neighborhoods to schools.

Among social or experiential issues, respondents assigned the highest importance to:

•	 Providing access to outstanding natural scenery; and
•	 Providing trails that accommodate more than one user group.

Much less importance was assigned to the following six social or experiential issues:

•	 Providing trails that are accessible for users with disabilities;
•	 Providing access to opportunities for solitude;
•	 Providing easy opportunities;
•	 Providing access to historic or other cultural resources;
•	 Providing challenging opportunities; and
•	 Providing trails that can be accessed by public transportation.

Among organizational issues, respondents assigned the highest importance to:

•	 Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be lost to development;
•	 Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow trail development; and
•	 Ensuring a high level of local support.

The following five organizational issues were ranked much lower in importance:

•	 Maximizing local economic development;
•	 Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with private organizations;
•	 Establishing private funding partnerships for maintaining trails;
•	 Establishing private funding partnerships for building trails; and
•	 Establishing trail construction partnerships with private organizations.
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Overall, most survey participants considered acquisition of trail right-of-ways to be highly 
important, especially in areas where the opportunity for a trail might soon be lost to urban 
or suburban development. At the same time, many participants felt that is was important to 
take full advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow trail development near or within their 
properties; close gaps on existing trails; provide connections between trails; provide access to 
outstanding natural scenery; and establish trails that accommodate more than one user group.

After ranking the importance of different trail development issues, respondents were asked 
to describe responsibilities related to “filling trail gaps and voids” that “make the most sense 
for your organization to accept.”  Researchers used content analysis to group the answers into 
themes. Among individuals whose primary organizational affiliation was with one of the trail 
user groups (hiking, horseback riding, snowmobiling, etc.), operational responsibilities were 
identified most often, including (in descending order):

•	 Trail maintenance and stewardship activities,
•	 Trail management activities,
•	 Trail construction, and
•	 Supplying user information such as maps and brochures.

Among individuals whose primary organizational affiliation was with one of the greenways, 
heritage areas, conservancies, or public agencies, or an advisory or advocacy group, 
organizational responsibilities were identified most often, including (in descending order):

•	 Advocating and promoting trail development,
•	 Coordinating and/or assisting local groups,
•	 Supervision of design, contracting, and construction,
•	 Developing and maintaining relationships with landowners,
•	 Fundraising, and
•	 Planning trail development. 

Respondents were also asked to reply to two open-ended questions and describe their own 
experience addressing the need to fund trail development and maintenance. Content analysis 
of responses to these two questions revealed similar themes. The theme that occurred most 
often was seeking diverse funding sources — federal, state, local, and private money. Individuals 
described going about this differently, however. Some advocated seeking federal or state money 
first, and then using it to attract local and private funds, while others advocated the opposite. 
Other common themes included building and coordinating community or regional support; 
recruiting volunteers; and fund raising. Rather than describing their own experiences seeking 
funding, some respondents chose to suggest “solutions” to the funding challenge. These 
included simplifying DCNR’s grant writing process and/or providing more support; increasing the 
availability of federal transportation enhancement funds from the Pennsylvania Department  
of Transportation; and (particularly among individuals affiliated with motorized trail use) trail 
user fees, a dedicated fuel tax, and dedication of registration fees entirely to trail development 
and maintenance.
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Recommendations

•	 Numerous participants expressed a need for additional training, guidance, and 
information about obtaining funding and other resources for trail projects. This need is 
both an opportunity and a challenge for DCNR, particularly at a time when DCNR faces 
its own budget challenges.

•	 Although it is not surprising that individuals from trail user organizations and trail 
planning and advocacy organizations envision being suited to take on different types of 
responsibilities, the difference is worth remembering. Partner organizations are most 
likely to be successful when they take on tasks they consider to be appropriate.  

•	 Trail advocates were deliberately sought out to participate in this study. This was 
appropriate because individuals who are knowledgeable about trail related issues can 
identify problems and opportunities that other individuals may not see. At the same 
time, DCNR planners should remember that this study provided very little information 
about the needs or opinions of casual trail users or potential trail users. 

•	 Four potential ways to increase trail use have been the subject of much discussion 
for several years: (a) providing trails for getting to and from school, (b) using trails to 
connect neighborhoods to shopping areas and workplaces, (c) providing trails within 
walking distance, and (d) providing trails that can be accessed by public transportation. 
All of these ideas received low average importance in this study, but the data do not 
explain why interest in these ideas was low. Exploring these ideas in more depth with 
this study population and exploring these ideas with other populations may both  
be informative.
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Introduction

The Pennsylvania Trail Gap Study was conducted in 2008-2009 as one part of the research for 
the Commonwealth’s State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). Objectives for the 
Trail Gap Study were to:

(a)	 shed new light on gaps in the Commonwealth’s network of land-based trails; and 
(b)	 reveal attitudes that will help shape trail building strategies and funding policies over the 

next five years or more.

The study was conducted in two phases. In phase 1, the Pennsylvania Trail Gap Inventory, 
trail advocacy organizations were asked to document important gaps and voids in the 
Commonwealth’s trail system. In phase 2, the Pennsylvania Trail Gap Priorities Survey, individual 
trail advocates were polled to better understand the relative importance of different factors that 
influence priority-setting for completing critical links in the trail system trail development and 
identify effective strategies for developing and maintaining trails.

Phase 1: Pennsylvania Trail Gap Inventory

Methods

Beginning in September 2008, a DCNR and Penn State University study team began collecting 
detailed descriptions of critical gaps, disconnections and areas devoid of footpaths, right-of-
ways, and off-road vehicle tracks in Pennsylvania’s rapidly growing network of trails. Twenty-two 
major trail organizations were asked to submit descriptions of their top ten priority trail gaps 
in Pennsylvania (Table 1). These organizations were selected on the basis of their extensive 
experience planning, building, and maintaining the major trails that comprise the “backbone” 
of a statewide trail network described in Pennsylvania Greenways: An Action Plan for Creating 
Connections, prepared in 2001.

Table 1. Organizations invited to participate in the Pennsylvania Trail Gap Inventory and 
identify participants for the Trail Gap Priorities Survey (alphabetical order).
1. Allegheny Ridge Corporation 12. Pennsylvania Equine Council

2. Allegheny Trail Alliance (Great Allegheny Passage) 13. Pennsylvania Highlands Greenway

3. Appalachian Trail Conservancy 14. Pennsylvania Off-Highway Vehicle Association

4. Delaware and Lehigh National Heritage Corridor 15. Pennsylvania State Snowmobile Association

5. Erie to Pittsburgh Trail Alliance 16. Pittsburgh to Harrisburg Mainline Canal Greenway

6. International Mountain Bicycling Association 17. Rails to Trails Conservancy

7. Keystone Trails Association 18. Schuylkill River National and State Heritage Area

8. Kittatinny Ridge Project 19. Standing Stone Trail Club

9. Laurel Highlands National Scenic Trail 20. Susquehanna Greenway Partnership

10. North Country Trail Association 21. Warrior Trail Association

11. Pennsylvania Cross Country Skiers Association 22. York County Rail Trail Authority
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For each trail gap or void identified, participating organizations were asked to submit as much of 
the following information as possible:

•	 Contact information for the organization and individual submitting the information. 
•	 The name/location of the trail gap or void. 
•	 A detailed narrative description of where the gap or void is located. 
•	 A narrative explanation of why the gap or void is important. 
•	 A description of land ownership in the area of the gap or void. 
•	 The location and characteristics (including trail name, uses, and access points) of existing 

trails in the area. 
•	 (If applicable) Surface material, tread width, and corridor width of existing trails that 

would be linked by filling the trail gap or void. 
•	 (If applicable) Contact information for organization(s) responsible for managing and 

maintaining trails in the area that would link to the gap or void. 
•	 A list of maps and other documents being submitted in order to help specify the location 

and characteristics of the gap or void. 

Three steps were taken to maximize the opportunity for organizations to participate. First, 
information could be submitted by uploading it to an online data-collection site (Survey 
Monkey) or on paper. Second, supporting documents such as maps could be submitted as 
electronic files attached to an e-mail message or sent by mail on a compact disk or in hardcopy. 
Third, a firm deadline was not imposed.

All potential participants were contacted via e-mail and/or postal mail in August, 2008, and 
encouraged to consult with officers and board members of their organizations to participate 
in the Trail Gap Inventory by submitting information about up to 10 important gaps and voids 
in land-based trails in the geographic area where the organization operates. The online data-
collection site was available for use from August through December, 2008. Submissions on 
paper were accepted through February, 2009.

Results

A majority of the organizations contacted either participated in the inventory process directly 
or shared the request with one or more affiliated organizations which then participated on 
behalf of the original organization. The inventory process resulted in documenting a total of 107 
trail gaps and voids. Spatial data for each gap or void has been recorded in DNCR’s geographic 
information system (GIS), and attribute data for each gap or void has been added to DNCR’s GIS 
database. 

The location of each trail gap or void identified by participants is shown on the map on the 
following page. To facilitate comparing these locations to routes of Commonwealth’s major 
greenway corridors, the DCNR Greenways map is shown on the page immediately following the 
map of trail gaps and voids. (Table A1)
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Trail gaps and/or voids were identified in 41 of Pennsylvania’s 67 counties (61%). Gaps and voids 
were identified in greenways systems, regional heritage areas, rail-trails, regional hiking trails, 
National Scenic Trails, ATV trail systems, cross-country ski trail systems, snowmobile trails, and 
mountain bicycling trails.  Gaps for which length was specified ranged from over 20 miles to less 
than one mile long.

Figure 1. Trail gaps and voids identified in the  
Pennsylvania Trail Gap Inventory. May, 2009.

  Legend

Trail Gaps in Major Greenways of Pennsylvania
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Phase 2: Pennsylvania Trail Gap Priorities Survey Methods

The Trail Gap Priorities Survey was conducted to reveal attitudes that will help shape trail 
building strategies and funding policies over the next five years or more. The study population 
included 530 individuals who were identified as advocates for Pennsylvania trails by 22 
statewide or regional trail organizations (listed previously in Table 1) with extensive experience 
planning, building and maintaining the major trails that comprise the “backbone” of a 
statewide trail network described in Pennsylvania Greenways: An Action Plan for Creating 
Connections (2001). Each of these individuals was sent a letter and/or e-mail message from 
DCNR inviting them to “share your perspective on priorities for filling trail gaps and voids” 
and help determine the relative importance of different factors in setting priorities for trail 
development by completing an online (Survey Monkey) or paper-and-pencil questionnaire. 
This questionnaire included importance rating scales for nine geographic issues, eight social or 
experiential issues, and eight organizational issues, as well as questions about past experience 

Figure 2. 
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and recommendations for trail development and maintenance, affiliation with trail-based 
organizations, and participation in trail-based activities. The questionnaire was available to 
potential participants from mid-November, 2008, through mid-February, 2009.

Results

A total of 282 responses were received (53% response rate). Participants were asked to list trail-
based organizations they belong to and then asked to indicate which of these organizations 
they considered to be their primary organizational affiliation by specifying which organization 
they “identify with most closely.” Responses to this question were grouped into ten categories. 
Five of these categories — bicycling, equestrian, hiking, ATV riding, snowmobiling — were 
activity-based. In contrast, three categories — agencies, advisory organizations and advocacy 
organizations; greenways, heritage areas, conservancies and regional organizations; rails-
to-trails organizations — were more broadly-based rather than focusing on a single activity. 
Two additional categories were created for individuals who declined to specify a primary 
organizational affiliation with any trail-based organization and individuals who specified more 
than one primary organizational affiliation.

Primary organizational affiliation of participants. Approximately 25% of survey participants 
declined to specify a primary affiliation with any trail-based organization.  Among those who 
did specify a primary affiliation (Figure 3), from 11% to 17% were affiliated with (in descending 
order) snowmobiling; rails-to-trails; greenways, heritage areas, conservancies and regional 
organizations; hiking; or ATV riding. Five percent or fewer were affiliated with (in descending 
order) public agencies, advisory committees, or advocacy groups; bicycling, or horseback riding.

 
Figure 3. Primary affiliation of participants in Trail Gap Priorities Survey.
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Frequency of participation in trail-based activities. Respondents were asked how often (never, 
rarely, occasionally, frequently, very frequently) they participate in each of 16 trail-based 
activities. Numeric scores were assigned to the five response categories (never = 1, rarely = 2, 
occasionally = 3, frequently = 4, very frequently = 5), and mean or average scores were computed 
for the overall sample and for each primary affiliation group.

Overall, respondents reported participating most often in trail work and walking, with mean 
scores of 3.8 for both activities corresponding to “frequently” (Figure 3). Frequency scores for 
day-hiking (2.9) and bicycling on streets or roads (2.8) corresponded to “occasionally.” For 12 
other trail-based activities, relative participation rates ranged from a high of 2.2 for snowmobiling 
(corresponding to “rarely”) to a low of 1.2 for in line skating to (meaning most respondents 
selected “never”). See Table A2 for detailed participation frequency results for each primary 
affiliation subgroup (e.g., snowmobiling, rails to trails).

Figure 4. Frequency of participation in trail-based activities by respondents in  
Trail Gap Priorities Survey.

Importance of trail development issues. Survey participants were asked to compare the 
importance of series of issues related to “deciding whether or not to build a new trail in 
Pennsylvania.” This list of trail development issues was compiled by the study team based on past 
experience and a review of trail development literature and Pennsylvania’s trail development 
grant programs (e.g., Keystone Fund, Growing Greener Grants). The list represents grant program 
criteria and other issues that are commonly raised. A list of 25 issues was compiled. To make it 
easier for survey respondents to compare issues to each other, the list was separated into three 
smaller sets: nine geographic issues, eight social or experiential issues, and eight organizational 
issues. For each set of issues, survey participants were asked to begin by rating the importance of 
each issue on a scale ranging from 1 (least important) to 7 (most important). After completing the 
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rating task, participants were asked to rank the single issue they considered “most important” 
and the single issue they considered “second” in importance. This two-step, rate-then-rank, 
approach was based on recognition that trail development advocates participating in the survey 
might often consider more than one issue to be highly important. The rating task allowed 
participants to consider the importance of each issue on its own merits, whereas the ranking 
task required participants to consider trade-offs among issues.

The three groups of issues (geographic, social/experiential, organizational) are analyzed sepa-
rately below. For each group of issues, rank order was calculated by assigning two points to an 
issue for each time that issue was ranked “most important,” and one point to an issue for each 
time that issue was ranked “second.” These points were then totaled to create an overall impor-
tance rank. In each chart below, issues are arranged in rank order, from most important to least 
important. Detailed importance ratings and rankings for each primary affiliation subgroup can 
be found in the Appendix, Tables A3-A8. Results of the rating and ranking tasks agree substan-
tially, but minor differences can sometimes be found in the order of individual issues.

Geographic issues related to trail development. Among nine geographic issues, respondents 
assigned high importance rankings to providing connections between existing trails; closing 
a gap within an existing trail; and building trails that connect communities to each other 
(Figure 5). Three issues, building trails that access open space (parks, forests, game lands, 
etc.); providing trails that connect neighborhoods, shopping areas, and workplaces within 
communities; and providing convenient trailheads and access points; were ranked substantially 
lower than the top three issues but substantially higher than the three lowest ranked issues: 
building trails that provide access to remote areas; providing trails within walking distance of 
users’ homes; and connecting neighborhoods to schools.

Figure 5. Importance rankings for geographic issues in Trail Gap Priorities Survey. Note: 
Importance score represents the sum of all “Most important” rankings (2 points each) and all 
“Second” rankings (1 point each).
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Social or experiential issues related to trail development. Among eight social or experiential 
issues, respondents assigned very high importance ranks to providing access to outstanding 
natural scenery and providing trails that accommodate more than one user group (Figure 6). 
Four social or experiential issues were assigned intermediate importance ranks: providing trails 
that are accessible for users witdh disabilities; providing access to opportunities for solitude; 
providing easy opportunities; providing access to historic or other cultural resources. The two 
social or experiential issues which were ranked lowest in importance were providing challenging 
opportunities and providing trails that can be accessed by public transportation.

Figure 6. Importance rankings for social/experiential issues in Trail Gap Priorities Survey. Note: 
Importance score represents the sum of all “Most important” rankings (2 points each) and all 
“Second” rankings (1 point each).
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Organizational issues related to trail development. Among eight organizational issues, 
respondents ranked securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be lost to development 
much more important than any other issue (Figure 7). Two issues, taking advantage of 
landowners’ willingness to allow trail development and ensuring a high level of local support 
were assigned intermediate importance rankings. Organizational issues that were ranked much 
lower in importance included (in descending order): maximizing local economic development; 
establishing trail maintenance partnerships with private organizations; establishing private 
funding partnerships for maintaining trails; establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails; and establishing trail construction partnerships with private organizations.

Figure 7. Importance rankings for organizational issues in Trail Gap Priorities Survey. Note: 
Importance score represents the sum of all “Most important” rankings (2 points each) and all 
“Second” rankings (1 point each).

Opened-ended questions and content analysis. The questionnaire included three open-
ended questions designed to elicit participants’ views about trail-related responsibilities 
appropriate for their organizations and about meeting funding needs for trail development and 
maintenance:

•	 To help fill important trail gaps and voids, what trail-related responsibilities make most 
sense for your organization to accept and why?

•	 Funding trail development is a key issue facing trail advocates. Drawing on your 
experience, how should this issue be addressed? Please describe examples of strategies 
you have used and their strengths and weaknesses.

•	 Funding trail maintenance is another key issue facing trail advocates. Drawing on your 
experience, how should this issue be addressed? Please describe examples of strategies 
you have used and their strengths and weaknesses.
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Content analysis was used to group similar responses into common themes which are 
summarized below. Detailed analyses for each primary affiliation subgroup can be found in the 
Appendix, Tables A9-A11.

Trail-related responsibilities that “make the most sense for your organization to accept”.  
After ranking the importance of different trail development issues, respondents were asked to 
describe responsibilities related to “filling trail gaps and voids” that “make the most sense for 
your organization to accept.”  Content analysis identified three broad categories, organization 
responsibilities, operational responsibilities, and miscellaneous, with several specific themes 
in each category (Table 2). Organizational responsibilities mentioned most often included 
advocating or promoting trail development and use and planning. Other organizational 
responsibilities that were mentioned less often included coordinating and/or assisting local 
organizations; developing relationships with landowners; design, contracting, and construction 
supervision; securing funding for local and/or regional use; fundraising or making donations; 
and connector trail development. Among operational responsibilities, trail maintenance, 
stewardship, and management was mentioned far more often than any other responsibility. This 
was followed by trail construction. Fewer participants mentioned supplying user information 
such as maps or regulations; maintaining relationships with landowners; patrol, security, safety, 
and/or enforcement; and recognizing volunteers. In the miscellaneous category five themes 
emerged: don’t know, don’t understand, and/or do nothing; operate own trail system; be 
responsible users, follow rules and trail etiquette; and cooperate and/or be a willing partner. 
Eleven individuals gave responses that were un-interpretable, and 67 (approximately one 
quarter of the sample) did not respond to the question.

Table 2. Trail-related responsibilities that make most sense for organization to accept, 
Pennsylvania Trail Gap Priorities Survey.

Category a

Responsibility
Count

Category a

Responsibility
Count

Category a

Responsibility
Count

Organizational Operational Miscellaneous
Advocate or promote trail 

development and use
36 Trail maintenance, 

stewardship, 
management

92 Don’t know, don’t 
understand, and/or 
do nothing

22

Planning 25 Trail construction 33 Operate own trail 
system

9

Coordinate and/or assist 
local organizations

19 Supply user 
information, e.g., 
maps, regulations

18 Be responsible users, 
follow rules & 
etiquette

8

Develop relationships with 
landowners

15 Maintain relationships 
with landowners

11 Volunteer 5

Design, contracting, 
construction supervision

13 Patrol, security, safety, 
and/or enforcement

8 Cooperate, be a willing 
partner

4

Secure funding for local 
and/or regional use

11 Recognize volunteers 1 Unclear or other 11

Fundraising or making 
donations

10 Missing or no response 67

Connector trail 
development

8

a Open-ended answers grouped into categories and responsibilities by content analysis; some participants’ 
answers fit more than one category.
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Among individuals whose primary organizational affiliation was with one of the trail user groups 
(hiking, horseback riding, snowmobiling, etc.), operational responsibilities were identified 
most often, with trail maintenance, stewardship, and trail management activities followed 
by (in descending order) trail construction, and supplying user information such as maps and 
brochures. Among individuals whose primary organizational affiliation was with one of the 
greenways, heritage areas, conservancies, or public agencies, or an advisory or advocacy group, 
organizational responsibilities were identified most often, with advocating and promoting trail 
development identified most often, followed by coordinating and/or assisting local groups.

Meeting funding needs for trail development and trail maintenance. Respondents were 
also asked to reply to two open-ended questions and describe their own experience funding 
trail development and trail maintenance. Content analysis revealed similar themes in the 
responses to these two questions and identified two broad categories, actions and needs, 
with several specific themes in each category (Table 3). In the actions category, the theme that 
occurred most often was organizing local work crews. This action was mentioned more often 
in the context of trail maintenance than trail construction, and different individuals suggests 
organizing crews composed of volunteers, inmates, or adjudicated youth. The action mentioned 
second most frequently was seeking diverse funding sources — federal, state, local, and private 
money. Individuals described going about this differently, however. Some advocated seeking 
federal or state money first, and then using it to attract local and private funds, while some 
advocated the opposite. Other commonly mentioned actions included coordinating and/or 
assisting local organizations; fund-raising; and seeking in-kind contributions from local donors. 
Actions mentioned less often were educate local publics and stakeholders; pass local taxes, 
assessments, or impact fee ordinances; and explore help from the health care industry.  

Table 3. How should funding trail development and trail maintenance be addressed? 
Pennsylvania Trail Gap Priorities Survey.
Category a

Theme
Trail 

development
Trail 

maintenance Total
Counts

Actions
Organize local work crews, e.g., volunteers, prisoners, 

adjudicated youth
41 130 171

Seek grants: state, federal, local foundations, multiple sources 68 41 109
Coordinate, assist and/or organize municipalities, local 

organizations, trail users, coalitions and/or partnerships
42 40 82

Conduct local fund raising 27 45 72
Seek in-kind contributions from local interests 11 37 48
Educate local publics, stakeholders; document value of trails to 

community
10 1 11

Pass local taxes, assessments, or impact fee ordinances 7 2 9
Explore help from health care industry and organizations 4 1 5

Needs
Adoption of user fees 31 24 55
Simplification or modification of processes and requirements 39 14 53
New sources of funding 28 14 42
State and/or federal funding is essential 11 18 29
Technical guidance and/or assistance: training, information 

access, guidelines
5 3 8

Don’t know, don’t understand, and/or does not apply 17 8 25
Unclear or other 20 26 46
Missing or no response 49 50 99
a Open-ended answers grouped into categories and responsibilities by content analysis; some participants’ answers 
fit more than one category.
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Rather than describe their own experiences seeking funding, some respondents chose to 
identify their funding needs and suggest ways to meet these needs. These included increasing 
the use of trail user fees; (mentioned particularly often by individuals affiliated with motorized 
trail groups), simplifying grant writing processes; new or increased funding via federal 
Transportation Enhancement funds, state grant programs, a dedicated fuel tax, and dedication 
of registration fees entirely to trail development and maintenance; and providing more technical 
and grant-writing support. Over one third of the participants did not respond to one or both of 
these questions, and significant numbers gave responses that were un-interpretable or stated 
that they did not know how to answer the questions, do not understand the questions, and/or 
felt that the questions did not apply to them.

Conclusions

The Pennsylvania Trail Gap Study successfully identified 107 gaps and voids in the 
Commonwealth’s system of land-based trails and collected information about the perspectives 
of trail advocates on the relative importance of diverse trail development issues, appropriate 
trail-related responsibilities for trail advocacy organizations, and how to meet funding 
challenges for trail development and maintenance. This information provides insight into trail 
advocates’ (organizations and individuals) perspectives in several important areas:

•	 Gaps and voids in existing trails are highly salient to the trail advocates who participated 
in the study. Compared to other issues, closing gaps and voids in existing trails was 
ranked high in importance.

•	 On average, respondents ranked providing access to natural areas and outstanding 
natural scenery more important than providing access to historic and/or other cultural 
resources.

•	 Providing trails that can be used by more than one user group and providing access for 
users with disabilities were moderately important to respondents.

•	 Providing access to schools and connections within communities were of low importance 
to the trail advocates who participated in the study.

•	 Not surprisingly, trail advocates who identified most strongly with user groups tended 
to believe their organizations are best suited to accepting responsibilities related to trail 
construction, maintenance, and patrol, whereas trail advocates who identified most 
strongly with planning and advocacy organizations tended to believe their organizations 
are best suited to accepting responsibilities related to coordinating trail planning and 
development.

•	 A substantial number of study participants expressed a need for more training, guidance, 
and information related to obtaining funding and other resources for trail development 
and maintenance.

The study results also yield valuable unanticipated information about the Commonwealth’s 
trail advocates. First, a substantial portion of organizations invited to participate in Phase 1 
— Pennsylvania Trail Gap Inventory failed to do so. For some organizations, this might be 
evidence of a lack of interest, but for other organizations, it might be evidence of a lack of 
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capacity, i.e., insufficient time, loose organization, an undeveloped perspective on issues such 
as trail connectivity and large-scale planning, or a lack of familiarity and comfort working with 
state agencies. Second, response to Phase 2 — Pennsylvania Trail Gap Priorities Survey was very 
uneven across interest groups. Snowmobile, rails-to-trails, greenways, heritage areas, hiking, 
and ATV groups were better-represented than bicycling or equestrian organizations. This, too, 
may suggest looser organization or lower capacity among the later groups. Third, in response to 
open-ended questions about trail-related responsibilities appropriate for their organizations and 
how to address funding challenges inherent in trail development and maintenance a substantial 
portion of individual trail advocates either indicated that they did not know how to answer or 
failed to answer, suggesting that these may be new issues for many of the Commonwealth’s 
trail advocates. Taken together, these unanticipated findings suggest that it may be beneficial 
for DCNR and sister agencies to expand existing efforts to help trail advocacy groups build their 
capacity to be constructive partners with state agencies and each other. 

Recommendations

•	 Numerous participants expressed a need for additional training, guidance, and 
information about obtaining funding and other resources for trail projects. This need is 
both an opportunity and a challenge for DCNR, particularly at a time when DCNR faces 
its own budget challenges.

•	 Although it is not surprising that individuals from trail user organizations and trail 
planning and advocacy organizations envision being suited to take on different types of 
responsibilities, the difference is worth remembering. Partner organizations are most 
likely to be successful when they take on tasks they consider to be appropriate.  

•	 Trail advocates were deliberately sought out to participate in this study. This was 
appropriate because individuals who are knowledgeable about trail related issues can 
identify problems and opportunities that other individuals may not see. At the same 
time, DCNR planners should remember that this study provided very little information 
about the needs or opinions of casual trail users or potential trail users. 

•	 Four potential ways to increase trail use have been the subject of much discussion 
for several years: (a) providing trails for getting to and from school, (b) using trails to 
connect neighborhoods to shopping areas and workplaces, (c) providing trails within 
walking distance, and (d) providing trails that can be accessed by public transportation. 
All of these ideas received low average importance in this study, but the data do not 
explain why interest in these ideas was low. Exploring these ideas in more depth with 
this study population and exploring these ideas with other populations may both be 
informative.
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Appendix – Detailed Data Tables

 Table A
1. Trail gaps inventory sum

m
ary (alphabeti

cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
A

rm
strong

Freeport Boro., South 
Buffalo Tw

p., G
ilpin 

Tw
p., Leechburg Boro., 

Parks Tw
p., Kiskim

inetas 
Tw

p., N
orth A

pollo 
Boro., A

pollo Boro.

51
Kiski Valley trail connecting Freeport, Leechburg, and A

pollo 
and providing river access.

15
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

A
rm

strong, 
Clarion 

n/a
97

Parker to U
pper H

illville
n/a

Erie to Pitt
sburgh Trail 

A
lliance

A
rm

strong, 
Indiana, 
W

estm
oreland

Conem
augh Tw

p., 
Avonm

ore Boro., Bell 
Tw

p., Kiskim
inetas Tw

p.

53
Roaring Run Trail and W

est Penn Trail connection.
5.0

A
llegheny Ridge 

Corporation

Beaver
South Beaver Tw

p., 
D

arlington Tw
p., 

D
arlington Boro., Big 

Beaver Tw
p., N

ew
 

G
alileo Boro.

77
A

 gap in the N
orth Country N

ational Scenic Trail betw
een 

Sterling Road (South Beaver Tw
p.) and Kenforest Road (Big 

Beaver Tw
p.) requires a road w

alk of at least 9 m
iles  in a 

rapidly developing area.

9
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

Beaver, 
Law

rence
M

uddy Creek Tw
p., 

Slippery Rock Tw
p.

75
A

 gap in the N
orth Country N

ational Scenic Trail betw
een 

M
cConnells M

ill State Park (Slippery Rock Tw
p, Law

rence 
Co.) and M

oraine State Park (M
uddy Creek Tw

p., Butler 
Co.) requires a road w

alk of at least 2.6 m
iles in a rapidly 

developing area.

2.6
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

Berks
Tilden Tw

p.
4

Schuylkill River Trail, H
am

burg to Kernsville.
1.0

Schuylkill River N
ational 

and State H
eritage A

rea
Berks

Reading City to 
H

am
burg Boro.

5
Schuylkill River Trail, Reading to H

am
burg.

21.4
Schuylkill River N

ational 
and State H

eritage A
rea

Berks
Birdsboro Boro. to 
Robeson Tw

p.
6

Schuylkill River Trail, Birdsboro to G
ibraltar G

ap.
3.6

Schuylkill River N
ational 

and State H
eritage A

rea
Berks, Chester

N
orth Coventry Tw

p., 
U

nion Tw
p.

15
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, Schuylkill River Trail from

 
Pott

stow
n to French Creek State Park.

n/a
A

ppalachian M
ountain 

Club
Berks, Lancaster

n/a
16

H
orse-Shoe Trail gaps w

here roads are currently being 
substituted.

n/a
A

ppalachian M
ountain 

Club

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
Blair

Frankstow
n Tw

p., 
H

ollidaysburg Boro., 
D

uncansburg Boro., 
A

llegheny Tw
p., Blair 

Tw
p.

59
Low

er Trail extension from
 Flow

ing Spring (Frankstow
n Tw

p.) 
through Canal Basin Park (H

ollidaysburg) to the Six-Through-
Ten Trail trailhead at D

ry Run Road (Blair Tw
p.).

n/a
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

Bradford, 
Sullivan

Fox Tw
p., Leroy Tw

p.
66

A
 connector is needed betw

een the Loyalsock forestry trails in 
the Cabbage H

ollow
 area (Fox Tw

p., Sullivan Co.) and the State 
G

am
e Lands 12 trails in the Sunfish Pond area (Leroy Tw

p., 
Bradford Co.) w

ith a spur to Shunk for gas.

n/a/
Larson D

esign G
roup 

for H
ighland Lake 

Snow
m

obile and 
O

utdoor Recreation Club
Bucks

Riegelsville Boro., 
D

urham
 Tw

p., 
Springfield Tw

p., 
H

aycock Tw
p.

8
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, Riegelsville to N

ockam
ixon State 

Park.
n/a

A
ppalachian M

ountain 
Club

Bucks
Tinicum

 Tw
p., 

Plum
stead Tw

p., 
Bedm

inster Tw
p., and 

N
ockam

ixon Tw
p.

9
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, Ralph Stover State Park to 

N
ockam

ixon State Park along Low
er Tohickon Creek.

n/a
A

ppalachian M
ountain 

Club

Bucks
Plum

stead Tw
p., 

D
oylestow

n Boro., 
D

oylestow
n Tw

p., 
Bedm

inster

10
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, D

oylestow
n to Ralph Stover State 

Park and N
ockam

ixon State Park.
n/a

A
ppalachian M

ountain 
Club

Bucks
Bristol Boro.

36
A

 school w
as constructed on top of the D

elaw
are and Lehigh 

Canal tow
path, com

pletely blocking the trail.
n/a

D
elaw

are and Lehigh 
N

ational H
eritage 

Corridor
Bucks

Bristol Boro., Bristol 
Tw

p., Tullytow
n Boro., 

Falls Tw
p., M

orrisville 
Boro.

37
G

aps in the D
elaw

are and Lehigh Canal Trail exist at the 
intersection of the canal tow

path and PA
 Rte. 13 near 

Tullytow
n; the Levitt

ow
n Shopping Center; and the 

intersection of the canal tow
path and the CSX high-speed rail 

crossing in Falls Tw
p.

n/a
D

elaw
are and Lehigh 

N
ational H

eritage 
Corridor

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization

Bucks, 
M

ontgom
ery

East Rockhill Tw
p., 

Richland Tw
p., 

Q
uakertow

n Boro., 
M

ilford Tw
p., 

Trum
bauersville Boro., 

M
arlborough. Tw

p., 
U

pper H
anover Tw

p., 
Red H

ill Boro.

11
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, N

ockam
ixon State Park to 

Q
uakertow

n (Bucks Co.) to G
reen Lane Park (M

ontgom
ery 

Co.).

n/a
A

ppalachian M
ountain 

Club

Bucks, 
M

ontgom
ery

East Rockhill Tw
p., W

est 
Rockhill Tw

p., Perkasie 
Boro., Sellersville 
Boro., Salford Tw

p., 
M

arlborough. Tw
p.

12
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, N

ockam
ixon State Park through 

Perkasie and Sellersville to G
reen Lane Park.

n/a
A

ppalachian M
ountain 

Club

Bucks, 
M

ontgom
ery

East Rockhill Tw
p., W

est 
Rockhill Tw

p., Perkasie 
Boro., Sellersville 
Boro., Salford Tw

p., 
M

arlborough Tw
p.

13
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, Bethlehem

 to Coopersburg to 
Q

uakertow
n.

n/a
A

ppalachian M
ountain 

Club

Bucks, 
Philadelphia

n/a
90

N
ew

 H
ope to Philadelphia

n/a
Rails to Trails 
Conservancy

Butler, Clarion, 
Venango

n/a
96

Em
lenton to Foxburg

n/a
Erie to Pitt

sburgh Trail 
A

lliance
Cam

bria
Conem

augh Tw
p.

56
Path of the Flood Trail extension from

 existing northern 
term

inus to N
ational Park Service’s Staple Bend Tunnel site

n/a
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

Cam
bria

South Fork Boro., 
A

dam
s Tw

p.
57

Path of the Flood spur trail from
 South Fork to the South D

am
 

A
butm

ent of the N
PS’s Johnstow

n Flood M
em

orial near St. 
M

ichael.

n/a
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
Cam

bria
Cresson Tw

p., Lilly 
Boro., W

ashington 
Tw

p., Portage Tw
p., 

Portage Boro., W
ilm

ore 
Boro., Sum

m
erhill Tw

p., 
Sum

m
erhill Boro., 

A
dam

s Tw
p., Ehrenfeld 

Boro.

58
M

ain Line Trail linking the A
llegheny Portage Railroad N

ational 
H

istoric Site in Cresson Tw
p. to Ehrenfeld Boro.

n/a
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

Cam
bria, 

Indiana, 
W

estm
oreland

55
Conem

augh G
ap void Johnstow

n (Cam
bria Co.) and Sew

ard 
(W

estm
oreland Co.).

7.0
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

Cam
eron, 

Clinton
n/a

101
M

ontour Run to Jericho/Sinnem
ahoning

n/a
Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

Cam
eron, Elk

n/a
98

Connection from
 W

ilson Road in St M
arys to Route 120/155 in 

Em
porium

 on W
est Creek Recreational Rail Trail

19.4
Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

Carbon
Jim

 Thorpe Boro.
43

G
ap in the D

elaw
are and Lehigh Canal Trail betw

een G
len 

O
noko, at the south end of Lehigh G

orge State Park, and the 
trailhead in Jim

 Thorpe Boro.

2.5
D

elaw
are and Lehigh 

N
ational H

eritage 
Corridor

Centre
State College

61
Rothrock State Forest to Bald Eagle State Forest (southern 
section)

n/a
Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

Centre
Snow

 Shoe Tw
p., Curtin 

Tw
p.

63
Link the Snow

 Shoe Rail Trail (Clarence) and the Bloody Skillet 
ATV Trail (O

rviston) using the abandoned O
rviston/Kato rail 

bed.

n/a
Pennsylvania O

ff
 

H
ighw

ay Vehicle 
A

ssociation
Centre

n/a
104

Black M
oshannon area to Kato area south of the W

est Branch 
Susquehanna River (south of Rte 120) to South Renovo to 
Stony Run Rd via D

rurys Run

n/a
Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
Centre, Clinton

Boggs Tw
p., H

ow
ard 

Tw
p., H

ow
ard Boro., 

Curtin Tw
p., Liberty 

Tw
p., Beech Creek Tw

p., 
Beech Creek Boro.

30
Bricktow

n Trail connecting several sm
all com

m
unities in 

Centre and Clinton Counties
n/a

W
est Branch Region, 

Susquehanna G
reenw

ay 
Partnership

Centre, Clinton
Curtin Tw

p., Beech 
Creek Tw

p., N
oyes Tw

p., 
South Renovo Boro.

60
Spur trail from

 South Renovo to the Bloody Skillet Trailhead of 
the Sproul State Forest ATV Trail System

.
n/a

Pennsylvania O
ff

 
H

ighw
ay Vehicle 

A
ssociation

Centre, Clinton
n/a

91
State College to Lock H

aven
n/a

Rails to Trails 
Conservancy

Chester, 
M

ontgom
ery

U
pper Providence Tw

p. 
to Pott

stow
n Boro.

7
M

ontgom
ery &

 Chester Co. G
ap.

13.6
Schuylkill River N

ational 
and State H

eritage A
rea

Chester, 
M

ontgom
ery

n/a
89

Pott
stow

n to Valley Forge
n/a

Rails to Trails 
Conservancy

Clearfield
G

ram
pian

27
Connection betw

een Clearfield/G
ram

pian Rail Trail to Bilger’s 
Rocks

2.5
Susquehanna G

reenw
ay 

Partnership / W
est 

Branch Region
Clearfield

Pike Tw
p., Penn Tw

p., 
U

nion Tw
p., Sandy Tw

p., 
Pine Tw

p., H
uston Tw

p., 
Bloom

 Tw
p.

85
Connections am

ong the Bilger’s Rocks natural area, Clearfield/
G

ram
pian Rail Trail, M

oshannon State Forest, Elliot State Park, 
Parker D

am
 State Park, and the proposed Sandy-D

u Bois trail 
system

.

n/a
Bilger’s Rocks A

ssociation 
and W

est Branch Region, 
Susquehanna G

reenw
ay 

Partnership
Clinton

N
oyes Tw

p., Renovo 
Boro.

62
Spur trail from

 Renovo to the W
hiskey Springs ATV Trail head 

in N
oyes Tw

p.
n/a

Pennsylvania O
ff

 
H

ighw
ay Vehicle 

A
ssociation

Clinton
n/a

100
Link trails w

est and east of Kett
le Creek, betw

een Kett
le Creek 

State Park and W
estport

7
Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
Clinton, 
Lycom

ing
Lock H

aven Boro., 
Castanea Tw

p., W
ayne 

Tw
p., N

ippenose Tw
p., 

Jersey Shore Boro.

28
Connection betw

een Lock H
aven and Pine Creek Trailhead in 

Jersey Shore.
n/a

W
est Branch Region, 

Susquehanna G
reenw

ay 
Partnership

Colum
bia, 

Luzerne
Berw

ick Boro., Salem
 

Tw
p.

47
G

ap in Susquehanna W
arrior Trail that w

ould connect Berw
ick 

to the W
ilkes-Barre Levee Trail along the w

est bank of the 
Susquehanna.

n/a
Susquehanna G

reenw
ay 

Partnership

Colum
bia, 

M
ontour

D
anville Boro., 

M
ahoning Tw

p., Cooper 
Tw

p., M
ontour Tw

p., 
Bloom

sburg Boro.

26
N

orth Branch Canal Trail.
n/a

M
iddle Susquehanna 

Region, Susquehanna 
G

reenw
ay Partnership

Craw
ford, Erie

n/a
95

Corry to Spartansburg
n/a

Erie to Pitt
sburgh Trail 

A
lliance

Craw
ford, 

Venango
n/a

107
Titusville to Centerville

n/a
Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

Cum
berland

N
orth M

iddleton Tw
p., 

Low
er Frankfort Tw

p., 
U

pper Frankfort Tw
p.

73
A

 section of the Tuscarora Trail betw
een PA

 Rte. 74 and 
M

cClure’s G
ap requires a road w

alk of about 10 m
iles because 

a private landow
ner has closed access to a key section of the 

trail.

10.0
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

Fayett
e

Confluence Boro., 
A

ddison Tw
p., H

enry 
Clay Tw

p.

34
Connections betw

een the G
reat A

llegheny Passage and D
eep 

Creek Lake, M
D

.
n/a

N
ational Park Service

Fayett
e, 

Som
erset

Saltlick Tw
p., 

M
iddlecreek Tw

p.
72

A
 new

 trail in the Pritt
s D

istillery Road/D
um

bauld Road area 
w

ould link existing trails in Laurel Ridge State Park, Laurel 
H

ill State Park, and Forbes State Forest, creating a long, 
continuous nordic ski trail system

 and potentially att
racting 

new
 visitors and justifying private sector investm

ent in a 
nordic ski center.

n/a
Pennsylvania Cross 
Country Skiers 
A

ssociation

Forest
n/a

105
G

rugan H
ollow

 Road area (south and w
est of H

aneyville) to 
Left

 H
and Sugar Cam

p Rd
n/a

Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
Forest

n/a
106

Tidioute/Tionesta area crossing of the A
llegheny River

n/a
Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

G
reene

M
onongahela Tw

p.
64

Replace lost access to W
arrior Trail segm

ent near m
ile 3.

n/a
W

arrior Trail A
ssociation

H
untingdon

Porter Tw
p., A

lexandria 
Boro., Logan Tw

p., 
Petersburg Boro., 
O

neida Tw
p., 

H
untingdon Boro.

92
Low

er Trail extension from
 the A

lfarata Trailhead (Porter Tw
p.) 

to H
untingdon Boro.

n/a
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

Indiana
Burrell Tw

p., Center 
Tw

p.
50

W
est Penn Trail and H

oodlebug Trail connection w
ith link to  

G
host Tow

n Trail.
n/a

A
llegheny Ridge 

Corporation
Indiana, Cam

bria
Sew

ard Boro., St. Clair 
Tw

p., N
ew

 Florence 
Boro., Fairfield Tw

p., 
W

est W
heatf

ield Tw
p., 

Burrell Tw
p., Blairsville 

Boro.

54
Packsaddle G

ap void betw
een Blairsville (Indiana Co.) and 

Sew
ard (W

estm
oreland Co.).

22.0
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

Lancaster
Londonderry Tw

p., 
Conoy Tw

p., East 
D

onegal Tw
p., W

est 
H

em
pfield Tw

p.

17
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, Conew

ago Recreational Trail 
across Susquehanna River to co-align w

ith M
ason-D

ixon Trail.
n/a

A
ppalachian M

ountain 
Club

Lancaster
M

anor Tw
p., W

est 
H

em
pfield Tw

p., 
Colum

bia Boro.

19
Atglen-Susquehanna Trail gap from

 Cresw
ell Station in 

W
ashington Boro Village, M

anor Tw
p., to River Park in 

Colum
bia Boro.

4.5
Low

er Susquehanna 
Region, Susquehanna 
G

reenw
ay Partnership

Lancaster
M

anor Tw
p., Conestoga 

Tw
p.

20
Atglen-Susquehanna Trail gap from

 Cresw
ell Station in 

W
ashington Boro Village, M

anor Tw
p., to Brenner H

ollow
 

Road, Conestoga Tw
p.

5.0
Low

er Susquehanna 
Region, Susquehanna 
G

reenw
ay Partnership

Lancaster
M

artic Tw
p., D

rum
ore 

Tw
p., Fulton Tw

p.
21

Conestoga Trail extension to M
aryland border.

9.0
Low

er Susquehanna 
Region, Susquehanna 
G

reenw
ay Partnership

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
Law

rence
Shenango Tw

p., Slippery 
Rock Tw

p.
76

A
 gap in the N

orth Country N
ational Scenic Trail betw

een 
Snake Run Road (Shenango Tw

p.) and Shaffer Road 
(M

cConnells M
ill State Park, Slippery Rock Tw

p.) requires a 
road w

alk of least 4.6. m
iles in a rapidly developing area.

4.6
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

Lehigh
A

llentow
n City

39
G

ap in the D
elaw

are and Lehigh Canal Trail betw
een H

anover 
Canal Park and Lehigh Canal Park.

n/a
D

elaw
are and Lehigh 

N
ational H

eritage 
Corridor

Lehigh
Slatington Boro., 
W

hitehall Tw
p.

41
G

ap in the D
elaw

are and Lehigh Canal Trail betw
een Slatington 

Boro. and W
hitehall Tw

p.
n/a

D
elaw

are and Lehigh 
N

ational H
eritage 

Corridor
Lehigh, 
N

ortham
pton

Catasauqua Boro., 
N

orth Catasauqua 
Boro., N

ortham
pton 

Boro.

40
G

ap in the D
elaw

are and Lehigh Canal Trail betw
een 

Catasauqua Boro. and N
ortham

pton Boro.
n/a

D
elaw

are and Lehigh 
N

ational H
eritage 

Corridor

Luzerne
N

orth of N
escopeck 

State Park and State 
G

am
e Lands N

o. 119

44
G

len Sum
m

it G
ap along Lake Road and Kirby Avenue.

1.2
D

elaw
are and Lehigh 

N
ational H

eritage 
Corridor and 
Susquehanna G

reenw
ay 

Partnership
Luzerne

Plains Tw
p., Laurel Run 

Tw
p., H

anover Tw
p., 

Fairview
 Tw

p.

45
Seven Tubs to M

ountaintop, the m
issing northern term

inus of 
the D

elaw
are and Lehigh Trail, from

 Llew
ellyn Corners (PA

 Rte. 
115) to M

ountaintop (PA
 Rtes. 309 and 437).

7.1
D

elaw
are and Lehigh 

N
ational H

eritage 
Corridor

Luzerne
G

len Sum
m

it
46

Black D
iam

ond Trail - G
len Sum

m
it gap.  The BD

T is under 
construction from

 W
hite H

aven to the Tubbs but passage thru 
the com

m
unity of G

len Sum
m

it has not been finalized.

n/a
Susquehanna G

reenw
ay 

Partnership

Luzerne
W

ilkes-Barre
52

Betw
een the Tubs and the Levee Trail (through W

ilkes-Barre 
PA

.)
Susquehanna G

reenw
ay 

Partnership
Luzerne

n/a
88

W
hite H

aven to W
ilkes-Barre/Scranton

n/a
Rails to Trails 
Conservancy

Luzerne, 
Sullivan, 
W

yom
ing

D
avidson Tw

p., Colley 
Tw

p., Fairm
ount Tw

p., 
Ross Tw

p., Lake Tw
p., 

Forkston Tw
p., N

oxen 
Tw

p.

93
Connections are needed am

ong State G
am

e Lands 13 trails 
(D

avidson and Colley Tw
ps., Sullivan Co.), Rickett

s G
len State 

Park trails (Fairm
ount Tw

p., Luzerne Co.), and State G
am

e 
Lands 57 trails (Forkston and N

oxen Tw
ps., W

yom
ing Co.; 

Fairm
ount, Ross, and Lake Tw

ps., Luzerne Co.).

n/a
Larson D

esign G
roup 

for H
ighland Lake 

Snow
m

obile and 
O

utdoor Recreation Club
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
Lycom

ing
M

uncy Creek Tw
p.

25
M

uncy H
eritage Park and N

ature Trail, Port Penn Village.
0.5

M
iddle Susquehanna 

Region, Susquehanna 
G

reenw
ay Partnership

Lycom
ing

South W
illiam

sport 
Boro.

29
Connection betw

een W
illiam

sport RiverW
alk and South 

W
illiam

sport Recreation A
rea / Litt

le League W
orld Series 

Com
plex.

n/a
W

est Branch Region, 
Susquehanna G

reenw
ay 

Partnership
Lycom

ing
M

uncy Tw
p., M

uncy 
Boro.

31
D

ow
ntow

n M
uncy to M

uncy H
eritage Park and W

est Branch 
Susquehanna River.

n/a
W

est Branch Region, 
Susquehanna G

reenw
ay 

Partnership
Lycom

ing
Jersey Shore Boro., 
Porter Tw

p., Platt
 

Tw
p., W

oodw
ard Tw

p., 
W

illiam
sport City

32
Connection betw

een Pine Creek Trailhead in Jersey Shore and 
River W

alk in City of W
illiam

sport.
n/a

Susquehanna G
reenw

ay 
Partnership/ W

est 
Branch Region

Lycom
ing

n/a
103

N
orth and w

est of Jersey Shore along Rte 44 north to 
W

aterville and farther north to SG
L 75 east of Slate Run

n/a
Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

M
iffl

in
Lew

istow
n Boro.

49
Juniata RiverW

alk w
estw

ard extension from
 Lew

istow
n’s 

Victory Park 0.67 m
iles to a proposed turn-around.

0.7
A

llegheny Ridge 
Corporation

M
onroe

Pocono Tw
p.

74
The form

er W
B&

E Railroad G
rade Trail entering Big Pocono 

State Park from
 the south has been closed because of private 

property issues. Closure m
eans hikers cannot access the park 

from
 the south.

n/a
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

M
ontgom

ery
U

pper Frederick Tw
p., 

N
ew

 H
anover Tw

p., 
Low

er Pott
sgrove Tw

p., 
U

pper Pott
sgrove Tw

p., 
Pott

stow
n Boro.

14
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, G

reen Lane Park to Pott
stow

n.
n/a

A
ppalachian M

ountain 
Club

N
ortham

pton
Palm

er Tw
p., W

est 
Easton Boro., Easton 
Boro.

38
G

ap in the D
elaw

are and Lehigh Canal Trail betw
een Riverside 

Park (Palm
er Tw

p.) and H
ugh M

oore Park via G
lendon Bridge.

n/a
D

elaw
are and Lehigh 

N
ational H

eritage 
Corridor

N
ortham

pton
Lehigh Tw

p., A
llen Tw

p., 
N

ortham
pton Boro.

42
G

ap in the D
elaw

are and Lehigh Canal Trail betw
een Bertsch 

Creek (Lehigh Tw
p.) and N

ortham
pton Boro.

n/a
D

elaw
are and Lehigh 

N
ational H

eritage 
Corridor
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
N

orthum
berland

Sunbury City
23

Sunbury Riverfront Trail.
n/a

M
iddle Susquehanna 

Region, Susquehanna 
G

reenw
ay Partnership

D
elaw

are Tw
p., 

A
llenw

ood Tw
p., W

hite 
D

eer Tw
p.

22
W

arrior Run Pathw
ays Project, D

ew
art Village through 

W
atsontow

n Village and A
llenw

ood Tw
p. to W

hite D
eer Tw

p.
n/a

M
iddle Susquehanna 

Region, Susquehanna 
G

reenw
ay Partnership

Philadelphia
Philadelphia

33
Schuylkillbanks gap betw

een Fort M
iffl

in and Schuylkill River 
Park.

2.0
Schuylkill River N

ational 
and State H

eritage A
rea

Schuylkill
N

orth M
anheim

 Tw
p. to 

Pott
sville City

1
Schuylkill River Trail, Landingville to Pott

sville G
ap.

9.0
Schuylkill River N

ational 
and State H

eritage A
rea

Schuylkill
W

est Brunsw
ick Tw

p.
3

Schuylkill River Trail, A
uburn area.

0.5
Schuylkill River N

ational 
and State H

eritage A
rea

Schuylkill
Port Clinton Boro., 
Tilden Tw

p.
84

To com
plete public ow

nership of the A
ppalachian Trail 

corridor in Pennsylvania, the A
ppalachian Trail Conservancy 

proposes to construct a bridge for the trail over active railroad 
tracks ow

ned by the Reading, Blue M
ountain, and N

orthern 
Railroad near the confluence of the Schuylkill and Litt

le 
Schuylkill Rivers.

n/a
A

ppalachian Trail 
Conservancy, M

id-
Atlantic Region

Schuylkill
n/a

87
Jim

 Thorpe to Tam
aqua

n/a
Rails to Trails 
Conservancy

Som
erset

M
eyersdale Boro., 

Sum
m

it Tw
p., G

reenville 
Tw

p., Larim
er Tw

p.

35
Connections betw

een the G
reat A

llegheny Passage at 
M

eyersdale and Big Savage M
ountain, U

.S. Rte. 40, and the 
Youghiogheny River, M

D
.

n/a
N

ational Park Service, 
Potom

ac H
eritage 

N
ational Scenic Trail 

O
ffi

ce
Som

erset
M

ilford Tw
p.

65
A

dditional trail segm
ents needed at Laurel Ridge Cross 

Country Ski Center
n/a

Pennsylvania Cross 
Country Skiers 
A

ssociation
Som

erset, 
W

estm
oreland

n/a
99

Betw
een Rte 30 and Laurel M

ountain State Park
2.5

Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

Sullivan
n/a

94
Trail gap w

est of Lake Jean along SR487
n/a

Pennsylvania Cross 
Country Skiers 
A

ssociation

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
Tioga

Charleston Tw
p.

78
A

 gap in the M
id State Trail requires an 8.1 m

ile road w
alk.

n/a
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation
Tioga

n/a
102

A
nsonia area east to A

rm
enia M

ountain near Troy
n/a

Pennsylvania State 
Snow

m
obilers 

A
ssociation

U
nion

Lew
isburg Boro., East 

Buffalo Tw
p., Buffalo 

Tw
p., W

est Buffalo 
Tw

p., M
iffl

inburg Boro.

24
Lew

isburg to M
iffl

inburg Rail Trail.
n/a

M
iddle Susquehanna 

Region, Susquehanna 
G

reenw
ay Partnership

U
nion

Lew
isburg Boro., Kelly 

Tw
p.

48
W

est Branch RiverW
alk, a proposed trail betw

een Lew
isburg 

and W
est M

ilton.
n/a

Susquehanna G
reenw

ay 
Partnership

W
arren

A
llegheny N

ational 
Forest, State G

am
e 

Lands 29

83
To avoid being required to ride on roads, the N

orthern 
A

llegheny M
ountain bike A

ssociation w
ould like to w

ork w
ith 

the G
am

e Com
m

ission to develop a singletrack m
ountain bike 

trail through State G
am

e Lands 29 from
 Chapm

an State Park 
to H

eart’s Content N
ational Scenic A

rea (all located w
ithin the 

A
N

F).

n/a
N

orthern A
llegheny 

M
ountain Bike 

A
ssociation

W
estm

oreland
n/a

86
Pitt

sburgh to Freeport
n/a

Rails to Trails 
Conservancy

York
H

ellam
 Tw

p., East 
M

anchester Tw
p., 

Conew
ago Tw

p., 
W

arrington Tw
p., Carroll 

Tw
p., and Franklin Tw

p.

18
PA

 H
ighlands Trail N

etw
ork, M

ason-D
ixon Trail System

 gaps 
w

here roads are currently being used.
n/a

A
ppalachian M

ountain 
Club

York
Carroll Tw

p., D
illsburg 

Boro., Franklin Tw
p., 

Franklintow
n Boro., 

W
arrington Tw

p., 
W

ellsville Boro., 
W

ashington Tw
p.

67
Trails are needed in this northern York Co. area.

n/a
Larson D

esign G
roup 

for H
ighland Lake 

Snow
m

obile and 
O

utdoor Recreation Club
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
York

Springfield Tw
p.

68
Filling a gap in the trail system

 near Codorus Creek, Seven 
Valleys Boro. w

ould link H
ollow

 Creek G
reenw

ay and the 
G

latf
elters Station Trailhead of the H

eritage Rail Trail County 
Park.

n/a
York County Rail Trail 
A

uthority

York
W

indsor Tw
p., Low

er 
W

indsor Tw
p., H

ellam
 

Tw
p., Springett

sbury 
Tw

p., W
rightsville Boro., 

H
allam

 Boro., Yorkanna 
Boro., East Prospect 
Boro.

69
These m

unicipalities are located east of the H
eritage Rail Trail 

County Park and need to be linked into the county’s rail trail 
system

.

n/a
York County Rail Trail 
A

uthority

York
W

est M
anchester Tw

p.
70

A
 gap in the H

anover Trolley Trail exists in a designated “no 
grow

th” area of the Tow
nship. 

5.0
York County Rail Trail 
A

uthority
York

Spring G
rove Boro., 

Jackson Tw
p., N

orth 
Codorus Tw

p., 
H

eidelberg Tw
p., Penn 

Tw
p., 

71
A

 gap in the H
anover Trolley Trail exists from

 H
osiery A

lley 
(Spring G

rove Boro.) to Cherry Lane Court (Penn Tw
p.).

6.0
York County Rail Trail 
A

uthority

York
Franklin Tw

p.
79

A
 gap in the M

ason D
ixon Trail System

 that requires up to 
5.7 m

iles of road w
alking can be closed by linking to Cam

p 
Tuckahoe.

n/a
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

York
East M

anchester Tw
p.

80
M

ason D
ixon Trail System

, Inc. w
ould like to relocate the 

M
ason D

ixon Trail in East M
anchester Tw

p.
n/a

Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

Table continued next page.
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Table A
1 conti

nued. Trail gaps inventory sum
m

ary (alphabeti
cal by county).

County
Location

M
ap 

ID
N

am
e and/or brief description

A
pprox. 

length (m
i.)

N
om

inating organization
York

H
ellam

 Tw
p.

81
To avoid 1.3 m

iles of road w
alk north of W

rightsville village 
in H

ellam
 Tw

p., M
ason D

ixon Trail System
, Inc. w

ould like to 
relocate the M

ason D
ixon Trail from

 N
orth River D

rive. 

n/a
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

York
Low

er Chanceford Tw
p., 

Peach Bott
om

 Tw
p.

82
To avoid 5.3 m

iles of road w
alk, the M

ason-D
ixon Trail System

, 
Inc. w

ould like to relocate the M
ason D

ixon Trail off
 of Paper 

M
ill Road and PA

 Rte. 74 in the vicinity of M
uddy Creek.

n/a
Keystone Trails 
A

ssociation

Table A
2. M

ean relati
ve parti

cipati
on rates in trail-based acti

viti
es for prim

ary affi
liati

on groups of parti
cipants in the Pennsylvania Trail G

ap Prioriti
es 

Survey.
M

ean relative participation score for trail-based activity
 a

Prim
ary organizational 

affi
liation category

Walking

Jogging

Day-hiking

Backpacking

Trail running

Bicycling (street or road)

Mountain biking

In-line skating/roller blading

Horseback riding

ATV riding

Off-road motorcycling

Off-road 4-wheel driving

Snowmobiling

Cross-country skiing

Snowshoeing

Trail maintenance and/or 
construction

A
gency, advisory, advocacy 

(n = 15)
4.1

2.6
2.9

1.9
1.7

2.8
2.1

1.1
1.3

1.6
1.0

1.3
1.4

1.9
1.5

3.4

Bicycling (n = 7)
3.9

3.3
3.1

2.2
3.3

3.4
4.3

1.2
1.0

1.0
1.4

1.4
1.4

2.6
2.4

4.0
Equestrian (n = 4)

3.0
1.3

1.5
1.3

1.5
1.8

1.0
1.0

3.0
1.5

1.0
1.0

1.0
2.0

1.5
3.5

G
reenw

ay, heritage area, 
conservancy, regional 
organization (n = 32)

4.3
1.9

3.3
1.9

1.8
3.5

2.0
1.3

1.2
1.2

1.0
1.3

1.2
2.1

1.4
3.9

H
iking (n = 31)

4.7
2.1

4.6
3.1

1.6
2.3

1.7
1.1

1.3
1.0

1.0
1.0

1.2
2.3

1.9
4.2

 ATV (n = 31)
2.6

1.5
1.8

1.4
1.2

1.7
1.5

1.1
1.2

4.7
2.1

2.2
2.1

1.4
1.2

4.0
Rails to trails n = 40)

3.9
1.7

3.1
1.7

1.5
3.7

2.5
1.1

1.6
1.5

1.1
1.3

1.2
2.6

1.5
4.1

Snow
m

obiling (n = 48)
3.6

1.8
2.4

1.6
1.4

2.5
2.0

1.1
1.6

2.6
1.8

1.9
4.9

1.7
1.6

3.4
M

ore than one prim
ary 

organization specified
(n = 3)

4.0
1.3

3.7
2.0

1.3
2.3

2.3
1.0

1.0
2.7

2.0
1.0

2.0
1.3

1.3
3.7

N
o prim

ary organization 
specified (n = 71)

3.7
2.0

2.8
1.8

1.7
2.7

2.1
1.3

1.3
1.4

1.3
1.4

1.7
1.9

1.4
2.8

O
verall (n = 282)

3.8
1.9

2.9
1.9

1.6
2.8

2.0
1.2

1.4
2.0

1.4
1.5

2.2
2.0

1.5
3.8

a M
ean scores range from

 1.0 (corresponding to “never”) to 5.0 (corresponding to “very frequently”).
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Table A
3. Im

portance rati
ngs for nine geographic issues.  a

Prim
ary organizational affi

liation

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

 ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)

Issue
M

ean im
portance ratings a

(Standard deviation)
1. Building trails that connect 

com
m

unities to each other
5.75

(1.40)
6.13

(1.51)
4.71

(1.60)
6.75

(0.50)
6.19

(0.86)
4.19

(1.64)
6.10

(1.35)
6.15

(1.08)
5.83

(1.33)
2. Providing connections 

betw
een existing trails

6.27
(0.95)

6.07
(0.80)

6.57
(0.54)

6.00
(0.81)

6.38
(0.75)

5.81
(1.14)

6.48
(0.85)

6.27
(1.09)

6.63
(0.67)

3. Building trails that access 
open space (parks, forests, 
gam

e lands, etc.)

5.57
(1.40)

5.33
(1.11)

6.29
(1.25)

6.50
(1.00)

5.34
(1.64)

6.10
(1.01)

5.52
(1.63)

5.46
(1.14)

5.60
(1.48)

4. Connecting neighborhoods 
to schools

4.04
(2.04)

5.57
(1.70)

4.00
(1.41)

5.25
(1.71)

5.41
(1.46)

3.32
(1.80)

3.00
(1.93)

4.87
(1.74)

2.40
(1.62)

5. Providing convenient 
trailheads and access points

5.73
(1.24)

5.40
(1.35)

5.29
(1.50)

6.25
(0.50)

5.84
(0.88)

5.84
(0.90)

6.29
(0.86)

5.47
(1.22)

5.60
(1.48)

6. Closing a gap w
ithin an 

existing trail
6.31

(1.06)
6.53

(0.74)
5.86

(2.19)
6.25

(0.50)
6.63

(0.85)
6.26

(1.15)
6.03

(1.17)
6.58

(0.64)
6.40

(1.01)
7. Providing trails w

ithin 
w

alking distance of users’ 
hom

es

4.00
(1.92)

5.00
(2.20)

3.71
(1.38)

5.00
(2.16)

5.03
(1.15)

3.90
(1.68)

2.84
(1.90)

4.72
(1.54)

2.70
(1.67)

8. Building trails that provide 
access to rem

ote areas
4.68

(1.81)
3.23

(1.83)
6.00

(1.29)
5.50

(1.00)
4.16

(1.73)
5.39

(1.63)
5.74

(1.51)
4.46

(1.48)
5.21

(1.70)
9. Providing trails that connect 

neighborhoods, shopping 
areas, and w

orkplaces 
w

ithin com
m

unities

4.32
(2.04)

6.00
(1.89)

3.57
(1.81)

5.25
(2.36)

5.78
(1.34)

3.29
(1.68)

3.00
(1.81)

5.21
(1.32)

3.36
(2.02)

a 7 = M
ost im

portant; 1 = Least im
portant
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Table A
4. Im

portance rati
ngs for rati

ngs social or experienti
al issues.  a

Prim
ary organizational affi

liation

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

 ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)

Issue
M

ean im
portance ratings a

(Standard deviation)
1. Providing access to 

opportunities for solitude
4.43

(1.65)
3.87

(1.51)
4.71

(2.14)
5.75

(0.96)
4.65

(1.52)
5.84

(1.34)
4.32

(1.82)
4.50

(1.57)
3.77

(1.62)
2. Providing trails that are 

accessible for users w
ith 

disabilities

4.89
(1.62)

5.53
(1.25)

4.00
(1.29)

6.25
(0.96)

5.25
(1.50)

3.55
(1.23)

5.71
(1.55)

5.49
(1.12)

4.04
(1.74)

3. Providing trails that 
accom

m
odate m

ore than 
one user group

5.48
(1.56)

6.27
(0.88)

6.14
(1.22)

6.67
(0.58)

5.41
(1.58)

3.90
(1.73)

5.97
(1.35)

5.87
(1.08)

5.73
(1.57)

4. Providing trails that can 
be accessed by public 
transportation

3.80
(1.94)

4.60
(1.68)

2.86
(2.12)

4.00
(1.16)

4.81
(1.91)

3.30
(1.42)

2.48
(1.98)

4.42
(1.63)

3.23
(2.07)

5. Providing access to historic 
or other cultural resources

4.56
(1.68)

5.00
(1.25)

3.57
(2.07)

6.50
(0.58)

5.31
(1.49)

4.48
(1.29)

3.90
(2.02)

5.15
(1.53)

3.60
(1.81)

6. Providing access to 
outstanding natural 
scenery

5.97
(1.10)

5.93
(1.10)

6.00
(0.82)

7.00
(0.00)

5.59
(1.21)

6.58
(0.62)

6.26
(0.89)

6.03
(1.11)

5.85
(1.13)

7. Providing easy opportunities
4.66

(1.57)
5.40

(1.55)
4.00

(1.83)
6.25

(0.50)
4.77

(1.73)
4.21

(1.05)
5.35

(1.60)
4.97

(1.50)
4.15

(1.50)
8. Providing challenging 

opportunities
4.54

(1.64)
3.20

(1.78)
5.86

(1.07)
5.50

(1.73)
4.10

(1.60)
5.50

(1.11)
5.45

(1.73)
3.92

(1.56)
4.33

(1.69)
a 7 = M

ost im
portant; 1 = Least im

portant
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Table A
5. Im

portance rati
ngs for eight organizati

onal issues.  a

Prim
ary organizational affi

liation

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

 ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)

Issue
M

ean im
portance ratings a

(Standard deviation)
1. Taking advantage of 

landow
ners’ w

illingness to 
allow

 trail developm
ent

6.08
(1.30)

5.87
(1.13)

5.71
(1.80)

6.00
(1.41)

5.94
(1.22)

6.13
(0.85)

6.52
(1.15)

6.00
(1.17)

6.58
(0.71)

2. Ensuring a high level of local 
support

5.98
(1.16)

6.27
(0.70)

5.14
(1.35)

6.00
(1.41)

5.78
(1.39)

5.58
(1.31)

6.23
(1.18)

6.20
(0.88)

5.91
(1.08)

3. M
axim

izing local econom
ic 

developm
ent

5.50
(1.39)

5.60
(1.18)

4.29
(1.80)

6.00
(1.41)

5.50
(1.08)

4.10
(1.47)

6.29
(1.01)

5.67
(1.16)

5.69
(1.29)

4. Securing trail rights-of-w
ay 

that otherw
ise w

ould be 
lost to developm

ent

6.42
(0.98)

6.13
(1.06)

6.86
(0.34)

6.50
(1.00)

6.69
(1.12)

6.48
(0.85)

6.73
(0.52)

6.46
(0.97)

6.33
(0.91)

5. Establishing trail construction 
partnerships w

ith private 
organizations

5.68
(1.18)

5.60
(1.40)

6.14
(1.07)

6.25
(1.50)

5.72
(1.05)

5.37
(0.81)

6.26
(1.29)

5.59
(1.02)

5.58
(1.37)

6. Establishing trail 
m

aintenance partnerships 
w

ith private organizations

5.77
(1.21)

5.60
(1.35)

5.71
(2.14)

6.75
(0.50)

5.41
(1.39)

5.83
(0.87)

6.23
(1.06)

5.77
(1.06)

5.77
(1.28)

7. Establishing private funding 
partnerships for building 
trails

5.34
(1.40)

5.60
(1.12)

4.86
(1.95)

6.25
(1.50)

5.44
(1.34)

5.07
(1.23)

5.83
(1.46)

5.29
(1.37)

5.08
(1.51)

8. Establishing private 
funding partnerships for 
m

aintaining trails

5.45
(1.43)

5.73
(1.16)

4.86
(1.95)

6.75
(0.50)

5.39
(1.43)

5.30
(1.26)

5.87
(1.38)

5.54
(1.48)

5.08
(1.64)

a 7 = M
ost im

portant; 1 = Least im
portant
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Table A6. Rank order of importance for nine geographic issues.

A. Overall sample (n = 282)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
57 39 153

2. Providing connections between existing trails 66 78 210
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
33 27 93

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 6 12 24
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 17 23 57
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 58 51 167
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
12 7 31

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 7 18 32
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
21 23 65

B. Primary organizational affiliation: Agency, advisory, advocacy (n = 15)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
6 1 13

2. Providing connections between existing trails 1 3 5
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
0 0 0

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 2 3 7
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 0 0 0
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 4 2 10
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
1 1 3

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 0 0 0
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
1 5 7

C. Primary organizational affiliation: Bicycling (n = 7)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
2 0 4

2. Providing connections between existing trails 2 2 6
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
3 1 7

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 0 0 0
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 0 0 0
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 0 2 2
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
0 0 0

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 0 2 2
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
0 0 0

Table continued next page.
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Table A6 continued. Rank order of importance for nine geographic issues.

D. Primary organizational affiliation: Equestrian (n = 4)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
1 1 3

2. Providing connections between existing trails 1 0 2
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
2 0 4

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 0 1 1
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 0 1 1
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 0 0 0
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
0 0 0

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 0 1 1
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
0 0 0

E. Primary organizational affiliation: Regional greenway, heritage area, conservancy (n = 32)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
2 6 10

2. Providing connections between existing trails 6 6 18
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
2 0 4

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 0 3 3
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 0 3 3
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 9 9 27
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
3 2 8

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 0 1 1
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
10 2 22

F. Primary organizational affiliation: Hiking (n = 31)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
1 0 2

2. Providing connections between existing trails 4 5 13
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
8 5 21

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 2 1 5
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 3 5 11
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 8 8 24
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
1 1 3

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 4 5 13
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
0 1 1

Table continued next page.
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Table A6 continued. Rank order of importance for nine geographic issues.

G. Primary organizational affiliation:  ATV (n = 31)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
8 8 24

2. Providing connections between existing trails 8 12 28
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
5 3 13

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 0 0 0
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 6 2 14
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 2 2 6
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
0 0 0

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 2 3 7
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
0 1 1

H. Primary organizational affiliation: Rails to trails (n = 40)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
11 4 26

2. Providing connections between existing trails 9 12 30
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
2 4 8

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 1 0 2
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 1 2 4
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 12 9 33
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
1 1 3

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 0 2 2
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
2 5 9

I. Primary organizational affiliation: Snowmobiling (n = 48)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Building trails that connect communities to each 

other
10 9 29

2. Providing connections between existing trails 19 17 55
3. Building trails that access open space (parks, forests, 

game lands, etc.)
4 3 11

4. Connecting neighborhoods to schools 0 0 0
5. Providing convenient trailheads and access points 4 1 9
6. Closing a gap within an existing trail 9 11 29
7. Providing trails within walking distance of users’ 

homes
1 0 2

8. Building trails that provide access to remote areas 0 4 4
9. Providing trails that connect neighborhoods, 

shopping areas, and workplaces within communities
0 2 2
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Table A7. Rank order of importance for eight social issues.

A. Overall sample (n = 282)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 25 22 72
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
33 33 99

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

92 42 226

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

9 15 33

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

10 36 56

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 82 77 241
7. Providing easy opportunities 21 22 64
8. Providing challenging opportunities 4 26 34

B. Primary organizational affiliation: Agency, advisory, advocacy (n = 15)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 0 0 0
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
2 5 9

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

7 2 16

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

1 1 3

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

0 2 2

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 2 2 6
7. Providing easy opportunities 3 2 8
8. Providing challenging opportunities 0 1 1

C. Primary organizational affiliation: Bicycling (n = 7)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 3 0 6
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
0 0 0

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

3 0 6

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

0 1 1

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

0 0 0

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 1 2 4
7. Providing easy opportunities 0 0 0
8. Providing challenging opportunities 0 4 4

Table continued next page.
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Table A7 continued. Rank order of importance for eight social issues.

D. Primary organizational affiliation: Equestrian (n = 4)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 0 1 1
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
1 1 3

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

2 0 4

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

0 0 0

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

0 0 0

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 1 2 4
7. Providing easy opportunities 0 0 0
8. Providing challenging opportunities 0 0 0

E. Primary organizational affiliation: Regional greenway, heritage area, conservancy (n = 32)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 4 1 9
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
4 4 12

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

7 8 22

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

1 3 5

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

4 8 16

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 9 7 25
7. Providing easy opportunities 3 0 6
8. Providing challenging opportunities 0 1 1

F. Primary organizational affiliation: Hiking (n = 31)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 6 10 22
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
0 0 0

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

5 0 10

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

0 0 0

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

0 5 5

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 17 10 44
7. Providing easy opportunities 3 2 8
8. Providing challenging opportunities 0 4 4

Table continued next page.
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Table A7 continued. Rank order of importance for eight social issues.

G. Primary organizational affiliation:  ATV (n = 31)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 1 2 4
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
8 3 19

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

9 8 26

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

0 2 2

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

0 1 1

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 7 7 21
7. Providing easy opportunities 4 3 11
8. Providing challenging opportunities 2 5 9

H. Primary organizational affiliation: Rails to trails (n = 40)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 5 4 14
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
2 7 11

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

13 5 31

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

3 0 6

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

4 9 17

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 11 10 32
7. Providing easy opportunities 0 3 3
8. Providing challenging opportunities 0 0 0

I. Primary organizational affiliation: Snowmobiling (n = 48)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Providing access to opportunities for solitude 3 3 9
2. Providing trails that are accessible for users with 

disabilities
6 2 14

3. Providing trails that accommodate more than one 
user group

21 7 49

4. Providing trails that can be accessed by public 
transportation

1 3 5

5. Providing access to historic or other cultural 
resources

0 2 2

6. Providing access to outstanding natural scenery 12 18 42
7. Providing easy opportunities 3 5 11
8. Providing challenging opportunities 1 5 7
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Table A8. Rank order of importance for eight organizational issues.

A. Overall sample (n = 282)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
55 60 170

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 51 44 146
3. Maximizing local economic development 20 33 73
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
109 42 260

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

7 19 33

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

13 40 66

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

12 12 36

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

8 24 40

B. Primary organizational affiliation: Agency, advisory, advocacy (n = 15)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
2 4 8

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 6 1 13
3. Maximizing local economic development 2 4 8
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
3 0 6

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

0 3 3

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

0 1 1

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

0 1 1

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

2 1 5

Table continued next page.
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Table A8 continued. Rank order of importance for eight organizational issues.

C. Primary organizational affiliation: Bicycling (n = 7)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
0 2 2

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 1 0 2
3. Maximizing local economic development 0 0 0
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
3 0 6

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

2 2 6

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

0 2 2

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

1 0 2

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

0 1 1

D. Primary organizational affiliation: Equestrian (n = 4)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
0 0 0

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 1 0 2
3. Maximizing local economic development 0 1 1
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
3 0 6

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

0 0 0

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

0 2 2

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

0 1 1

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

0 0 0

E. Primary organizational affiliation: Regional greenway, heritage area, conservancy (n = 32)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
3 5 11

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 6 7 19
3. Maximizing local economic development 1 5 7
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
20 3 43

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

0 1 1

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

0 4 4

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

2 3 7

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

0 3 3
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F. Primary organizational affiliation: Hiking (n = 31)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
5 11 21

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 5 5 15
3. Maximizing local economic development 0 0 0
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
15 6 36

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

1 1 3

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

3 6 12

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

1 0 2

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

1 2 4

G. Primary organizational affiliation:  ATV (n = 31)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
11 6 28

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 6 4 16
3. Maximizing local economic development 4 3 11
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
7 8 22

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

0 1 1

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

1 5 7

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

2 1 5

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

0 3 3

H. Primary organizational affiliation: Rails to trails (n = 40)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
2 7 11

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 9 6 24
3. Maximizing local economic development 1 4 6
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
17 6 40

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

2 1 5

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

2 9 13

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

3 3 9

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

3 3 9

Table continued next page.

Table A8 continued. Rank order of importance for eight organizational issues.
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Table A8 continued. Rank order of importance for eight organizational issues.

I. Primary organizational affiliation: Snowmobiling (n = 48)

Issue

Times 
ranked most 

important
(2 points)

Times ranked 
second

(1 point)
Cumulative 

points
1. Taking advantage of landowners’ willingness to allow 

trail development
21 13 55

2. Ensuring a high level of local support 2 9 13
3. Maximizing local economic development 2 7 11
4. Securing trail rights-of-way that otherwise would be 

lost to development
17 6 40

5. Establishing trail construction partnerships with 
private organizations

1 2 4

6. Establishing trail maintenance partnerships with 
private organizations

3 6 12

7. Establishing private funding partnerships for building 
trails

0 0 0

8. Establishing private funding partnerships for 
maintaining trails

0 3 3
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Table A
9. Trail-related responsibiliti

es that m
ake m

ost sense for organizati
on to accept.Prim

ary organizational affi
liation

Category
 a

Responsibility

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

 ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

(n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)
N

um
ber of participants citing

 b

O
rganizational

1. A
dvocate or prom

ote trail 
developm

ent and use
36

6
1

1
13

2
2

6
3

2. Connector trail 
developm

ent
8

0
0

0
0

2
0

3
1

3. Coordinate and/or assist 
local organizations

19
5

1
0

4
2

1
5

1

4. D
esign, contracting, 
construction supervision

13
2

0
0

4
3

1
3

0

5. D
evelop relationships 
w

ith landow
ners

15
0

0
0

4
3

2
1

4

6. Fundraising or donations
10

1
1

0
3

2
1

1
1

7. Planning
25

2
0

2
6

4
2

6
3

8. Secure funding for local 
and/or regional use

11
1

0
0

4
0

0
4

0

O
perational

1. Trail construction
33

1
2

1
4

9
5

4
7

2. Supply user inform
ation, 

e.g., m
aps, regulations

18
2

2
1

0
3

1
2

7

3. M
aintain relationships 

w
ith landow

ners
11

0
0

0
1

1
1

0
7

4. Trail m
aintenance, 

stew
ardship, 

m
anagem

ent

92
6

2
2

14
16

13
9

24

5. Patrol, security, safety, 
and/or enforcem

ent
8

1
0

0
1

1
2

1
1

6. Recognize volunteers
1

0
0

0
0

1
0

0
0

a O
pen-ended answ

ers grouped into categories and responsibilities by content analysis; som
e participants’ answ

ers fit m
ore than one category.

b Sum
 of responses from

 prim
ary affi

liation types does not alw
ays equal num

ber of responses for overall sam
ple because som

e participants did not identify a 
prim

ary organizational affi
liation.

Table continued next page.
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Table A
9 conti

nued. Trail-related responsibiliti
es that m

ake m
ost sense for organizati

on to accept.

Category
 a

Responsibility

Prim
ary organizational affi

liation

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

 ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

(n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)
N

um
ber of participants citing

 b

M
iscellaneous

1. O
perate ow

n trail system
9

0
0

0
0

2
0

6
1

2. Cooperate, be a w
illing 

partner
4

0
1

0
0

1
1

0
0

3. Volunteer
5

0
0

0
0

2
1

0
2

4. Be responsible users, 
follow

 rules &
 etiquett

e
8

0
0

0
0

0
5

0
3

5. D
on’t know

, don’t 
understand, does not 
apply, and/or do nothing

22
1

0
1

1
1

4
2

3

U
nclear or other

11
0

0
0

0
0

2
6

0
M

issing or no response
67

15
1

0
1

4
2

3
6

a O
pen-ended answ

ers grouped into categories and responsibilities by content analysis; som
e participants’ answ

ers fit m
ore than one category.

b Sum
 of responses from

 prim
ary affi

liation types does not alw
ays equal num

ber of responses for overall sam
ple because som

e participants did not identify a 
prim

ary organizational affi
liation.
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Table A
10. H

ow
 should funding trail developm

ent be addressed?
Prim

ary organizational affi
liation

Category
 a

Them
e

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

 ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

(n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)
N

um
ber of participants citing

 b

A
ctions

1. Seek grants: state, 
federal, local 
foundations, m

ultiple 
sources

68
6

1
1

17
5

3
18

7

2. Conduct local fund raising
27

1
1

0
3

5
2

5
6

3. O
rganize local w

ork 
crew

s, e.g., volunteers, 
prisoners, adjudicated 
youth

41
1

3
2

4
8

5
5

6

4. Seek in-kind contributions 
from

 local interests
11

0
0

0
1

2
3

3
1

5. Coordinate, assist and/or 
organize m

unicipalities, 
local organizations, trail 
users, coalitions and/or 
partnerships

42
2

1
1

5
6

1
11

4

6. Pass local taxes, 
assessm

ents, or im
pact 

fee ordinances

7
0

0
0

3
0

0
0

1

7. Educate local publics, 
stakeholders; docum

ent 
value of trails to 
com

m
unity

10
0

1
0

2
1

0
3

2

a O
pen-ended answ

ers grouped into categories and responsibilities by content analysis; som
e participants’ answ

ers fit m
ore than one category.

b Sum
 of responses from

 prim
ary affi

liation types does not alw
ays equal num

ber of responses for overall sam
ple because som

e participants did not identify a 
prim

ary organizational affi
liation.

Table continued next page.
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Table A
10 conti

nued. H
ow

 should funding trail developm
ent be addressed?

Prim
ary organizational affi

liation

Category
 a

Them
e

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

 ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

(n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)
N

um
ber of participants citing

 b

A
ctions, continued

8. Explore help from
 health 

care industry and 
organizations

4
1

0
0

0
1

0
1

0

N
eeds

1. Technical guidance and/
or assistance: training, 
inform

ation access, 
guidelines

5
1

0
0

2
0

0
1

0

2. Sim
plification or 

m
odification of 

processes and 
requirem

ents

39
1

0
0

10
2

7
7

5

3. A
doption of user fees

31
1

0
0

0
1

10
1

12
4. N

ew
 sources of funding

28
2

0
1

6
1

2
2

8
5. State and/or federal 

funding is essential
11

0
0

0
1

3
1

3
0

D
on’t know

, don’t understand, 
and/or does not apply

17
0

1
0

1
6

3
0

4

U
nclear or other

20
1

1
1

2
2

2
4

4
M

issing or no response
49

2
0

0
2

5
2

0
6

a O
pen-ended answ

ers grouped into categories and responsibilities by content analysis; som
e participants’ answ

ers fit m
ore than one category.

b Sum
 of responses from

 prim
ary affi

liation types does not alw
ays equal num

ber of responses for overall sam
ple because som

e participants did not identify a 
prim

ary organizational affi
liation.
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Table A
11. H

ow
 should funding trail m

aintenance be addressed?
Prim

ary organizational affi
liation

Category
 a

Them
e

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

  ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

(n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)
N

um
ber of participants citing

 b

A
ctions

1. Seek grants: state, 
federal, local 
foundations, m

ultiple 
sources

41
3

0
0

6
3

6
9

8

2. Conduct local fund raising
45

3
0

0
6

5
4

12
7

3. O
rganize local w

ork 
crew

s, e.g., volunteers, 
prisoners, adjudicated 
youth

130
6

5
2

17
22

13
26

16

4. Seek in-kind contributions 
from

 local interests
37

4
2

0
6

1
1

12
5

5. Coordinate, assist and/or 
organize m

unicipalities, 
local organizations, trail 
users, coalitions and/or 
partnerships

40
5

0
0

12
1

3
10

2

6. Pass local taxes, 
assessm

ents, or im
pact 

fee ordinances

2
0

0
0

1
1

0
0

0

7. Educate local publics, 
stakeholders; docum

ent 
value of trails to 
com

m
unity

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

1

a O
pen-ended answ

ers grouped into categories and responsibilities by content analysis; som
e participants’ answ

ers fit m
ore than one category.

b Sum
 of responses from

 prim
ary affi

liation types does not alw
ays equal num

ber of responses for overall sam
ple because som

e participants did not identify a 
prim

ary organizational affi
liation.

Table continued next page.
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Table A
11 conti

nued. H
ow

 should funding trail m
aintenance be addressed?

Prim
ary organizational affi

liation

Category
 a

Them
e

O
verall 

sam
ple

(n = 282)

A
gency, 

advisory, 
advocacy
(n = 15)

Bicycling
(n = 7)

Eques
trian

(n = 4)

Regional 
greenw

ay, 
heritage area, 
conservancy

(n = 32)
H

iking
(n = 31)

  ATV
(n = 31)

Rails to 
trails 

(n = 40)

Snow


m
obiling

(n = 48)
N

um
ber of participants citing

 b

A
ctions, continued

8. Explore help from
 health 

care industry and 
organizations

1
0

0
0

0
0

1
0

0

N
eeds

0
1. Technical guidance and/

or assistance: training, 
inform

ation access, 
guidelines

3
0

0
0

1
0

1
0

0

2. Sim
plification or 

m
odification of 

processes and 
requirem

ents

14
1

0
1

1
0

2
3

3

3. A
doption of user fees

24
0

0
0

0
1

8
0

11
4. N

ew
 sources of funding

14
1

0
0

1
1

1
3

3
5. State and/or federal 

funding is essential
18

0
0

1
5

1
3

2
4

D
on’t know

, don’t understand, 
and/or does not apply

8
0

0
0

0
3

2
0

1

U
nclear or other

26
2

0
1

2
1

5
4

4
M

issing or no response
50

2
1

1
2

4
1

0
9

a O
pen-ended answ

ers grouped into categories and responsibilities by content analysis; som
e participants’ answ

ers fit m
ore than one category.

b Sum
 of responses from

 prim
ary affi

liation types does not alw
ays equal num

ber of responses for overall sam
ple because som

e participants did not identify a 
prim

ary organizational affi
liation.


