










Village of Brockport Active Transportation Plan 
UPWP Task No. 8762 
Sunday October 26,  2014   Steering Committee Village Walking  Tour       

Main Street Canal Bridge 
Steel bridge decking is a difficult, low friction surface for cyclists. Slippery when wet, or frozen. 

Crosswalk on the north side of the bridge is not perpendicular to road centerline. 
Placement of cross-walk and vertical alignment makes visibility difficult for drivers. 
Cross walk on north side of bridge is on downhill side; drivers are picking up speed. 
Consider placement of more advanced system to alert drivers of pedestrian crossing movements. 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Park Ave Canal Bridge- 
Slightly better vertical alignment, but same issues as the Main Street Bridge. 
Crosswalk is not perpendicular to road centerline. 
A common vocabulary of signage, pavement markings and warning devices should be deployed at all 
canal bridges in the Village. System consistency will help promote consistent safe behavior. 

Crosswalk warning placards are not visible to north-bound drivers; utility pole and bridge structure 
partially conceal the placards for northbound drivers. Two-side placards mounted on a single post, so 
they only give advance notice to northbound drivers. Placards should probably be installed in highly 
visible locations on both sides of the crosswalks. 

Currently, the walkway on the east side of the bridge is blocked off for repairs. Lack of coordination 
between NY Canal Corp and NYSDOT is preventing completion of necessary repairs. 

 
 

 

 

 









 

 

 

 

 

Sweden Town Park Trail 
This trail provides a 2 mile circuit around Sweden Town Park, which is a significant local destination and 
recreational resource. Connectivity should be provided between the Trail and improved bike/pedestrian 
facilities along the park access road. Connector pathways that establish walking loops off the main trail 
could provide a diversity of walking routes for visitors of all mobility level. As the trail development 
evolves, a GPS-based way finding system can be established. Possible spurs to Redman Road and rt. 31A 
can connect the main trail to the existing street grid. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







Pedestrian crosswalk on Main Street (near the Verizon, Sherman Williams mall) into Wegmans does not 
have a pedestrian signal 

 

 

 

Clarkson/Lake Road/104 intersection has no pedestrian crossing signals (pedestrians cross at their own 
risk) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

East Avenue's sidewalks end at Havenwood St. Sidewalk should extend on out to Sunflower Landing 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

More sidewalks needed in the McCormack Place Development 

 

Smith Street Bridge steps down to Perry Street need repair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Walking from Smith Street Bridge down Clinton Street currently dangerous 

 

 

 





 

Sunflower Landing, east of McCormick Place, has somewhat better connection to the Canal. Mowed 
grass path encourages connectivity, but is not ADA compliant. 

Both developments would benefit from establishing connections to the Canal Trail. Village design 
guidelines and site plan review process could discuss full connectivity for bicyclists and pedestrians 
between new development and community assets like the Canal Trail 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Entrance to Sunflower Landing off of East Ave.  may be lacking adequate sight distances.  
No cross walks at the intersection, and sidewalks north and south of East Ave. do not align. 

There is no sidewalk along East Avenue between Sunflower Landing and McCormick Place. 
(Sidewalk exists on the south side of East Avenue, west of Havenwood Drive) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

A fully inclusive community design for active living would have both developments connected to Canal 
trail via ADA compliant shared-use pathways. The Canal Trail would provide connectivity between the 
developments, and into the Village center. Sidewalk along East Avenue should be extended to Sunflower 
Landing. 

Shoulder width along East Avenue feels somewhat uncomfortable, given the traffic speeds. 

Along East Avenue,  shoulder  west bound (north side of road) is more consistent and in better condition 
than shoulder eastbound (south side of road) 

New sidewalk on the north side of East Avenue would provide safe connectivity between Seymour 
Library and residential streets to the east (Mission Hill Drive, Summer Hill Drive, etc.) 

Complete sidewalk connectivity between Sunflower Landing and the Village would need to be 
collaboration between Sweden, Clarkson and Brockport. 

Look for improved pedestrian and bicycle connectivity to the library. Verify that bicycle parking facilities 
at the library meet current best practices. 

Note: disconnected subdivisions. How does a neighbor on Mission Hill Drive visit a friend on Sherwood 
Drive? Municipal planning guidelines could require that new developments provide pedestrian 
connectivity to adjacent subdivisions 

Look for any road diet opportunities in Brockport. 
Look for opportunities and appropriate locations to consider installation of buffered bike lanes . 

At roundabout intersection of East Ave and Lake Road (State route 19), marked shoulder disappears. No 
bicycle space in the roundabout.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





http://bikeleague.org/university
http://bikeleague.org/community




Intersection of Rt. 31 and Rt. 19 (Main Street)  

Very difficult conditions for both pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Priority intersection requires further analysis and recommendations  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Investigate abandoned CSX rail corridor that intersects Owens Road. Possible future rails to trails 
development. If paired with the Canal Trail, could create a bike-friendly loop system for recreation, 
fitness and tourism. 
(Check with Bob Torzynski if this rail segment has been identified in the Regional Trails Initiative) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Shoulder conditions on Owens Road need improvement. Space is available for an off-road side path to 
separate bicycles and pedestrians from traffic.  Minimal driveway conflicts along the west side of Owens 
Road from Rt 31 to East Canal Road. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Maintenance of shoulder stripes and other pavement markings are critical for bicycle safety. 
Minor adjustments to road maintenance schedules can be cost-neutral, but have significant impact on 
bicycle conditions. 

Bicycle Facility Hierarchy (from least preferable to most preferable) 
No bicycle space 
Shared space with autos (high potential of conflicts with autos) 
buffered space with autos (moderate potential of conflicts with autos) 
Shared-use side path (potential conflicts with pedestrians) 
Physically separated bicycle space (cycle track) 

 

 
 













Number of lanes of traffic  (L) 

L reflects the total number of through traffic lanes of the road segment and its 

configuration (D = Divided, U = Undivided,  OW = One-Way, S = Two-Way Left 

Turn Lane). The programmed database converts these lanes into directional 

lanes. 

 
Posted Speed Limit (Sp) 
Sp is recorded as posted. 

 
Wt - Total width of pavement 

Wt is measured from the center of the road, yellow stripe, or (in the case of a 

multilane configuration) the lane separation striping to the edge of pavement  or 

to the gutter pan of the  curb. 

 
Wl - Width of pavement between the outside lane stripe and the edge of 

pavement 

Wl is measured from the outside lane stripe to the edge of pavement or to the 

gutter pan of the curb. When there is angled parking adjacent to the outside 

lane, Wl is measured from the outside lane stripe to the traffic -side end of the 

parking stall stripes. 

 

Width of pavement is the pavement striped for on-street parking (Wps) 

Wps is recorded only if there is parking to the right of a striped bike lane (not if 

the striped parking area is immediately adjacent to the outside  lane). 

 

OSPA % 

OSPA% is the estimated percentage of the segment (excluding driveways) along 

which there is occupied on-street parking at the time of  survey. 





The Pedestrian Level of Service (Pedestrian LOS) Model1 will be used for the evaluation of 
walking conditions.  This model is the most accurate method of evaluating the walking 
conditions within shared roadway environments.  It uses the same measurable traffic and 
roadway factors that transportation planners and engineers use for other travel modes. With 
statistical precision, the Model clearly reflects the effect on walking suitability or �³�F�R�P�S�D�W�L�E�L�O�L�W�\�´��
due to factors such as roadway width, presence of sidewalks and intervening buffers, barriers 
within those buffers, traffic volume, motor vehicles speed, and on-street parking.  The form of 
the Pedestrian Level of Service Model, and the definition of its terms are as follows: 

 
Ped LOS = - 1.2276 ln (Wol + Wl + fp  x %OSP + fb x Wb  + fsw x Ws) 

+ 0.0091 (Vol15/L) + 0.0004 SPD2  + 6.0468 
Where: 

Wol = Width of outside lane (feet) 
Wl    = Width of shoulder or bike lane (feet) 
fp = On-street parking effect coefficient (=0.20) 
%OSP = Percent of segment with on-street parking 
fb = Buffer area barrier coefficient (=5.37 for trees spaced 20 feet on center) 
Wb = Buffer width (distance between edge of pavement and 

sidewalk, feet) 

fsw    = Sidewalk presence coefficient 
= 6 �± 0.3Ws 

Ws = Width of sidewalk (feet) 
Vol15 = average traffic during a fifteen (15) minute period 
L = total number of (through) lanes (for road or street) 
SPD = Average running speed of motor vehicle traffic (mi/hr) 

 
The Pedestrian LOS score resulting from the final equation is pre-stratified into service 
�F�D�W�H�J�R�U�L�H�V���³�$�����%�����&�����'�����(�����D�Q�G���)�´�����D�F�F�R�U�G�L�Q�J���W�R���W�K�H���U�D�Q�J�H�V���V�K�R�Z�Q���E�H�O�R�Z�����Z�K�L�F�K���U�H�I�O�H�F�W���X�V�H�U�V�¶��
perception of the road segments level of service for pedestrian travel. This stratification is in 
accordance with the linear scale established during the research (i.e., the research project 
�S�D�U�W�L�F�L�S�D�Q�W�V�¶���D�J�J�U�H�J�D�W�H���U�H�V�S�Rnse to roadway and traffic stimuli). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1 Landis, B.W., V.R. Vattikitti, R.M. Ottenberg, D.S. McLeod, M. Guttenplan, Modeling the Roadside Walking Environment: 
Pedestrian LOS, Transportation Research Record 1773, Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Washington, 
DC, 2001. 





Roadside Profile Condition �± This data item is collected to assist in determining the lateral area 
available for bicycle lane or paved shoulder and sidewalk construction. It is the area between the 
outside edge of the pavement and the right-of-way line. The profile condition assists in 
determining the type of facility, hence its cost [i.e., bicycle lane or paved shoulder or bike path]. 
Roadside profiles were classified as one of the three types illustrated below. Condition 1, 
buildable shoulder, is defined as an area adjoining the edge of pavement with a minimum width 
of seven feet and a maximum cross-slope of 6%. Condition 2 is a swale. Condition 3 is a ditch or 
canal.  The ARC is to provide total right-of-way width. 
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Village of Brockport Active Transportation Plan: Level of Service Data Sheets 

Length 
(LS)   
(mi)

Direction
Hourly 

Directional 
Volume

Percent Heavy 
Vehicles

Posted 
Speed

Total 
Direction 

Width

Paved 
Shoulder 

Width

On-Street 
Parking 
Width 

(marked)

% On-
Street 

Parking

Pavement 
Condition 

Rating

Bike Lane 
Mark 

Cross Sec. 
Buffer 
Width

Tree Spcg. 
In Buffer 

% with 
Sidewalk

Sidewalk 
Width 

Road 
Profile 

Con 
(1,2,3)

Signals 
per Seg.

V HV SPp Th Wt Wl Wps OSPA PCt BW WS PLOS PLOS BLOS BLOS

directional Score Grade

mi (veh/hr) % mph # ft ft ft % (1….5) (Y/N) C/S ft (ft/ctr) % ft (1,2,3) (0…7) (A…F) (0…7) (A…F)

1 Adams St Allen St Route 19 0.26 159 2 30 2 12 0 0 0 5 N C 9 45 100 4 1 1 0.93 A 2.20 B

2 Allen St Adams St Central School Dr 0.16 N 175 4.01 30 2 12 0 0 0 5 N C 12 30 100 8 1 1 0.62 A 2.95 C

Allen St Adams St Central School Dr S 115 3.77 30 2 12 0 0 0 5 N C 12 30 100 8 1 1 0.33 A 1.95 B

3 Brockway Pl Route 19 End 0.14 159 2 30 2 10.5 0 0 0 3 N C 13 55 100 4 1 0 0.44 A 2.95 C

4 Centennial Ave Allen St Route 19 0.22 E 215 3.7 30 2 12 0 0 0 5 N C 8 30 100 4 1 1 1.24 A 2.99 C

Centennial Ave Allen St Route 19 W 267 8 30 2 12 0 0 0 5 N C 8 30 100 4 1 1 1.17 A 4.07 D

5 Central School Dr Allen St Hartshorn Dr 0.68 159 2 30 2 12.5 0 0 0 4 N C 10 0 100 9.5 1 0 0.60 A 2.27 B

6 Central School Dr Hartshorn Dr Commencement Dr 0.19 159 2 30 2 14 0 0 0 4 N C 0 0 0 0 1 0 3.57 D 1.98 B

7 Clark St Smith St Beverly Dr 0.5 159 2 30 2 11 0 0 0 4 N C 5 25 100 5 1 0 2.33 B 2.53 C

8 Clark St Smith St Route 19 0.3 159 2 30 2 9.5 0 0 0 4 N C 4 0 100 4 1 0 1.46 A 2.75 C

9 Clinton St Route 19 Erie Canal Bridge 0.26 159 2 30 2 14 0 0 0 3 N C 3 0 100 4 1 0 2.40 B 2.33 B

10 Commencement Dr Route 31 New Campus Dr 0.78 159 2 30 2 16.5 4 0 0 4 N S 0 0 0 0 2 1 3.37 C 0.56 A

11 Commencement Dr New Campus Dr Holley St 0.29 159 2 25 2 14 0 0 0 3 N C 0 0 0 0 1 0 3.46 C 2.10 B

12 East Ave Route 19 Havenwood Dr 0.78 E 239 2 40 2 14.5 3 0 0 5 N C 7.5 0 100 4 1 1 2.73 C 2.15 B

East Ave Route 19 Havenwood Dr W 269 2 40 2 14.5 3 0 0 5 N C 7.5 0 100 4 1 1 2.80 C 2.21 B

13 East Ave Havenwood Dr Wedgewood Ct 0.44 E 239 2 40 2 16.5 0 0 0 5 N S 0 0 0 0 3 0 3.85 D 1.58 B

East Ave Havenwood Dr Wedgewood Ct W 269 2 40 2 16.5 0 0 0 5 N S 0 0 0 0 3 0 3.93 D 1.64 B

14 Erie St Route 31 End 0.47 159 2 30 2 13 0 0 0 4 N C 7 100 100 4 1 1 2.31 B 2.18 B

15 Fayette St East Ave Erie Canal Bridge 0.32 N 153 2 30 2 12.5 0 0 0 4 N C 5 30 100 3.66 1 0 1.63 B 2.20 B

Fayette St East Ave Erie Canal Bridge S 100 2 30 2 12.5 0 0 0 4 N C 5 30 100 3.66 1 0 1.17 A 1.41 A

16 Fayette St Erie Canal Bridge Park Ave 0.22 N 153 2 30 2 17.5 0 0 0 3 N C 10 35 100 4 1 1 0.63 A 1.40 A

Fayette St Erie Canal Bridge Park Ave S 100 2 30 2 17.5 0 0 0 3 N C 10 35 100 4 1 1 0.55 A 0.07 A

17 Hillcrest Parkway Route 19 End 0.11 159 2 30 2 21 0 0 0 4 N C 9 30 100 4 1 1 0.76 A 0.21 A

18 Holley St Redman Rd Commencement Dr 0.68 E 102 2 30 2 15 4 0 0 3 N S 0 0 0 0 1 0 3.34 C 0.05 A

Holley St Redman Rd Commencement Dr W 104 2 30 2 15 4 0 0 3 N S 0 0 0 0 1 0 3.35 C 0.10 A

19 Holley St Commencement Dr Monroe Ave 0.39 E 190 4.71 30 2 14 0 0 0 3 N S 0 0 0 0 1 0 3.65 D 3.03 C

Holley St Commencement Dr Monroe Ave W 146 2.83 30 2 14 0 0 0 3 N S 7 0 100 5 1 0 2.14 B 2.01 B

20 Kenyon St Adams St Monroe Ave 0.28 N/S 225 6.6 30 2 10 0 0 0 5 N C 7 30 100 5 1 0 2.46 B 3.86 D

Kenyon St Adams St Monroe Ave N 196 1.29 30 2 10 0 0 0 5 N C 7 30 100 5 1 0 1.10 A 2.74 C

21 Monroe Ave Holley St Route 19 0.4 E/W 131 2 30 2 15.5 0 0 100 3 N C 10 25 100 4 1 0 0.44 A 3.06 C

22 New Campus Drive Redman Rd Commencement Dr 0.58 159 2 30 2 12.5 1 0 0 3 n s 0 0 0 0 1 0 3.71 D 2.46 B

23 New Campus Drive Commencement Dr Allen St 0.59 159 2 30 2 12.5 0 0 0 5 N S/C 0 0 0 0 1 0 3.71 D 2.11 B

24 Owens Rd Route 31 South Ave 0.65 159 2 45 2 13 2 0 0 4 N S 45 50 5 1 1 1.87 B 2.15 B

25 Owens Rd South Ave State St 0.48 159 2 45 2 13 2 0 0 4 N S 0 0 0 0 1 0 4.11 D 2.15 B

26 Park Ave Fayette St Route 19 0.27 N/S 159 2 30 2 14 0 0 0 5 N C 10 75 100 4 1 1 2.18 B 1.82 B

Bicycle LOS

ROADWAY SEGMENT VEHICLE COUNT DATA FIELD INVENTORY DATA

Pedestrian LOSLanes (L)

Seg_ID Road Name From To
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Village of Brockport Active Transportation Plan: Level of Service Data Sheets 
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Bicycle LOS

ROADWAY SEGMENT VEHICLE COUNT DATA FIELD INVENTORY DATA

Pedestrian LOSLanes (L)

Seg_ID Road Name From To

27 Redman Rd West Ave New Campus Dr 0.9 N 276 6 40 4 26 4 0 0 4 N C 0 0 100 7 1 1 2.79 C 2.74 C

Redman Rd West Ave New Campus Dr S 258 7.99 40 4 26 4 0 4 N C 0 0 100 7 1 1 2.74 C 3.29 C

28 Redman Rd New Campus Dr Route 31 0.63 N 276 6 40 2 16 5 0 0 5 N S 0 0 0 0 2 1 3.98 D 2.53 C

Redman Rd New Campus Dr Route 31 S 258 7.99 40 2 16 5 0 5 N S 0 0 0 0 2 1 3.94 D 3.09 C

29 Route 19 East Ave Route 104 1 N 481 3.86 40 2 12 5.5 0 0 4 N S 15 0 100 5 1 1 3.11 C 3.08 C

Route 19 East Ave Route 104 S 442 3.25 40 2 12 5.5 0 4 N S 15 0 100 5 1 1 3.01 C 2.90 C

30 Route 19 Erie Canal Bridge East Ave 0.23 N 590 4.48 30 2 16.5 0 0 0 5 Y C 8.5 50 100 5 1 1 3.16 C 1.85 B

Route 19 Erie Canal Bridge East Ave S 540 4.69 30 2 16.5 0 0 5 Y C 8.5 50 100 5 1 1 1.90 B 1.85 B

31 Route 19 Erie Canal Bridge Monroe Ave 0.28 N 380 2.92 30 2 28 0 10 100 5 Y C 6 55 100 12 1 2 1.36 A 0.97 A

Route 19 Erie Canal Bridge Monroe Ave S 295 3.46 30 2 28 0 10 5 Y C 6 55 100 12 1 2 1.36 A 0.94 A

32 Route 19 Monroe Ave South Ave 0.28 N 431 2.33 30 2 21.5 0 8 100 5 Y C 8 30 100 5 1 1 1.45 A -0.84 A

Route 19 Monroe Ave South Ave S 381 3.38 30 2 21.5 0 8 5 Y C 8 30 100 5 1 1 1.34 A -0.71 A

33 Route 19 South Ave Centennial Ave 0.12 N 696 2 30 2 15 4 0 0 5 Y C 12 25 100 5 1 1 1.82 B 2.19 B

Route 19 South Ave Centennial Ave S 730 2 30 2 15 4 0 5 Y C 12 25 100 5 1 1 1.84 B 2.22 B

34 Route 19 Centennial Ave Route 31 0.6 N 650 2.96 30 2 18 7 0 0 4 N C 9 30 100 4 1 1 1.92 B 1.17 A

Route 19 Centennial Ave Route 31 S 655 3.62 30 2 18 7 0 4 N C 9 30 100 4 1 1 1.99 B 1.29 A

35 Route 31 Redman Rd Wegmans West Entrance 0.95 E 588 5.62 45 2 18 5 0 0 3 N S 0 0 0 0 2 1 4.79 E 2.99 C

Route 31 Redman Rd Wegmans West Entrance W 588 7.7 45 2 18 5 0 3 N S 0 0 0 0 2 1 4.79 E 3.64 D

36 Route 31
Wegmans West 
Entrance

Route 19 0.24 E 588 5.62 45 2 16.5 4.5 0 0 3 N C 0 0 0 0 3 1 4.90 E 3.43 C

Route 31
Wegmans West 
Entrance

Route 19 W 588 7.7 45 2 16.5 4.5 0 3 N C 0 0 0 0 3 1 4.90 E 4.08 D

37 Route 31 Route 19 Sherry Ln 0.49 E 820 2 45 2 17 5 0 0 3 N C 0 0 100 5 1 1 4.42 D 2.46 B

Route 31 Route 19 Sherry Ln W 908 2 45 2 17 5 0 3 N C 0 0 100 5 1 1 4.64 E 2.51 C

38 Route 31 Sherry Ln Walmart 0.2 E 820 2 45 2 20 8 0 0 3 Y S 0 0 0 0 2 1 5.25 E 0.96 A

Route 31 Sherry Ln Walmart W 908 2 45 2 20 8 0 3 Y S 0 0 0 0 2 1 5.47 E 1.01 A

39 Route 31 Walmart Owens Rd 0.39 E 820 2 45 2 19.5 8 0 0 3 - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.28 E 1.10 A

Route 31 Walmart Owens Rd W 908 2 45 2 19.5 8 0 0 3 - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.51 F 1.15 A

40 Smith St Erie Canal Bridge Clark St 0.18 N 67 2 30 2 12 0 0 0 3 N S 8 0 100 4 1 0 2.07 B 1.32 A

Smith St Erie Canal Bridge Clark St S 50 2 30 2 12 0 0 3 N S 8 0 100 4 1 0 2.03 B 0.96 A

41 Smith St Clark St West Ave 0.12 N 67 2 30 2 10 0 0 0 3 N C 7 30 100 5 1 0 2.06 B 1.93 B

Smith St Clark St West Ave S 50 2 30 2 10 0 0 3 N C 7 30 100 5 1 0 0.73 A 1.63 B

42 South Ave Owens Rd Quaker Maid St 0.64 159 2 30 2 13 0 0 0 3 N C 8 0 0 5 1 0 0.86 A 2.52 C

43 South Ave Quaker Maid St Route 19 0.29 159 2 30 2 14.5 0 0 0 3 N C 8 35 100 4 1 0 2.23 B 2.22 B

44 State St Owens Rd Oxford St 0.5 159 2 30 2 12.5 1 0 0 3 N S 0 0 0 0 1 0 3.71 D 2.46 B

45 State St Oxford St Route 19 0.36 159 2 30 2 17 0 0 0 4 N C 10 30 100 4 1 1 2.10 B 1.31 A

46 Utica St Clinton St College St 0.31 159 2 30 2 11 0 0 0 3 N C 7 100 100 4 1 0 1.03 A 2.87 C
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47 Utica St College St Adams St 0.19 159 2 30 2 11 0 0 0 3 N C 8 35 100 5 1 0 1.25 A 2.87 C

48 West Ave Route 19 Idlewood Dr 0.66 E/W 321 35 2 19 7 0 0 2.5 N C 8 0 100 5 1 1 1.39 A 0.85 A

49 West Ave Idlewood Dr Redman Rd 0.86 E/W 321 35 2 19 7 0 0 3 N S 20 0 100 5 1 1 2.29 B 0.51 A
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�����������G�D�\�V���I�R�U���R�W�K�H�U���K�R�P�H�V���´���>Home Sales Near Two Massachusetts Trails, Jan. 25, 
2006. Craig Della Penna] 

 

       . 
     [Home Sales Near Two Massachusetts Trails, Jan. 25, 2006. Craig Della Penna] 

 
�ƒ �³�5�H�D�O�L�]�L�Q�J���W�K�H���V�H�O�O�L�Q�J���S�R�Z�H�U���R�I���J�U�H�H�Q�Z�D�\�V�����G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�H�U�V���R�I���W�K�H���6�K�H�S�K�H�U�G�¶�V���9�L�Q�H�\�D�U�G��

housing development in Apex, North Carolina added $5,000 to the price of 40 homes 
�D�G�M�D�F�H�Q�W���W�R���W�K�H���U�H�J�L�R�Q�D�O���J�U�H�H�Q�Z�D�\�����7�K�R�V�H���K�R�P�H�V���Z�H�U�H���V�W�L�O�O���W�K�H���I�L�U�V�W���W�R���V�H�O�O���´ 
[Economic Benefits of Trails and Greenways, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2004] 

�ƒ �³�7�K�H���D�Y�H�U�D�J�H���S�U�L�F�H���I�R�U���D�O�O���K�R�P�H�V���V�R�O�G���L�Q���J�U�H�H�Q�Z�D�\���F�R�U�U�L�G�R�U�V���Z�D�V���Q�H�D�U�O�\ 10 percent 
higher than the average price for all homes. Similarly, the average prices for all 
homes near greenways with trails and in conservation corridors were higher than the 
overall average sale price. For homes near the Monon Trail, the average sale price 
was 11 percent higher �W�K�D�Q���I�R�U���D�O�O���K�R�P�H�V���W�K�D�W���V�R�O�G���L�Q�������������´���>Public Choices and 
Property Values: Evidence from Greenways in Indianapolis, Center for Urban Policy 
and the Environment, December 2003] 

�ƒ �³�$���V�W�X�G�\���R�I���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���Y�D�O�X�H�V���Q�H�D�U���J�U�H�H�Q�E�H�O�W�V���L�Q���%�R�X�O�G�H�U�����&�R�O�R�U�D�G�R�����Q�R�W�H�G���W�K�D�W�«�R�W�K�H�U��
variables being equal, the average value of property adjacent to the greenbelt would 
�E�H���������S�H�U�F�H�Q�W���K�L�J�K�H�U���W�K�D�Q���W�K�R�V�H���������������I�H�H�W���D�Z�D�\���´���>Economic Impacts of Rivers, 
Trails and Greenways: Property Values. Resource Guide published by the National 
Parks Service, 1995]  

�ƒ �³�$���V�W�X�G�\���F�R�P�S�O�H�W�H�G���E�\���W�K�H���2�I�I�L�F�H���R�I���3�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J���L�Q���6�H�D�W�W�O�H�����:�D�V�K�L�Q�J�W�R�Q�����I�R�U���W�K�H���������P�L�O�H��
Burke-Gilman trail was based upon surveys of homeowners and real estate agents. 
The survey of real estate agents revealed that property near, but not immediately 
�D�G�M�D�F�H�Q�W���W�R���W�K�H���W�U�D�L�O�����V�H�O�O�V���I�R�U���D�Q���D�Y�H�U�D�J�H���R�I�������S�H�U�F�H�Q�W���P�R�U�H���´ [Economic Impacts of 



Rivers, Trails and Greenways: Property Values. Resource Guide published by the 
National Parks Service, 1995] 

�ƒ �³�,�Q���D���V�Xrvey of adjacent landowners along the Luce Line rail-trail in Minnesota, 61 
percent of the suburban residential owners noted an increase in their property value 
as a result of the trail. New owners felt the trail had a more positive effect on 
adjacent property values than did continuing owners. Appraisers and real estate 
agents claimed that trails were a positive selling point for suburban residential 
�S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���´���>Economic Impacts of Rivers, Trails and Greenways: Property Values. 
Resource Guide published by the National Parks Service, 1995] 

�ƒ �³�$���V�X�U�Y�H�\���R�I���'�H�Q�Y�H�U���U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�L�D�O���Q�H�L�J�K�E�R�U�K�R�R�G�V���E�\���W�K�H���5�R�F�N�\���0�R�X�Q�W�D�L�Q���5�H�V�H�D�U�F�K��
Institute shows the public's increasing interest in greenways and trails. From 1980 to 
1990, those who said they would pay extra for greenbelts and parks in their 
�Q�H�L�J�K�E�R�U�K�R�R�G���U�R�V�H���I�U�R�P���������S�H�U�F�H�Q�W���W�R���������S�H�U�F�H�Q�W���´���>Economic Impacts of Rivers, 
Trails and Greenways: Property Values. Resource Guide published by the National 
Parks Service, 1995] 

�ƒ �³�5�H�F�R�J�Q�L�]�L�Q�J���Z�K�D�W���K�D�G���K�D�S�S�H�Q�H�G�����W�K�H���U�H�D�O�W�\���F�R�P�S�D�Q�L�H�V���G�H�F�L�Ged to restructure the 
pricing of future lots located along the Mountain-Bay Trail.  thus, in the addition of 
Highridge Estates, the average lot located along the  rail was priced 26 percent 
�K�L�J�K�H�U���W�K�D�Q���V�O�L�J�K�W�O�\���O�D�U�J�H�U���O�R�W�V���Q�R�W���O�R�F�D�W�H�G���D�O�R�Q�J���W�K�H���W�U�D�L�O���´���>Perceptions of How the 
Presence of Greenway Trails Affects the Value of Proximate Properties. Journal of 
Park and Recreation Administration, Fall 2001. John L. Crompton.] 

 
A Study of Trail Impacts on Property Values, Noise and Crime  

http://library.michigantrails.org/education-and-advocacy/a-study-of-trail-impacts-on-property-
values-noise-andcrime/ 

Source: Michigan Trails 
Subject : Trail Impacts on Property Values, Noise and Crime 
Findings:  
�ƒ For all trail segments studied, the median home sale prices adjacent to the trail are 

escalating faster than countywide. The rate of increase was particularly high in 
certain areas. The results indicated that the trail does not negatively impact property 
values and suggested that it may help increase property values by roughly 2 percent 
to 3 percent annually over inflation. 

�ƒ Realtors were surveyed as well, and 90 percent said that home sales had increased 
significantly or increased somewhat in areas near the trail versus other areas in the 
market. 

 

A Study of Trail Impacts on Property Values, Noise and Crime  

http://library.michigantrails.org/education-and-advocacy/a-study-of-trail-impacts-on-property-
values-noise-andcrime/ 

Source: Michigan Trails 
Subject: Trail Impacts on Property Values, Noise and Crime 
Findings:  
�ƒ �³���������V�X�U�Y�H�\�H�G���I�H�O�W���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���Q�H�D�U�E�\���W�U�D�L�O�¶�V���S�U�H�V�H�Q�F�H���Z�R�X�O�G���K�D�Y�H���D���S�R�V�L�W�L�Y�H���H�I�I�H�F�W���R�U��

�H�I�I�H�F�W���R�Q���W�K�H���H�D�V�H���R�I���V�D�O�H���R�I���W�K�H�L�U���K�R�P�H�V���´�����)�L�J�������� 



�ƒ �³�7�K�H���F�O�H�D�U���P�D�M�R�U�L�W�\���R�I���U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�V��(63.8%) who bought their homes after construction of 
�W�K�H���W�U�D�L�O�V���U�H�S�R�U�W�H�G���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���W�U�D�L�O���K�D�G���S�R�V�L�W�L�Y�H�O�\���L�Q�I�O�X�H�Q�F�H�G���W�K�H�L�U���S�X�U�F�K�D�V�H���G�H�F�L�V�L�R�Q���´��
(Fig. 6) 

�ƒ �³�:�H�V�W���3�D�S�L�R���V�K�R�Z�H�G���V�W�U�R�Q�J�H�U���U�H�V�X�O�W�V���W�K�D�Q���W�K�H���R�W�K�H�U���W�Z�R���W�U�D�L�O�V���R�Q���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���Y�D�O�X�H�V����
ease of home sale, and quality of life. The differences may possibly be due to 
�Q�H�L�J�K�E�R�U�K�R�R�G���G�H�P�R�J�U�D�S�K�L�F�V���D�Q�G���F�K�D�U�D�F�W�H�U�L�V�W�L�F�V���R�I���W�K�H���W�U�D�L�O���W�K�H�P�V�H�O�Y�H�V�´�����)�L�J���������� 

�ƒ �³�2�I���W�K�H���U�H�V�S�R�Q�G�H�Q�W�V���Z�K�R���S�X�U�F�K�D�V�H�G���W�K�H�L�U���K�R�P�H���D�I�W�H�U���W�K�H���W�U�D�L�O���H�[�L�V�W�H�G����������������
indicated that the trail had positively influenced their purchase decision. 
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APPENDIX G

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITY DESIGN FLEXIBILITY
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