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RESOLUTION _______ OF 2020 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNTY OF ALLEGHENY, COMMONWEALTH OF 
PENNSYLVANIA ADOPTING THE VERONA, OAKMONT, PENN HILLS AND PLUM 
(“VOPP”) TRAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR VERONA BOROUGH, BOROUGH OF 
OAKMONT, MUNICIPALITY OF PENN HILLS, AND PLUM BOROUGH, DATED THIS
 DAY OF  ____________, 2020, AS PREPARED BY THE VOPP TRAIL 
FEASIBILITY STUDY STEERING COMMITTEE WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND DESIGN TEAM. 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Municipalities utilize planning to guide the future development of the VOPP 

Trail within the Municipalities; and 
 
 
WHEREAS, all Municipalities involved in the Feasibility Study agree to proceed in 

conjunction with fellow parties included in the VOPP Trail Feasibility Study; and 
 
 
WHEREAS, all Municipalities agree to the adoption and on-going implementation of the 

recommendations set forth in the VOPP Trail Feasibility Study; and 
 
 
WHEREAS, all Municipalities agree to the best practices of progress recommended by the 

Steering Committee. 
 
 
SECTION I: The Municipalities, by this resolution, adopt the VOPP Trail Feasibility Study 

document as attached hereto as Attachment “A”, pursuant to the powers authorized by the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED at a public meeting duly convened by the Mayor and 

Council of the Municipalities listed above that each Municipality adopts the VOPP Trail Feasibility 
Study, Attachment “A”. 
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BOROUGH OF VERONA 
 
APPROVED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF VERONA ON THIS ___ day of ____    , 20 ___ 
 
ATTEST:       THE BOROUGH OF VERONA 
 

Jerome Kenna, Borough Manager    Patrick McCarthy, (President Verona Borough) 
     

EXAMINED AND APPROVED BY ME THIS ____ day of  __________, 20  ____ 
 

       David P. Ricupero, Mayor 
 
 
BOROUGH OF OAKMONT 
 
RESOLUTION REGULARLY ADOPTED AND ENACTED THIS _____ day of ___________, 20 _____ 
 
 
Patricia Friday, President of Council    Scot E. Fodi, Borough Manager   
  
ATTEST: 

   Christopher Whaley, Mayor (Borough of Oakmont)  
 
 
 
MUNICIPALITY OF PENN HILLS 
 
APPROVED AND ADOPTED ON THIS day of  , 20  ____ 
 
 
Pauline Calabrese, Mayor (Municipality of Penn Hills)  Scott Andrejchak, Manager 

 

 

BOROUGH OF PLUM 

ATTEST:       BOROUGH OF PLUM 

 

Michael A. Thomas, Borough Manager   Dave Odom, Council President 

EXAMINED AND APPROVED ON THIS  day of  , 20  _____ 
 
 

Harry Schlegel, Mayor (Plum Borough)  
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(next spread)
Existing trail through Oakmont's 
Creekside Park

The goal of the VOPP Feasibility Study is to explore the potential 
alignments for a bicycle/pedestrian trail, originating from the Steel City 
Rowing Club in Verona Borough, traversing Oakmont Borough and 
Penn Hills, before terminating at Boyce Park in Plum Borough. Several 
elements fell within the scope of this project, including an exploration 
and comparison of potential route alignments, an assessment of the 
existing conditions along those proposed alignments, the creation and 
development of concept plans to illustrate the required improvements 
to existing roadway infrastructure for the route, and necessary safety 
devices, landscaping, wayfinding signage, lighting, and bicycle and 
pedestrian amenities.

 In addition to the existing physical characteristics of the 
proposed alignments, the invaluable feedback from and cooperation 
with the general public was sought out in order to establish consensus 
on the optimal trail alignment. Input was also gleaned from local cycling 
organizations, a project steering committee, and elected officials from the 
four municipalities.

 The development of this trail is in lockstep with the missions 
of  both Live Well Allegheny and Active Allegheny: two initiatives within 
Allegheny County. These initiatives work with municipalities and locally 
run organizations to promote active transportation opportunities, 
community gardens, facilitate health, education, safety, and recreational 
improvements, and promote simple lifestyle changes to improve the 
health and quality of life of residents.

 One of the key lifestyle changes that residents can make is 
walking or biking for exercise. Both have great health benefits and are 
more affordable activities in which low-income families can participate. 
New developments and consideration of open-air activities is vital. This 
study will support how bicycle and walking trails are amenities that attract 
young families and diverse populations seeking such progressive places 
to live, play, and invest. It also will provide a connection to Boyce Park, 
one of Allegheny County's regional parks. 

 The residents of all four communities, as well as residents of the 
surrounding communities, will benefit from a trail system. This endeavor 
represents the first presence of a legitimate trail infrastructure in their 
communities that not only serves travel and recreational needs but also 
connects the four communities to each other and the larger regional trail 
network. By creating a link between these communities, their business 
districts, vibrant downtowns, and their social and natural amenities, an 
opportunity for a higher and more enjoyable quality of life is born.

Executive Summary
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Verona Borough, Oakmont Borough, Plum Borough, and the 
Municipality of Penn Hills have formed a multi-municipal group for the 
purpose of developing a safe, accessible, and sustainable multi-purpose 
trail stretching from the Allegheny Riverfront in Verona, through Oakmont 
and Penn Hills along Plum Creek, to Boyce Park in Plum Borough.

In close proximity to Boyce Park and situated along the Allegheny 
River and within the Plum Creek Watershed, these communities have 
come to recognize the vital importance of land use and recreation 
planning. Throughout the Allegheny Valley, more and more residents are 
frequently engaging in outdoor activities such as cycling, boating, and 
fishing.

And while there are many recreational opportunities in all four of 
the municipalities, these opportunities are largely independent and not 
connected to a more expansive recreational network. Additionally, there is 
a lack of trails available for cycling, running, walking, or hiking in this region. 
The proposed trail would provide a non-vehicular connection between 
the four communities, the Allegheny River, and Boyce Park, boosting 
economic opportunities by creating more “walkable” communities.

In addition to Riverbank Park and Railroad Park, the southwestern 
extreme of the site is located near the Verona Borough Building and the 
Verona Borough business district, allowing access to a vast array of retail 
opportunities.

While Oakmont borders Plum Creek to the north, Penn Hills borders 
it to the south. Across the creek from Oakmont's Dark Hollow Woods 
Park is the Penn Hills Community Park, featuring ball fields, pavilions, 
playgrounds, walking trails, and plenty of green space.

Boyce Park, the southeastern endpoint of this project, is an Allegheny 
County park located in the southern end of Plum Borough. The park is 
comprised of 1,096 acres and features ballfields, a wave pool, trails, a 
skate park, archery range, shelters, and a nature center.

The opportunity to create a way of connecting all of these 
opportunities would not be possible without the guidance of two 
organizations: Live Well Allegheny and Active Allegheny.

1.1 - Vision
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[Image 1] Allegheny County Seal

[Image 2] Allegheny County Economic 
Development

1.2 Project Funding and Initiatives

"Live Well Allegheny, an initiative of Allegheny County, is a 
county-wide campaign to improve the overall health and wellness 
of Allegheny County residents. The campaign aims to improve 
the health and well-being of residents through collaborative work 
with partners, stakeholders, and residents. Live Well Allegheny 
connects communities, schools, workplaces, restaurants, and 
community partners in collective action to achieve our goal of 
making Allegheny County the healthiest county in the nation.”

Live Well Allegheny encourages communities to commit to 
smoke-free buildings and parks, promote farmer's markets, plan 
wellness events, and promote walking, biking activities, and trail 
projects.

In order to provide a broader tax-base and encourage new 
residents, the development of open-air spaces, improvements in 
real estate, and the attraction of new businesses are essential.

This project is being funded through the Active Allegheny Grant 
Program by the Initiative of Allegheny County in partnership with  
the Richard King Mellon Foundation. “The Active Allegheny Grant 
Program (AAGP) is administered by the Redevelopment Authority 
of Allegheny County (RAAC). The purpose of the AAGP is to provide 
financial assistance to municipalities and councils of government 
to develop community plans and design transportation projects 
that will, when implemented, provide bicycle and pedestrian 
connections to important local destinations and transportation 
systems and increase residents’ opportunities for physical activity. 
In addition, the program funds events, education, and outreach 
activities that support active transportation initiatives.”



v I S I o n  &  g o A L S 5

• Provide recreational activities with the trail 
itself, but also connect to many unique features, 
opportunities, and attractions within each 
municipality

• Connect local municipalities to Boyce Park 
(comprised of 1,096 acres and features ballfields, 
a wave pool, trails, a skate park, archery range, 
shelters and a nature center)

• Promote walking, biking activities, trail projects 
and open-air spaces to improve real estate markets 
and attraction of new businesses within the 
municipalities

• Provide residents of all ages, economic status, 
and physical abilities, a safe path to reach their 
destinations

1.3 - Goals
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Aerial view of 
Oakmont Riverside Park
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2.1 – Verona Borough
[Image 3]
Verona Community Day 2019

[Image 4] Oakmont Community 
event

2.2 – Oakmont Borough

Oakmont, a borough of 1.57 square miles, was incorporated from 
the Borough of Verona in 1889. The community settled in 1816 when 
a farmer, Michael Bright, bought a large tract of land 15 miles (24 km) 
northeast of Pittsburgh. The settlement took its name from a landmark 
tree along the banks of the Allegheny River. The borough, geographically 
defined by hills, patches of forest, and the River, was comprised of four 
industries: Allegheny Valley Railroad, Dexter Spring Company, Verona Tool 
Works and the Agnew Glass Company.

Verona was named by combining the names of the Verner & Iona 
Railroad stops along the Allegheny Valley Railroad.  Formerly, Verona was 
noted for its railroad shops, industries of tool, steel-casting & ironworks, 
along with lumber yards and a chemical plant. In 1900, the number of 
people living in Verona was 1,904. The population was 2,474 at the 2010 
census. Verona Borough is home to the American Beverage Corporation, 
which operates a large-scale production facility where the railroad’s train 
roundhouse once stood on Plum Creek. The Verona Borough is a part of 
the Riverview School District.
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2.3 – Municipality of Penn Hills

2.4 – Plum Borough

Penn Hills is the second-largest municipality in Allegheny 
County, after Pittsburgh. In 1788, when Allegheny County 
was formed, the area now known as Penn Hills was part of Pitt 
Township. On February 10, 1851, a new township was formed from 
the northern part of Wilkins. This new township was named Penn 
Township. In 1958 Penn Township became Penn Hills Township and 
in 1976 became a home rule municipality. The earliest population 
was given in 1860 when 1,821 people living in Penn Township. As 
of 2010, 42,329 people residing in the municipality.

Founded as Plum Township on December 18, 1788, it was one 
of the original seven townships of Allegheny County. It originally 
extended as far south as modern-day North Versailles Township, 
east to the county line, west to Pitt Township, and north to the 
Allegheny River. Plum was officially reorganized as a borough in 
1956 and is often referred to as “Plum Borough” to distinguish 
itself from its former Township status. Plum has shrunk greatly over 
the years in area but remains among the larger municipalities in 
Allegheny County.

[Image 5] (left)
Plum Creek Park

[Image 6] (right)
Penn Hills Halloween Parade 2019

(next spread)
Boyce Park's Indian Meadow;
Photo courtesy of the Pittsburgh 
Post-Gazette
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Verona

Area: 0.6 sq mi (0.5 Land/0.1 Water)
Elevation: 751 ft
Population: 2,639*
Pop. Density: 5,774/sq mi
Median Age: 43.5*

Oakmont

Area: 1.8 sq mi (1.6 Land/0.2 Water)
Elevation: 774 ft
Population: 6,440*
Pop. Density: 4,058/sq mi
Median Age: 46.5*

Penn Hills

Area: 19.4 sq mi (19.15 Land/0.25 Water)
Elevation: 1,132 ft
Population: 41,838*
Pop. Density: 2,174/sq mi
Median Age: 44.7*

Plum

Area: 29 sq mi (28.6 Land/0.4 Water)
Elevation: 1,142ft
Population: 27,390*
Pop. Density: 954/sq mi
Median Age: 45.7*

*2017 Estimates

2.3 – Existing Conditions
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In order to achieve a more accurate and up-to-date representation 
of the communities, data from the United States Census Bureau 2017 
estimates was incorporated if it was available. In all other instances data 
from the 2000 Census was used.

Verona

The proposed trail begins in Verona, which has the smallest estimated 
2017 population of all four municipalities. An estimated 2,639 people 
currently reside in the Borough of Verona. The median age is 43.5 years. 
As per the 2000 census, the primary occupations are Sales/Office and 
Management/Professional services (54.0% of employed civilians are 
involved in these professions). 

Oakmont

The Borough of Oakmont has an estimated 2017 population 
of 6,440 people with a median age of 46.5 years. The 2000 census 
states that the primary occupations are Management, professional, and 
related occupations (48.9% of employed civilians are involved in these 
professions).

Penn Hills

The Municipality of Penn Hills has the largest estimated 2017 
population with 41,838 residents with a median age is 44.7 years. 
According to the 2000 census, the primary occupations are Sales/Office 
and Management/Professional services (62% of employed civilians are 
involved in these professions).

Plum

The proposed trail terminates at Boyce Park in Plum Borough, which 
has an estimated 2017 population of  27,390  people with a median age 
is 45.7 years. According to the 2000 census, the primary occupations are 
Sales/Office and Management/Professional services (66.7% of employed 
civilians are involved in these professions).

2.4 – Demographics & Statistics
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[Image 7]
Trail alignments presented at the 
first public meeting.

[Image 8] October public meeting

Prior to the beginning of this feasibility study, a nine-person steering 
committee was formed. This Committee's membership was comprised 
of officials, residents, and business leaders from each of the four 
municipalities.

Throughout this process, the Committee was charged with navigating 
this project to its most beneficial conclusion, creating the best possible 
results for both current and future residents. In addition to an introductory 
meeting, four Committee meetings were held between June of 2019 and 
January of 2020 at various locations in order to monitor the progress of 
the study, ensure the project stayed both on course and on schedule, and 
to determine priority action steps as the process moved forward.

June 20, 2019

At this meeting, the Committee reviewed the site reconnaissance 
that had taken place and evaluated the progress of the ‘big picture’ 
aspirations and goals of the project. In addition, there was a review of 
the initial alignment proposal and an analysis of some of the potential 
challenges therein.

July 18, 2019

The second Steering Committee meeting took place in preparation 
for the first public meeting which would be occurring a few days later. Trail 
typologies, such as dedicated bike lanes and sharrows, were discussed, as 
well as the overall goals of the trail corridor.

September 9, 2019

At the third Steering Committee meeting, the results of the public 
survey were discussed to determine, among other factors, which of the 
proposed alignments were preferred by the respondents. The other 
primary topic discussed was that of potential funding opportunities.

January 20, 2019

The fourth and final Steering Committee Meeting was held in order 
to review both the final public meeting and the final draft of the Feasibility 
Study Report. 

3.1 - Steering Committee
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[Image 9] Public feedback on the alignments.

[Image 10] July Public Meeting

First Public Meeting - 07/23/19

On July 23, 2019, the first public meeting was held at the Council 
Chambers in the Penn Hills Government Center. There were over 50 
attendees at this meeting with a strong interest in the proposed trail, the 
meeting was also attended by members of the Steering Committee and 
the Design Team.

Second Public Meeting - 10/17/19

The second public meeting took place on October 17, 2019, at the 
Penn Hills Government Center. After an “open house” in which attendees 
were able to view multiple on-going project developments, the final trail 
alignment was proposed.

In addition, there was a discussion of parcel ownership, study goals 
and objectives, potential trailhead locations, and initial cost estimates.

3.2 - Public Meetings
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An online survey was administered  to members of the community to 
garner more specific feedback regarding the development and progress 
of the proposed trail design. Questions related to fitness preferences and 
health options, potential trail usage, trailhead amenities, and household 
size were asked in order to determine the best possible outcomes for the 
design and amenities of the trail. A total of 88 residents responded to the  
survey.

3.3 - Online Survey Overview

Question 1: How many people live within your household?

[Image 11] Community engagement activity at 
the 10/17/19 Public Meeting

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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35%

How many people live within your 
household?

Responses
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Other responses:
 — Dog walking
 — Trail running
 — Educational purposes - historical education
 — If long, paved sections - rollerblading

The importance of the community feedback can not be overstated in 
regards to the decision-making process relating to the future development 
of the trail. Understanding how the community intends to utilize the 
proposed trail informs the factors that will need to be taken into account 
throughout the design process, such as trail width, surfacing material, and 
amenities provided.

This type of feedback also provides insight into approximately how 
many users will take advantage of the trail on a daily, weekly, and annual 
basis. 

Question 2: How would you use the trail?

Walk Bicycle Walk/Bicycle
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

How would you use the trail?

Responses
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Other responses:
 — Swimming
 — Hiking
 — Yoga, Tai Chi
 — Exercising along a trail
 — Climbing, weight training

Question 3: What types of things do you do to exercise?

Question 4: How frequently do you exercise?

Walk Run/jog Bicycle
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once a
month
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Given the responses, the trail width would need to be wider in order 
to support a more varied range of recreational uses and to support larger 
groups, such as families, enjoying the trail. Additionally, amenities related 
to recreation, such as shelters, restrooms, and water fountains should be 
considered.

Question 5: What would be your primary use for this trail 
connection?

Commuting Recreation
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

What would be your primary use for this 
trail connection?

Responses
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Question 6: How would you be using this trail?

Question 7: Which locations/areas do you see as important 
trailheads along the proposed trail?

Riding solo Trailer-bike Bike with child
carrier

Biking with
family/children
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Question 8: What would you like to see in terms of trailhead 
amenities? Check all that apply.

Question 9: What other trails do you currently use?

Restroom Water
Bottle
Filling
Station

Parking Benches Shade Drinking
Fountain

Bike Rack Pavilion Bike
Repair
Station
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Other responses:
 — We are definitely more comfortable off-road
 — Less traffic, more scenic
 — It's away from the roadway
 — It follows the creek

Question 10: Do you currently visit Boyce Park for recreation 
activities? i.e. hiking, biking, etc.

Question 11: Considering the trail from Verona to Oakmont's 
Creekside Park, which alternative do you prefer? Select One.

Yes No
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etc.
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Other responses:
 — I like how the blue line follows the train tracks out of Verona 

but I would then prefer to follow orange/yellow route to stay 
off roads as much as possible

 — We are definitely more comfortable and enjoy riding off-road
 — Appears to be more off-road
 — Leechburg rd is too narrow as it passes Bessemer field and 

makes the 90-degree turn, the yellow alignment avoids that 
area

 — Stays off roads as much as possible
 — Avoids Plum Street intersection

Question 12: Considering how the trail navigates the railroad 
tracks and Pennsylvania Turnpike, which alternative do you 
prefer? Select One.

A (pink alignment) B (blue alignment) C (yellow alignment)
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Question 13: Considering how the trail continues east of the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike to Boyce Park, which alternative do 
you prefer? Select One.

A (pink alignment) B (blue alignment) C (yellow alignment)
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70%

Considering how the trail continues east 
of the Pennsylvania Turnpike to Boyce 
Park, which alternative do you prefer? 

Select One.

Responses

Other responses:
 — It avoids busy roads
 — The yellow route offers the more spectacular nature, outdoors, 

scenic experience.  the other two are too aligned with roads, 
boring, will never surpass the more scenic route for originality, 
uniqueness and attract as many people from further away.  

 — Whichever is more flat
 — Added mileage and time away from roads
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In selecting the yellow alignment option, respondents have opted 
for a trail with more off-road surfaces and more natural scenery. This trail 
option also provides the user with the greatest physical challenges, as 
the maximum slope of 28% is far higher than the other two options, the 
elevation gain/loss total is approximately double that of the next highest 
option, and at 13.7 miles in length, this option is almost three miles longer 
than the other two options.

Other responses:
 — Blue in the Verona/Oakmont area, then yellow the rest of the 

way
 — I like blue overall, but would like to see a better spur into the 

Oakmont business district
 — Less dependency on roads
 — Least interaction with cars. Since it doesn’t connect to Pittsburgh, 

it is primarily used for recreation rather than commuting. Also 
the elevation is generally flatter, which encourages less active 
community to enjoy

Question 14: Is there a particular alternative that you prefer 
overall?

A (pink alignment) B (blue alignment) C (yellow alignment)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Is there a particular alternative that you 
prefer overall?

Responses
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Question 15: Please provide any additional comments or 
suggestions related to the Verona, Oakmont, Penn Hills and 
Plum Trail Feasibility Study:

1. I love this idea! If we're dreaming, I'd also love the trail to extend 
along the Allegheny River to connect to Highland Park/Three 
Rivers Heritage Trail. I live in at a Verona mailing address/Penn 
Hills schools and we need to be better connected to the east end/
downtown. It is such a convenient location -  Verona/Oakmont 
needs to capitalize on multi-modal connectivity. Property values 
will go up!

2. I do not  want trail on old pa. railroad from Oakmont along Plum  
Creek toward Hulton Road. My sister and I own the property and 
do not want a trail there.

3. This is a good start!  Would like to see more off- and on-road 
connections to other destinations in Penn Hills.

4. This would be a great addition to the recreational options we 
have close to home. It would be great to have such an option 
available to us.

5. ANY on-road riding would keep me off the trail. It MUST be 
totally OFF-ROAD for me to allow my kids, grandkids and wife 
to ride on it. 

6. As we stated in survey, we would much prefer off road trails for 
both walking and riding, more back to nature.  We do understand 
that this is more expensive and time consuming.  

7. Looking forward to the connection and the ability to access riding 
without driving 20-50 minutes

8. The best route based on pure attractiveness and uniqueness will 
most likely not be cheapest route, but the right trail route will 
draw people near and far. It will offer years of enjoyment, mild 
adventure, safe scenic sensational.  building a trail next to a road 
is boring compared to a scenic nature trail helps people get away 
from cars, traffic, noise, and combustion. a trail next to a road is 
a sidewalk :( 

9. This is a great idea and lets make it happen. 

[Image 12]
October Public Meeting

[Image 13] October Engagement 
activity
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10. I like rails-to-trails because I do not like riding with cars. The less 
traveling with cars the better.

11. I would hope you would add Educational Trail heads for History 
and Biology-At the meeting, I said I would be happy to help 
establish these Trial heads.

12. We would prefer an alignment that does not enter Railroad 
property

13. Phase the roll-out/construction. I don't see how the Sandy Creek 
to Steel City Rowing section is going to be accomplished without 
going on existing RR ROW that is off limits. The section from 
Steel City Rowing to Creekside Park would be a good beginning, 
particularly if it could be tied into direct access of Oakmont and 
Edgewater trails/roads. The section from Creekside Park to N. 
Bessemer Park would be next. Then the Unity RR trail out to 
Plum Creek Park. Lastly, the section from PCP to Boyce Park, the 
longest section on Unity RR ROW. 

14. Consideration to identifying who (municipalities) maintains in the 
case of washout or rockslide. Keeping open for traditionally "off 
season" use for commuters. Built in the width of a vehicle for 
emergency response when/if necessary. 

15. I live on North Ave, and I think that putting more bikes down 
at that non-lighted intersection by Seldon would be a bad idea. 
There are a lot of people who don't navigate the 2-way stop at 
the bottom of the hill there very well already, and coming from 
Seldon turning right onto ARB is a little bit blind on the right 
handside, and difficult to see joggers/bicyclists. So I'd want to 
avoid keeping the bike traffic that way just out of a concern for 
safety for them. 

16. I believe that this will make for safer travel while biking or 
running and would be put to good use by multiple people in the 
community. love it...great reason for new families to move to 
Verona... also brings more spending into Verona.

17. As you can guess by now I am more interested in the terrain than 
I am anything else. I'm a senior and can't bike the hills anymore.
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18. In the first part of the trail, please consider using Arch St. instead 
of Penn St. It's a nicer road, goes right along the river, and passes 
Riverbank Park where we just installed new pickleball courts.

19. This is an exciting project for a rec trail. Until it connects to other 
trails, it seems unlikely commuters would use it. There are few 
business in this area, it's mostly residential. Connecting the parks 
is a step in the right direction, but it needs restaurants or stores 
along the route in the east to encourage people outside the 
community to visit the area. Oakmont could strongly benefit from 
a connector trail to allow for easy access to shops on Allegheny 
River Blvd, there is an incomplete one in the median for now.

20. Concerned about trail paralleling Hulton Road since storms have 
caused major rock slides in the area 

21. Penn Hills is BROKE.  It recently had to raise taxes on its citizens 
because of lack of money to cover their obligations.  They don't 
need to waste money on this. no matter what the route.

22. I like all 3! Please include enough parking at trailheads!

23. Thanks for your hard work!  Great web map application!

24. This would just be amazing and much needed for the area. These 
towns seem like they need trails to help connect beaded just car. 

25. The connection to Penn Hills Park has to be a priority and not 
planned for the future. I realize there are challenges, but Penn Hills 
Park is the largest park, provides ample parking, has restrooms  
and Water fountains, and is the most used park outside of Boyce. 

26. I really don’t know if this is going to be a very well used trail. More 
people are interested in going into the city. 

27. I and my family would love the opportunity to hop on our bikes 
and put on our running shoes and make use of the trail!

28. this would be an excellent way to utilize an unused resource to 
encourage recreation in the area. 

29. A trail like this is a great idea. Due to the proposed trails, this 
would allow under-served areas easy access to healthy activities.
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Over the course of the project time-period, our Collaborative Team 
completed the Feasibility Study for the VOPP Trail to be used in realistic 
pursuit of funding and development dollars. The following analysis was 
fed into the initial trail alignment concepts:

a) Identified and evaluated potential linkages and connections
b) Analyzed demographics
c) Noted existing traffic and parking conditions
d) Legal feasibility study of ownership, boundaries, etc.
e) Identified destinations in both municipalities for users
f) Evaluated locations for way-finding signage
g) Infrastructure and utility analysis
h) Intersections and access points
i) Appropriate design and engineering standards/permits

i. PennDOT
ii. Federal Highway Administration 
iii. American Association of State Highway and Transportation 

Officials
iv. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
v. National Association of City Transportation Officials

As we delineated the alignment alternatives, we went through 
iterative reviews with civil and structural engineers for general conformity 
to federal, state and local jurisdictions and standards for bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities.

As part of the evaluation process, we established a priority ranking 
table for the alignment alternatives. The summary identified and evaluated 
the advantages/disadvantages of each concept and used various 
characteristics, advantages and disadvantages to rank them.

A Consumer Report Table/Evaluation Matrix was developed to assist 
in the comparison between the alternate trail alignments. This matrix took 
into consideration such factors as Accessibility, Connectivity, Trailhead 
quantities, and On-Road/Off-Road comparisons.

4.1 – Trail Alignment Concepts

[Image 14] Trail Wayfinding

(Previous page)
The path from Plum Street looking 
toward Creekside Park.



As noted in the above comparison matrix, there are many criteria by which to assess the viability of each specific trail route 
alternative. All three of the potential alignments have comparable amounts of water crossings, railroad crossings, and trailheads. 

Original Trail Alignment Options
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Alignment A Alignment B Alignment CFactors
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4.2 Trail Alignment Elevation Profiles

Elevation Profile - Alignment A
Max Slope: 12%

+ 728

+1178

+1178

+1178

+ 728

+ 728

Steel City Rowing PA Turnpike

PA Turnpike

PA Turnpike

Boyce Park

Boyce Park

Boyce Park

Steel City Rowing

Steel City Rowing

Elevation Profile - Alignment B
Max Slope: 20%

Elevation Profile - Alignment C 
Max Slope: 28%
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4.3 Trail Typologies

A variety of trail typologies will route the VOPP Trail through the 
four communities of Verona, Oakmont, Penn Hills, and Plum. These trail 
types are responsive to the constraints inherent in the physical and 
built environments. While most trail users in the online survey prefer an 
off-road path separated from vehicular traffic, the benefits to on-street 
facilities, such as bike lanes and signed bike routes, should not be 
overlooked and under estimated. On-street facilities can provide greater 
access to many destinations that cannot be reached by a shared-use 
off-road path, particularly in town centers and across linear barriers like 
railroad tracks and rivers. On-street facilities also cost considerably less 
money relative to off-road paths and can be designed and constructed 
in less time. The VOPP Trail should use a combination of facility types to 
maximize connectivity, accessibility, safety, and enjoyment for trail users 
of all ages and abilities. The four basic trail typologies described here 
are supplemented with detailed design guidelines and additional facility 
types. Designers and engineers should take such guidance into account 
during trail design.

Off-Road Paths

Off-road paths are an ideal treatment for a wide variety of trail 
users. Typically constructed of asphalt, concrete or firmly packed crushed 
aggregate, these hard-surface trails are a durable option. They are 
accessible to those with disabilities as long as they maintain grades of five 
percent or less. The trail tread of off-road paths should be at least 10 feet 
wide  to allow two-way traffic and to account for the popular uses that 
were identified by survey respondents.

Additionally, a 2-foot soft shoulder should be provided on either side 
of the trail tread. The path should maintain a minimum of 8 feet of vertical 
clearance from overhead objects. Where railings are necessary due to 
steep slopes adjacent to the trail, designers should install 42-inch railings. 
This trail typology is most appropriate in areas that will be highly used; 
their ideal placement is along gradually sloping, pre-existing linear rights-
of-way, such as railroad beds or utility rights-of-way.

[Image 15] Off-Road Path

[Image 16] Dedicated Bike Lanes

[Image 17] Shared Lane
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Bike Lanes

Bike lanes designate an exclusive space for bicyclists through the use 
of pavement markings and signage. The bike lane is located adjacent to 
motor vehicle travel lanes. People riding bicycles in the bike lane travel 
in the same direction as motor vehicle traffic. Bike lanes are typically on 
the right side of the street, between the adjacent travel lane and curb, 
road edge, or parking lane. Many bicyclists, particularly less experienced 
riders, are more comfortable riding on a busy street if it has a striped and 
signed bikeway than if they are expected to share a lane with vehicles. 
Appropriate signing and stenciling are important with wide bicycle lanes 
to ensure motorists do not mistake the lane for a vehicle lane or parking 
lane.

Signed On-Street Route

Signed shared roadways are facilities shared with motor vehicles. 
They are typically used on roads with low speeds and traffic volumes; 
however, they can be used on higher volume roads with wide outside 
lanes or shoulders. A motor vehicle driver will usually have to cross over 
into the adjacent travel lane to pass a bicyclist unless a wide outside lane 
or shoulder is provided. To further identify a route as part of the VOPP 
Trail and to further alert motorists to expect bicycles on the roadway, 
shared lane markings can be added to a signed on-street route. These 
shared lane markings, or sharrows, can also assist bicyclists by indicating 
the preferred lateral positioning in the lane to avoid unexpected car door 
openings (also known as “dooring”) and to reduce close passing by motor 
vehicles.

[Image 18]
Signed on-street example

[Image 19] Off-road trail
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The VOPP Trail will offer area residents and visitors unique and 
diverse recreation and transportation experience from the Allegheny 
River to Allegheny County’s Boyce Park.

The recommended route connects to multiple economic and 
recreational destinations and amenities that shape the character and 
culture of Allegheny County’s communities.

The Allegheny River (specifically, Steel City Rowing) serves as the 
starting point for the VOPP Trail. Because the connection route to 
Oakmont from Verona is quite urban, the recommended route is mostly 
on-road and passes by multiple Verona and Oakmont businesses as it 
makes its way to Creekside Park. Where feasible, a cyclo-track (physically 
separated cycle tracks that allow bicycle movement in both directions 
on one side of the road) is proposed to provide an ideal trail facility that 
accommodates users of all ages, abilities and comfort levels. 

From Creekside Park to Milltown Park, off-road paths are 
recommended to take advantage of rights-of-way along Plum Creek, 
abandoned rail corridors with gentle grades and cross-slopes, and other 
conditions that are suitable for off-road path development. Off-road 
paths provide trail users ample opportunities to experience the unique 
landscapes, scenic vistas, historic character, and local charm that each 
community has to offer.

4.4 – Final Alignment Overview

[Image 22] Verona and Oakmont, 1896

[Image 21] 1876

[Image 20] Penn Township, 1876
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4.5 - Trail Segments

Segment 1a - Steel City Rowing to Center Avenue/Allegheny 
River Boulevard Intersection

The first segment of the proposed trail originates at the Steel City Rowing 
Club, a Verona institution for over twenty years. The proposed trail 
heads north along Penn Street for just under one-half of a mile through a 
residential neighborhood until the route veers right onto James Street for 
approximately 350 feet. The trail then turns to the left onto East Railroad 
Avenue for just over one-fifth of a mile until reaching Center Avenue, 
where the trail veers right for 350 feet and intersects with Allegheny 
River Boulevard.

In addition to the Steel City Rowing Club, there are several amenities 
along the initial segment of the proposed trail, including dining options, 
banks, and a grocery store. Approximately 150 feet to the west of Penn 
Street is Riverbank Park, which features such amenities as a basketball 
court, a pickleball court, and a playground area.

The northernmost section of this segment features Railroad Park and 
passes through the heart of downtown Verona

Total Segment Length: 0.88 Miles

[Image 23] (left)
Steel City Rowing Club

[Image 24] (right)
Verona Municipal Building
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Segment 1b - Center Avenue/Allegheny River Boulevard 
Intersection to Creekside Park

The trail heads north onto Allegheny River Boulevard for just over 
one-third of a mile. At that point, the trail crosses into the Borough of 
Oakmont and then proceeds east at the Plum Street intersection.

Following the general course of Plum Creek, for just under one mile 
the proposed trail heads east along Plum Street, then veers northeast 
along Dark Hollow Road until reaching Creekside Park.

One of the main attractions of the origination of this segment of the 
trail is Verona's Downtown and all of the amenities therein. This segment 
also features a pharmacy and Creekside Park, featuring sports fields and 
creek access.

Total Segment Length: 1.37 Miles
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Segment 2 - Creekside Park to PA Turnpike

After Creekside Park, the proposed trail continues north and east, 
following the path of Plum Creek for just over one-half of a mile until 
reaching Penn Hills Community Park.

The trail then meanders north and south as it moves in a general 
easterly direction for just under one mile as it follows the path of Plum 
Creek, adjacent to Penn Hills Community Park. After passing the park, the 
trail continues alongside the Creek for 1.6 miles until reaching Milltown 
Community Park.

After turning south and traversing through Milltown Community Park 
for one-third of a mile, the trail reunites with Plum Creek and extends 
south for 1.25 miles, passing Unity Junction, crossing the Canadian 
National Railways, and finally diverging from Plum Creek and crossing 
under the Pennsylvania Turnpike.

Total Segment Length: 4.47 Miles

[Image 26) Creekside Park pavilion

[Image 27) Creekside Park pavilion photo simulation

[Image 25) Creekside Park signage
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Segment 3 - PA Turnpike to Plum Creek Park

After crossing under the Pennsylvania Turnpike, the trail moves 
northeast along Leechburg Road for approximately three-quarters of 
a mile at which point it re-converges with Plum Creek, which has now 
become "Little Plum Creek", and runs the two-thirds of a mile along the 
southern side of Plum Creek Park.

Total Segment Length: 1.93 Miles

[Image 28] Plum Creek Park from
New Texas Road
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Segment 4 - Plum Creek Park to Boyce Park 

The fourth and final segment of the proposed trail originates from 
the eastern extent of Plum Creek Park. The proposed trail follows Little 
Plum Creek east for three-fourths of a mile and then converges with Old 
Mine Road. The trail continues running alongside Old Mine Road and 
Little Plum Creek for three-fourths of a mile until it intersects with Renton 
Road, at which point the proposed route begins its permanent divergence 
from Little Plum Creek and continues to run along Old Mine Road to the 
south.

At that point, the trail heads south and southeast for three-and 
-one-third miles through Renton Junction and intersects with New Texas 
Road. The trail then veers southeast for one-quarter of a mile before 
veering east onto Centerview Drive and terminating at the Boyce Park 
Tennis Courts.

Total Segment Length: 4.76 Miles
[Image 29] Boyce Park
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The matrices on page 44 in the report related to each trail 
alignment concept helped build the profile of each concept and assisted 
in decision-making throughout the planning process. The Feasibility 
Chart below outlines the characteristics, opportunities, and challenges 
present in each of the five segments. The characteristics are defined as 
property ownership, legal clearance and property maintenance, safety, 
environmental clearance, and constructability. Each segment is given a 
score for each characteristic. These characteristics influence the ease 
of implementation and impact the specific next steps related to the 
development of the segment. The scores given range from 1 (less of a 
concern, clear resolution anticipated) to 5 (very unclear, very complicated, 
more known challenges, more effort anticipated). A low total score equates 
to a segment being a less-complicated endeavor, whereas a high total 
score suggests the completion of a segment will be a more complicated 
undertaking. The lowest possible score is 5 (least complicated), and the 
highest possible score is 25 (most complicated).

The second chart is a timeline analysis of the project progress. Each 
phase of the process (title search, grants/fundraising, property/row/
easement acquisition, design and engineering, construction) is attributed 
a timeframe of either Short-term (1-3 years), Mid-term (3-5 years), or 
Long-term (5-10 years) for each of the five segments of the proposed 
trail. These next steps are to serve as a guide to the committee as they 
move forward with the VOPP trail.

5.1 – Recommendations and Findings
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VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  SSeeggmmeenntt  CChhaarraacctteerriissttiiccss,,  RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  aanndd  NNeexxtt  SStteeppss

LLeeggeenndd::
11  ==  less of a concern, clear resolution anticipated
22  ==  minor concerns and complications anticipated
33  ==  moderate concern, moderate complications anticipated
44  ==  unclear, more complicated
55  ==  very unclear, very complicated, more known challenges, more effort anticipated

Segment 1a Segment 1b Segment 2 Segment 3 Segment 4
Steel City Rowing to 

Center Ave/ARB Intersection
Center Ave/ARB Intersection

 to Creekside Park
Creekside Park to 

PA Turnpike
PA Turnpike to 

Plum Creek Park
Plum Creek Park 

to Boyce Park

11 PPrrooppeerrttyy  oowwnneerrsshhiipp  11
Well-defined; all 

necessary properties are 
within public/municipal 

right-of-way

11
Well-defined; all 

necessary properties are 
within public/municipal 

right-of-way

55
Convoluted; properties 
require additional title 

search and legal 
interpretation

22
Railroad property or 

private property; affects 
costs because land 
acquisitions may be 

required

22
Railroad property or 

private property; affects 
costs because land 
acquisitions may be 

required

22 LLeeggaall  cclleeaarraanncceess  aanndd  
pprrooppeerrttyy  mmaaiinntteennaannccee

11
Public Works departments 

to be responsible for 
segments within their 

municipality limits

11
Public Works departments 

to be responsible for 
segments within their 

municipality limits

55
Level of legal clearance 
process unknown related 

to necessary property 
ownership identification

33
Level of legal clearance 
process unknown related 

to necessary property 
ownership identification

33
Level of legal clearance 
process unknown related 

to necessary property 
ownership identification

33 SSaaffeettyy;;
traffic volumes, congestion, 
road speeds, etc.

11
Trail segment on low 

volume street(s)

22
A portion of trail segment 

on high-volume road

11
Trail segment mostly off-

road

11
Trail segment mostly off-

road

11
Trail segment mostly off-

road

44 EEnnvviirroonnmmeennttaall  cclleeaarraannccee;;    
wetlands, soil 
contamination, etc.

11
Trail segment utilizes an 

existing road facility

11
Trail segment utilizes an 

existing road facility

33
Potential permitting and 
additional sensitive areas

33
Potential permitting and 
additional sensitive areas

33
Potential permitting and 
additional sensitive areas

55 CCoonnssttrruuccttaabbiilliittyy;;  
affecting cost, approval 
processes, design and 
engineering effort, etc.

11  
Trail segment utilizes an 

existing road facility

22  
Trail segment utilizes an 

existing road facility

55  
A stream crossing and use 

of the existing railroad 
tunnel must be 

coordinated, designed 
and engineered

55
A stream crossing must be 

coordinated, designed 
and engineered and the 

use of the existing railroad 
tunnel must be 
coordinated

33
A stream crossings and 
signalized intersection 

coordination near 
Boyce Park are necessary

Bridges N/A N/A Future connection to 
Penn Hills Park

N/A N/A

Stream crossings N/A N/A One One Two
Railroad tunnel N/A N/A Level of coordination, 

design and engineering 
unknown until property 

ownership is determined

Level of coordination, 
design and engineering 
unknown until property 

ownership is determined

N/A

SSeeggmmeenntt  
CChhaarraacctteerriissttiiccss

Segment 1a Segment 1b Segment 2 Segment 3 Segment 4
Steel City Rowing to 

Center Ave/ARB Intersection
Center Ave/ARB Intersection

 to Creekside Park
Creekside Park to 

PA Turnpike
PA Turnpike to 

Plum Creek Park
Plum Creek Park 

to Boyce Park

11 TTiittllee  sseeaarrcchh N/A N/A Short-term Short-term Short-term
22 GGrraannttss//ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg22 Short-term1 Short-term1 Mid-term Mid-term Mid-term

33
PPrrooppeerrttyy//rrooww//
eeaasseemmeenntt  aaccqquuiissiittiioonn

N/A N/A Long-term Mid-term Mid-term

44 DDeessiiggnn  aanndd  eennggiinneeeerriinngg
Short-term Short-term Long-term Mid-term Mid-term

55 PPeerrmmiittttiinngg Short-term Short-term Long-term Mid-term Mid-term
66 CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn Short-term Short-term Long-term Mid-term Mid-term

NNootteess::

3. Short-term suggests 1-3 years, mid-term suggests 3-5 years and long-term suggests 5-10 years

NNeexxtt  SStteeppss33

1. Segment 1a and 1b could be combined for grant applications to involve multiple municipalities and increase the 
attractiveness of application
2. A resolution signed by each municipality would empower the committee to draft their own grant applications; each 
committee representative should give an annual report to their elected officials related to the trail status and progress.



This Feasibility Chart is the framework upon which the following 
recommendations are based. The segment characteristics and their 
corresponding ‘score’ aided in determining the recommendations below.

Recommendations

1. Segment 1a of the trail presents the fewest implementation 
challenges. It also serves as an “icebreaker project” in an extremely 
visible area of Verona Borough. This segment serves as a physical 
improvement and helps to build exposure to the project, which 
will hopefully lead to more public support.

2. Further due diligence outside of the feasibility study is required. 
As there are ownership and legality questions related to 
segments 2, 3, and 4, the required land title search is an integral 
piece of this puzzle that must be tackled early in the project. This 
can happen concurrently with the construction of segment 1a. 

3. The trail should be included in the official township/borough 
maps and any comprehensive plans that will be updated or 
completed – featuring all public facilities, both existing and 
proposed – of Oakmont, Penn Hills, and Plum. Regulations 
should be added stipulating that any new land development must 
accommodate the proposed trail. Additionally, this consideration 
should be noted in all three of the Township and Borough zoning 
ordinances.

4. Having one specific “point-person” on a project like this is key 
in maintaining clarity and focus when completing the upcoming 
tasks. To this point, the Steering Committee has been the driving 
force behind this project. The Steering Committee is comprised 
of officials from all four municipalities, regional stakeholders 
(such as local businesses and cycling groups), and members of 
the public. In order to continue to be as effective as possible 
in guiding this project into the future, the committee should 
begin the process of transitioning into a “long-term” entity.  
 

The most traditional way of achieving this in Western Pennsylvania 
would be for the Steering Committee to form a non-profit, 501c3 
organization. In addition to the benefit of being a tax-exempt limited 
liability company (LLC), a nonprofit organization can apply for grants 
independent of the municipalities in which the project exists.

R E c o m m E n D A T I o n S 5 7



Two local organizations that have employed this methodology are 
Friends of the Riverfront, Inc. and the Montour Trail Council. Friends of 
the Riverfront aim to protect and restore the riverfront in the Pittsburgh 
region through trail development and stewardship, and are involved with 
multiple trails and improvement projects, while the Montour Trail Council 
is dedicated to sustaining and developing the Montour Trail in its entirety.
 

Another method would be to form a multi-municipal “task force”. 
The task force would report directly to the four municipalities and make 
recommendations regarding the on-going development of the VOPP 
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[Image 30] Photosimulation Graphic

[Image 31] Allegheny River Boulevard Proposed Cyclotrack

Recommendation Renderings



Trail, including grant applications, development priorities, and community 
outreach.

By incorporating multi-municipal planning, the task force will both 
save money and reduce redundancy. Also, projects with multi-municipal 
partners are often viewed more favorably by grant funders. Examples of 
multi-municipal entities are the Greater Chambersburg Partnership, which 
is involved with education, transportation, water quality, the environment, 
and visioning, and the Lancaster County Growth Areas, which focuses 
on designating growth areas to accommodate future development and 
conserve farmland.

R E c o m m E n D A T I o n S 5 9

[Image 32] Photosimulation Graphic

[Image 33] Photosimulation Graphic
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The main component in the strategy is the Feasibility Chart that 
outlines the segments or stages that the Steering Committee settled on 
based on feedback through an engagement activity at the final Public 
Meeting where attendees were asked: "Which portion of the trail would 
you utilize the most?". This feedback helped influence the "high-priority" 
sections which would be used the most. In pursuing funding and taking 
action on these high-priority sections first, the idea is that these would 
be the most highly anticipated sections and would be popular once 
completed. The popularity and usage of the initial segments would help 
drive the momentum of completing additional segments of the VOPP 
Trail.

This study identifies nearly 14 miles of trail from Steel City Rowing 
to Boyce Park. Any of the four (4) segments may begin closer analysis, 
engineering or construction, at any time in the near future. This statement 
is bound to the finances of the municipalities and County as primary 
partners but to the point that each alignment offers a connection between 
destinations and regional trail connections, there is a great likelihood the 
general public is already waiting for these pedestrian and cycle-friendly 
improvements. Identified in the Feasibility Chart, there are multiple 
influences which affect the timeliness and readiness of each segment, 
inclusive of property ownership, safety and constructability.

Soon as Possible Acquisitions

Acquisitions of trail easements do not convert to trail paths until they 
are appraised, negotiated, acquired, and the engineering is complete. The 
acquisition of any portion of any segment can and should begin soon. 
Segments 2, 3 and 4 have stretches of privately-owned property that 
would need to be negotiated.

Short-Term

Segment 1 has the potential for Verona and Oakmont to immediately 
install pavement markings, sharrow signage, and wayfinding signage for 
the VOPP trail along Penn Street, James Street,  E Railroad Avenue, Center 
Avenue, Allegheny River Boulevard, Plum Street and Dark Hollow Road.

 
A branding/signage plan can be prepared and shared jointly by 

municipalities.

6.1- Phasing
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Long-Term

Research, due diligence, and title searches can begin at any time. 
Potential trail easement acquisitions along segments 2, 3 and 4 can be 
identified, investigated and if appropriate, negotiated.

[Image 34] "Movies in the Park", at Penn Hills
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(Previous page)
Hunter Drive transitions into 
Plum Street as it continues west 
to intersect with Allegheny River 
Boulevard.

As part of the planning-design effort, the capital costs related to the 
Feasibility Study’s physically-oriented recommendations were projected.  
Capital costs are fixed, one-time expenses incurred on the purchase  
of land, buildings, equipment or the construction/ renovation of a 
building and subsequent improvement of the land the building sits 
upon.  The capital cost projections, referred to as an Opinion of Probable 
Development Cost (OPDC), are often important decision-making tools 
when finalizing the details of a master plan.  Additionally, they’re essential 
to future fundraising and finance efforts as well as to make decisions on 
priorities and next steps.

A set of OPDCs was generated during the planning-design process and 
was used by the Steering Committee to evaluate the financial feasibility of 
the various alignment concepts and to shape the final alignment.  Finally, 
trail development projects that are of the scale and complexity sometimes 
need to be constructed in stages or phases that span a period of years.  
The OPDC was utilized by the Steering Committee to delineate potential 
implementation or construction phases and to determine a realistic 
timeframe for the build-out of the Connector Trail.

An OPDC is based on the number of particular materials or 
improvements incorporated into the VOPP Trail.  For example, 
improvements such as utilities, earthwork, paving, lighting, etc… are 
tabulated and quantified.  These quantities are then multiplied by actual 
development or construction costs for similar or comparable materials or 
trail improvements realized in recent (e.g. since 2014) trail construction 
projects.  Where the actual development costs used as reference for the 
Feasibility Study predated 2017, the referenced cost was adjusted to 
account for the rate of inflation rate that occurred over that time period.

The following summary table outlines the anticipated development 
costs for VOPP Trail, inclusive of trailhead amenities identified throughout 
the planning process. A detailed OPDC exhibit is included in the Appendix 
of this document.  The exhibit, while organized by geographic area, does 
provide the quantity and referenced unit cost for the recommended 
improvements.  This exhibit is suitable to use as part of future grant 
requests or cost documentation for potential funders.

6.2 - Opinion of Probable Development Costs
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VOPP Trail Feasibility Study
Opinion of Probable Development Costs

EPD, LLC

 01/20/20

$$9944,,550000
1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 9.45 $10,000 $94,500

$$33,,221199,,995522
1 Railroad Crossing (Non Signalized) EA 1 $250,000 $250,000
2 Railroad Tunnel EA 1 $781,500 $781,500
3 Limestone Trail SF 625,272 $3.50 $2,188,452

$$333377,,006688
1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 18,760 $6.80 $127,568
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 58 $3,250 $188,500
3 Wayfinding Kiosk EA 2 $10,500 $21,000

$$1166,,880000
1 Benches EA 12 $1,000 $12,000
2 Trash Receptacles EA 6 $800 $4,800

$$33,,666688,,332200
$$33,,666688,,332200

$$//MMiillee $$227733,,555511..0088
$$//FFoooott $$5511..8800

$$9944,,550000
1 Clearing/Grubbing AC $10,000 $94,500

BB.. HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess $$33,,441199,,995522
1 Railroad Crossing (Signalized) EA 1 $450,000 $450,000
2 Railroad Tunnel EA 1 $781,500 $781,500
3 Limestone Trail SF $3.50 $2,188,452

CC.. PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess $$333377,,006688
1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 18,760 $6.80 $127,568
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 58 $3,250 $188,500
3 Wayfinding Kiosk EA 2 $10,500 $21,000

$$1166,,880000
1 Benches EA 12 $1,000 $12,000
2 Trash Receptacles EA 6 $800 $4,800

$$33,,886688,,332200
$$33,,886688,,332200

$$//MMiillee $$228888,,446655..3322
$$//FFoooott $$5544..6622

1. The above costs do not include land acquisition costs
2. Year 2019 construction dollars
3. Assume 3% inflation per year when incrasing/projecting the above cost into the future

DD.. TTrraaiillhheeaadd

SSuubb--ttoottaall
GGrraanndd  TToottaall

AA.. SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn
VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  OOVVEERRAALLLL  ((1133..4411  MMiilleess//7700,,882211  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett)) HHIIGGHH  EENNDD

VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  OOVVEERRAALLLL  ((1133..4411  MMiilleess//7700,,882211  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett)) LLOOWW  EENNDD

DD.. TTrraaiillhheeaadd

GGrraanndd  TToottaall

AA.. SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn

CC.. PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess

BB.. HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess

SSuubb--ttoottaall

Page 1 of 1

625,272

9.45
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VOPP Trail Feasibility Study
Opinion of Probable Development Costs

EPD, LLC

 01/20/20

VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  SSeeggmmeenntt  11aa  ((..8888  mmiilleess//44,,666600  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett))                                        LLOOWW  EENNDD
$$00

1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 0 $10,000 $0
$$225500,,000000

1 Railroad Crossing EA 1 $250,000 $250,000
$$6622,,779966

1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 4,345 $7 $29,546
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 7 $3,250 $22,750
3 Wayfinding Kiosk EA 1 $10,500 $10,500

$$331122,,779966
$$331122,,779966

$$//MMiillee $$335555,,445500..0000
$$//FFoooott $$6677..1122

VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  SSeeggmmeenntt  11aa  ((..8888  mmiilleess//44,,666600  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett))                                      HHIIGGHH  EENNDD
$$00

1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 0 $10,000 $0
$$445500,,000000

1 Railroad Crossing EA 1 $450,000 $450,000
$$6622,,779966

1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 4,345 $6.80 $29,546
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 7 $3,250 $22,750
3 Wayfinding Kiosk EA 1 $10,500 $10,500

SSuubb--ttoottaall $$551122,,779966
GGrraanndd  TToottaall $$551122,,779966

$$//MMiillee $$558822,,772222..7733
$$//FFoooott $$111100..0044

1

2
3 Assume 3% inflation per year when increasing/projecting the above costs into the future

BB..    HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess

CC..    PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess

GGrraanndd  TToottaall
SSuubb--ttoottaall

AA..    SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn

The above costs do not include land acquisition costs or costs related to securing easements or 
rights-of-way

All costs reflect Year 2019 construction dollars

AA..    SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn

BB..    HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess

CC..    PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess
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VOPP Trail Feasibility Study
Opinion of Probable Development Costs

EPD, LLC

 01/20/20

$$00
1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 0 $10,000 $0

$$7766,,336688
1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 7,885 $6.80 $53,618
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 7 $3,250 $22,750

$$7766,,336688
$$7766,,336688

$$//MMiillee $$5555,,774433..0077
$$//FFoooott $$1100..5577

1. The above costs do not include land acquisition costs
2. Year 2019 construction dollars
3. Assume 3% inflation per year when incrasing/projecting the above cost into the future

BB..    PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess

SSuubb--ttoottaall
GGrraanndd  TToottaall

AA..    SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn
VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  SSeeggmmeenntt  11bb  ((11..3377  mmiilleess//77,,222288  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett))

VOPP Trail Feasibility Study
Opinion of Probable Development Costs

EPD, LLC

 01/20/20

VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  SSeeggmmeenntt  22  ((44..4477  mmiilleess//2233,,559955  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett))                        LLOOWW  EENNDD
$$4400,,000000

1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 4 $10,000 $40,000
$$996600,,555500

1 Railroad Tunnel LS 1 $56,500 $56,500
a. Tie/Rail Removal LS $100,000 $0
b. Soil/Stone Remediation LS $100,000 $0
c. Grading/Earthwork LS 1 $25,000 $25,000
d. Drainage Pipe LF $200 $0
e. Drainage Structures LS $200,000 $0
f.  Electrical Service LS $50,000 $0
g. LED Lighting Fixtures LS $200,000 $0
h. Limestone Trail SF 4,500 $7.00 $31,500

2 Limestone Trail SF 258,300 $3.50 $904,050
$$6633,,996688

1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 1,760 $6.80 $11,968
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 16 $3,250 $52,000

$$11,,006644,,551188
$$11,,006644,,551188

$$//MMiillee $$223388,,114477..2200
$$//FFoooott $$4455..1122

VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  SSeeggmmeenntt  22  ((44..4477  mmiilleess//2233,,559955  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett))                        HHIIGGHH  EENNDD
$$4400,,000000

1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 4 $10,000 $40,000
$$11,,668855,,555500

1 Railroad Tunnel LS 1 $781,500 $781,500
a. Tie/Rail Removal LS 1 $100,000 $100,000
b. Soil/Stone Remediation LS 1 $100,000 $100,000
c. Grading/Earthwork LS 1 $25,000 $25,000

CC..    PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess

SSuubb--ttoottaall
GGrraanndd  TToottaall

AA..    SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn

BB..    HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess

AA..    SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn

BB..    HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess
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VOPP Trail Feasibility Study
Opinion of Probable Development Costs

EPD, LLC

 01/20/20

VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  SSeeggmmeenntt  22  ((44..4477  mmiilleess//2233,,559955  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett))                        HHIIGGHH  EENNDD
$$4400,,000000

1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 4 $10,000 $40,000
$$11,,668855,,555500

1 Railroad Tunnel LS 1 $781,500 $781,500
a. Tie/Rail Removal LS 1 $100,000 $100,000
b. Soil/Stone Remediation LS 1 $100,000 $100,000
c. Grading/Earthwork LS 1 $25,000 $25,000
d. Drainage Pipe LF 375 $200 $75,000
e. Drainage Structures LS 1 $200,000 $200,000
f.  Electrical Service LS 1 $50,000 $50,000
g. LED Lighting Fixtures LS 1 $200,000 $200,000
h. Limestone Trail SF 4,500 $7.00 $31,500

2 Limestone Trail SF 258,300 $3.50 $904,050
$$00

1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 1,760 $6.80 $11,968
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 16 $3,250 $52,000

$$11,,772255,,555500
$$11,,772255,,555500

$$//MMiillee $$338866,,002299..0088
$$//FFoooott $$7733..1133

1. The above costs do not include land acquisition costs
2. Year 2019 construction dollars
3. Assume 3% inflation per year when incrasing/projecting the above cost into the future

SSuubb--ttoottaall
GGrraanndd  TToottaall

AA..    SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn

BB..    HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess

CC..    PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess
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VOPP Trail Feasibility Study
Opinion of Probable Development Costs

EPD, LLC

 01/20/20

$$1177,,000000
1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 1.7 $10,000 $17,000

$$442255,,008822
1 Limestone Trail SF 121,452 $3.50 $425,082

$$2200,,224488
1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 110 $6.80 $748
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 6 $3,250 $19,500

$$446622,,333300
$$446622,,333300

$$//MMiillee $$223399,,554499..2222
$$//FFoooott $$4455..2266

1. The above costs do not include land acquisition costs
2. Year 2019 construction dollars
3. Assume 3% inflation per year when incrasing/projecting the above cost into the future

VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  SSeeggmmeenntt  33  ((11..9933  mmiilleess//1100,,221166  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett))

CC..    PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess

SSuubb--ttoottaall
GGrraanndd  TToottaall

AA..    SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn

BB..    HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess

VOPP Trail Feasibility Study
Opinion of Probable Development Costs

EPD, LLC

 01/20/20

$$3377,,550000
1 Clearing/Grubbing AC 3.75 $10,000 $37,500

$$885599,,332200
1 Limestone Trail SF 245,520 $3.50 $859,320

$$111133,,668888
1 Paint; assumes two-way LF 4,660 $6.80 $31,688
2 Wayfinding Sign EA 22 $3,250 $71,500
3 Wayfinding Kiosk EA 1 $10,500 $10,500

$$11,,001100,,550088
$$11,,001100,,550088

$$//MMiillee $$221122,,229911..6600
$$//FFoooott $$4400..2222

1. The above costs do not include land acquisition costs
2. Year 2019 construction dollars
3. Assume 3% inflation per year when incrasing/projecting the above cost into the future

VVOOPPPP  TTrraaiill  --  SSeeggmmeenntt  44  ((44..7766  mmiilleess//2255,,112222  LLiinneeaarr  FFeeeett))

CC..    PPaaiinnttiinngg  &&  SSiittee  AAmmeenniittiieess

SSuubb--ttoottaall
GGrraanndd  TToottaall

AA..    SSiittee  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn

BB..    HHaarrddssccaappeess  aanndd  SSttrruuccttuurreess



p h A S E S  &  F U n D I n g 7 1

The funding strategy discussed by the Steering Committee as part 
of the VOPP Trail planning effort is a strategy of 'low-hanging fruit', 
meaning  the tasks, actions or goals that may be most easily achieved. It is 
recommended that the Steering Committee and the involved municipalities 
and its partners pursue federal and state grant opportunities with a goal 
of funding high-priority segments as funding becomes available.

On the following page is a summary of Pennsylvania-based grant 
programs applicable to a project such as the implementation of the VOPP 
Trail. The Appendix contains additional information or descriptions of 
these grant programs as well as the general conditions or requirements 
associated with them. An important aspect of grant-writing is the 
strategic sequence or order of the actual grant requests, the permissibility 
of coupling or ‘matching’ funds from different grant programs and the 
appropriate means of using public monies versus private donations/grants 
in order to avoid cost escalations or overly restrictive bidding processes/
requirements.  The Steering Committee and municipalities should review 
the various grant programs to stay abreast of the specific conditions and 
requirements so that the project’s overall funding strategy can be fully 
optimized.*

*All Grant applications processed through a municipality are subject to the Davis-Bacon 
Act. A grant application processed through an organization with a 501c3 designation are 
not subject to the Davis-Bacon Act.

** Federal grant dollars cannot be used as a match to state grant dollars.

6.3 - Potential Funding Programs
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Multimodal Transportation Fund Program
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation and the Department 

of Community & Economic Development provides grants for projects that 
support safe and reliable transportation systems and encourage economic 
development. Supported projects develop or rehabilitate transportation 
assets for communities including but not limited to lighting, sidewalks, 
pedestrian safety, and streetscapes, as well as improving connectivity 
and/or utilization of existing assets.

• Request Amount: $100,000 - $3,000,000
• Match: 30% Cash

Automated Red Light Enforcement Program (ARLE)

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation provides funds 
through ARLE revenues to improve highway safety and reduce congestion 
through a wide range of projects that aim to reduce the number of 
violations and crashes at implementation sites, as well as provide benefits 
to highway users. Funded projects upgrade, improve, or install traffic-
control signs and other forms of roadway markings and structures to 
increase road capacity and/or further pedestrian safety and mobility, and 
projects that work to enhance visibility or drainage, etc.

• Request Amount: Dependent upon available yearly revenues
• Match: None required

Green Light Go

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation administers state 
funds through competitive grants to improve safety and mobility through 
congestion reduction and improving the efficiency of existing traffic 
signals on state and local highways. Funded projects to study, develop, 
and implement or remove traffic assets, technologies, and plans.

• Request Amount: N/A
• Match: 20%
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Greenways, Trails, and Recreation Program (GTRP)
The Pennsylvania Department of Community & Economic 

Development administers funds from the Marcellus Legacy Fund for the 
planning, acquisition, development, rehabilitation, and repair of greenways, 
recreational trails, open space, park and beautification projects.

• Request Amount: Not to exceed $250,000
• Match: 15% Cash/Equivalent
• $100 application fee

Watershed Restoration and Protection Program (WRPP)

The Pennsylvania Department of Community & Economic 
Development administers funds from the Marcellus Legacy Fund for 
watershed restoration and protection projects, which involve the 
construction, expansion, improvement or repair, maintenance, or 
rehabilitation of a new or existing watershed protection Best Management 
Practices.

• Request Amount: Not to exceed $300,000
• Match: 15% Cash/Equivalent

Flood Mitigation Program (FMP)

The Pennsylvania Department of Community & Economic 
Development administers funds through Act 13 from the Marcellus 
Legacy Fund to aid flood mitigation projects identified as eligible by a 
flood protection authority or local government. Request Amount: Not to 
exceed $500,000; Project total cost $50,000 or more

• Match: 15% Cash/Equivalent
• $100 application fee

Municipal Assistance Program (MAP)

The Department of Community & Economic Development provides 
funds for local governments to the planning and implementation of 
multiple services including shared service activities, community planning, 
and floodplain management. Request Amount: Dependent upon available 
funds

• Match: 50%; 25% of which must be non-state funded
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Community Conservation Partnership Program (C2P2) Trails

The Pennsylvania Department of Conservation & Natural 
Resources presently offers matching grants for the planning, acquisition, 
construction, enhancement, and maintenance of multi-use trails and trail-
related facilities. This can include but is not limited to, interpretive signs, 
trail amenities, access roads and parking areas, and equipment required 
to build and maintain trails.

• Request Amount: Reasonable requests
• Match: 50%

Community Conservation Partnership Program (C2P2)

Community Recreation and Conservation Planning The Pennsylvania 
Department of Conservation & Natural Resources presently offers 
matching grants to prepare for future planning, acquisition, development, 
and management of parks, recreation facilities, critical habitat, open 
space, natural areas, greenways, and river/watershed passageways.

• Request Amount: Reasonable requests
• Match: 50%

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

The Department of Housing and Urban Development provides 
grants for the benefit of low-income persons, aid in the prevention or 
elimination of slums and blights, and to meet urgent community needs. 
Funded projects include acquisition,  demolition, rehabilitation of 
structures, construction of public facilities, provision of handicap access, 
historic preservation, community planning, and energy conservation.

• Request Amount: Varies. State program Max $750,000; Loan 
$500,000-$140 Million

• Match: Varies

Section 22: Planning Assistance to States (PAS or SEC 22)

Under Section 22 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974, 
the Corps of Engineers aid local, state and non-Federal groups in forming 
comprehensive plans for the conservation, usage, and development of 
water resources and associated lands. Projects are typically planning 
oriented. 

• Request Amount: 50%
• Match: 50% Cash/In-Kind
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Emergency Watershed Protection Program

The USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service provides funding 
to aid individuals and conserve natural resources through preparation for 
imminent hazards such as floods, fires, drought, windstorms, and further 
natural incidents. The program is divided into the EWP- Recovery and the 
EWP Floodplain Easement (FPE).

• Request Amount: 75% construction
• Match: Varies; 25% Cash/In-Kind

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)

MAP-21 divides TAP funding between statewide and local agencies 
for allocation to transportation projects. According to WisDOT, the 
agency awarded over 13 million dollars in TAP funding for bicycle- and 
pedestrian-related projects for the 2014 through 2018 fiscal year cycle. 
The diverse array of selected projects included a number of trail-oriented 
initiatives. 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) 

CMAQ funds transportation projects to reduce ozone and carbon 
monoxide pollution and meet national ambient area air quality standards 
(NAAQS) in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas. The construction of 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities using CMAQ funding must explicitly 
provide a transportation function. CMAQ can provide funds for projects 
that bring sidewalks into compliance with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA). Nonconstruction projects such as printed materials related 
to safe walking are eligible for CMAQ funds as well. These projects 
must be geared towards walking primarily for transportation rather than 
recreation and must be included in a plan developed by the State and 
each Metropolitan Planning Organization. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is intended to 
achieve significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all 
public roads by funding projects, strategies, and activities consistent with 
a state’s Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP).
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Surface Transportation Program (STP)
The Surface Transportation Program (STP) provides funding that 

may be used by States and localities for projects to preserve and improve 
the conditions on any Federal-aid highway, bridge and tunnel projects, 
public road projects, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and transit 
capital projects. Bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects include 
ADA sidewalk modification, recreational trails, bicycle transportation, 
on- and off -road trail facilities for non-motorized transportation, and 
infrastructure projects and systems that will provide safe routes for 
non-drivers, including children, older adults and individuals with disabilities 
to access daily needs.

Section 402 State and Community Highway Safety Grant 
Program

Section 402 funds can be used to develop education, enforcement 
and research programs designed to reduce traffic crashes, deaths, severity 
of crashes, and property damage. Eligible program areas include reducing 
impaired driving, reducing speeding, encouraging the use of occupant 
protection, improving motorcycle safety, and improving bicycle and 
pedestrian safety. Examples of bicycle and pedestrian safety programs 
funded by Section 402 are comprehensive school-based pedestrian and 
bike safety education programs, helmet distribution programs, pedestrian 
safety programs for older adults, and general community information and 
awareness programs.

TIGER Discretionary Grants Program

The Department of Transportation’s Transportation Investment 
Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grants Program 
was created as part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009 with the purpose of funding road, rail, transit and port projects 
that achieve critical national objectives, including livability, economic 
competitiveness, environmental sustainability, and safety. Applicants can 
apply for planning or construction projects. Of the 39 projects awarded 
nearly $500 million funding in 2015, sixteen of the projects explicitly 
incorporate bicycle and/or pedestrian facilities as either a key component 
of the project or the sole component of and singular purpose for the 
project. These diverse projects will take place in 34 states. Several of the 
awards incorporate multiple states. FHWA divides projects into three 
categories: safety projects, innovation projects, and opportunity projects.
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Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)
The goal of the Land and Water Conservation Fund is the creation 

and maintenance of high quality recreation resources through the 
acquisition and development of public outdoor recreation areas and 
facilities. LWCF grants are often combined with grants from the Knowles-
Nelson Stewardship Program. Interested potential applicants can often 
access information about both funds in the same materials. Towns, 
villages, cities, counties, tribal governments, school districts or other state 
political subdivisions are eligible to apply. Applications are due annually 
by May 1. 

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)

While not traditionally viewed as a source of funding for bicycle 
and pedestrian projects, the Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) program provides money for streetscape revitalization and other 
improvements that can enhance walking and bicycling. Federal Community 
Development Block Grant grantees may “use Community Development 
Block Grants funds for activities that include, but are not limited to: 
acquiring real property; reconstructing or rehabilitating housing and other 
property; building public facilities and improvements, such as streets, 
sidewalks, community and senior citizen centers and recreational facilities; 
paying for planning and administrative expenses, such as costs related to 
developing a consolidated plan and managing Community Development 
Block Grants  unds; provide public services for youths, seniors, or the 
disabled; and initiatives such as neighborhood watch programs.”

Recreational Trails Program (RTP)

The federally administered Recreational Trails Program (RTP) uses 
federal gas excise taxes to fund recreational trails and their facilities. 
Eligible projects may receive up to 50 percent of the total project cost. 
RTP funds may be used to build new trails. Towns, villages, cities, counties, 
tribal governing bodies, school districts, state agencies, federal agencies 
or incorporated organizations may apply for project funds. In Wisconsin, 
eligible incorporated organizations must be incorporated under section 
181.32 of Wisconsin Statutes. These organizations promote, encourage, 
or engage in outdoor recreation activities.
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People for Bikes Community Grants Program

People for Bikes is a national organization working to make bicycling 
better throughout the United States through programs and advocacy 
work. People for Bikes has funded numerous infrastructure projects and 
education and encouragement programs. Since it first launched in 1999, 
the program has awarded 341 grants in 49 states, including nine in the 
State of Wisconsin. Seven of the projects focused on trail development 
or were related to trail access. The most recent trail-related project to use 
this funding source was entitled “Moving Platteville Outdoors: Improving 
and Extending the Roundtree Branch Recreational Trail” in 2014. The 
$10,000 grant was awarded to Platteville Community Arboretum to 
provide trail upgrades and safe access to adjacent destinations.

Community Foundations

Community and corporate foundations can play an important role 
in funding bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and programs. With a 
growing evidence base highlighting the connection between the built 
environment and community health outcomes, health foundations 
throughout the country have joined environmental foundations to support 
infrastructure projects that increase opportunities for walking, bicycling, 
and physical activity. National, state, and local foundations have funded 
initiatives to reduce obesity, increase physical activity, and achieve other 
positive health-related outcomes. 

Local Business Community

Businesses large and small recognize the benefit of bicycling, walking, 
and related infrastructure as economic drivers and indicators of quality of 
life. Businesses and communities of all sizes have expressed interest in 
investing in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure that fosters healthy and 
active communities, creates recreation and transportation choices, and 
improves quality of life. Support from the business community is  often 
the result of strong relationship-building efforts and may come in a variety 
of forms, from the funding of capital projects or associated amenities to 
the provision of volunteers to assist in trail maintenance activities.
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