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About the Addendum 

This addendum to Maryland Trails Strategic Implementation Plan (TSIP) is intended to 
serve as supporting documentation for the Maryland Department of Transportation’s 
(MDOT) inventory analysis of the State trail system.  This addendum presents an 
inventory of readily available trail data and serves as a baseline that can be used by 
multiple agencies.  As a base, the inventory incorporates information contained in the 
Department of Natural Resources Statewide Greenway Atlas in addition to data gathered 
by State agencies and local jurisdictions.  All trail inventory Geographic Information 
System (GIS) maps and associated files have been labeled and organized on an electronic 
CD for future management by MDOT. 

This document is organized into three sections, with a brief description of each section’s 
contents listed below: 

• Section 1.0:  State of the Data:  Trail Inventory Analysis – This section focuses on the 
methodology used to develop the Statewide GIS trails dataset as well as relevant 
analyses conducted using the dataset. 

• Section 2.0:  Trail Data Material – This section provides background material that 
assisted in the development of the trail inventory analysis. 

• Section 3.0:  Trail Profiles – This section presents information on the 38 individual 
trail summaries for Maryland’s 23 counties and the City of Baltimore as well as select 
jurisdictions (see Attachment A). 
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1.0 State of the Data – 
Trail Inventory Analysis 

In 2008, the MDOT Office of Planning and Capital Programming (OPCP), with support of 
an interagency Advisory Committee (AC) assessed the current status of shared use1 path 
development, management, and use throughout Maryland.  First, a Statewide GIS trails 
dataset was developed after which, a technical analysis was conducted of the following: 

• Proximity Analysis; 

• Identification of Underserved Communities; 

• Physical Barrier Analysis; 

• Bordering State Connectivity Needs; and 

• Assessment of Intermodal Linkages. 

This assessment focused on a particular subset of trails – trails used primarily for 
transportation purposes.  Transportation trails are those that by virtue of the design, 
surface type, location, context, extent, and allowable uses provide bicycle and pedestrian 
transportation and/or serve as key components of sustainable local economies. 

 Developing a Statewide GIS Trails Dataset 

In order to review trail development in Maryland, a variety of data was collected and 
analyzed.  This section describes the methodology used for collection and analysis of the 
various data gathered.  These data elements include the following: 

1. Information describing trail planning, development, management and maintenance 
roles and processes used at the county and municipal level; 

2. Status of county and municipal trail system as described in terms of total miles of 
existing trails, miles of planned and proposed trails, paved and unpaved mileage, 
mileage of trails adjacent to roadways, etc.; 

3. Local GIS data for trails; and 

4. State GIS data for trails. 
                                                      
1 Shared use trails are designed to be used by bicyclists and pedestrians, including runners and 

people with disabilities. 
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The information in items one through three, above, was requested from 38 local 
governments/entities, including all 23 Maryland counties, the 14 largest municipalities, 
and the Columbia Association.  To address item (4) above, trail-related GIS information 
was gathered from the following State agencies:  MDOT’s OPCP, State Highway 
Administration (SHA), Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and Maryland 
Department of Planning (MDP).  Additional data incorporated into the dataset included 
both Statewide and local jurisdiction GIS data that was previously available. 

Much of the strength of the TSIP relies on the maintenance of a spatial database of trails, 
as previously defined.  To ensure that the TSIP remains meaningful for years to come, it is 
important to understand where these data originate, what data development work was 
done throughout the planning process, and what standard data maintenance practices are 
significant to consider. 

Local Jurisdiction Data Collection 

To gather a range of information about trails from local jurisdictions, an Inventory Request 
Form was distributed to 38 selected jurisdictions (see Section 2.0).  The form asked for 
specific information about 10 aspects of trail development.  Table 1.1 provides a 
paraphrased list of these categories as well as a summary description of what was 
reported by the 21 jurisdictions for which inventory forms were completed.  The totals in 
Table 1.2 represent the number of jurisdictions providing information for each section of 
the inventory form and the general quality of the information provided. 

Responses to the Inventory Request Form were received between June and September of 
2008.  Determining whom the Inventory Request Form should be submitted to was often 
challenging.  Locating the appropriate contact person began with a search of local 
government web sites.  Where a known trail contact person did not exist and could not be 
established from reviewing web sites, the local government’s Planning Department was 
then contacted and referrals were commonly given to a contact in the Department of Parks 
and Recreation.  As a result of this approach, it became clear that in many jurisdictions 
there is not a single point of contact for trails, or if there is one, they are not widely known 
by their local government. 

Continual phone and electronic follow-up helped identify the most likely staff contact to 
submit the Inventory Request Form and from whom trail GIS data should be requested.  For 
some jurisdictions, formal MDOT approved GIS data requests were required.  The 
Inventory Request Form was distributed by fax and e-mail and, in some cases, were filled 
out based upon a phone interview.  To ensure a meaningful response rate, numerous 
follow-up calls and e-mail messages were made until one of the following occurred:  1) a 
completed form was received; 2) a confirmation was made that no trail information was 
available in the jurisdiction; or 3) a reasonable length of time for completing the Inventory 
Request Form expired. 
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Table 1.1 Extent and Quality of Information Gathered 
from Inventory Request Forms 

Information Provided Quality of Informationa 

Categories of Trail Development Yes No High Medium Low 

1. Status of Trail System 16 5 11 5 – 

2. Trail Development Responsibilities 21 – 16 5 – 

3. Adopted Trail Planning Documents 21 – 16 5 – 

4. Trail Policy Framework 17 4 7 10 – 

5. Trail Maintenance/Management 
Responsibilities 

17 3 6 11 – 

6. Trail Maintenance Routine 12 9 5 7  

7. Trail Funding 15 6 12 2 1 

8. Partnerships 15 6 11 4 – 

9. Challenges (optional) 12 9 9 3 – 

10. Successes (optional) 11 10 10 – 1 

a Quality of Information is evaluated based on an assessment of thoroughness, accuracy and pertinence to 
questions asked on the Inventory Request Form. 

Table 1.2 Jurisdiction Responses to Trail Information Request 

Jurisdictions 
Queried Responded 

No 
Response 

Completed 
Inventory 

Form 

Provided GIS 
in Electronic 

Format 
Responded:  No 
GIS Available 

Total 
Inventory 

Completed 

Counties (23) 19 4 14 10 5 7 

Maryland’s Largest 
Citiesa (15) 11 4 7 8 1 5 

Total:  38 29 9 21 18 6 14 

a Cities included Columbia, Maryland, which is governed by a Homeowner Association as well as 
Maryland’s 14 largest municipalities:  Annapolis, Baltimore City, Bel Air, Bowie, Cumberland, Easton, 
Frederick, Gaithersburg, Hagerstown, Havre de Grace, Ocean City, Rockville, Salisbury, Westminster. 
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Receipt of completed forms and submission of electronic GIS trail data was tracked during 
the data gathering period.  Table 1.2 presents a summary of jurisdictions that participated 
in this initial phase of data gathering.  Figures 1.1 and 1.2 geographically illustrate those 
jurisdictions that provided data requested.  Many of the jurisdictions contacted either did 
not respond to the request for GIS data or responded that they did not have any of the 
data requested.  For the electronic GIS data that was received, it was not always clear 
which agency or individual in the local government created and/or managed the data.  
Typically, no metadata2 was provided.  For some datasets, the topological accuracy of the 
trail lines were considered poor, with limited potential to improve line accuracy.  
Accuracy was improved in select locations where reliable aerial photography was 
available.  Inclusion of attribute data was inconsistent among jurisdictions and typically 
incomplete amongst all the data from a single jurisdiction.  However, data structures and 
field entries were not standardized among local jurisdictions or State agencies. 

While only a third of the jurisdictions provided a complete dataset, useful information for 
almost all of the jurisdictions in the densely populated core of the State was gathered.  
Overall, about half of the jurisdictions contacted provided at least a portion of the data 
requested.  A key finding from this effort is that many local jurisdictions do not use or 
maintain GIS trail data.  Moreover, some of the information requested about trail systems 
and the trail planning and development process is not readily available at the local level. 

Figure 1.1 Jurisdiction Responses – Inventory Data Request Form 

 

                                                      
2 Metadata is narrative information that describes the nature of the associated digital data, 

including the source, date of origin and most recent updates, data maintenance practices, 
reliability, appropriate uses, meaning of special codes, etc. 
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Figure 1.2 Jurisdiction Responses – Trail GIS Data 

 

Statewide Data Sources 

As part of establishing a Statewide GIS dataset for trails, trail-related GIS data was 
requested (in electronic format) from local jurisdictions.  Previously available3 GIS trail 
data was added to the dataset and GIS line files from key State agencies were requested 
and subsequently integrated.  Following is a summary of the data sources and discussion 
of the data integration methodology. 

• 2000 Maryland Greenways Atlas – Line files from DNR were incorporated, 
specifically the “Maryland Greenways, Water Trails, and Green Infrastructure” layer.4  
This data includes line features for all Maryland counties, and all types of greenways 
(recreational, ecological, and environmental), as well as connector trails and water 
trails.  However, very little attribute data was found within the dataset; only trail 
status (existing or proposed) and water trails were identified.  By using the published 
version of the Maryland Greenways Atlas (which includes extensive narrative 
information) and the Atlas’ set of published county greenway maps, the 
transportation trails in this dataset were generally distinguishable from the ecological 
and environmental greenways and the natural surface hiking, mountain biking and 

                                                      
3 Available data from Montgomery County, Prince Georges County, Gaithersburg, Rockville, 

Bowie, Baltimore City, and the District of Columbia was integrated into the Statewide GIS dataset 
by permission of the local governments. 

4 This data may also be downloaded via the web at: http://dnrweb.dnr.state.md.us/gis/data. 
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equestrian trails.  In terms of accuracy, the lines representing physical trails were 
typically drawn only as close approximations of the actual alignment. 

• State Highway Administration – Line files used for creation of the 2007 Maryland 
Bicycle Map were incorporated.  GIS layers from this source included a combination of 
line files and attribute data that assisted in identifying the following types of 
bikeways: 

1. On-Road Signed Bike Routes; 

2. Signed Off-Road Bike Routes; 

3. Local On-Road Bike Routes; 

4. A Baltimore to Washington Route (on-road); 

5. Off-Road Multi-Use Trails; and 

6. The East Coast Greenway Route (an overlay that is both on and off-road). 

This data included some attribute information and the lines were drawn with greater 
accuracy than the 2000 Maryland Greenways Atlas data.  Attribute data included the 
following:  trail names for some trails and information to distinguish on-road from off-
road routes.  Off-road bikeway types (2), (5), and (6) above were most useful for 
integrating into the Statewide transportation trails network, however elements of (4) 
above and other on-road routes were also utilized as key on-road linkages. 

• Maryland Department of Transportation – GIS from the “Missing Links” project 
database were incorporated.  This database included a preliminary assessment of a 
select set of missing trail links in Maryland, which resulted in a Statewide Trails 
Missing Links Map.  The GIS data developed and refined for this project was 
incorporated into the TSIP dataset. 

• East Coast Greenway Route Through Maryland – GIS data was incorporated from 
the East Coast Greenway Alliance (ECG).5  The ECG provides GIS-based data using 
web-based Google Maps, which can be both viewed and downloaded.  The most 
recent line files were downloaded from Google Maps and converted to GIS data 
layers.  From this data, three elements were included into the Statewide transportation 
trails network:  1) designated portions of the existing ECG route using various 
different local trails; 2) proposed spine routes in locations where trails do not exist, but 
are planned or proposed; and 3) interim on-road route (recommended for trail users 
using the ECG today). 

                                                      
5 This data may be viewed on line at: http://www.greenway.org/. 
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 Methodology 

After all data was reviewed, a Statewide GIS dataset of transportation trails was created.  
This was accomplished using a two-step process as follows: 

Step 1:  Define Transportation Trails – Defining transportation trails means reducing the 
full network of trails in Maryland to a set that is of importance from a transportation 
perspective.  The working definition of shared use trails for transportation purposes is as 
follows:  Shared use trails are designed to be used by bicyclists and pedestrians, including runners 
and people with disabilities. 

For the purposes of the Inventory Request Form, transportation trails were defined as 
follows: 

“This project is focused on multi-use trails (sometimes called shared use paths or hiker-
biker trails) which can be used by bicyclists and pedestrians for transportation purposes, 
however, it is understood that these trails and greenway corridors are also used for 
recreation and a variety of other purposes.  Our data collection activities are focused on 
multi-use trails.  Hiking trails, equestrian trails, nature trails, and walking loop trails in 
parks are not a focus of this inquiry.  Additionally, this project is not focusing on 
sidewalks or on-road bicycle facilities or routes, unless they are important linkages in a 
local or regional trail system.” 

For the purposes of developing a meaningful Statewide transportation trails network in 
GIS format, trails were further defined as trails that 1) can be used for transportation 
purposes; 2) are important for economic development reasons; 3) are of a significant 
length; or 4) already are, or will become, part of existing or emerging national and 
regional trail systems such as the ECG and the Great Allegheny Passage.  Conditions such 
as surface type, trail layout, surrounding land use, proximity to population and trail 
location were considered for inclusion in the Statewide GIS dataset.  Natural surface 
hiking trails, interior park loop trails, isolated greenway trails, and other 
nontransportation-oriented trails were excluded from the Statewide GIS dataset. 

Step 2:  Identify A Statewide Transportation Trail Network By Applying The Above 
Definition – All data received was received and filtered using the above criteria, resulting 
in a unified dataset.  As part of developing the GIS dataset, the following actions were 
taken: 

• All of the Statewide and local trail data layers were merged into one GIS trail layer.  
Variations in attribute table fields in all the datasets were reviewed and reorganized in 
such a way that common data types were stored in a single field, but every unique 
attribute of any single dataset was preserved.  All attribute information was formatted 
into a standard data structure and data management attributes were created and 
populated. 

• Data topologically was corrected by removing or editing any incorrect features. 
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• Overlaps and duplication of line features were eliminated.  Before deleting duplicate 
data, the line accuracy and attribute tables were studied and the most accurate and 
useful data from each source was preserved and merged into the final dataset. 

• Trails within all layers that appeared likely to serve as transportation trails for 
pedestrians or cyclists were identified and attributed with a new code known as, 
“TransNet” to signify that the trail is part of the new Statewide transportation trails 
network. 

• Trails within all layers with any natural surface, hiking, equestrian, mountain biking 
or water trails were identified and attributed with a new code known as, “non-
TransNet.” These trail lines were not deleted from the overall dataset, and their 
attribute data was preserved. 

• On-road bicycle facilities or sidewalks were identified and removed them from the 
dataset. 

• Attribute data, staff knowledge, and other sources were used to populate and provide 
a consistent spelling and format for the entries in the trail name field for transportation 
rails. 

• Attribute data provided in the source files, staff knowledge, on-line aerial 
photography, and associated GIS data were used to delineate “on-road” trails from off-
road shared use paths.  Many jurisdictions did not make this distinction in their 
datasets, or did so inconsistently. 

• Select trail lines were deleted in cases where it was determined that they added no 
value to the overall dataset. 

• AC input, interview input, public input, and staff knowledge were incorporated to fill 
known and obvious gaps in the trail data.  Based on this, the trail status (existing, 
planned, and proposed) of attribute data was added and corrected.  In some cases, this 
included field visits or use of on-line satellite imagery.6 

• Public input, existing data from the Missing Links project, and further analysis of the 
existing and proposed trail system were incorporated to add additional trail lines 
representing 1) missing links that are needed for system connectivity; 2) potential trails 
needed to serve un-served population centers/communities, or 3) potential trails 
needed to link population centers/communities to the larger network or other key 
activity centers. 

                                                      
6 Live Search:  http://www.live.com. 
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As a result of this two-step process, the Statewide Transportation Trails Network began to 
take shape as shown below in Figure 1.3.  Trails were identified and distributed among 
five basic classifications:  1) existing; 2) planned; 3) proposed; 4) potential; and 
5) uninvestigated corridors of need.  The Statewide Transportation Trails Network 
consists of 817.0 miles of existing trails; 480.1 miles of planned and proposed trails; and 
1,447.3 miles of potential trails and uninvestigated corridors. 

Figure 1.3 Statewide Transportation Trails Network 
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Structure for the Transportation Trails Dataset 

Two types of attributes are included in the GIS layer:  SW Transportation Trail 
Network_Dec_2008.  They are management attributes and trail attributes. 

• Management attributes include: 

− Source; 

− Date Received; 

− County Location of Trail; and 

− City Location of Trail. 

• Trail attributes include: 

− Trail Name; 

− Status (Existing/Planned/Proposed/Potential/Uninvestigated); 

− Transportation Trail Network Status; 

− Missing Link; 

− Missing Link Type (Continuity and Service); 

− Surface Material/Type; 

− Condition; 

− Width; 

− Lighting; 

− Use/Function; 

− Ownership; and 

− Miscellaneous Information. 

In addition to the transportation trails dataset, the following associated GIS layers were 
created to facilitate and support the TSIP: 

• Key On-Road Links; 

• Linear Barriers; 

• Area Barriers; 

• Underserved Communities; 

• Interstate Linkages (Existing and Proposed); and 

• Rail Transit Stations. 
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Defining a Trail Status 

As part of developing the transportation trails dataset, trails were classified into the 
following four classifications: 

• Planned – Local jurisdiction or other authority identified the trail as included in an 
adopted plan, or otherwise actively moving through a State, private development, or 
local planning process. 

• Proposed – The trail is not yet in the planning process, or it is in the early stages.  It 
may have been proposed by individual citizens, trail advocacy groups, government 
agencies or by the TSIP consultant team.  It is likely that the trail has had a preliminary 
level of right-of-way (ROW) investigation or assessment. 

• Potential – The trail’s ROW has only a cursory or general level of identification and 
little or no investigation of other development factors, such as environmental issues, 
public support, engineering difficulty, and so forth. 

• Uninvestigated – A trail link has been identified in need only.  No ROW investigation 
has taken place, nor has a general corridor been defined.  The length of the link is a 
gross estimate and the actual extent or points of linkage to other trails is 
undetermined. 

Trails that emerged as missing links were further defined as: 

• Service Links – These are corridors within and between major population, 
employment centers that are without existing trail linkages.  Generally, these gaps are 
greater than 2.0 miles in length. 

• Continuity Links – These are gaps between existing or planned trails that are 
generally less than 2.0 miles in length.  Continuity gaps also include trails that link to 
transit stations.  These short gaps need to be closed in order to create a continuous trail 
network and take advantage of intermodal opportunities. 

It should be noted that a large group of service links are uninvestigated.  These links were 
identified as part of the proximity analysis conducted for the TSIP and, as such, they 
represent a general assessment of service and connectivity needs at the Statewide level.  
These links typically address gaps between major population centers or are within 
potential tourism areas where a preferred linkage route or ROW has not been identified.  
Moreover, most of these locations are in or between communities that have few or no 
existing trails so the connectivity need tends to be interjurisdictional or regional in nature. 
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 Proximity Analysis 

To help inform the TSIP, a proximity analysis of Maryland’s residential population to the 
Statewide transportation trails network was performed.  The goal of the proximity 
analysis is to explore the potential for developing metric to assess access to transportation 
trail system. 

Methodology 

The proximity analysis was conducted using a two-step process as follows: 

• Step 1:  Establish Buffers Around Three Groups of Transportation Trails – Trails 
were grouped into 1) existing; 2) existing, planned, and planned and proposed missing 
links; and 3) all transportation trails.  For the purposes of the proximity analysis, 
buffer distances of 0.5 mile and 1 mile were established.  Due to the fact that many 
trails are located in or are surrounded by park lands, which are by definition 
unpopulated, these areas were removed from the buffers so as not to skew population 
estimates. 

• Step 2:  Calculate Populations Served Within Buffer Areas – For this analysis, 2005 
projected population data for Maryland Census tracts were used.  Equal distribution 
of population across each Census tract was assumed (though as noted above, park 
areas were excluded from the calculation).  For each Census tract, a ratio of the area 
within a buffer to total tract area was calculated.  This percentage was applied directly 
to the population.  For example, if 10 percent of the area in a Census tract (excluding 
parks) was within 1 mile of an existing trail, then 10 percent of its population was 
assumed to be within 1 mile of the trail. 

Initially, a 3-mile buffer was tested; however, it was determined that using a 3-mile buffer 
leads to diminishing returns for future trail development.  This occurs because much of 
the planned, proposed, and potential trails are located within 3 miles of existing trails; 
therefore much of the population residing within 3 miles of a planned/proposed/
potential trail is also within 3 miles on existing trail and has already been counted.  (The 
group of uninvestigated trails was not included in the test of the 3-mile buffer, because 
they had not yet been identified.)  Results from the proximity analysis are detailed more 
extensively in the TSIP State of the Trails Addendum.  
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 Identification of Underserved Communities 

Underserved communities are areas or communities with few or no transportation trails.  
Based on population density and the location of existing and unbuilt trails, 44 
underserved communities of varying sizes throughout the State were identified as 
underserved communities.  Three new planned communities were also identified. 

It should be noted that the process of identifying underserved communities was 
undertaken as a gross planning exercise and was not conducted for all parts of the State 
where bicycle and pedestrian transportation on trails may be viable or important.  Results 
from the identification of underserved communities are detailed more extensively in the 
TSIP State of the Trails Addendum. 

 Physical Barrier Analysis 

Physical barriers were organized into the following two groups: 

• Linear – Sixty-one linear barriers were identified, including major highways 
(Interstates and other limited access roads) railroads, rivers, and mountain ridges.  It 
should be noted that not all Interstate highways or rivers were identified as a barrier 
to trail development.  For general planning purposes, a gross assessment was made 
that focused on the most urbanized parts of the State and took into consideration the 
number and nature of existing crossings.  For example, the Washington Beltway west 
of Sligo Creek was not considered a barrier, due to a number of existing trail crossings 
and frequent road crossings with generally adequate bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
on them. 

• Area – Fifteen identified area barriers included limited access institutions, military 
bases, large natural areas and swamps or wetlands, mountainous areas, and the 
largest bodies of water such as the Chesapeake Bay, Potomac River, and the 
Susquehanna River. 

Results from the physical barrier analysis are detailed more extensively in the TSIP State 
of the Trails Addendum. 
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 Bordering State Connectivity Needs 

Twenty-six connectivity locations with neighboring states were categorized as existing, 
planned, or missing.  Existing connections include locations were trails cross state lines, or 
where bridges or other facilities with adequate bicycle and pedestrian facilities cross state 
boundaries in service of nearby trail users (i.e., select bridges over the Potomac River 
serving the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Towpath).  Missing Interstate links include 
locations where there is a defined or likely need for connectivity.  This often occurs 
because trails are planned or proposed or because of the need to connect trails to major 
communities for services or to connect communities across state boundaries who have 
populations that regularly cross for work, pleasure, shopping or other routine travel 
needs.  Results from the bordering state connectivity needs are detailed more extensively 
in the TSIP State of the Trails Addendum. 

 Assessment of Intermodal Linkages 

A layer of all (99) passenger rail stations in Maryland was acquired from MDOT.  The data 
in this layer was augmented with information about transit-oriented development 
gathered from a variety of sources.  This layer was used to identify trails (both existing 
and unbuilt) that were within 0.5 miles of passenger rail stations.  It was determined that 
while 0.5 miles is longer than a typical walk trip (0.25 miles), it is representative of how far 
off of a trail a typical trail user would go to access transit.  From this analysis of existing 
trails, missing links and other possible trails could be identified as having intermodal 
potential or as serving planned or proposed transit-oriented development.  Results from 
the assessment of intermodal linkages are detailed more extensively in the TSIP State of 
the Trails Addendum. 

 Dataset Recommendations 

The process of developing the TSIP and supporting documentation have yielded a new 
Statewide transportation trails dataset in GIS; however, additional and ongoing work 
remains to improve and maintain the integrity of the dataset.  To retain its value, the 
Statewide transportation trails network is dependent on regular maintenance of the 
dataset as well as the continued participation of State agencies and local jurisdictions.  
Some data recommendations to coordinate and standardize procedures are provided as 
follows: 
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• Collect data from jurisdictions that did not respond to a request for GIS data through 
the TSIP effort; or confirm that no data exists from those jurisdictions. 

• Provide assistance digitizing trails in GIS if technical assistance or staff resources are 
needed and provide assistance in further refining and upgrading the integrity and 
accuracy of the existing data. 

• Populate the attributes in the current data structure (i.e., trail names, width, surface) 
and consider adding attributes (i.e., trail types, owner/managing agency). 

• Encourage local jurisdictions with trails in the current Statewide dataset to perform 
quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) data checks to ensure trail line accuracy 
and overall integrity of attribute data.  In some cases, data may need to be field 
checked and updated as many previously proposed trails have been abandoned and 
should therefore be removed from the Statewide GIS database. 

• Consider developing a “unique ID” system to identify each trail segment with a 
discrete number that would also include the geographic location that each segment is 
located (i.e., PGC-12481, AAC-50129, HAR-62003). 

• Consider creating a functional classification system for trails. 

Another aspect of data maintenance is data management.  MDOT may consider 
facilitating an interagency Task Force to discuss and define a Statewide GIS data structure 
for transportation trails.  Suggestions for Task Force members include the involvement of:  
SHA, MTA, MDP, DNR, the State Director of Bicycle and Pedestrian Access, and the 
Department of Business and Economic Development (DBED).  Following are some issues 
that the Task Force might address: 

• Supporting the integrity of the Statewide transportation trails network in GIS format. 

• Expanding the range of potential uses of GIS Statewide transportation trails network. 

• Adopting a single data structure for transportation trails and work to foster buy-in 
local governments (i.e., facilitate agreement on which fields should be included in the 
layer attribute table, and what standard entries should be used for each field). 

• Developing a process by which local jurisdictions can submit updated trail data in GIS 
format over time. 

• Assigning an agency to lead in regular updating and maintenance of the Statewide 
transportation trails network dataset. 

• Establishing protocols for sharing the dataset with other State and local agencies. 
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2.0 Trail Data Material 

 Inventory Request Form 

The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is developing a statewide Trail 
Strategic Implementation Plan (TSIP).  The goal of the project is to foster development of a 
broad network of trails that connect people to the places in which they live, work, and 
play.  The plan will focus on providing strategic guidance for implementation of a 
seamless network of multi-use trail throughout the most populated parts of the State.  
MDOT has contracted Toole Design Group and Cambridge Systematics to assist with the 
planning work. 

The TSIP will communicate a vision for trail development in Maryland and will provide 
policy direction for partner agencies and local governments.  This project is focused on 
multi-use trails (sometimes called shared use paths or hiker-biker trails) which can be 
used by bicyclists and pedestrians for transportation purposes, however, it is understood 
that these trails and greenway corridors are also used for recreation and a variety of other 
purposes. 

A key element of this project is the update of the Maryland Trails and Greenways 
Inventory developed by the Department of Natural Resources.  The last inventory was 
completed in 2000 and many counties and municipalities have made great strides in 
developing and expanding trail systems since then.  The inventory efforts being directed 
by the Toole Design Group are focused on identifying these improvements and additions 
to local trail systems made over the past eight years.  Our trail inventory and data 
collection activities are focused on multi-use trails.  Hiking trails, equestrian trails, nature 
trails, and walking loop trails in parks are not a focus of this inquiry.  Additionally, this 
project is not focusing on sidewalks or on-road bicycle facilities or routes, unless they are 
important linkages in a local or regional trail system. 

In addition to the trails and greenway systems that your jurisdiction has planned and 
developed, the Maryland DOT is interested in understanding your jurisdiction’s policies 
and practices for trail maintenance and management.  This information will help the 
Maryland DOT study how successful trail and greenway systems are planned, 
implemented, and managed.  Moreover, this project will acknowledge the hard work and 
efforts that your jurisdiction has made to improve trail infrastructure. 

To help create an accurate inventory, please fill out this two-part data inventory form.  
The first part asks about plans and policies that support the development and 
maintenance of your jurisdiction’s trail and greenway systems.  The second part is a data 
request for any digital or hard copy map elements of your jurisdiction’s trails and 
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greenway systems.  Ideally if your jurisdiction has Geographic Information System (GIS) 
data that is compatible with ESRI software (ArcView), we would like to receive electronic 
copies of the relevant data listed in the second part of this questionnaire. 

Please send responses to Katie Mencarini (kmencarini@tooledesign.com, fax:  
301-927-2800) within one week of receiving this questionnaire.  Any information and data 
that you can provide is vital to the successful completion of this project.  If there are other 
people who might be able to contribute to this data collection, please include their contact 
information in your response and we will follow up with them. 

On behalf of The Maryland DOT, thank you for your assistance in completing the 
Maryland Trails Inventory. 

Your Name:  ____________________________________________________________________ 

Agency/Department:  ___________________________________________________________ 

Mailing Address:  _______________________________________________________________ 

E-mail:  ________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone:  _____________________________  

Please Send Hard Copies to: 

Toole Design Group 
Care of Katie Mencarini 
6525 Belcrest Road, Suite 400 
Hyattsville, MD  20782 
Fax:  (301) 927-2800 
Phone:  (301) 927-1900 



 

TSIP Transportation Trail Inventory Addendum 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2-3 

Questionnaire (Part 1 of 2) 

1. Trail System Status – So that we may better understand the status of your 
jurisdiction’s trail network, please complete the matrix below.  If the space allotted is 
insufficient for your response, please use the back of this page.  (If you need to refer us 
to someone else, please include their contact information below.) 

Trail Type Miles Proposed Miles Planned Miles Existing 

Paved Multi-Use Trail (suitable for bicycles 
and pedestrians, joggers, people with 
disabilities, etc.) 

   

Unpaved Multi-Use Trail (suitable for most 
bicycles, pedestrians, joggers, some people 
with disabilities) 

   

Side Path (a paved bicycle and pedestrian 
path adjacent to a street, roadway or 
highway) 

   

Other    

 

Contact person who may have this information: 

Name:  ________________________________   Phone/E-mail:  _________________________ 

2. Trail Development Responsibilities – How is responsibility for trail development 
and management divided among agencies in your jurisdiction?  Mark a check or “X” 
in the column(s) of trail development for which they are responsible.  Mark a star (*) 
next to the agency that you consider the overall lead agency or department for trails.  
If space allotted is insufficient for your response, please use the back of this page.  (If 
you need to refer us to someone else, please include their contact information below.) 
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Agency/Department 
Trail 

Planning 
Trail 

Design 
Trail 

Construction 
Trail 

Maintenance 
Trail 

Policing 

      

      

      

      

      

Do you use consultants for trail planning or design?  Yes/No (circle one) 

Contact person who may have this information: 

Name:  ________________________________   Phone/E-mail:  _________________________ 

3. Trail Planning Documents – Does your jurisdiction have a jurisdiction-wide Trails 
Master Plan, or trail-specific master plans, or community master plans that address 
trails in a subarea of the jurisdiction, or a combination thereof?  Please list the relevant 
plans and/or policies below.  (If you need to refer us to someone else, please include 
their contact information below.) 

A. Yes, a jurisdiction-wide trails master plan (name of plan) _______________________ 

B. Yes, master plans for the following specific trails:  _____________________________ 

C. Yes, trails components in subarea plans (please list):  ___________________________ 

D. Yes, a trails component in a bicycle and pedestrian master plan or transportation 
master plan (please list):  ___________________________________________________ 

E. Plans for trails and greenways in our jurisdiction are included as a section or 
chapter in a large plan such as a Comprehensive Plan (name key plans with 
portions addressing trail development) _______________________________________ 

F. Other:  ___________________________________________________________________ 

G. No, to all of the above 

Referral Contact:  Name:  ________________   Phone/E-mail:  _________________________ 

Availability of these documents  ___________________________________________________ 

4. Trail Policy Framework – In many communities trails are developed as a result of a 
wide range of government policies, plans, or regulatory actions.  Please list the 
policies, ordinances, plans, etc., and their triggers or requirements related to trail 
development.  If you need more space than is provided, use the back of this sheet.  (If 
you need to refer us to someone else, please include their contact information below.) 
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Policy Document How the trigger contributes to the development of trails 

Plan:  

Policy:  

Development Regulation:  

Subdivision Regulation:  

Ordinance:  

Other:  

 

Contact person who may have this information: 

Name:  ________________________________   Phone/E-mail:  _________________________ 

5. Maintenance/Management Responsibilities – We are interested in how your 
jurisdiction handles trail maintenance and management.  Multiple agencies are often 
involved in this aspect of trail systems.  For the purposes of this questionnaire 
“maintenance” includes but is not limited to pavement overlays, surface repairs, 
vegetation maintenance, sign maintenance, sweeping, access management, drainage 
improvements, snow removal, and policing.  (If you need to refer us to someone else, 
please include their contact information in your response.) 
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Name of Organization 
Role in Maintenance/
Management Program 

Which trails or approximate percent 
of trail system?  

Local Agencies:   

State Agencies:   

Private Property Managers:   

Home Owner Associations:   

“Friends of the Trail” Groups:   

Other:   

 

Referral Contact:  Name:  ________________   Phone/E-mail:  _________________________ 

6. Trail Maintenance Routine – What is the schedule for trail maintenance within your 
jurisdiction?  Please write a few sentences that explain how often trails are maintained.  
(If you need to refer us to someone else, please include their contact information in 
your response.) 

Contact person who may have this information: 

Name:  ________________________________   Phone/E-mail:  _________________________ 

7. Trail Funding – Funding for trail development often comes 
from a combination of sources.  We are interested in the 
sources of the funds and also how they are used.  Secondly, 
we are interested in sources both past and present.  Fill out 
the matrix below.  Please use the capital letters in the box 
for referencing the “trail development activities.”  A sample 
is provided for you.  (If you need to refer us to someone 
else, please include their contact information in your 
response). 

Trail Development 
Activities 

• Planning 

• Design 

• Construction 

• Maintenance 

• Policing 

• Information 

• Signs 
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When Funding was used 
(check all that apply) 

Source of Funding Y/N 
Trail Development 

Activity (include all) Before 1997 Since 1997 Currently 

[SAMPLE]:  Transp.      
Enh. (Federal): Y B,C X X X 

Transportation      

Enhancements (Federal): _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Recreational      

Trails (Federal): _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Congestion Mitigation      

Air Quality (CMAQ) (Federal): _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Other Federal Improvement  _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Name:      

State Transportation Funds: _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Name:      

Program Open Space: _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Local Capital Improvement      

Program (CIP): _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Community Development      

Block Grants (CDBG): _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Private Donations: _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

Other (please list): _____ ________ ________ ________ _______ 

 

Referral Contact Name:  ___________________   Phone/E-mail:  _______________________ 

8. Partnerships – Many successful trail systems are the result of cooperative partnerships 
maintained between different agencies, departments, and organizations.  We are 
interested in learning about your jurisdiction’s relationship with other agencies 
(County, State, local, other) as well as any citizen trail advisory committees you may 
have.  Please list your most important partners below.  If the space allotted is 
insufficient for your response, please use the back of this page.  (If you need to refer us 
to someone else, please include their contact information in your response.) 
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Name of Agency/Organization 

Frequency of Contact 
(monthly, annually, 

quarterly, irregularly, etc.) 

Description of Partnership (What 
information is exchanged?  What is each 

agency’s responsibility?  What makes the 
partnership successful?) 

   

   

   

 

Contact person who may have this information: 

Name:  ________________________________   Phone/E-mail:  _________________________ 

(Optional) Challenges and Success 

1. What have been your jurisdiction’s biggest challenges in developing its trail system?  
(If you need to refer us to someone else, please include their contact information in 
your response.) 

 

 

 

 

 

2. What have been your jurisdiction’s biggest successes in developing its trail system? (If 
you need to refer us to someone else, please include their contact information in your 
response) 
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Part 2 of 2:  Data Collection 

If your jurisdiction has any of the following data in digital form (shapefile,.dgn,.dxf,.dwg, 
geodatabase, other) or hardcopy, please send the data with the completion of this 
questionnaire.  TDG can sign any agreements that are necessary for the attainment of the 
data.  If an agreement is necessary, please include a copy of the form with the completion 
of this questionnaire. 

Data Request: 

1. My jurisdiction keeps record of our trail data in the following forms (please circle all 
that apply) 

− Hard Copy 

− Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 

− Other (please specify) _____________________________________________________ 

2. If your jurisdiction does have digital data please provide the files or layers that include 
trail data.  Also, please let us know the last year that each of the files or layers was 
updated.  If possible please include data on the following trail characteristics: 

− Status (proposed, planned, existing, etc.); 

− Surface material; 

− Trail width; 

− Ownership information; 

− Year trail was constructed or is planned for construction; 

− Type of Trail (greenway, side path, etc.); and 

− Hierarchy of trail (level of service; primary, secondary, etc.). 

Please Send Data to: 

Toole Design Group 
Care of Katie Mencarini 
6525 Belcrest Road., Suite 400 
Hyattsville, MD 20782 
Contact person who may have this information: 

Name:  ________________________________   Phone/E-mail:  _________________________ 





 

TSIP Transportation Trail Inventory Addendum 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2-1 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 





 

TSIP Transportation Trail Inventory Addendum 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2-3 

Table 2.1 GIS Data Review 

Source GIS Contact Title E-Mail Telephone GIS Layer Name General Description 
Trail 

Names? 

Status:  
Existing, 

Proposed, 
Planned? Surface? Trail Types? Trail Use? 

Additional 
Information 

Distinguish 
between On/Off 
Road Bikeways? 

Ability to Make 
Transportation Trail 

Determination 

 

Allegany 
County 

Dave Dorsey Allegany 
County Department of 
Planning and Zoning 

MALPF Program 
Administrator 

ddorsey@allconet.org 301-777-2199 X292 Allegany_Trails  Yes No No No No No Only Trail Moderate 

Annapolis Ms. Lee Ann Plumer Director of Parks and 
Recreation 

recpark@annapolis.gov and 
laplumer@annapolis.gov 

410-263-7997 Parks_and Rec_Trails   No No No No No No Assumed Only 
Trail 

Moderate 

          Roadside&other_trails   No Yes No No No   Yes Moderate 

 

Anne Arundel 
County 

Mr. Billy Gorski Agricultural Program 
Planner  

bgorski@aacounty.org 410-222-7317 ext 
3046 

Trails   Partial Yes No No No No Only Trail Moderate 

City of 
Baltimore 

Nathan Evans City of Baltimore-
Department of 
Transportation 

nate.evans@baltimorecity.gov 443-984-4094 bicycle_network_trails_gwynnsfalls   Yes Yes No No No No Only Trail Easy 

         bicycle_network_trails_herringrun   Yes Implied 
Existing 

No No No No Only Trail Easy 

          bicycle_network_trails_jonesfalls   Yes Yes No No No No Only Trail Easy 

          bicycle_network_trails_proposed   Yes Yes No No No No Only Trail Moderate 

 

City of Bowie Frank Stevens Senior Planner fstevens@cityofbowie.org 301-809-3053 Proposed_trail_Line   Partial Yes Yes No Yes No Only Trail Easy 

          trail_Line   Mostly Yes Yes No Yes Width, 
Condition, 
Lighting, 
Track, 
Internal Use 
Fields 

Only Trail Easy 

 

City of Easton Zach Smith Planner/GIS zachsmith@town-eastonmd.com   Proposed_Rail_Trail_Expansion   No Yes No No No No Only Trail Easy 

          Town of Easton Rail Trail   No No No No No No Only Trail Easy 

 

City of 
Frederick 

Matt Bowman GIS Administrator mbowman@cityoffrederick.com 301- 600-6209  Path Plan City of Frederick Paths Yes Yes No No No Width No Difficult 

 

Columbia *received through 
Howard County 

      Capathway   No No No No No No Assumed Only 
Trail 

Moderate 

 

Dorchester 
County 

Kate Donovan GIS Specialist kdonovan@docogonet.com 410-228-3234 DoCoTrails   Yes No No No No Type:  
Paddle/Bike 

No Difficult 

 

Frederick 
County 

Marshall Stevenson Enterprise GIS 
Manager 

(www.co.frederick.md.us/GIS) 301 600-1010 Trails   No (mostly 
blank) 

No No No No Type:  
On/Off 
Road 

Yes Difficult 
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Source GIS Contact Title E-Mail Telephone GIS Layer Name General Description 
Trail 

Names? 

Status:  
Existing, 

Proposed, 
Planned? Surface? Trail Types? Trail Use? 

Additional 
Information 

Distinguish 
between On/Off 
Road Bikeways? 

Ability to Make 
Transportation Trail 

Determination 

 

Gaithersburg *from TDG       Trails   Yes Yes Yes No No Width, 
Condition 

Yes Easy 

 

Harford 
County 

Erin Wiley GIS   410-638-3284 harfordglentrails Appears to be trails in a 
development area 

Yes No No No No No Only Trail Moderate 

          lshgw_Trails Other Harford County 
Trails 

No Yes No  No No No Yes Moderate 

          ma_pa_trail Single Trail in Harford 
County 

No  Yes No No No No Only Trail Easy 

 

Howard 
County 

Claire Gowin/ 
David Poholsky 

Trails Planning GIS   410-313-4887/ 
410-313-1677 

Trails_2004_polyline   No No (assumed 
all existing) 

Yes No No Some 
Condition 
Data, 
Miscellaneous 

Assumed Only 
Trail 

Moderate 

 

Frederick 
County 

Amber Demorett GIS Project Manager II admorett@fredco-md.net 301-600-1155 trails Trails, Onrd, 
Watertrails 

Mostly Yes Partial – 
Natural 
Surface 
Trails 
Recorded 

No No No Yes Moderate 

 

Montgomery 
County 

Babara Lerch     301-650-4372 mc_park_trails and 
countywide_bikeway_042705 

Proposed/Existing 
Trails; Countywide 
Bikeway Plan with on-
road and off-road 
facilities. 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes Class, Use   Moderate 

 

Rockville  Marc D Weinshenker GIS Manager mweinshenker@rockvillemd.gov 240-314-8170 Rockville_Millennium_Trail Only the millennium 
trail 

Yes Yes No No No Type Yes Easy 

 

Washington 
County 

Sarah Kozal GIS Database 
Administrator 

skozal@washco-md.us 240-313-2278 Washco_Trails   Yes No No No No No Only Trail Easy 

 

Worcester 
County 

Jimmy Garrity Planner II jgarrity@co.worcester.md.us 410-632-5651 Trails_Worcester_County   Yes No No Yes No Type Yes Moderate 

 

SHA         MD_Other_trails   Partial No No No No Some Source 
Data 

Yes Difficult 

          ECG   Yes No No No No   Yes Difficult 

 

DNR         swgreenway   No No No No No No Only Trail Difficult 

 

MDOT         Missing Links Database   Partial Partial             
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3.0 County Trail Profiles 

This section presents profiles of trail development activities at the local level, which were 
developed to support the TSIP.  In Maryland, the trail planning, development and 
management process is largely driven by local governments.  These profiles of 23 
Maryland counties and 15 Maryland municipalities, including Columbia, Maryland, 
provide a quick overview of the trail planning and funding process.  Each profile provides 
information describing the extent of the Statewide transportation trail network in the 
jurisdiction, feature trails and trail projects, local policy support for trail development, the 
role of local agencies in the trail development process, funding highlights, local agency 
contacts, and a web site link for further information, if available. 

The purpose of developing individual profiles is to provide a single source of information 
that demonstrates the level of involvement and effort that each county and major 
municipality is making to contribute to the development of a Statewide network of trails 
that can be used for transportation, that stimulate local economic development, and that 
provide long-distance bicycle and pedestrian connectivity. 

 Data Collection 

The information presented in these profiles was collected by phone and electronic follow-
up between June and September 2008.  Fourteen of Maryland’s 23 Counties and seven of 
its 15 largest municipalities provided information for this report.  Two jurisdictions 
reported that they had nothing substantive to report and 15 jurisdictions did not respond 
to the request for information.  In addition to data collected directly from local 
jurisdictions, a number of data elements from State or national data sources was also 
assembled (i.e., U.S. Census Bureau data).  The mileages presented are based on 
calculations taken from the new Statewide transportation trails network dataset 
developed specifically for the TSIP project. 
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 Data Sources 

Information for each profile was compiled using the following data sources: 

Population……………………………………….. US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census 

Land Area ……………………………………….. US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census 

Population Density ……………………………... US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census 

Existing Transportation Trails …………………Calculated by TDG from the 2008 Statewide 
Transportation Trails Data Set  

Missing Links …………………………………… Calculated by TDG from the 2008 Statewide 
Transportation Trails  Data Set  

Missing Continuity Links………………………. Calculated by TDG from the 2008 Statewide 
Transportation Trails  Data Set 

Planned/Proposed/Potential Trails…………... Calculated by TDG from the 2008 Statewide 
Transportation Trails Data Set 

Feature Trails & Projects………………………... Compiled by TDG 

Local Policy Support …………………………… Compiled by TDG from Inventory Form 
Provided by Jurisdiction 

Triggers for Trail Development ……………….. Compiled by TDG from Inventory Form 
Provided by Jurisdiction 

Data Received, TSIP Inventory………………… Compiled by TDG from Inventory Form 
Provided by Jurisdiction 

Data Received, GIS……………………………… Compiled by TDG from Inventory Form 
Provided by Jurisdiction 

Local Agency Contacts ………………………… Compiled by TDG from Inventory Form 
Provided by Jurisdiction 

Website…………………………………………… Compiled by TDG  

Roles in Trail Development……………………. Compiled by TDG from Inventory Form 
Provided by Jurisdiction 

Trail Funding Highlights……………………….. Compiled by TDG from data provided by 
the SHA Office of Environmental Design 
and the National Transportation 
Enhancements Clearinghouse website 
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 Reading the Profiles 

The two-page profiles found in Attachment A include various terms that have specific 
meanings as defined by the TSIP.  The following definitions are intended to help the 
reader understand these terms and interpret the data accurately. 

Extent of Transportation Trails 

As previously noted, the TSIP effort resulted in a new classification of trail—
transportation trails—and also organized these trails based upon their status and 
relevance to the TSIP.  Building upon the status information provided by each local 
jurisdiction, a specific status term is associated with each trail segment in the Statewide 
transportation trails network. This term describes the “maturity” of the particular trail, or 
trail segment, in the planning and implementation process.  A list of the status terms and 
definitions used in the profiles are as follows: 

• Existing – Trail is built and open to the public (a few trails are currently under 
construction and expected to be open by the end of 2009). 

• Planned – Local jurisdiction or other authority has identified the trail and included it 
in an adopted plan, or the trail is otherwise actively moving through a State, private 
development, or local planning process. 

• Proposed – Trail is not yet in the planning process, or it is in the very early stages. It 
may have been proposed by individual citizens, trail advocacy groups, government 
agencies or the consultant team. It is likely that the trail has had a modest level of 
right-of-way investigation or assessment.  

• Potential – Trail’s right-of-way has only a cursory or general level of identification and 
little or no investigation of other development factors, such as environmental issues, 
public support, engineering difficulty, etc. 

• Uninvestigated – A trail connection has been identified in need only; the alignment 
and a usable right-of-way have not been identified.  The need for trail connectivity has 
been identified based on an assessment of population distribution, potential demand 
and/or other planning-level criteria.  The length of the link is a gross approximation 
and the actual extent or connections to other trails are undetermined. Most of these 
uninvestigated trail connections are in or between communities that have few or no 
existing trails. These areas need further study and engagement of both the public and 
the governments within which they are located. 

In addition to status, the TSIP identified priority missing links. These links are assigned to 
one of three sub-classifications: Continuity Links, Service Links or Uninvestigated Links. 
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• Missing Continuity Links are defined as links between existing or planned trails that 
are generally less than 2.0 miles in length.  Continuity links also include trails that link 
to transit stations. This group of links constitute those that are needed to create a more 
continuous trail network and capitalize on intermodal opportunities. 

• Missing Service Links are defined as longer corridors within and between major 
population and employment centers that lack existing trail service or linkage to other 
nearby trails in the Statewide network. Generally, these links are greater than 2.0 to  
2.5 miles in length.  

• Uninvestigated Links are priority missing links that are classified as uninvestigated in 
their development status (see above for definition). Most of these uninvestigated trail 
connections are in or between medium to large population centers that have few or no 
existing trails, or are in areas with high tourism and economic development potential, 
but with few or no destination trails. 

The mileage statistics presented in the profiles are calculated as follows: 

1. Existing Trails: All existing trails in the transportation trails network as defined by the 
TSIP planning process. 

2. Missing Links: All priority missing links, including continuity links, service links and 
uninvestigated missing links. 

3. Missing Continuity Links: This is a subset of the missing link classification that does 
not include missing service links or uninvestigated missing links. 

4. Other Planned, Proposed, Potential Trails: All of the remaining unbuilt trails that 
have been classified in the transportation trail network. 

The trail mileage in categories 1, 2 and 4 above can be added together to get the total 
potential mileage of the transportation trail network in each local jurisdiction, as identified 
in the TSIP. 

Feature Trails and Projects 

The feature trails selected for the profiles represent those that may be most well known in 
the jurisdiction. The feature projects represent some of the most important trail projects 
currently underway. These trails are categorized as existing, partially complete, planned, 
proposed, or funded based on the terminology that was most accurate or descriptive. 

Local Policy Support 

This section lists the planning documents, development regulations, or other statements of 
policy that provide support for trail development. Jurisdictions were asked to report 
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about any and all types of plans that guide trail development in the jurisdiction, including 
comprehensive plans, transportation plans, bicycle and pedestrian plans, trail and 
greenway plans, recreation plans, trail specific master plans, subarea plans, sector plans, 
development regulations, subdivision regulations, and so forth. 

Triggers for Trail Development 

This section describes how the planning documents and policies are translated into actions 
that result in the funding, design, and construction of trails. 

Data Received 

This sections indicates whether or not the jurisdiction responded to the data request made 
during the TSIP planning process, and whether or not one or both types of information 
were provided—1) an inventory form or 2) GIS data. For some jurisdictions, data was 
already available with the consultant team, so new information did not need to be 
provided. 

• Yes -- means the data listed was received 

• No Response -- means that the jurisdiction did not respond to the data request 

• No GIS data or Nothing to report -- means that the jurisdictions responded that they 
did not have any data or information to contribute. 

The term “information not provided” appears in a profile for information elements that 
were left blank on the Inventory Request Form, or for which no source of reliable 
information could be found. 
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