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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy-Three.

January, 1973

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

The General Court adopted the following measure in the form
of Chapter 8, Resolves of 1972:

“Resolved, That the Department of Natural Resources, the
Department of Public Works, and the Metropolitan District Com-
mission, acting as a joint board, are hereby authorized and
directed to make an investigation and study relative to the
development of a master plan and a method of financing a system
of bicycle paths and hiking trails within the Commonwealth. . .

”

In accordance with the foregoing resolve the Department of Nat-
ural Resources, the Department of Public Works, and the Metro-
politan District Commission submit the attached report which
contains early action recommendations, including a master plan
study to determine needs and set priorities for the Commonwealth’s
trails.

Respectfully submitted,
ARTHUR W. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER

Department of Natural Resources

BRUCE CAMPBELL, COMMISSIONER
Department of Public Works

4 JOHN W. SEARS, COMMISSIONER
Metropolitan District Commission

Subject, however, to conditions stated in the accompanying letter
of supplementary findings and recommendations.
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CHAPTER 8. Resolve providing for an investigation and study by a
JOINT BOARD CONSISTING OF THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, THE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND THE METROPOLITAN DISTRICT COMMISSION
RELATIVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF MASTER PLAN AND THE FINANCING OF A
SYSTEM OF BICYCLE PATHS AND HIKING TRAILS WITHIN THE COMMONWEALTH.

Resolved, That the Department of Natural Resources, the De-
partment of Public Works, and the Metropolitan District Com-
mission, acting as a joint board, are hereby authorized and directed
to make an investigation and study relative to the development
of a master plan and a method of financing a system of bicycle
paths and hiking trails within the Commonwealth. The plan shall
include but not be restricted to the feasibility of utilization of an-
cient ways, so called, utility rights-of-way, private and public lands
and state and local highway layouts. Said board may apply for and
use any federal funds that may be available therefor. Said board
may expend sums as are appropriated therefor. Said board shall
report to the general court the results of their investigation and
study and their recommendations, if any, together with drafts of
legislation necessary to carry their recommendations into effect,
by filing the same with the clerk of the Senate on or before the
first Wednesday of December in the current year.

Approved April 11, 1972
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In February, 1972 the Commissioner of the Department of Pub-
lic Works established an ad hoc Committee on Highway Corridor
Land Use to consider multi-purpose use of highway rights of way
for trails and paths, scenic preservation, rest areas and other land
uses in transportation corridors and interchanges. When, in April
of 1972 the General Court enacted chapter 8 of the Acts of 1972,
providing for an investigation and study of bicycle paths and hik-
ing trails by the Department of Public Works, the Department of
Natural Resources and the Metropolitan District Commission, the
Committee was expanded to include working representatives from
the above mentioned agencies, as well as from the Department of
Community Affairs and the Boston Redevelopment Authority.

It is hoped that these groups will participate in the continuing
activities that will grow from this resolve as they offer a valuable
insight into the many aspects of paths and trails.

The broad range of participation has enabled the Committee to
examine trails and paths from a variety of perspectives. As the
study proceeded it became apparent that the topic of trails is wide
and covers a broad range of aspects from route selection to con-
struction criteria to user education to in-town bicycle storage.

The Committee made use of materials requested from other
state planning agencies, engineering departments and legislative
bodies. A bibliography is included as Appendix B of this Report,
and the materials listed therein are in the Committee files at the
Department of Public Works.

No attempt to establish a master plan can be made without
ascertaining what trails currently exist.

A comprehensive, up-to-date inventory of trails and paths in
Massachusetts is unavailable. A Committee survey of bicycle path
building and designation discovered that a three year old inventory
is obsolete and a great deal of effort would be needed to update it.

Currently, mapping of the trails in the state is underway, the
complete series will be on reference.

This study also considered the problems of design standards for

INTRODUCTION
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the construction of trails and for safe urban bicycle routes. While
no statewide specifications or design standards exist, other states’
and countries’ experience was examined and some illustrations are
set forth.

The other study elements presented in this report are the result
of individual or committee efforts prepared by the various state
agencies participating in the preparation of this report.

�

In addition to those agencies assigned by Chapter 8 (the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, the Department of Public Works, and
the Metropolitan District Commission) a large number of agencies
and groups have expressed an interest in trails and in the success
of Chapter 8. They have attended the open meetings and have
offered their assistance and special expertise. The enthusiasm of
some of these groups has been an inspiration and we thank the
following for their participation or interest:
Federal

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
The Environmental Protection Agency
The Department of Transportation’s:

Transportation Systems Center
Federal Highway Administration

The Department of Community Affairs
The Governor’s Task Force on the Environment
The Governor’s Office
The Public Access Board

City or Local
9The Boston Redevelopment Authority

The City of Cambridge Planning Office

The Association of Bicycle Commuters
The Massachusetts Conservation Council
The League of American Wheelmen

State

Others

PARTICIPATION
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It is hoped that all participating agencies will continue the ac-
tivities which will grow from this study.

This Committee intends to coordinate its proposals with the
present local, regional and State land use plans and policies. Thus
planning for highway related trails will consider the place of the
proposed trail in a larger trail or recreational system outside of the
transportation corridor. The objectives of the Committee include

‘■•planning the development of urban and rural commuting and rec-
reational paths and developing a set of standards and guidelines for
such paths which would take into account the functional classifica-
tion of the highway, the topography and other relevant criteria.
The Committee further intends to develop specific short term pilot
projects to test the standards.

The two selected projects are the construction of bikepaths to
create a Boston to Lexington/Concord corridor for the Bi-centen-
nial celebrations, and the creation of a network of recreation and
commuter trails in and around Amherst to serve the Five College
area. These two projects encompass urban, suburban, rural and
small town areas and will provide a sufficiently wide variety of
design problems to develop comprehensive standards.

1. Any study of bicycle paths and hiking trails cannot be per-
formed logically without the larger considerations of safety, trans-
portation, recreation, and general land use.

2. The Regional Planning Agencies, whose task it is tc determine
regional priorities, have not yet completed their study. The master
plan can be created by the Regional Planning Agencies, if the
proper work element is included in their present or future contracts
with the State.

3. Even without the master plan, it is clear that certain plans
and projects in the Commonwealth are of primary importance, and
present unique opportunities which should not be missed. Although
there are undoubtedly others, the Committee has identified the
following:

a) The construction for the Bicentennial Celebrations of a
network of bicycle trails in the historical Boston to Lexing-

FINDINGS
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ton-Concord corridor. Several main trails will be established,
leading past the numerous Revolutionary War and other his-
torical sites. The many historically interesting sites not on
the central trails can be connected by a system of spur trails,
loops or connector trails, thus creating an important and rich
recreational network of trails.
b) A network of commuter and recreational bikepaths in
Amherst, Massachusetts. As a primarily rural town, a large#
number of quiet rural roads lend themselves to the establish-
ment of recreational bicycle paths. In addition the large
concentration of population in the universities assures heavy
use of the trails. Commuter paths to separate bicycles from
cars will hopefully result in a more pleasant and safer way to
work or class.
c) The expansion of the Freedom Trail in Boston, planned
for the bicentennial.
d) The construction by the Metropolitan District Commission
and Boston Parks and Recreation Department of a continu-
ous, safe bicycle path from the Boston Common to Jamaica
Pond, and the attached Northern and Southern Loops.
e) The acquisition of the abandoned railroad right of way
from Hyannis to Wellfleet.
f) The construction of a pedestrian foot path across the
Charles River Dam on the Warren Avenue alignment.
g) The construction of a system of bikepaths in Dukes
County.

4. No formal standards or specifications exist. In order to insure
proper expenditures of state money, to assure the safety of trail
users, standard specifications must be developed.

5. On both the Federal and State level, funds for bicycle paths
trails may be obtained from highway and recreation sources. Tic”#
use of federal funds is severely limited and insufficient to meet the
needs of local cities and towns. The channels for a limited amount
of state aid to cities and towns through highway funds exist, but
money is not widely available without a diversion of those funds
from existing projects, a special source of funding must be ob-
tained.
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1. The establishment of a master plan for all types of trails
should be made a high priority for trails expenditures.

2. An inter-secretariat group composed of representatives of
Transportation and Construction and Environmental Affairs should
appoint a full time director to coordinate the state, regional and
local studies and perform other duties such as drawing up formal
standards for bicycle paths and other trails. The maximum amount
to be spent in two years is to be $200,000 and money received from
the Federal Government for the purposes of this study shall be
reimbursed to the agency which obtained the funds. See legisla-
tion, Appendix A.

3. If the study is to be continued with the present board, the
master plan should be developed as an element of the coordinated,
comprehensive and regional transportation planning process and
should be coordinated with the state comprehensive outdoor rec-
reation plan and regional open space and other plans.

4. Full support should be given by all levels of government to
the high priority items listed in the findings.

The conduct of this study has adhered to the planning process
commonly referred to as the “3C” process. This process can be
described as a Continuing, Comprehensive, and Cooperative effort,
in which the broad regional and community interests, both official
and citizen, are represented by the Regional Planning Agency in an
attempt to infuse planning on the State level with a clear and un-
mistakable expression of regional interests. Where formerly state
agencies sometimes drew up their statewide plans with a view of
community interests distorted by a distant but vocal interest group,

4 the 3C process opens the planning to participation by all local in-
terests. In addition the 3C process avoids some of the interagency
conflicts which arose from time to time, such as the case in which
one agency planned an urban park in a location another agency
wished to place a road. The regional planning agency can resolve
these conflicts on a local level, forcing the state to consider its
interests in conjunction with those of the regions. These opera-

RECOMMENDATIONS

The 3C Process:
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tional procedures and working arrangements allow the develop-
ment of a broad consensus on the plans for a region, and allow for
the conception, development, and updating of courses of action,
including realistic and acceptable capital investment programs.

The committee initiated the process by asking the Regional
Planning Agencies to evaluate the importance of trails and paths in
their region. The responses obtained were for the most part gen-
eral, as most regional planning agencies had not yet formulated
their exact program for trail development. Consequently the Com-
mittee stresses that trails and paths should be made a part of each
regional planning agency’s work program.

The questionnaire requested the regional planning agencies to
rank the several types of trails according to importance. The agen-
cies were presented with the following list from which to order
priorities: (1) Bike paths, recreational and commuter; (2) Recre-
ational and scenic footpaths including such winter uses as snow-
shoeing and cross-country skiing; (3) Equestrian trails, rural and
park; (4) Special use trails, such as nature, educational and handi-
capped; (5) Motor vehicle trails, snowmobile and other; (6) Multi-
use trails.

The agencies replied as follows:
Berkshire Regional Planning Agency: In an oral reply, the high-

est priority was given to scenic and recreational footpaths. Bike
paths, both commuter and recreational followed as second priority.
Special use trails ranked third, the fourth priority was shared by
equestrian trails and by motor vehicle trails for all types of off
road vehicles. The multi-use trails were desirable only when the
two uses were compatible.

Franklin County Department of Planning: In an oral reply, safe
road crossings for all types of existing trails were accorded the
highest priority. Footpaths suitable to winter cross-country use
were given a high priority as were bicycle paths both recreational
and commuter. Equestrian and special use trails received medium
priority, and motorized vehicle trails received a low priority.

Lower Pioneer Valley Regional Planning Commission: In a writ-
ten answer, the agency assessed the first priority in this region as



1973.] SENATE —No. 1775. 11

•*

4

the development of scenic and recreational footpaths, and of com-
muter and recreational bikeways. Second priority went to eques-
trian trails, special use trails were listed as their third priority,
multi-use trails were given fourth priority, and the lowest priority
was given to trails for motorized vehicles.

Merrimack Valley Planning Council: In an oral response, motor-
ized vehicle trails were assessed as the highest priority for this
region. In addition, off road vehicles such as air cushioned ve-
hicles should be controlled if not banned outright. Second priority
was accorded the equestrian trails, scenic and recreational paths
were given third priority, fourth priority was given to bicycle
trails, both commuter and recreational and fifth priority was given
to the special use trails. No priority was given to the multi-use
trails.

Northern Middlesex Area Commission: In a written reply, top
priority was accorded footpaths, second priority went to special use
trails including nature, educational and handicapped trails. Bicycle
trails got third priority, equestrian trails fourth, and multi-use
trails were mentioned as a medium priority where uses were com-
patible. No priority was given for motorized vehicle trails.

Metropolitan Area Planning Council: The written reply indicated
that the highest priority in this region is shared by recreational
foot paths, bikeways, special use trails, and by multi-use trails
where the multiple uses are compatible. Medium priority was ac-
corded motorized vehicle trails and equestrian trails.

Montachusett Regional Planning Commission: In a written reply
footpaths and bikeways shared the top priority. Trails for motor-
ized vehicles were given second priority, and all other trails were
considered of at least a medium priority.

Central Massachusetts Regional Planning Commission: The writ-
ten reply assessed the priority for bikeways as the top, along with
foot paths. Snowmobile trails and special use trails shared the
second priority, and rural equestrian paths took third priority.
When the several uses of a multi-use trail are compatible, this type
of trail is a high priority trail.
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Old Colony Planning Council: In a written reply, first priority
was assessed as foot paths and second priority as commuter bike-
ways. Third priority was accorded recreational and scenic bike-
ways, fourth priority went to special use trails, fifth to equestrian
trails, and lowest priority to motorized vehicle bike paths. Multiple
use trails were accorded a high priority when uses are; fully com-
patible.

Cape God Planning and Economic Development Commission:
High priorities in this region included in the written reply were
foot paths, equestrian trails, and bicycle trails. Medium priority
was accorded motorized vehicle trails and special use trails for
education and the handicapped.

Dukes County: In a written reply, bikeways were assessed as the
highest priority trail. Second priority went to foot paths, third to
equestrian and last priority to multi-use trails, unless the uses are
completely compatible. Motorized vehicles were given no priority.

S.R.P.E.D.D.: No answer has been received to date.

High Priority Projects
Although a master plan is necessary for the rational develop-

ment of a system of trails in the Commonwealth, its absence does
not hide the urgency of several trail and path projects which as
planned are of the highest priority to the regions involved. These
projects stand out as a part of the backbone of a trails system al-
ready designated as necessary to meet foreseeable needs. The
Committee considers these items of special importance and feels
that they should be implemented as soon as possible.

In 1976, the bicentennial celebrations in Massachusetts will at-
tract four times as many tourists to the Boston area as ever be-
fore. The need for recreational facilities will be matched only by
the need for in-city transportation facilities to carry people from
tourist site to tourist site. The city of Boston is considering a
number of trails, paths and projects, which it is felt will help alle-
viate the burden on the Metropolitan area.

A major path, “the walk to the sea” will trace the physical
growth of Boston from an isolated, defensible, near-island to the
broad peninsula of today. With origins at the Government Center
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Plaza, this path will course through Dock Square by Faneuil Hall
(“The Cradle of Liberty”), down South Market Street, past the
Quincy Market complex (America’s oldest public market), under
the Central Artery and onto what will eventually be a major park
site at the Harbor’s Edge. Another path will lead through the his-
toric portion of the present Central Business District to the site of
the famous Boston Tea Party (now a full block inland) and the

1% events of December 1773. This Tea Party Path will end at a site
by the Fort Point Channel where it is hoped that a recreation of
the Brig Beaver “Old Teasides,” can be prepared with an informa-
tion kiosk, service facilities and other amenities to enhance one of
the major historic attractions in the core city. The city is also
considering a system of rental bicycles for use within the city,
patterned after the Amsterdam “White Bicycle” program.

A unique opportunity for a trail crossing the Charles will be
afforded by the Charles River Dam on the Warren Avenue align-
ment, presently under construction by the United States Army
Corps of Engineers. This $42 million dam, to be used for flood
control, pollution abatement and navigation control, will have
three locks, a fishladder, a pumphouse open to visitors, and a
glassed in walkway top of the dam for use by visitors. As currently
planned, the walkway will only be accessible from the Charlestown
side, thus preventing any crossing of pedestrians along the dam.
The Committee strongly urges that the walkway be equally acces-
sible from the Boston side, to provide a link across the Charles
river between historic Charlestown and the Historic Trails of
Boston.

The Metropolitan District Commission plans a series of bicycle
paths throughout the metropolitan area. Its first priority is that
bicycle paths be built along both sides of the Charles River Basin
and along the Fresh Pond Parkway to Fresh Pond. It is also

■4 attempting to work out a Joint Bikepath Plan for the Fenway and
Jamaica Pond Complex between the MDC and the Boston Parks
and Recreation Department.

Other projects under consideration are (1) the creation of a
Northern Loop along the Alewife Brook Parkway, the Mystic
Valley Parkway (Medford), Revere Beach Parkway, Lynnway and
a few interconnecting roadways. (2) the creation of a Southern
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Loop from Kelley Circle in Jamaica Way to the Trailside Museum
in the Blue Hills, through the Blue Hills Reservation over the
Neponset Bridge and back to Kelley Circle via Forest Hills. Thus
the reservations of the Charles River, Stony Brook, Blue Hills,
Quincy/Wollaston, Muddy River, Arboretum, Franklin Park, Fresh
Pond, Mystic Basin, Middlesex Fells, Breakheart, Lynn/Nahant and
Revere would be connected by a reasonable safe and feasible unin-
terrupted bicycle route.

Outside of Boston, the Bicentennial Commission is working on
plans for trails and paths in the Lexington/Concord to Boston
Corridor. Dukes County has drawn up a county-wide system of
recreational bikepaths which awaits funding.

The current abandonment of the Hyannis to Wellfleet railroad
line provides a unique opportunity for the acquisition of a trans-
portation recreation corridor which should be seized before the
corridor is cut and parcelled out to private land owners.

The Town of Amherst is planning a network of commuter and
recreational bikepaths. As a primarily rural town, a large number
of quiet rural roads lend themselves to enjoyable recreational
bicycling. In addition, the heavy concentration of population in
the universities assures heavy use of the trails. Commuter paths to
separate bicycles from cars will result in a more pleasant and safer
way to work or class.
Bicycle Trail Specifications

The state of current bicycle path designs and technology is very
limited. Specifications are still primitive and are non standardized.
Designs for busy intersections are virtually non-existent. In other
areas, wheelchair ramps have received some application in Boston.

Extensive future work is necessary to expand the general con-
cepts and occasional detailed specifications which the Committee
collected. A special coordinated effort is needed to combine the
best capabilities of planners, engineers, contractors and bicycling
enthusiasts, so that designs which respond to the expanding bicy-
cling needs of the Commonwealth can be rapidly developed. While
Federal agencies or groups such as the American Association of
State Highway Officials are developing engineering specifications
for nationwide use these may not be sensitive to the special needs



SENATE —No. 1775.1973.] 15

and conditions of Massachusetts Cities and Towns. For this reason,
design standards must be developed in Massachusetts for each
different region. The priority projects will serve as testing grounds
for new standards.

Recreation-Related Funding
The availability of funding or support for trail development from

the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation is generally contingent upon the
existence of a statewide outdoor recreation plan which is updated
and refined on a continuing basis. In addition to serving as a guide
for Federal grant assistance, the plan serves these other purposes:
it identifies capital investment priorities for acquisition, develop-
ment and protection of significant outdoor recreation resources
within a State, including Federal, State, local and private recrea-
tion resources; it assures a continued and focused opportunity for
local units of government and private citizens to take part in their
State’s outdoor recreation and environmental quality planning pro-
grams; and it provides a practical tool for coordinating all outdoor
recreation and environmental conservation programs.

Grants are made on a 50-50 reimbursement basis with the Fed-
eral share based on allowable project cost. To qualify for Fund
assistance, each acquisition or development project must be in ac-
cord with the State plan —that is, it must meet high priority
public recreation needs shown in the action program portion of the
plan. The participant (sponsoring State or local government
agency) must agree to permanently dedicate projects to public out-
door recreation use, and assume responsibility for continuing opera-
tion and maintenance. Facility discrimination on the basis of race,
color, or national origin is strictly prohibited.

Massachusetts Self Help Program contains a provision to estab-
lish a conservation program for cities and towns. Those cities and
towns which have established conservation commissions may re-
ceive a maximum reimbursement of 50% for planning, designing
or land acquisitions which can include bicycling and hiking trails.

The funds available over the past five years for both of these
recreation-conservation funds are as follows:
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Bureau of Outdoor' Recreation Mass. Self Help
National Total

1969 1.0 million 0.59 million
1970 1.4 million 0.75 million
1971 6.6 million 1.00 million
1972 6.3 million 0.75 million
1973 4.7 million 0.75 million

$

Since federal funds are available through the Federal Highway
Aid Program, the use of the limited resources of BOR should be
expended on projects outside of highway right-of-way.

Recreation funding in the Department of Public Works is auth-
orized by Chap. 81, 5.138. The Department is allowed to “acquire
for the purpose of restoring, preserving and enhancing scenic
beauty, land adjacent to federal highways and to provide publicly
owned and controlled rest and recreation areas and sanitary and
other facilities to accommodate the travelling public.” The Depart-
ment is authorized by this section to improve these lands; and
bicycle paths and other trails would be eligible for this type of
funding. The Department may spend as much money as is appro-
priated for this purpose.

Housing and Urban Development
HUD is in the process of withdrawing from urban renewal

projects, making room for revenue sharing which will supplant it.
Consequently no new plans are being made for urban renewal areas
and only the plans as currently envisaged are being funded.

Highway Funding for Trails and Paths
The Federal Highway Administration in a Memorandum of

August 1972 discusses the role of Federal participation in the
development of multi-use facilities on Highway right of way. On
any highway eligible for Federal Aid, (interstate, primary
secondary systems) bikeways may be built on the rights of way
provided that: (1) the bikeway of trail will not endanger either
the trail user or the automobilist: for this there must be a mini-
mum grade separation or a physical barrier between roadway and
trail; (2) the construction of the path must take place m conjunc-
tion with relocation, reconstruction or improvement of the high-
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way; in effect the bikepath becomes as necessary an adjunct of the
highway as a guardrail or lamp-post; and (3) the potential use
must be high enough to justify the expense of constructing the
path. In addition (4) the trail must be built in accordance with a
plan of development, and must be built within the highway right of
way. The Federal Government will finance the bikepath as it
would any portion of the highway of which it is part.

Funding is available for bikepaths and trails from Federal safety
programs. One such, the Topics program, can be used provided
that the general criteria mentioned above are met and provided
further that the path will result in a demonstrable lessening of the
number of accidents between cars and bicycles and thereby improve
the capacity of the road.

Paths and trails on the State highway system are generally
subject to the same constraints as in the Federal System, and often
the two systems overlap. In the Massachusetts statutes, bikeways
have been long regarded as a road or highway. Chapter 82, section
35 of the Massachusetts General Laws states that the board of
selectmen or “the officers authorized to lay out the highways of
town ways may lay out, construct and maintain bicycle paths under
the provisions of law relative to the laying out, construction and
maintenance of public ways.”

Although this allows the town to lay out a bikepath on a com-
letely separate right of way, the town will not necessarily be
eligible for state aid and would have to finance it alone. The re-
quirements of a joint right of way must be followed in order to
qualify for state aid under chapters 81, 82 and 90. However, the
money in these programs has generally been allocated for other
projects, and unless, like Concord, the town passes an ordinance
requiring construction of bikeways in stress, little money will be
available for bikeways.

Several highway-related methods of financing the construction
of bikepaths outside the Commonwealth were considered. In
California a bill to create a “Bicycle Lane Account” was intro-
duced. The account would hold at least $60,000 from certain taxes,
and would be used to create safe bicycle lanes. Money would be
continuously appropriated from the Account to the Department of
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Public Works and allocated to local communities by a population
formula.

In 1971 the Oregon Legislature passed an act requiring that a
reasonable amount of the highway fund be spent on highway-
related bicycle trails, and specified that the amount is not to be less
than one percent of the money that each town or county receives
from the highway fund. Exceptions are made if the sum to be
received by the town or county is very small, if the path would cre-
ate a hazard, or if the use would not justify the cost. This plan
creates a presumption that bicycle paths are to be built, and an
incentive to plan for bicycle paths.

However, it is clear that in Massachusetts such a sweeping policy
decision to favor bicycle trails should not be made without further
information. A required bicycle path investment program may
well have an undesirable effect upon the use of mass transit, or the
highway program and should be studied carefully. But even assum-
ing the advisability of a mandatory program for bicycle path
building, the Oregon approach presents difficulties.

A single statewide percentage of the highway fund may not
reflect the local community’s need and desire for a mode of trans-
portation. For example, Dukes County currently wishes to build
an extensive system of bicycle paths whose cost wdl be much
greater than any small percentage of the state aid which they will
receive in the next ten years. The project needs a larger source of
funds independent of a percentage formula, ideally a single appro-
priation covering the entire cost.

Questions such as these regarding funding must oe studied in
order to develop a rational and reasonable method of funding
bicycle paths and hiking trails.

The Resolve authorizing this study specifies that the board study
the planning and financing of “bicycle paths and hiking trails.”
These two kinds of trails meet different needs and thus require
different types of finance and design.

In order to identify and classify these differing requirements, it
is helpful to consider three major functions fulfilled by <hese trails:

1. Recreational hiking in rural areas.

Characteristics of Trails
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2 Recreational bicycling in rural areas and urban parks,
3. Urban commuter bikeways.

Characteristics of Hiking Trails
Environment: Hiking trails should allow people to move at their

own pace through a new and stimulating outdoor environment.
The trail may educate the user through various devices, provide a

of scenery, a physical or mental challenge, or simply afford
a restful stroll. Depending upon the specific circumstances, a hik-
ing path along the shoulder of a road or in a right of way may be
enjoyable, if the traffic on the road is sufficiently light or distant to
let the hiker concentrate on objects and events away from the road.
Long stretches of trail immediately abutting a highway should be
avoided but where the two are juxtaposed they should be separated
by a plant screen or other barrier to insure the hiker’s safety and
to promote a psychological separation.

Surface and Design: Hiking trails require very little surface
preparation, other than clearing stumps, rocks and other obstacles
and proper drainage. Although hiking paths may follow other
paths or roads of higher design, they will frequently be inaccessible
by other means because of width, steepness or irregular surface.
Two types of hiking paths may be distinguished:

1. Narrow mountainous trails in rural areas.
2. Wider, less hilly trails in rural areas, often near urban

centers.

Compatibility: The use of a trail by hikers is incompatible with
simultaneous use of the same path by motorized vehicles, fast
moving bicycles or horses.

Additional Facilities: The need for specific service facilities
varies with the location of the trail system. Centers in the wilder-

should provide a camping area proximate to water wherever
possible. Near urban areas, centers may provide toilets, washbasin,
drinking water and a food center.

Characteristics of Recreational Bicycle Paths
Environment: In recreational bicycling, the bicycle is as much a

means of transportation between points of interest as a means of
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exercise or enjoyment in itself. Thus, bike trails should link points
of tourist or recreational interest. In addition, paths should be
maintained for cross-country bicycle travelers either immediately
adjacent to scenic highways or a short distance from major high-
ways. Recreational bicycling is possible in any dry land environ-
ment conducive to recreation, as long as minimum surface stand-
ards have been met, and the grades encountered are not too long
and steep. (Oregon highway standards specify 15% as a
maximum) The cyclist is more likely to use the roadway than is
the hiker because at present it constitutes one of the normal ele-
ments of bicycle riding. Special bicycle paths, however, may be
built to provide the cyclist with a change of environment as well as
to assist the safe flow of traffic on highways by removing slow-
moving cyclists. Special use trails are of less use to the cyclist as
he will be less inclined to stop and read signs because of his faster
speed.

Surface and Design Criteria: Because of the median; cs and the
various speeds of travel possible, bicycling requires a higher stand-
ard of pathways design than hiking. At the minimum, the road-
way should be free of large obstructions, and be either paved or
packed dirt. In certain instances forest paths with some gravel,
rocks or other passable obstructions may be used for more rugged
and skilled riding. Most often, however, bikepaths should be paved
to enable cyclists of all ages and skills to use them. Bicycle paths
should be at minimum 10' in with w/a height clearance of B'.

Compatibility: Bicycling is compatible with other iow-powered
motorized bikes (a maximum speed limit might be necessary to
reduce the speed differential between the two transportation
modes). For reasons of safety and efficiency, recreational bike-
paths in areas of heavy use should be segregated from
and automobiles as much as possible, utilizing a separated curbed
lane with bike overpass for major intersections. If no such inter-
section overpasses are provided, then a system of regulations and
licensing will need to be established and enforced. One type of
regulation could be special bicycle traffic rules, such as walking, not
riding bicycles through pedestrian intersections.
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Additional Facilities: The rural areas, special facilities such as
camp grounds can be shared with either hikers or automobilists.

Characteristics of Commuter Bikepaths
As this study’s primary focus is hiking and biking, the only com-

muting mode to be reviewed is intra-urban bicycle paths. Separate
paths would be generally more expensive than either rural hiking

“4trails or rural bicycle paths, as they would require enlargements of
existing streets and roadways or paved surfaces in linear park
strips. In addition, certain existing streets could be designated as
bicycle pathways, signing them, painting lanes or excluding cars.

Environment: Asssuming that a need for commuter bikepaths
were demonstrated safety would be the most important environ-
mental consideration. As indicated by a Davis survey the com-
muter is more interested in a direct route than a separate or scenic
one. Consequently, these bikeways must be located so that any
access to downtown is as safe and direct as economicaiiy feasible.

Physical Specifications: The physical specifications for an urban
bikeway should encompass at least the following:

1) bikeways utilizing sidewalk surfaces but exceeding specifica-
tions in width,

2) bikeways using the road surface, but separated from the auto-
mobiles by curb, painted stripes or othermechanism.

Compatibility: As with all inner city transportation systems,
bikepaths would need to be well-marked, regularly maintained and
integrated into the street, sidewalk and transit network of the city.
An extra bicycle lane on a bridge, in addition to a pedestrian lane,
would be quite costly, meaning that some sort of mixed use
pedestrian and bicycles would be necessary. Such mixed use would
occur far more frequently in the city than in the country where
various types of trails could be more easily segregated. In addi-
tion, only a limited number of transportation corridors exist within
the central city.

Additional Facilities: The only additional facilities necessary for
commuter cyclists would be cycle depots at key transit stops, as
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well as at central locations in the downtown area, possibly with a
ticket system and guard.

Needs of Trails System: If a comprehensive, coordinated system
is to be established, trails and bikepaths would be patrolled by
local and state authorities to assist in emergencies and to maintain
facilities and to check for property damage. The system should
be publicized by private and public means and be supported by a
cooperative effort from state, local and private interests. The po-f
tentials and limitations of such a system will be discussed in the
next section.
Potentials and Limitations of Trails and Bikepaths

The previous section delineated four types of paths; rural hiking
trails, rural bicycle paths, urban recreational bikepaths, and urban
commuter bikepaths. While the rural paths may be less expensive
than the urban ones, the rural paths often require for greater
concern for environmental factors and better adjacent facilities and
policing. Consequently, each type of path and trail will be exam-
ined for its unique potentials and limitations.
Limitations

Rural Hiking Trails: A continuous, well-integrated system of hik-
ing paths and trails would have to cover both public parks and
rights of way and private lands. Certain legal procedures, often
difficult and time-consuming, must be followed to protect private
property owners from liability as well as to insure proper mainte-
nance, especially marking and clearing. In addition, trails may be
subject to as many as four or five overlapping jurisdictions: town,
counties, parks, privately-owned lands and state-owned lands, pre-
senting problems in acquisition and maintenance.

Rural Bicycle Paths: Rural bicycle paths will require relatively
extensive reconstruction such as widening the shoulders and
ing previously unpaved or unused paths. If constructed with high-
way funds these paths should be maintained and reconstructed at
the same time as the road it is located on and be made to link up
with local bikepaths in neighboring towns.

Some paths will traverse private property and easements will
have to be obtained, and a provision to clear all property owners of
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liability, for users should be considered. Such a path system will
have to be well-marked, maintained and policed to restrict use of
bikepaths by off-road vehicles.

Urban Recreational Bikepaths: Bicycle paths in urban areas
should be paved and fulfill at least twice the specification standards
of sidewalks as they might need to be twice as wide (ten feet at
minimum) allow for a height clearance of at least eight feet, and

*%) e segregated from existing sidewalk facilities for pedestrians. In
addition, a comprehensive sign system including painted lane strips
and colored pathways, would be required and bikepaths would have
to be maintained and patrolled at extra public expense.

Conflicting usage of bikepaths is a problem. Pedestrian walk-
ways and bikepaths cannot coincide unless, as on a bridge, there is
no other alternative. In such instances, bicyclists will need to walk
their bicycles. It has been suggested that sidewalks be designated
as bikepaths in certain areas, but even an excellent sign and patrol
system such as pedestrian warning signs at intersections would not
be able to adequately enforce such a rule in a recreation park area.
Consequently, bikepaths in parks should probably be separated
from sidewalks and should be destination or node-oriented. If not
bikepaths should extend alongside sidewalks requiring additional
land.

A lack of space for such extensive constructions (minimum
width of 10 feet) and the possible loss of open grassy areas, if too
many such bikepaths were constructed, could be a serious problem.
However, a judicious layout could protect grass which often gets
trampled where insufficient paths exist at present, as wed as enable
bikepaths to be built.

A lack of supplementary facilities would have to be met. Only
gated areas could have a rental set-up. In unfenced areas, bike
storage security would be a major problem, unless extensive con-

struction of covered parking areas was instituted.

Urban Commuter Bikepaths: There is a lack of space in those
areas where there is not at present enough space for existing trans-
portation uses, although greatly increased usage of bikes might
bring about a drastic cut in numbers of automobiles congesting
streets during the rush hour.
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Supplementary facilities such as bikeracks are lacking at present.
Additional parking garages would be required. Parking garages

(even adaption of existing ones) of the attendant type could at one
third the auto parking rates, still take in twice as much revenue
per square foot.

Rural Hiking Paths: With the increasing pressures of urbanized|
life styles (84 percent of Massachusetts residents live in urban or
urbanizing areas), rural areas near metropolitan centers must
afford multi-use recreational areas (i.e. hiking paths in summer
and cross-country skiing paths in winter). Such uses provide rec-
reation, education concerning nature and the environment, and
contribute to physical fitness.

Rural bikepaths provide an inexpensive, healthful way to tour
the country-side. Linked with a good system of rest areas and
youth hostels, they could prove an excellent means of cross-country
transportation. In addition, bicycles can be used by families as a
means of reaching off-road recreation facilities. Automobiles could
be parked at locations alongside the highway and then bicycles
could be used to reach off road lakes, camps and rivers. This would
call for rental facilities, related security and a fee system similar
to the present park fee system.

Urban recreational bikepaths: Such paths would be primarily
destination oriented and need not be overly scenic. Existing parks
and reservations could be utilized and new strip parks designed as
intra-urban bicycle path linkages acquired. Such trails around
rivers and parks would provide recreation opportunities for urban
dwellers.

Urban Commuter Bikepaths: Bike paths, if integrated effectively
into the present traffic and transit system through nodal
change (as described in previous sections), could relieve present
traffic congestion. The costs of present reliance on automobiles for
commuter transportation could be drastically reduced as the system
developed, especially if motorbikes were used as well. Parking
problems, policing, insurance rates and pollution, while not elimi-
nated might be reduced.

Potentials
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In addition, bicycle commuting would enable people to use com-
muting time to exercise. As an example, people would commute
from the inner suburbs for up to 35 to 45 minutes, depending on
the skill and energy of the cyclists.
Conclusion: The Committee has found a pressing neeed for a well-
integrated system of trails and bikepaths throughout the Common-
wealth— well marked, supervised and perhaps financed in part

user charges. Such a system could provide for hiking
.rails in wilderness areas and in semi-rural areas near urban cen-
ters. It could also provide for continuous bicycle trails through the
state for cross-country travellers as well as for travel off of main
roads into park and recreation areas. Urban bikepaths could be
established to serve as a source of recreation for those city dwel-
lers unable to travel to the edge of the metropolitan region because
of time and cost limitations. Such trails should be linked whenever
possible. Finally, a commuter bikepaths system could be estab-
lished to help alleviate traffic and transit congestion, as well as to
enable those who so desire to exercise while commuting to work.

a
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy-Three.

I
An act to create a statewide trails master plan

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Section 1. Trails Master Plan Established.
2 A board, to be known as the Trails Master Plan Board, con-
-3 sisting of a representative of the Secretary for Transportation
4 and Construction from the Department of Public Works, and
5 representatives of the Secretary for Environmental Affairs,
6 one from the Department of Natural Resources and one from
7 the Metropolitan District Commission, shall formulate a
8 master plan for the location, construction, maintenance and
9 policing of trails in the Commonwealth.

10 The board, subject to the approval of the Secretaries shall
11 appoint a study director, to serve at the pleasure of the board
12 who shall not be attached to any of the above-mentioned
13 agencies, and who shall devote full time to his duties, for the
14 purpose of coordinating and directing all agency work in rela-
-15 tion to trails and of administering the Trails Master Plan
16 Study.
17 The Director shall consult with the Massachusetts Trails
18 Advisory Committee, the Committee on Highway Corridor
19 Land Use, the other Secretariats and other such groups.
20 The Board, shall from time to time, submit reports of
21 findings, and shall submit a final report to the legislature, to-
-22 gether with drafts of legislation necessary to carry out its
23 recommendations not later than two years from the date of
24 enactment.

1 Section 2. Trail Master Plan Defined.

APPENDIX A
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The Trails Master Plan shall incorporate all trails, paths,
and other rights of way in the Commonwealth, including, but
not limited to, multi-purpose trails shared by two or more
types of users in different seasons, urban historical trails, rec-
reational bicycle and hiking trails, bicycle commuter paths,
equestrian trails and special purpose trails.

2
3
4
5
6
7

The master plan shall be a continuing, comprehensive and
cooperative effort between the agencies and the Regional Plan-
ning Agencies, and, upon its unanimous approval by the board,
shall be adopted as the policy for the trails development of
each participating agency.

8
•% 9

10
11
12

The Master Plan shall include the following elements:13
(1) an assessment of the need and demand for trails in the

Commonwealth
14
15

(2) the establishment of the priorities for trail development
and of the responsibilities for trail construction and mainte-
nance and policing;

16
17
18

(3) the development of a state-wide network of trails, in-
cluding means for acquiring rights of way;

19
20

(4) the development of state-wide formal standards includ-
ing, but not limited to signifying and marking for trail con-
struction maintenance, for such trails where such criteria and
specifications may be deemed necessary, and for such supple-
mentary structures and facilities which would improve trail
use and safety.

21
22
23
24
25
26
27 (5) the coordination of the plan with similar plans in abut-

ting states;28
29 (6) the development of realistic means and levels of funding

for the implementation of the Trail Master Plan.30
31 (7) a consideration of such existing plans as regional and

town open space and recreation plans, utility corridor plans,
state and regional transportation studies, SCORP, the Public
Access Board Master Plan, the State Historical Plan, Federal
and New England Trail Plans and such other as may be rele-
vant to the development of a Trails Master Plan.

32
33
34
35
36

1
2

Section 3. Funding of the Study.
Said director shall receive a salary under the provisions of a
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3 contract for his services in an amount subject to approval of
4 the board, and said director may retain from time to time such
5 full time clerical and research assistance as he may deem
6 necessary, subject, however, to the approval of the board.
7 For the purposes of the study no more than $200,000 shall
8 be spent from funds of the aforementioned agencies. The di-
-9 rector shall seek such Federal or other aid as may be available

10 and all such aid shall be used to defray the cost to the stat«l
11 and local governments.

*
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*

(1) B.R.P.C. Region Number 1 Oral response received.
(2) F.C.D.D. Region Number 2 Oral response received.
(3) L.P.V. R.P.C. Region 3 Preliminary Regional Develop-

ment Plan. Outdoor Recreation Open Space A letter re:
Trails and Paths.

(4) M.R.P.C. Region Number 4 Letter re: Trails and Paths
and Answers to the Questionnaire.

(5) C.M.R.P.C. Region Number 5 Recreation and Open Space
Plan. Letter re: Trails and Paths. Questionnaire an-
swered.

(6) N.M.A.C. Region Number 6 “Recreation Core.” “Short
range program for Open Space Acquisition.” Lowell Dis-
covery Network & Urban National Parks.” May Open
Space & Recreation Plan. Letter re: Trails and Paths
and answered Questionnaire.

(7) M.V.P.C. Region Number 7 Questionnaire answered and
returned.

(8) M.A.P.C. Region Numbers Letter re: Questionnaire.
(9) O.C.P.C. Region 9 —Letter re: Trails and Paths and

Questionnaire. “Open Space Plan.”
(10) S.R.P.S.D.D. Region Number 10
(11) C.C.P.E.D.D.—Region Number 11—Questionnaire answered.
(12) D.C.R.P.E.D.D. Region Number 12 Letter re: Trails and

Paths also Questionnaire Status of Projects in Dukes
County 8/72

Personnel
Assignment

Policy and Procedure Memorandums and Instructional Memo’s
(13) U.S.G. Memorandum: Bike Paths and Hiking Trails.
(14) F.H.W.A. Notice Trails and Highway Rights of Way.
(15) Policy and Procedure Memorandum 21-4.6 Acquisition of

Highway Rights of Way.

Regions Reports

APPENDIX B
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(16) Instructional Memorandum 34-50 Federal Participation in the
development of Multi-Use Facilities on Highway R.O.W.

(17) Policy and Procedure Memorandum 21-17 Landscape and
Scenic Enhancements.

Miscellaneous Publications and Reports
(18) AASHO Guide for Trails Along Highways New Stand-

ards for Bike Signs. I(19) Facts About the Bike Boom (8.1.A.)
(20) Bibliography to Bike Paths publications (8.1.A.)
(21) Boom in Bikeways Newsletter (8.1.A.) 3 Issues.
(22) Post Card from Mrs. G. Kernard Wakefield re: Boston Pub-

lic Library Holdings.
(23) Design of Bike Trails by American Institute of Park Execu-

tives.
(24) Conservation Commission in Peabody: Re Topics Funds for

Bike Paths and Hiking Trails.
(25) Paper on Bike Routes for the Conservation of People and

Natural Resources.

Department of Natural Resources Reports
(26) House Bill 4930 Report of a Study on Bike Paths and Hik-

ing Trails.
(27) Printouts to go along with the Study.

Meetings of Highway Corridor Land Use Committee
Miscellaneous meetings Notices and minutes.

SC Planning Process Documents
(28) Memorandum of Understanding
(!29) Planning Contract
(30) Technical Work Program
Informational Requests

Various letters of request for information from both inter-0
ested citizens to DPW and from DPW to other States.

(31) Chapter 8 of the 1972 Resolves: relative to the investigation
and study of a statewide study of bicycle paths and
hiking trails.

(32) S-622 -637 (54 Resolve) —Re: to Chapter 90 Funds

Laws and Bills Re: Trails and Paths
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(33) Chapter 746 Acts of 1971 Nantucket Bike Paths Authoriza-
tion.

(34) Chapter 216 of Acts of 1972: Oak Bluffs Authorization for
Bike Paths.

(35) Chapter 633 Acts of 1971 H-5881 Re: Acquisition of Land
& Federal Gov’t, required to replace said land.

(36) Chapter 1003 Accelerated Highway Fund
*(37) Congressional Record for Monday April 19, 1971 “Davis

Experience.”
(38) Congressional Record for March 29, 1972 “Executive Di-

rectors of Bicycle Institute of America” Report.
(39) Public Law Number 90-543 A Report to Establish a Na-

tional Trail System.

(40) California Bikeway Planning Criteria Report April 1972.
Senate Bill #36 Bike Lane Account. Bikeways in Palm
Springs Pamphlet.

(41) Colorado—ll/71 Bikeways for Lakewood Pamphlet.
(42) Idaho Boise Bikeway Plan
(43) Illinois Chicago Bike Route System Map.
(44) Kentucky Evaluation of Lexington Kentucky Needs and

Use of Bike Paths.
(45) New Hampshire Highway Map Bicycling in New Hamp-

shire Guide to Routes and Places to Stay Along the Way.
(46) New Jersey—Cape May County Bike Map.
(47) New York Bikeway Map and 1972 Land-owner Liability

Bill.
(48) Ohio Bike Journeys Maps Letter Regarding Paths and

Trails.
4 '49) Oregon Standards for Bike Routes and Foot Paths. Letter

re: Bike Route Their Program Thus far. Plans for Stand-
ard Provisions of Bikeways. Highway Division Speci-
fications for Design and Construction of Bikeways. Bike
Facilities City of Portland.

(50) Washington Map of Seattle Bike Routes.
(51) Wisconsin Wisconsin Bikeway.

States Information
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(52) Vermont Memo to GET Re: Transportation Policy (Inc.
Bikeways).

(53) Washington DC Funding & Information on Same, Two
Bibliographies One of Bikeways and Hiking. Also a let-
ter re the same project.

(54) Summary of the symposium which was held in Washington
IMay of last year Full Report.

Newspaper Clippings

%

National Symposium
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Highway Corridor Land Use Committee
Donald Bel]
Fred Fallon

Federal Highway Administration
Department of Community Affairs
Metropolitan District Commission
Massachusetts Department of Public
Works Bureau of Trans. Plan. & Devel.
Department of Natural Resources
Department of Public Works—Chairman
Highway Corridor Land Use Committee

Stephen Kaiser
Maxwell Kaplovitz

A 1 Pratt
George B. Thomson

Mrs. G. K. Wakefield Massachusetts Conservation Commission

Nancy Anderson
Nicholas Brand
Michael DiMino
Kathie Marotta
Sandra Speers
Terry Ann Vigil
Jason Kirshen

Department of Community Affairs
Study Co-ordinator
Department of Public Works
Department of Public Works
Department of Natural Resources
Department of Community Affairs
Department of Natural Resources

APPENDIX C

Staff Trails and Bikepaths Study
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20 Somerset Street, Boston 02108

I
Commissioner

December 5, 1972.

My signature is conditional.

My approval is effective only if
1) The Metropolitan District Commission ratifies my action, and

2) The Secretary of Environmental Affairs approves, and

3) My colleagues, Commissioners Campbell and Brownell, agree
to the following supplementary finding in place of #6:

“It is the policy of the Department of Public Works and of the
Metropolitan District Commission to use highway funds for the
construction of bicycle paths within the highway right of way.”

4) My colleagues, Commissioners Campbell and Brownell, agree
to the following supplementary recommendations in addition to
1-4;

“1A The master plan shall be set forth by the Department of
Natural Resources, subject to the approval of the Department of
Public Works as to construction specifications, and within the
Metropolitan Parks District, subject to the approval of the Metro-
politan District Commission as to location and layout and design.
It shall be funded from the Highway Fund.” #

5) The Department of Public Works and the Metropolitan Dis-
trict Commission agree to construct one or more bikepath projects
in each of the next three calendar years.” (Not Mandatory)

(Tty? CHomnummrall!) of Hlaasarljuartts
METROPOLITAN DISTRICT COMMISSION

/s/ John W. Sears.

(SEAL)
JOHN W. SEARS



ft

4



I

t


