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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2002, a Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan was developed for the
Township of O'Hara. The Plan identified development of a “Township-wide Trail Plan” as a
primary recommendation. In 2004, PBS&J///TriLine was contracted to complete a Trail Feasibility
and Planning Study for the Township. Based on the demographics of the study area, existing
recreation opportunities, and public opinion and participation, nine (9) trail alignments were
determined to be feasible.

Recognizing the need for regional recreation opportunities and trail connections, the Township
of O’Hara Trail Steering Committee determined the study area for the feasibility analysis would
include several neighboring municipalities. The municipalities included: portions of Shaler
Township and the City of Pittsburgh Riverfront, Sharpsburg Borough, Biawnox Borough, Etna
Borough, Aspinwall Borough, Harmar Township, Indiana Township, Millvale Borough, and all
of Fox Chapel Borough. The study area is primarily a residential suburb or “bedroom”
community of Pittsburgh. O’Hara’s demographics are similarto other municipalities in the study
area. The Township of O’Hara has an aging population similar to the Pittsburgh region. It has
been increasing in recent years while other population groups are declining. One primary
difference within the study area is per capitaincome. Fox Chapel Borough'’s per capita income,
property value, and tax base exceed all other study area communities.

Regional recreation and cultural resources include Hartwood Acres, Beechwood Famms, Trillium
Trail, Millvale Riverfront Park, and the Allegheny River. Township recreation opportunities
include Squaw Valley Park, Meadow Park, Camp Guyasuta, neighborhood parks, and many
undeveloped parks, greenways, community centers, and open space.

Public participation in the study included: a public opinion survey, key person interviews, and
three public meetings. Survey responses were positive with a majority of respondents (89.0%)
in favor of trail system development. Key interviews were positive and provided valuable
information. Feasible trail alignments were determined and evaluated based upon public survey
comments, key interviews, public meeting comment and interaction, and monthly Trail Study
Committee meeting discussion. The alignments and alternatives were also evaluated via field
trips and site evaluation.

The nine (9) feasible trail and greenway alignments are Community Connections (eastern and
western O’Hara), Bicycle Lane Corridor, RIDC Industrial Park, Riverfront Trail, Squaw Valley Park
to Beechwood Farms, Water Trail, Scenic Overlooks, and Shared Roadway Corridors. Each of
the alignments was evaluated based on eight (8) criteria such as financial feasibility, purpose,
need, and constructability.

A detailed description and evaluation of each trail alignment are provided in the report. Trail
alignments connect the Township to regional recreation opportunities, provide recreation and
exercise for a variety of users, link and conserve existing natural areas, and utilize undeveloped
and open space areas in the Township.

JWW:dim/A03232/:4:05 PRS&J//TriLine
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2 BACKGROUND
2.1 Purpose

In 2002, a Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan was developed for the
Township of O'Hara. The Plan inventoried and assessed recreational and cultural resources
within the Township, gathered public insight regarding Township Parks, and provided
recommendations and suggested goals to improve and expand existing recreational facilities.

2.2 Mission Statement

The mission was to identify a plan to develop a “Township-wide Trail Plan” based on “public
participation combined with a thorough inventory and assessment.” Inthe Plan's February 2002
Public Survey, question no. 18 asked whether there was a need for a system of trails, greenways
and open space in the Township. Eighty-four percent of respondents either felt very strongly
in support of the idea or at least felt the idea had merit and should be explored further. Nine
percent did not support a system of trails, greenways, and open space. Based on public
support, it was determined that further study in the form of a Trail Feasibility and Planning Study
was necessary.

The purpose of this Trail Feasibility and Planning Study is to determine prudent and feasible trail
alignments that provide recreation for Township residents, connect existing recreation facilities,
and link regional assets and natural areas. Feasible trail alignments were established and
evaluated based upon a public opinion survey, key interviews, monthly progress meeting
interaction, public meetings, and site evaluation by the project planner and engineers.

2.3 Project Funding

The Township of O'Hara Trail Feasibility and Planning Project has been partially funded by the
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (PADCNR), Bureau of
Recreation and Conservation (Bureau). PBS&J///TriLine completed the study to meet their
requirements and standards. In February 2002, TriLine Associates, Inc. (now PBS&J//TriLine)
was contracted to complete this study.

2.4 Demographics

A demographic profile of The Township of O’Hara was compiled in the 2002 Comprehensive
Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan using the year 2000 Census data. Demographical
information plays an important role in identifying the need and use of recreation projects.
Demographics also help to identify future land use needs and financing requirements. Finally,
demographics play a vital role in interpreting the potential impact and reliability of the public
opinion survey which was sent to each household in the Township of O'Hara,

JUI-dimiA03232/4/05 PBS&J///TriLine
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2.41 Study Area

Nestled in the roiling hills of southwestern Pennsylvania, the Township of O'Hara is situated
along the Allegheny River, north of Pittsburgh's Golden Triangle. The Township of O'Hara is
located in Allegheny County and borders Blawnox Borough, Fox Chapel Borough, Harmar
Township, Indiana Township, Shaler Township, Sharpsburg Borough, and the City of Pittsburgh.
(Across the Allegheny River, O'Hara shares a river border with the boroughs of Oakmont and
Verona and Penn Hills Township.)

The study area is shown in Figure 1. Although the focus of the project is on the feasibility of
trails in the Township of O’Hara, there are a few reasons the study area was expanded beyond
the Township’s boundaries:

. The Township of O'Hara is not contiguous. Eastern and western O'Hara are
separated by Fox Chapel Borough. Other smaller pieces of the Township are
scattered around Sharpsburg and Aspinwall.

. Although connecting parks and open spaces in the Township with trails is a
priority of the study, it is also important to take advantage of regional recreational
facilities in adjacent municipalities such as Beechwood Farms (Fox Chapel
Borough), Hartwood Acres (Indiana Township), and the Allegheny River.

. The topography of the area is such that valleys and water courses frequently
cross municipal boundaries; and therefore, logical terminii (end points) may be
located outside the Township of O'Hara for some trail options.

. Connectivity, intergovernmental cooperation and support for area trails and
greenways is essential for overall success.

. The Township's topography varies. Elevation ranges from 710 ft. to 1,207 ft.
While the topography offers spectacular views of the Allegheny River Valley to
downtown Pittsburgh, it also creates a challenge for handicapped accessibility
to potential trail corridors, routes, and use. Slopes greater than 25% are found
throughout O'Hara Township.

2.4.2 Natural Resources

Hydric Soils

Hydric soils are one indicator of the presence of wetlands. Though there is no hydric soil
found in O’Hara Township, an area with hydric solil exists in the center of Fox Chapel
Borough along Hunt Road near Squaw Run and Guyasuta Roads. Hydric soil is found
in the northwestern part of the Borough In the northern part of the Stony Camp Run
Watershed. In the northeastern section of the Borough, hydric soil is found from
Woodland Farms Road south to Squaw Run Road East. Soils with hydric inclusions are
found throughout O’Hara Township.

JIWH dim/A03232/4/05 PBS&J//TriLine
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Flood Plains

Flood plains are found along the Allegheny River in southern and eastern O’Hara
Township. Flood plains also exist along Little Pine Creek in the west.

Wetlands

Wetlands are located in the Allegheny River Watershed along the southern part of Fox
Chapel Borough. They are found along State Route 28 in O'Hara Township to the east
of Squaw Run Creek in the southern part of the Squaw Run Watershed.

Several palustrine scrub/shrub or forested wetlands are located in low lying areas,
stream valleys, and wooded hillside spring seeps. Though most are relatively small,
those in the stream valleys are hydrologically connected and provide a variety of
functions and values, such as food and cover for wildlife, flood desynchronization,
groundwater, and recharge.

Watershed Boundary

Greenways protect wetlands and watersheds. Watersheds in the Township include:

Little Pine Creek Watershed (part - upper northwest)

Allegheny River Watershed (most - in west; south, in east; south and east)
Stony Camp Run Watershed (small part - upper northwest - corner)
Squaw Run Watershed (eastern - southwest part)

Powers Run Watershed (eastern - northern)

Guyasuta Run

Sitz Run

BDA (Biodiverse Area)

Biodiversity areas include sites that are recognized as supporting specialflora and fauna
species, relatively large numbers and kinds of species, or entire communities or
ecosystems. Three (3) key areas are identified on the Project Study Map (Figure 1).

. Tritlium Trail
. Guyasuta Run Valley
. Campbell Run Valley

JIVN dim/A03232/4°05 PBS&J/Triline
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Study Area Map

Figure 1 - Study Area Map
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2.4.3 Community Character

Table 1 - Community Profile - Township of O’Hara

Founded: | June 8, 1875

Located in: | Allegheny County

Municipal Building Information: | Township of O'Hara

325 Fox Chapel Road

Pittsburgh, PA 15238

Phone: 412-782-1400

Fax: 412-782-4530

Office Hours of Operation: | Monday thru Friday, 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM

Government: | Council-Manager/Home Rule

Elected Officials: | 7 Council Members

1 Treasurer

3 Auditors

6 Civil Service Commissioners

Square Miles: | 7.3
Number of Acres | 4,691

Number of Persons: | 8,856 in 2000
9,096 in 1990

Number of Households: | 3,248 in 2000
3,267 in 1990

Number of Housing Units: | 3,381 in 2000
3,377 in 1990

School District: | Fox Chapel Area School District (which
includes O'Hara, Aspinwall, Blawnox, Fox
Chapel, Indiana, and Sharpsburg)

Municipal Budget: | $7,067,863 in 2003

2.44 Demographic Trends and Comparisons

The population of Allegheny County has been declining (-4.1% from 1990 to 2000), much like the
population of the Township of O’Hara (-2.6%). The communities of Sharpsburg, Blawnox, Shaler,
and the City of Pittsburgh similarly have declining populations. Fox Chapel Borough, Harmar
Township, Indiana Township, and Aspinwall Borough have increasing populations.

The median household income in the study area varies widely. Sharpsburg (522,828} has the
lowest median household income of all contiguous municipalities to the Township of O'Hara,
while Fox Chapel Borough ($147,298) has the highest. The Township of O'Hara has a median
household income of $67,725.

W dim 403232405 PBS&J /Triline
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Of all neighboring municipalities, only Blawnox, Sharpsburg, and Harmar have a higher
percentage of the population over 65 years of age. In O'Hara, 20.5% of the population is over 65
years of age as compared to 17.8% for the entire county of Allegheny.

All municipalities in the study area, except the City of Pittsburgh, have over 90% of a population
that is racially classified as “White.”

In summary, the study area has a fairly stable older, not particularly racially diverse population
with a widely varying range of incomes. The Township of O'Hara, in comparison with its
neighbors, can be classified as a “middle” to “upper-middle” class municipality,
demographically similar to other municipalities in the study area.

2.4.5 Existing Transportation infrastructure

The study area is primarily a residential suburb of the City of Pittsburgh. The main
transportation corridors through the area include;

. PA 28, built in the 1960's and 1970's. Also known as the Allegheny Valley
Expressway, it is a limited access highway from Millvale to Kittanning connecting
the study area to downtown Pittsburgh to the south and the Allegheny River
Valley communities to the northeast. The highway also passes the Pennsylvania
Turnpike (I-76) at Harmar which provides further connections to eastern
Pennsylvania and Ohio.

. PA 8 intersects with PA 28 at Etna. PA 8 provides a connection across the
Allegheny River (via 62™ Street Bridge) to the City of Pittsburgh and further to the
eastern suburbs. To the north, PA 8 travels to the City of Butier and beyond.

. The Highland Park Bridge spans the Allegheny River between Sharpsburg and
Aspinwall. It provides a second connection between PA 28 and PA 8 (Washington
Bivd.).

. The main railroad lines through the study area follow the banks of the Aliegheny

River. On the Township of O'Hara side of the river is an active Norfolk and
Southern rail line. Crossing the Allegheny River just upstream of the Highland
Park Bridge is a railroad tressel owned by the Allegheny Valley Raiiroad called the
Brilliant Branch Railroad Bridge. Currently it is being rehabilitated for future rail
use. Another rail line (CSX) follows PA 8 north along the western edge of the
study area.

Other important local roadways include:
. Freeport Road (old PA 28) - Connects to Main Street in Sharpsburg. Provides
local traffic connections to Aspinwall, Blawnox, Harmar, Fox Chapel, and O'Hara

via Fox Chapel Road.

. Fox Chapel Road - A main transportation corridor into Fox Chapel and parts of
O'Hara.

JWWdim 403232405 PBS&.JTriLline
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. Dorseyville Road - Via Kittanning Street, connects Etna to western O’Hara and on
to Fox Chapel and indiana.

. Kittanning Pike - Connects Sharpsburg and western O'Hara.

. Saxonburg Blvd. - A main transportation corridor in the northwestern part of the
study area. It parallels Dorseyville Road from Shaler, through O'Hara, into
Indiana.

. Guys Run Road - Begins in Harmar and follows Guys Run along the northeastern
section of the study area. It intersects with Fox Chapel Road at the northern
boundary of Fox Chapel.

. Powers Run Road - From its intersection with Freeport Road, outside Blawnox,

it follows Powers Run through O’Hara to Fox Chapel Road.

. Squaw Run Road - Branches off of Fox Chapel Road. Follows Squaw Run
through the center of Fox Chapel Borough past many of the parks and greenways
of the study area,

2.4.6 Economic and Commercial Characteristics

Although the area is primarily residential, there is some commercial development within the
study area. The study area is a northeastern suburb of Pittsburgh, and many residents are
employed and commute downtown.

A primary source of employment in the study area is the Regional Industrial Development
Corporation (RIDC). RIDC Park, located in the Township of O’Hara, has an exit on PA 28 a mile
north of the Blawnox exit. RIDC Park is an industrial park with over 80 businesses and it
stretches from the Allegheny River into the Township of O’Hara south of the Crofton residential
area,

Another major economic center is the Waterworks Mall. Purchased from the Pittsburgh Water
and Sewer Authority (PWSA), the mall was built by the J. J. Gumberg Company in the early
1980's. The mall is located in the City of Pittsburgh between the Township of O'Hara and
Aspinwall. Adjacent to the Waterworks Mall is the smaller Fox Chapel Plaza. On the west side
of the mall is the new UPMC St. Margaret’s Hospital, built prior to the Waterworks Mall.

Commercial businesses are located along Freeport Road (and Main Street) through Sharpsburg,
Aspinwall, and Blawnox. Although there is development along the Allegheny River, it does not
appear the full economic potential of the riverfront is currently being utilized. Commercial
development has also taken place along PA 8 in Etna and Shaler.

Other than these commercial and industrial areas, most of the rest of the study area is
residential.

JUT dinA03232: 405 PBS& S /TriLine
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24.7 Township of O'Hara Zoning Ordinances

The Township of O'Hara is primarily a residential suburb, with the exception of some suburban
manufacturing and commercial zones. The one contiguous commercial area in the Township
is located along Freeport Road adjacent to the Waterworks and includes Fox Chapel Plaza, as
well as a few other businesses. The suburban manufacturing zones include RIDC, some land
along River Road near Blawnox, the Jand under the Highland Park Bridge, and riverfront property
between the river and Old Freeport Road.

Conservation zones are found in the Township both along the river and adjacent to the
residential areas. The zones make up the active Township of O’Hara parks and the Township's
open spaces.

Planned Residential Developments (PRDs) are required by Township ordinance to provide
common space for their residential development. Some of these have been opened to the
public, have been zoned conservation, and have become Township parks. Some of these parks
have remained undeveloped and currently serve only as public open space.

New riverfront units in the Township of O’'Hara must provide public access to the Allegheny
River. This ordinance was not always in place and older businesses and developments often
do not provide public river access. However, as the riverfront is further developed, this
ordinance witl assure public access to the river.

26  Study Area Recreation Facllities

2.5.1 O’Hara's Community Parks

Squaw Valley Park

The Township of O’'Hara’'s two (2) community parks are Squaw Valley Park and Meadow Park.
Squaw Valley Park is located along Fox Chapel Road across from the Township Municipal
Bullding in the eastern portion of the Township. Squaw Valley Park is the Township's most
popular park. The park is adjacent to Squaw Run and includes a short nature trail {(Pleasant
Ridge Trail).

JWW:dIm/AD3232/4/05 PBS&J//TriLine
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Meadow Park is located in the western
_ section of the Township above Pleasant
. R S Valley. it includes a picnic shelter, batl
Squaw Valley Park fields, and a tennis court

!

2.56.2 O’Hara's Neighborhood Parks

The Township of O’Hara's neighborhood parks include Woodland Park (Alsop Park), St
Joseph's Field, Kensington Park, and Boyd Community Center.

Woodland Park is located near Dorseyville Road at the western edge of the Township. 1t
includes a picnic shelter, a ball field, and a basketball court.

St. Joseph's is located along Dorseyville Road midway between its intersections with Sharpshill
Road and Kittanning Pike. The fields include baseball and soccer flelds.

Kensington Park is located in Montrose Hill at the corner of Central Avenue and Watson Avenue.
The park includes a bali field, playground, and a basketball court.

The Boyd Community Center was established in 1982 as a not-for-profit organization. The
building is shared by the library. The site also contains a picnic area, a soccer field, basketball
courts, a roller blade/hockey court, meeting rooms and classrooms, day care, and regularly
scheduled activities. It is located at Powers Run Road and Locust Drive.

2.5.3 O’Hara’s “Undeveloped” Parks and Open Space

The Township of O’'Hara has a number of “undeveloped” parks, open spaces, and greenways.
They are shown in the following table.
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Table 2 - Park/Open Space Descriptions

Park or Open Space

Description

O’Hara Manor Park

Green space on northern side of Brownshill Road.

Davonshire Manor Park

Green space across Brownshill Road from O'Hara Manor Park.

James O'Hara Park

Undeveloped park between Fox Hall Developments and Village
Drive.

Kerrwood Park

Undeveloped park along Sitz Run behind Kerr Elementary
School.

Briar Cliff Park Undeveloped park behind residences on South Collinwood
Drive.

Guyasuta Park Undeveloped green space between Camp Guyasuta {private)
and Alteyne Drive.

Crofton Park Green space across Field Club Road from Fox Chapel High

School which contains education gardens, etc.

Falconhurst Park

Greenway stretching from Powers Run to residences along
Cornwall Drive.

Humbolt Park Greenway on Montrose Hill starting at Central Avenue and
following along Boyd Avenue,

Chipmunk Park Open space along Powers Run and Camberwell Drive.

Essex Park Green space across from Kensington Park.

Skonojin Road Open Space

Private land donated to the Township of O'Hara - to be kept
“undeveloped.”

Timberlane Drive

Part of Timberlane Drive has remained uncompleted.

Nancy Werner Park (Six Mile Island)

Six Mile Island is an undeveloped island in the Allegheny River.

Guyasuta Park Addition

Open space along St. Charles Place adjacent to Camp
Guyasuta.

Kappa Drive Open Space

Open space in RIDC Park.

Falls Drive Open Space

Open space off of Falls Drive and Bader Street.

Murray Street Open Space

Open space at the end of Murray Street.

Kittanning Pike Open Space

Open space between Ranch Street and Kittanning Pike.

Lawrence Avenue Open Space

Open space adjacent to Lawrence Avenue on Montrose Hill,

Woodshire Drive Open Space

Open space between the Township Municipal Building property
and Woodshire Drive.

Saxonburg Blvd. Open Space

Open space along Little Pine Creek and adjacent to Davonshire
Park.

Cornwall Drive Open Space

Open space adjacent to Carnwall Drive and behind RIDC Park.

Alpha and Kappa Open Space

Open space near the intersection of Alpha and Kappa Drive in
RIDC Park,

Epsilon Drive Open Space

Open space from the end of Epsilon Drive in RIDC Park to PA 28
right-of-way.

Gamma Drive Open Space

Open space in RIDC Park along Gamma Drive Extension,

Zeta Drive Open Space

Open space in RIDC Park between Zeta Drive and Gamma Drive.

Linden Drive Open Space

Open space between Linden Drive and Freeport Road.

Lower Road Open Space

_—

Open space along Lower Road at the upper end of Pleasant
Valley.
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2.5.4 0O’Hara’s Recreational Trails

T,
Squaw Run

The trails are completely within Squaw Valley Park.
Although unmarked, the Silvan Trail in the western
section of the Township of O'Hara is another existing

L

Entrance to

The Township of O'Hara presently has a limited system
of nature trails along the hillside above Squaw Run in
Squaw Valley Park known as Pheasant Ridge Trail.

Pleasant Ridge Trail

trail. The Silvan Trall follows Sitz Run behind the
Kerrwood neighborhood. The trail has been informally maintained

by nearby residents.

The Boy Scouts of America own and operate Camp
Guyasuta in the western area of the Township of
O'Hara. The camp entrance is at 23™ Street in
Sharpsburg. Among the facilities and programs
offered, the camp maintains a system of trails along
Guyasuta Run. At the north end of the camp, trails lead
to “Wash Board Falls,” a picturesque waterfall. An
Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible trail
has also recently been constructed in Camp Guyasuta.
Trails are of varying difficulty, aithough they are
generally best used for hiking or nature walking. Trails
are open to the public; trail users must check in at the
ranger station.

Camp Guyasuta Trails
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2.5.6 NRPA Standard Summary

The 2002 Comprehensive Parks, Recreation & Open
Space Plan Includes a comparison of the Township’s
recreation facilities with the NRPA (National Recreation
and Parks Association} standards. The comparison
includes a spatial analysis that examines the type of
facility (community park, neighborhood park, etc.), the
amenities of the facility, and the location of the parks
within the Township. The analysis revealed:

. The Parkview area in the southwest
cormer of the Township is deficient of
neighborhood recreation facilities.

. A deficit of community park recreation
facilities exist in the northwest corner of
the Township.

. National standards suggest that a

municipality requires a population of about 20,000 residents to support a
municipal pool. If the need for a public pool is expressed, additional public water
activities may be recommended.

Although a recreational trall is not a substitute for the aforementioned recreational deficiencies,
it can be linked with or expanded into a facliity that can meet the need, as well as enhancing
existing park and recreation facilities.

2.6.6 Study Area Recreational Facilities Outside the Township of O’'Hara

In the study area, outside the Township of O'Hara, there are several nearby important
recreational facilities which include:

. Pittsburgh Riverfront Tralls - it has become a priority of trail groups (such as
Friends of the Riverfront and public recreation agencies), to establish recreational
trails along the three (3) rivers of Allegheny County.

. Millvale Borough Riverfront Park - One riverfront trail walking/biking trail extends
from the North Side in downtown Pittsburgh through Washington's Landing to
the Millvale Riverfront Park. The Millvale Riverfront Park also has a small launch
for non-motorized boats.
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Millvale Riverfront Park

. Hartwood Acres - is owned and operated by Allegheny County Parks &
Recreation. It Is located in Indiana Township and contains an outdoor
amphitheater, horse trails, biking, walking, hiking, and the Hartwood Mansion.

. Beechwood Farms - is administered by the Audubon Society of Western
Pennsylvania. It maintains several miles of trails through a wildlife sanctuary. it
is focated in Fox Chapel Borough.

. Trillium Trail - is a nature walk trail along
Squaw Run Road in Fox Chapel Borough.
The preserved lands are known for the
protected spring flower, Trillium.

Trillium Trail

. Salamander Park - is a park owned by
Fox Chapel Borough. It is located near
the intersection of Squaw Run Road and
Fox Chapel Road. Across Fox Chapel
Road from the park, the Salamander Trail
connects to Fay Park further down Fox
Chapel Road.

Salameander Trail
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. Fay Park - is owned by Fox Chapel Borough. Itis located along Fox Chapel Road
and Squaw Run. Fay Park is adjacent to Squaw Valiey Park.

’ Scott Park - is a Fox Chapel Borough park located along Squaw Run Road near
its intersection with Squaw Run Road East.

. The Trillium - located across from the Trillium Trail, The Trillium is a residential
development surrounded by private walking trails.

. Riding Meadow Park & Trail - is a Fox Chapel Borough park adjacent to The
Trillium along Squaw Run Road East. Itis frequently used by residents as a dog
park.

. Old Sguaw Trail - is a public trail in Fox Chapel Borough starting from Old Mill
Road and terminating behind a development across from Beechwood Farms on
Dorseyville Road. Public access through the development allows the connection
to Beechwood Farms.

. Riverfront Access - Sharpsburg - The Aliegheny River can be publicly accessed
at13™ Street in Sharpsburg. The Borough of Sharpsburg, in conjunction with the
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, are working on a plan to build a boat
launch at the presently vacant site. The plan is subject to budget limitations and
adjacent property usage and zoning.

. Rachel Carson Trail - is a hiking trail approximately 34 miles long from Harrison
Hills County Park in extreme northeastern Allegheny County to North Park in the
north-central part of the county. The trail follows a “beaten path” formed along
both public and private right-of-way. A spur of the trail connects to Hartwood
Acres in indiana Township.

A typical trail cross-section is shown in Figure 2.
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3 TRAIL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Trail development and design recommendations need to consider current State and Federal
design criteria. For trailways, trails designed using guidelines for bikeways are generally
considered adequate for most recreational uses (except certain uses such as equestrian or
water trails.) The following sections will focus on designing a trailway for a bicycle user.

The development and design of bikeways within PENNDOT’s right-of-way and/or utilizing State
or Federal funds for construction reflects the criteria presented in the 1999 American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) “Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities” (also referred to as the AASHTO Bicycle Guide). Animportant
factor to consider in the design, especially when utilizing existing roadways and streets, is the
safety of bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists. Safety cannot be compromised.

The following represents the definition of terms applicable to the planning, design, and
operation of bicycle and similar facilities. Additional definitions of basic terms are presented in
the AASHTO Bicycle Guide:

. Bicycle Facilities - A general term denoting improvements and provisions made
by public agencies to accommodate or encourage bicycling, including parking
facilities, maps, all bikeways, and shared roadways not specifically designated
for bicycle use.

. Bike Lane or Bicycle Lane - A portion of a roadway which has been designated
by striping, signing, and pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use
of bicyclists.

. Bike Path or Bicycle Path - A bikeway physically separated from motorized

vehicular traffic by an open space or barrier and either within the highway right-
of-way or within an independent right-of-way.

. Shared Roadway - Any roadway upon which a bicycle lane is not specifically
designated but which may be legally used by bicycles. Signs are the only
designation along shared roadways.

. Non-motorized Vehicle - Any human-powered or horse-drawn apparatus under
the jurisdiction of the PA Vehicle Code. The emphasis for this section is on
bicycles, which are regulated by the PA Vehicle Code as a vehicle, subject to the
status contained herein.

31 Design Considerations

The controlling design feature for all facilities is location; i.e., whether it is on the roadway or on
an independent alignment. Roadway improvements such as bike lanes are dependent on the
roadway’s design. Bike paths are located on independent alignments and their design is
dependent on many factors such as the performance capabilities of the bicyclistand the bicycle.
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Plans for implementing trailway projects must be consistent with Alilegheny County’s
transportation plan and need to reflect overall community goals. Bicycle parking and land use
policies need to keep “park and ride” or “park and bike” locations close to both home and work.

There are many methods to safely improve the roadway to accommodate bicycle traffic while
improving safety for motorized road users and pedestrians. Roadway conditions require
thorough examination. Where necessary, safe drainage grates, smooth pavement surfaces, and
traffic control devices responsive to bicycle traffic are required. The desirability of adding
facilities such as bicycle lanes, bicycle route signs, shoulder improvements and widecurb lanes,
and pavement makings also need consideration.

3.1.1 Bicycle Operating Space

As Figure 3 shows, bicyclists require at least 3.3 feet (1.0 m) of essential operating space based
solely on their profile. An operating space of 4.9 feet (1.5 m) is assumed to be the minimum
width for use by bicyclists. For trail design purposes, a minimum width for two-way paved
surfaces is 2.4 m (8 ft.).
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3.1.2 The Bicycle User

Although physical dimensions are relatively consistent, the skills, confidence, and preferences
of bicyclists vary dramatically. Some riders are confident riding anywhere it is legal to operate
and can negotiate busy and high speed roads that have few, if any, special accommodations for
bicyclists. Most adult riders are less confident and prefer to use trails and designated roadways
with bike routes and are more comfortable with more operating space. This is the advantage
of a trail as a shared-use path separated from motor vehicle traffic.

Biking ability categories have one thing in common. They all require smooth riding surfaces,

Figures 2 and 4 show typical cross sections for trail development along a roadway or an
independent trail alignment.
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3.1.3 Bicycle Rating and Stress Level

Forthe O’Hara Trail/Greenway Feasibility Study, rating classifications for bike corridors are done
using a Bicycle Safety Index Rating (BSIR) and Bicycle Stress Levels (BSL).

M Table 3 - Rating Classifications for the BSIR
(Bicycle Safety Index Rating)

index Range | Classification | Description

Oto 4 Excellent Denotes roadway extremely favorable for safe bicycle
operation.
4to 5 Good Refers to roadway conditions still conducive to safe bicycle
|’ operation, but not quite as unrestricted as in the excellent
case,

5to6 Fair Pertains to roadway conditions of marginal desirability for
safe bicycle operation.

II 6 or above Poor Indicates roadway conditions of questionable desirability for
bicycle operation.

Bicycle stress levels are computed and defined as follows:

Table 4 - Su=ggested Interpretation of BSL
(Bicycle Stress Levels)

" Stress Level | Description

" 1-Very Low | Street or trail is reasonably safe for all types of bicyclists (except children
under 10.

2-Low Street or trail can accommodate experienced and casual bicyclists, and/or
may need altering or have compensating conditions to fit youth bicyclists.

3 - Moderate | Street or trail can accommodate experienced bicyclists, and/or contains
compensating conditions to accommodate casual bicyclists. Not
recommended for youth bicyclists.

4 - High Street or trail may need altering and/or have compensating conditions to
accommodate experienced bicyclists. Not recommended for casual or youth
bicyclists.

|| § - Very High | Street or trail may not be suitable for bicycle use. .
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3.2 Traill User Considerations

As mentioned in the previous section, a trail designed for bicycie users is considered adequate
for most other types of uses such as walkers, joggers, roller bladers, etc. Other considerations
beyond the needs of bicycle uses are discussed in this section.

3.2.1 Parking/Accessibility

The public opinion survey revealed some trail users may walk to a traill access point, however,
3 out of every 4 users will drive to the trailhead. This is primarily due to topography and lack of
sidewalks. Thus, parking availability is an important consideration for trail feasibility and
design. Available, trail exclusive parking close to an accessible point of access is key. If a
trailhead utilizes existing public parking, impact on other public facilities must be determined.

3.2.2 Woater Access

Water trails are basically access points (e.g., a boat launch) and a water course (in the case of
the Township of O'Hara, the Allegheny River). Depending upon the skill level and endurance of
the user, a user may prefer a longer or shorter travel distance between stops. Closer access
points allow less advanced water trail users to travel the shorter distances and more advanced
users to make more frequent stops.

A boat launch for non-motorized boats, such as canoes, kayaks, and row boats, can be relatively
simple; a concrete dock and possibly a rack for canoes or kayaks. Public parking available near
the boat launch is also necessary. The launch at the Millvale Riverfront Park is a close-by
example of such a facility.

Millvale Riverfront Park Boat Launch

.

o
i
|

|

. -

3.2.3 Special Needs Accessibility

The Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) requires accessibility to recreational facilities for
people with special needs. Currently, in regards to tralls, final Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG)
have not been completed. However, In general, trails should be ADA accessible if they are to
be used as a “pedestrian trial.” Such guidelines do not apply to trails primarily designed and
constructed for use by equestrians, mountain/dirt bikers, snowmobilers, or off-road vehicle use,
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even if pedestrians can use the same trail. A trail o be used by walkers, hikers, and bikers,
however, is considered a pedestrian trail and is subject to ADA guidelines. Proposed guidelines
for pedestrian trails require a “firm and stable” trail surface, but not necessarily paved.
Handrails and edge protection are not required, but should meet appropriate standards if they
are provided. There are exceptions, for example, it is not required to provide ADA accessibility
if it would substantially alter the nature or purpose of the setting or if it were not feasible due to
terrain.

3.3 Evaluation Criteria

To determine the feasibility of each potential trail alignment, several factors were taken into
consideration, including:

Purpose and Recreation Need

Land Use Compatibility

Public Support

Construction Costs

Conservation Financial Feasibility

Recreation Attributes Intergovernmental Cooperation

3.3.1 Alignment Evaluations
Each alignment was evaluated based on the following eight (8) criteria:

. Purpose/Need - Alignment is compatible with the Needs identified in the 2002
Comprehensive Park, recreation, and Open-Space Plan (e.g., develop trail systemn,
protect natural areas, develop corridors to bike and walk). The alignment
connects parks, schools, and community resources. It is compatible with
Allegheny County Parks and Recreation recommendation 11-04-RE to promote
a comprehensive network of riverfront trails.

. Land Use - Alignment is compatible with surrounding land use, zoning, etc., and
the goal(s) of each trail segment does not conflict with planned growth {e.qg.,
neighborhoods, parks, commercial property, open-space, etc.). The “Land Use”
evaluation also included examination and evaluation of the need to acquire
private property.

. Conservation Attributes - Alignment offers protection of natural corridors, and
walking and biking trails are not intrusive on natural environment.

. Recreation Attributes - Alignment offers reasonable connection to recreation
facilities, trails, parks, school athletic fields, and community centers. It fosters
development of additionai outdoor pursuits (biking, hiking), nature activities, and
programs.

. Public Support - Conforms to demographic trends and projected use. ithas wide-
range community support based upon public survey results, key person
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interviews, public meetings, input from government officials, Park and Recreation
Board, and Steering Committee.

. Constructability - Design features can be reasonably constructed considering
topography and other constraints. Alignment is compatible with current
PENNDOT bikeway, “shared use,” PADCNR, or National RaillTrail design
standards. The alignment is or can become ADA compliant with reasonable
design and construction costs.

. Financial Feasibility - Alignment can be prudent and feasibly constructed given
the nature of the project, complexity, and design features. Alignment meets
guidelines and goals of current state/federal grant programs (PADCNR, PENNDOT
“Hometown Grants,” and others).

. Intergovernmental Cooperation - Alignment involves crossing municipal
boundaries, requiring cooperative agreements regarding signage, use,
maintenance area, etc. Rating is based on amount of cooperation necessary and
number of municipalities involved.

Each alignment criteria was given a rating as follows:

m Good - Criteria can be accomplished within reasonable time frame
considering design, and challenges.

\ Fair/Neutral - Criteria can be accomplished but requires longer time to
meet challenges and/or budgeting constraints (i.e., grant funding) and be
ADA compliant.

O Poor - Criteria type is feasible but requires time to meet challenges,
budget constraints, intergovernmental cooperation, or difficulty in
becoming ADA compliant.

3.3.2 Operation and Maintenance Evaluation

Although operation and maintenance considerations are not a separate feasibility criteria, they
are important to the feasibility evaluations. Neglected maintenance renders bicycle facilities
unridable, creating a liability rather than a community asset. A smooth surface, free of potholes
and debris, must be provided and maintained. Signs and pavement markings need inspection
regularly and should be kept in good condition. Any structures should similarly be inspected
and properly maintained. For bike paths, attention must be given to maintaining the full paved
width. Trees, shrubs, and other vegetation should be controlled by trimming or removal to
provide adequate clearances and sight distances. Where snow removal is required, it should
be in the form of plowing, since deicing agents and abrasives can damage bicycles and provide
environmental concerns with drainage into streams and wetlands.

Operation and maintenance evaluation has been integrated into the eight (8) evaluation criteria.
Alignments determined to be significantly difficult to operate or maintain were rated lower for
“constructability” and/or “financial feasibility.” Where the burden of maintenance may need to
be shared with other municipalities, “intergovernmental cooperation” was rated lower.
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4 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
4.1 Public Opinion Survey

In May 2004, a public opinion survey regarding recreational trails in the Township of O’'Hara was
sent to each of the 3,396 households in the Township. A copy of the survey form is included in
Appendix A,

4141 Survey Response

Surveys were addressed to one occupant of each household. Each respondent could submit
a response either through the mail or through the Township’s website. To prevent duplicate
submittals, a “web number” was assigned to each survey. The following table summarizes the
survey response:

Table 5 - Survey Response Summaries ||

Total Surveys via Township Website 65
Total Surveys via Mail 525
Total Surveys Submitted 590

Total Surveys Sent 3,396
Response Rate 17.4%
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4.1.2 Demographics of Respondents

Each respondent was asked to supply the number of people and ages of people living in their
household.

NUMBER OF PEOPLE WITHIN EACH AGE GROUP LIVING IN EACH HOUSEHOLD

Bl |

<4yrs. 5-10yrs. 11-14 yrs, 15- 19 yrs, 20 -39 yrs. 40 - 59 yrs. 80 yrs. >
AGE GROUPS

The demographics of the survey respondents closely match the age demographic of the
Township of O’Hara from the 2000 Census. For example, both the census and the survey
showed that the Township of O’Hara is an older Township (25.6% of population over 69 years
of age - 2000 Census, 23.5% over 59 - 2004 Trail Survey), with a fairly large young aduilt and
middle aged demographic (47.4% of population aged 20 - 59 according to the 2000 Census,
48.4% according to Trail Survey), and a smaller younger generation (27.0% of population under
20 according to the 2000 Census, 28.1% of population under 20 according to Trail Survey).
Respondents, therefore, represent a typical age distribution of the Township.
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413 Trall System Support Questions

Three questions regarding general support of a trall system were asked.

TRAIL SYSTEM SUPPORT AND CURRENT TOWNSHIP RECREATION USAGE

oYes
oo

Question No. 1
My opinion is important and I want my Township Officials to know how I feel.

Question No. 2
I support the development of a trail system.

Question No. 3
I currently visit the Township of O’Hara's parks for recreation.

Presently, 68.9% of the respondents currently visit Township parks for recreation. 89.0% of all
respondents said they support the development of a trail system.
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41.4 Recreation Demand Questions

The Trail Survey asked which kind and how often respondents participated in certain recreation
activities.

FREQUENCY PERFORMING RECREATION ACTMTY

Q — —
g O Two o Thee Times per Week |
= @ Once aWeek '
g h__ElNever |
s
4

30
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TOTAL RESPONSES

DISTANCE TRAVELED FOR EACH RECREATION ACTIVITY
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ACTIVITY

Walking, hiking, and biking were most frequently mentioned as recreation activities. As
expected, most walkers and hikers said they walked 2 - 3 miles on average while most bikers
sald they traveled further.
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41.5 Trail Usage Questions

Several questions in the Trail Survey were asked to get an idea of how a trail system would be
used.

With Whom Would You Use the Trail?

How Would You Get to the Trail? Large Groups or

Walk Other Clubs
29% 8% L

Drive
1%

Aone orwith a
Couple of Friends
84%

TRAIL USER QUESTIONS

Most trail users would drive to a trailhead and most would use the trail alone or with a few
others.

JWW:dIn/A03232/4/05 PBS&J///TriLline



—, pRe— -

Township of O'Hara Trail Feasibility & Planning Project Page 32

ANTICIPATED USAGE OF THE PROPOSED TRAIL SYSTEM

Every Day Year Round C:;t::r

2% infrequently or Never

22%

3 to 5 Times per Week
18%

Once per Week During
Summer
20%

1 to 2 Times per Week
32%

Of all respondents, over 75% would use a trail system in some capacity and over §0% would use
a trail system at least once a week.
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PREFERRED KEY ACCESS POINTS
(AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL RESPONSES)

Boyd Community Center
14%

Squaw Valley Park
25%

Meadow Park
9%

Beechwood Farms
14%

Allegheny River
18%

........

RICC Park . Watarworks Mall
8% 1%

Most popular access points were Squaw Valley Park, Beechwood Farm, the Allegheny River, and
Boyd Community Center.
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Restrooms and parking/accessibility were identified as the most important trail amenities.
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TRAIL SYSTEM CONNECTIVITY USAGE QUESTIONS

Would you use a Trail System more Would you have a tendency to travel
often if it were interconnected (within further and use a variety of trails if
the community and regionally)? a Trail System were interconnected

{within the community and regionally)?
Ho
24%

A majority of respondents felt they would use a trail system more often and for longer distances
if it were interconnected within the community and regionally.
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4.1.6 Trail System Funding and Support

The last section of the survey asked the surveyee to choose a funding method and support
activities for a trail system.

ACCEPTABLE FUNDING SOURCES FOR TRAIL MAINTENANCE
(AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL RESPONSES)

None of the Above
1% Other
<1%
User Fees I-_
7%

Federal Granis
22%

Fund-raising Drives
17%

State Grants
21%

Private Con{ributions
21%

10%

Most respondents chose a varlety of potential funding sources. It should also be noted that
although “Local Taxes” is only 10% of the responses, such a direct funding method is often
found to be a very low percentage in similar studies.
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METHODS IN WHICH SUPPORTERS ARE WILLING TO ADVANCE THE CAUSE

OF AN O'HARA TOWNSHIP TRAIL SYSTEM
(AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL RESPONSES)

Other

Prepare Newsletters
7%

Volunteer on a irail work party
33%

Make a donation
40%

Most respondents were willing to donate either time or money to the cause of the trail system.
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ACTIVITIES IN WHICH SUPPORTERS ARE WILLING TO PARTICIPATE TO HELP

MAINTAIN AN O'HARA TOWNSHIP TRAIL SYSTEM
(AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL RESPONSES)

Trail Safety Voluntaer
6%

Trail Dasign Work
12%

Constniction

Trall Clean-Up
22%

Respondents showed they were willing to perform a variety of activities to assist with
construction and maintenance of a trail system.
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4.1.7 Summary of Public Cpinion Survey

In addition to the “multiple choice” questions of the survey, respondents were given the
opportunity to provide comments regarding safety and security {Question 2.7); as well as any
other concerns (Question 2.8) regarding a trail system. 372 respondents provided
safety/security and/or other concerns. The following table shows common responses. The
“occurrences” were tabulated for the most used term or phrase as shown in Table 6.

Table 6 - Common Responses
From Trail Survey Questions 2.7 and 2.8

Occurrences of: Question 2.7 Question 2.8 Total
“Patrol” 31 4 35
“Police” 29 2 31
“Light” or “Lighting” 29 1 30
“Security” 23 0 23
“River” 2 21 23
“Taxes™ 2 18 21
‘Dogs” - Positive 5 14 19
“Crime” 17 0 17
“Good Idea” 0 16 16
“Surface” 12 2 14
“Waterworks"” - Don’t Connect 10 0 10
“Link" 0 10 10
“Mug” 9 0 9
“Dogs” - Negative 4 2 6
“Private Property” 2 4 6
“Non-resident” 2 2 4
“Steep” or “Cliffs” 3 1 4
“Waterworks” - Do Connect 1 1 2
“Animal” - Wild 2 0 2
“RIDC"” - Don’t Connect 1 0 1

Finally, space was provided on the trail survey to give contact information for citizens willing to
help with a trail system. 188 {32% of the total surveys submitted) provided contact information.

In conclusion, the public opinion survey had a moderate response rate, and respondents
seemed to represent the entire age demographic of the Township. Respondents, by a large
majority, support the development of a trail system. Although the Township of O'Hara has an
older population, the Township also has an active population of walkers, hikers, and bikers who
feel they would be more active with a system of interconnected.trails. Seventy-nine percent
(79%) of trail users would require parking near trailheads, and would like to see restrooms and
directional signs. Most respondents see Squaw Valiay Park and the riverfront as preferred key
access points.

Respondents see federal grants, state grants, and private contributions as the best ways to fund
a trail system. For their part, many respondents are willing to donate time and money and
perform a variety of activities to further the cause of a trail system.
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Many respondents are concerned with safety and security along a trail system while others are
concerned with increased taxes. However, overall there was a positive response to the idea of
a Township of O’Hara Trail System.

4,2 Key Interviews

Twenty-eight (28) key interviews were completed for the Township of O'Hara Trail Feasibility
Study. (Persons interviewed and organizations represented can be found in the
acknowledgments on Page ii.) Key interviewees represented many aspects of the study area.

The list of key interview, provided by Cindy Davis, the Trail Study Committee, and the Parks &
Recreation Commission, included regional trail advocacy groups, private and public groups in
the study area along potential greenway corridors, civil associations, representatives of
neighboring municipalities, existing recreation groups, school officials, and citizens in the study
area with knowledge of existing parks and greenways.

The key interviews provided an abundance of information for this report. In addition to the
acknowledgments on Page ii, in sections of the report where specific information was given by
an interviewee, proper acknowledgment will also be provided. The key interviews provided a
wide range of information including (but not limited to), background information, property
ownershipstatus, existing recreational patterns, existing recreational opportunities, local related
projects, and a general “sense” of public support.

4.3 Public Meetings

Three (3) public meetings were held at the Township of 0’Hara Municipal Building. The purpose
of the meetings were as follows:

. May 4, 2004 - Public Kick-off Meeting to introduce the project and to explain to the
public the Trail Survey which was mailed out in early May. Comment cards were
provided for public input.

. August 3, 2004 - Public Meeting to show the survey results and to gather public
input into potential trail alignments. Comment cards were provided.

. September 14, 2004 - Public Meeting at the Township of O'Hara Council
Workshop. Presented prudent and feasible alignments based on the public
survey, key interviews, public input from previous public meetings, and resuits
of the monthly Trail Study Committee Meetings. Comments were taken outside
the workshop following the public presentation.

In addition to the public meetings, PBS&J///TriLine was asked to present an overview of the
projeci to the Fox Chapel Area Rotary Club at its monthly meeting on July 12, 2004. In
attendance at the luncheon, in addition to the club members, were members of the Township
of O'Hara staff.
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4.4 Monthly Progress Meetings

Normally, on a monthly basis, PBS&J///TriLine would
meet with the Trail Study Committee to discuss the
progress of the project. (See acknowledgments on
Page ii for members of the Trail Study Committee.}
Discussion would entail specifics of the project. The
meetings with the Committee helped to keep the project
on schedule and progressing in the proper direction.

6§ FEASIBLE ALIGNMENTS

5.1 Alignment Evaluation Matrix Rotary Club Presentation

Based upon the public survey, key interviews, public

meeting input, and Trait Study Committee discussions, nine (9) alignhments were determined to
be feasible trail options. The nine alignments are not “alternatives” in that they are not mutually
exclusive. Depending upon public and Township support, funding availability and
intergovernmental cooperation, it may be possible to construct any number of the nine
alignments.

Each alignment has been evaluated according to the evaluation criteria defined in Section 3.3.
The results of the evaluation are shown in Table 7 - Alignment Evaluation.

In the following sections, each alignment is described in detail, including appropriate description
and mapping, explanation of criteria rating shown in the following table, an alignmentsummary,
a time-frame for completion of the project (short, mid, and long range), and an estimated cost
to complete the project. Alignments are listed and described from “most feasible” to “least
feasible” based on the Good, Fair, and Poor ratings from Table 7. Estimated costs are expected
to be used as planning level cost only. In depth scheduling analysis and detailed cost
estimations can be found in Appendix B (Alignment Implementations) and Appendix C
(Alignment Cost Estimates). Explanation of the BSIR and BSL (Bike Rating and Stress Levels)
shown in the following sections can be found in Section 3.1.3. A study area map displaying all
the feasible alignments follows Table 7.
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Table 7 - Alignment Evaluation

Trail Alignment(s) & Descriptions
(includes all phases)

Evaluation

Conservation
Attributes

Recreation
Attributes

Intergovernmental

Cooperation

. |Community Connections - Western

QO’'Hara

Bicycle Lane Corridor

. [Community Connections - Eastern

O'Hara

RIDC industrial Park

Riverfront Trail

Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood
Farms

B | H| < | B | B | N |Purpose/Need

Water Trail

<>

Scenic Overlooks

Shared Roadway Corridors

& 0| % | H| < | B | B | H| W |[Land Use

¢ | O

L I B - O IO O I |

V- NN NN BN NN N

B -Good < -Fair/Neutral O -Poor

Q||+ |+ W | < | H | ¢ | B |[Public Support

b ||+ ¢ | O| B | W | W} % |Constructability
m|%| |4 | O|N| N | B | B Financlal Feasibility

| B |00 ®R| ¢ | 0| N
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Feasible Alignments Map
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This project was financed in pariby a
grant from the Keystone Recreation,
Park and Conservation Fund under the
administration of the Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources,
Bureau of Recreation and Conservation.

Figure 5 - Feasible Alignments Map
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6.2 Community Connections - Western O'Hara

The first three alignments (Community Connections - Western O'Hara, Bicycle Lane Corridor,
and Community Connections - Eastern O’Hara) are relatively similar in “degree of feasibility.”
Community Connections involve connecting neighborhoods, recreation centers, parks, natural
areas, and schools in the Township of O'Hara. In the western area of the Township of O’Hara,
community connections could be made from Kerr Elementary to Kerrwood Road, along SitzRun
involving the extension of the Silvan Trail, from the entrance of Camp Guyasuta to 9" Street in
Aspinwall, from Woodland Park to relocated Sharpshill Road, and by constructing a trail through
James O'Hara Park to Davonshire Park with spurs to the Fox Hall Development and Saxonburg
Bivd. See Figure 6 for detaiied trait alignment.

. Pu eed: “Good” - The alignments are compatible with the 2002
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open-space Plan and the purpose of this
study. The trails would be walking/hiking trails; not necessarily most compatible
for bicycle users. However, the alignments connect neighborhoods, schools,
natural areas, and parks in the western area of the Township of O’'Hara and the
alignmentmakes use of two “undeveloped parks” (James O’Hara and Davonshire
parks) which presently primarily serve as open space.

. Land Use: “Good” - The alignments take
advantage of available public land and
undeveloped private land (Tax Parcel ID
Nos. 0169-K-00300-0000-00, 0167-D-
00126-0000-00, 0167-D-00150-0000-00,
0286-S-00100-0000-01, 0222-H-00110-
0000-00, 0357-G-00100-0000-00).
Sections where private land is required
(acquisition oreasement) is not expected
to be a major concern and/or is not a
critical segment of the alignments.
Parking availability for the alignment )
through James O'Hara and Davonshire Saxonburg Blva' along Lm‘le Pme Creek
parks may be the toughest challenge; Jacing Davonshire Park.

acquisition of

land or easements along Saxonburg Blvd. is suggested

to construct a parking lot for the alignment.

» Conservation Attributes: “Good” - The alignments
will open up natural and open space areas to nearby
neighborhoods through the construction of greenway
tralls.

L.,_.< e rar
Entrance to S.'Ivan Tra:l ﬁ-am Greyfnar
Drive.
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. Recreation Attributes: “Good” - Together
the alignments provide a “trail system”
through Western O'Hara with trails,
natural areas, parks, and schools
connected to each other through
neighborhood streets and trails.
Although not all pieces of the “trail
system” connect, each alignment
segment connects to a logical terminus.

. Public Support: “Good" - The alignment
is completely in the western area of the
Township of O’Hara. Public support is

good.
. Constructability: “Fair” - The alignment

through James O’Hara and Davonshire
parks involves a challenging topography. iS¢ 1 :
Extension of the Silvan Trail may involve ;i cprgion oo oot ot trail from
stream crossings of Sitz Run. Given the Woodlfnd Park {o relocatlejd Kirkuj:’;od
steep topography, ADA compliance is
difficult without significant environmental
impacts. Portions will be ADA compliant

with built in trail cui-de-sacs.

Drive.

. Financial Feasibility: “Good” - The alignment involves a basic unpaved trail
design. The project goals are compatible with many grant programs (e.g.,
PADCNR Grants, PENNDOT “Hometown Grants,” etc.).

. intergovernmental Cooperation: “Good” - The alignments are completely
contained within the Township of O’Hara except the connection from Camp

Guyasuta to 9" Street in Aspinwall. The connection would be through a wooded
area to a residential neighborhood and a neighborhood park, the Aspinwall
Firemen Memorial Park, so cooperation with Aspinwall is expected to be positive.

Aspinwall Firemen Memorial Park

JHW:dlm/A03232/4/05 PBS&J///TriLine
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Community Connections - Township of O'Hara (Western Area)

Goal: Connect neighborhoods, “undeveloped parks,” schools, naturai areas,
and cultural resources within the Township of O'Hara.

Type of User: Walkers, joggers, and hikers.
Not Recommended For: Rough terrain may make it difficult for bikers and
physically challenging for some walkers. No

motorized vehicles.

BSIR: Poor (6)

BSL: High (4)

Features:

. Designated connection from Kerr Elementary School to Kerrwood Road
neighborhood.

. Signed designation of the Silvan Trail along Sitz Run. Extension of Silvan
Trail to Greyfriar Drive and St. Joseph basebatl field.

. Public trail at the entrance of Camp Guyasuta to the upper Aspinwall
neighborhood.

. Trail extending from Woodland Park south towards relocated Sharpshill
Road.

. Woodiand trail from Village Drive through James O'Hara Park, connected

to the Fox Hall development and Davonshire Park. Spurs connectto Little
Pine Creek along Saxonburg Bivd. and Brownshill Road.

. Township could acquire additional property along Saxonburg Road for
future parking and trail extensions.

. Signage suggested for Village Drive and Villa Drive.

. Environmental reconnaissance revealed no concerns.

Challenges:

. Terrain may be difficult along sections of Sitz Run and easements or

acquisitions will be necessary to reach St. Joseph’s property.

» Easements or acquisitions necessary to extend a trail to Woodland Park.
. Terrain is challenging in James O'Hara and Davonshire parks.

. No room for parking on Village Drive.

. Parking area inland along Little Pine Creek requires easements.

. Need to coordinate with Fox Hall Development.

Time Frame: Short-range

Compatibility: Compatible with 2002 Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and
Open-Space Plan.

Estimated Cost: $342,000 (8 ft. wide trailway)

JIWH dim A03232/4/05 PBS&J/TriLine
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6.3 Bicycle Lane Corridor

Widened shoulder on Powers Run Road.

The Bicycle Lane Corridor involves designating a
bicycle lane along widened the Township of O’Hara
roadways. This is an inexpensive way to utilize existing
roadways for recreation. Primarily line striping and
signage will be necessary to designate the bike lane.
“Bicycle-safe” inlet covers will be needed to protect
bikers where bike lanes cross drainage inlets.
Currently, Powers Run Road from Boyd Community
Center to Cabin Lane, the paved section of Timberlane
Road at Cabin Lane, Cabin Lane (entire length), Field
Club Road from Timberlane Road to the border with Fox
Chapel Borough, and the “loop” in RIDC made up of

Alpha, Gamma, Kappa, and Zeta drives are wide enough

to be restriped for a bike lane. (See Section 3.1 for bike lane design considerations.) As other
roadways are widened in the Township, they can be striped and signed to extend the corridor.

Ultimately, the corridors may also be extended into neighboring municipalities. See Figure 7
{RIDC) and Figure 8 (Bike Lane Corridors) for detailed mapping.

. Purpose/Need: “Good” - The Bicycle
Lane Corridors are compatible with the

2002 Comprehensive Parks, Recreation,
and Open-space Plan recommendation
for a trail system, in this case, a system
of bicycle lanes.

. Land Use: “Good” - All land Is within
state or local roadway right-of-ways.
Proposed bicycle lanes are on roadways
that already have widened shoulders.

. Conservation Attributes: “Neutral” -
Bicycle lanes do not add or subtract

from the natural environment in the
study area.

Gamma Drive - Shoulder could be used

Jor shared use or restriped for a bike
lane.

. Recreation Attributes; “Good” - The bicycle lanes provide a separate lane that
connects Fox Chapel High School, O'Hara Elementary, and Boyd Community
Center as well as providing a bike loop in RIDC Park.

. Public Support: “Fair” - Not all residents of the Township of O'Hara prefer
bicycling, although bike lanes could be used by walkers. Bike lanes are
concentrated in the eastern area of the Township of O'Hara.

. Constructability: “Good” - Bicycle Lane Corridors should only require line
striping and signage. Some areas may require “bike safe” inlet grates.
Crosswalks or bike crossings may also be necessary. The Bicycle Lane

JWW:dIm/A03232/4/05

PBS&J///TriLine



Township of O'Hara Trail Feasibility & Planning Project Page 49

Corridors will be paved roadway shoulders and although not recommended for
wheelchairs, will be ADA compliant.

. Financial Feasibility: “Good" - Rather inexpensive, it is possible bike lanes may
be completed by the Township without the need for external funding.

. Intergovernmental Cooperation: “Good” - Bike lanes are all in the Township of
O’Hara. In the future, if lanes are to be expanded into neighboring municipalities,
intergovernmental cooperation may be required.

Bicycle Lane Corridors

Goal: Designate and expand bike/jogging corridors.
Type of User: Biking, walking, jogging.
Not Recommended For: None specified.

BSIR: Good (4.5)
BSL: Moderate (3)
Features:

. Designate with signage and line striping existing widened shoulders
along Field Club Road, Cabin Lane, Powers Run Road, and throughout
RIDC Park.

. Expand biking corridors in the future as other Township roads are

widened.

Consider physical separation from traffic, if necessary.

Add crosswalks where necessary.

Relatively inexpensive; possibility for grant funding.

Connects school facilities, Boyd Community Center.

No environmental assessment is anticipated.

Challenges:

. Coordinate with neighboring municipalities to expand biking corridors.

. Expansion of biking corridors must be coordinated simultaneously with
future road widening projects.

. Township terrain and narrow roadways may inhibit expansion.

Time Frame: Short-range

Compatibility: = Compatible with PENNDOT Hometown Grants, “Safe Walks to
School Program” and the 2002 Comnrehensive Parks,
Recreation, and Open-Space Plan.

Estimated Cost: $45,000
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Community Connections - Eastern O’Hara

Community connections involve connecting
neighborhoods, recreation centers, parks, natural
areas, and schools in the Township of O'Hara. In
Eastern O'Hara community connections can be made
from RIDC (Alpha Drive) to the Crofton and
Falconhurst communities, across the Springhouse
Lane adjacent cul-de-sacs, along Timberland Drive to
Sunridge Road, through Falconhurst Park, and
through the Skonojin Road public property. In
addition, the existing connection from Montrose Hillto
RIDC can be properly designated. See Figure 9 for
detailed mapping.

Purpose/Need: “Good” - The alignments are
compatible with the 2002 Comprehensive
Parks, Recreation, and Open-space Plan and

the purpose of this study. The trails would be
most compatible for walkers and hikers, but

would also be able to accommodate bicycle
traffic. The tralls connect neighborhoods,
schools, and RIDC. The alignments make use
of open natural areas in Eastern O'Hara and/or
provide a connection to Township facilities
(parks or schools).

. Land Use: “Good” - The alignments
make use of public open space and
undeveloped public parks and road
right-of-ways. Easements or
acquisition of private land will be
necessary for all connections into
RIDC. (Tax Parcel ID Nos. 0226-D-
00100-0000-00, 0226-H-00150-0000-00,
0291-E-00014-0000-00, 0226-C-00015-
0000-00, 0291-B-00075-0000-00.)

oy

= ]

Timberlane Road - An undeveloped
Township Right-of-Way. Right-of-Way is
wooded strip from left to right of photo.

Falconhurst Greenway

. Conservation Attributes: “Fair” - Community Connections in Eastern O’'Hara open
up some natural areas, but do not necessarily contribute to conserving them.
Most alignments would be constructed through narrow greenways or

undeveloped parceis of land.

J Recreation Attributes: “Good” - The alignments together with neighborhood
streets and RIDC roadways provide connections among Montrose Hill, RIDC,
Falconhurst and Crafton neighborhoods, Fox Chapel Area High School, O’'Hara
Elementary, and Boyd Community Center.

JWW.dim/A03232/4/05
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. Public Support: “Good” - The alignment is completely in the eastern area of the
Township of O'Hara. Public support is good with broad base support from
across the community.

. Constructability: “Good” - The community connections are on fairly levet terrain
with few stream crossings. The Montrose Hill connection to RIDC already exists
as a sidewalk. Alignments are, or could become, ADA compliant.

. Financial Feasibility: “Good” - The alignment involves a basic unpaved trail
design. The project goals are compatible with many grant programs (e.g.,
PADCNR Grants, PENNDOT “Hometown
Grants,” etc.).

. Intergovernmental Cooperation: “Fair” -
Springhouse Lane in O’Hara terminates
at a cul-de-sac about 20 yards from the
Springhouse Lane cul-de-sac in Fox
Chapel. Connecting these cul-de-sacs
with a trail would involve cooperation
with Fox Chapel Borough. All other
alignments are in the Township of 8 —
O’Hara. ——

Springhouse Lane (O'Hara) facing

Community Connections - Eastern O'Hara Springhouse Lane (Fox Chapel).

Goal: Connect neighborhoods, “undeveloped parks,” schools, natural areas,
and cultural resources within the Township of O’Hara.

Type of User: Walkers, joggers, and hikers.

Not Recommended For: Rough terrain may make it difficult for bikers and
physically challenging for some walkers. No
motorized vehicles.

BSIR: Poor (6)
BSL: High (4)
Features:

Connections to RIDC from Crofton and Falconhurst neighborhoods.
Designated connection to RIDC from Montrose Hill.

Connection across Springhouse Lane cul-de-sac.

Connection along Timberland Drive to Sunridge Road.

Connection through Falconhurst Park.

Connection through Skonojin Road public property.

Once connections are In place, signage and crosswalks can be placed to
designate safe walkways to Boyd Community Center, O'Hara Elementary
School, and Fox Chapel High School.

. No environmental concerns are known.
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Challenges:
. Connections to RIDC require coordination with private businesses.
. Connections to fragmented neighborhoods and municipalities require

additional coordination.
Time Frame: Short-range
Compatibility: Compatible with PENNDOT Hometown Grants, “Safe Walks to
School Program” and the 2002 Comprehensive Parks,

Recreation, and Open-Space Plan.

Estimated Cost: $149,000 (8 ft. wide trailway)
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8.5 RIDC Industrial Park

The RIDC alignment involves a separated trail along the - '

roadways of RIDC: RIDC Drive, Alpha Drive, Beta Drive,
Gamma Drive, Delta Drive, Epsilon Drive, Kappa Drive,
and Zeta Drive. Some paved surfaces currently exist
along Alpha Drive. Roadways are presently
walked/jogged/biked by RIDC employees and residents
allke. See Figure 7 for a detailed RIDC alignment map.

-

RIDC Drive under PA 28. Port Authority
buses stop on the on/off ramps to pick up
commulers.

Purpose/Need: “Fair” - RIDC was not
preferred by residents as an access point
for recreational trails; however, it was
identified as an important access point
during key interviews. Paved or gravel
walks would benefit employees of RIDC
as much if not more than the Township of
O'Hara residents. However, RIDC is typically empty on weekends, so the project
alignment would provide a walking “loop” for citizens.

Land Use: “Good” - The roads through RIDC have wide right-of-ways and
sufficient room for paved or gravel watks. No natural areas or recreational areas
will be disturbed. No use of private property is anticipated.

Conservation Attributes: “Neutral” - RIDC walkways will not affect natural areas.

Recreation Attributes: “Fair” - RIDC walkways do not connect to the rest of the
study area, but they provide a walking/logging loop for RIDC workers and
Township residents alike. “Work-out” stations could be added to form an
exercise loop.

Public Support: “Fair” - Although not explicitly mentioned by residents as a
source of recreation, it is currently used for exercise and commuting (to bus
stops). Through community connections, RIDC walkways would be connected
to Eastern O’Hara residential neighborhoods.

Constructability: “Good” - Construction
entalls placement of a walkway (gravel or

paved) with little need for extensive
excavation. These alignments are ADA
compliant.

Financial Feasibility: “Good” - Paved
surface would fit best in RIDC, but may

be cost prohibitive depending upon the
cost of paving compared to an aggregate
walkway. The Township of O’'Hara may

be able to work with private businesses Alpha Drive
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in RIDC to get some or all of the funding for the project.

. Intergovernmental Cooperation: “Good” - RIDC is entirely in the Township of
O’'Hara. However, a maintenance issue between the Township and RIDC could
involve which party would be responsible for snow removal.

RIDC Iindustrial Park
Goal: Create walking/biking zone through RIDC.

Type of User: Walkers, bikers, etc.

Not Recommended For: No limits (exception: no motorized vehicles).

BSIR: Good (4.5)
BSL: Low(2)

Features:

. Relatively level terrain.

. Wide public right-of-way/wide existing roadways.

. Average Daily Traffic (ADT) considerably less on weekends, holidays, and
evenings.

. Use signage and paved or gravel surfacing for trailway.

. No environmental concerns appear present along these alignments.

Challenges:

. Requires cooperation with existing RIDC businesses.
. Maintenance, snow removal, and upkeep.

Time Frame: Mid-range

Compatibility: Identified as an important key access point in key
interviews. Compatible with 2002 Comprehensive Parks,
Recreation, and Open-Space Plan, though not specifically
identified in the plan.

Estimated Cost: $234,000 (aggregate trailway); $736,000 (paved)*
*Assumed $45/cy for paving. For a large project like RIDC, it may be possible to
pave a surface for as low as $20/cy.
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5.6 Riverfront Trail

The goal of the riverfront trail is to connect the existing
riverfront trail (from downtown Pittsburgh to Milivale)
through the Township of O’Hara to Harmar Township
near the Hulton Bridge. The trail follows the Allegheny
River and would involve the following municipalities:
Shaler, Etna, Sharpsburg, Aspinwall, Pittsburgh,
Blawnox, Harmar, and of course, O’'Hara. Evaluation of
the alignment is based on the entire alignhment, however,
because of the size, the riverfront trail has been broken
into three phases.

. Phase 1 - Connects Squaw Valley Park to
the Waterworks Mall and Chapel Harbor,
a riverfront development, using Fox

O’Hara's Riverfront seen from across the
Allegheny River.

Chapel and Old Freeport roads. A multi-use paved surface exists along Fox
Chapel Road from its intersection with Freeport Road to the residential
development, MEWS Il. Chapel Harbor is a residential and commercial

development under construction by
Zambrano Corporation. [t will include
roadways and paved walkways and traiis
as well as public access to the river. See
Appendix D for an architectural drawing
of Chapel Harbor. From Chapel Harbor,
atrail can be constructed in the shoulder
of Old Freeport Road to the existing
walkway at Fox Chapel Road. Also, a
spur walkway will split off from the
Chapel Harbor entrance road (Spine
Road) to the riverfront development
(“The Docks”) along the river and nextto
the Fox Chapel Yacht Club. The final
part of Phase 1 will involve the
construction of a new trail from the MEWS
Il existing surface to Squaw Valley Park
along Fox Chapel Road.

Fox Chapel Road is a main arterial in the
study area, so a trail separated with a
barrier is recommended. in addition,
Squaw Run approaches Fox Chapel Road
along the alignment making stream
relocation or use of a structure a
probability. A second option is to acquire
an easement through the MEWS |

Development and to construct a

. . -
Tunnel under existing rail line connecting

Chapel Harbor to Old Freeport Road.
l ui -

Soulder of Fox Chapel Road alon
Squaw Run.

pedestrian bridge across Squaw Run into Squaw Valley Park. Regardless of the
connection between the existing paved surface at the MEWS |l and Squaw Valley
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Park, it is recommended that the trail split at the park entrance and a loop
(preferably aggregate surface) be constructed around the park as a
walking/biking loop.

The final part of Phase 1 involves the use of a service tunnel to the Waterworks
from the Waterworks Mall. The tunnel provides access from the Waterworks Mall
under Freeport Road, the existing rail line
{Norfolk Southern) and a Pittsburgh Water
and Sewer Authority (PWSA) access road
to the PWSA Waterworks facility. The
tunnel is owned by PWSA, but proper
coordination may help to acquire public
access through the tunnel to neighboring
Chapel Harbor. Public access from
Chapel Harbor (mostly a residential
development) to the retail stores and
restaurants at Waterworks Mall is
considered a positive connection for the
riverfront as long as safety can be
provided through the tunnel. See Figure
10 for a detailed alignment map of
Phase 1.

Access Tunnel viewed from Waterworks
Mall,

. Phase 2 - Connect Chapel Harbor to riverfront access at the Sharpsburg Public
Boat Dock. As previously mentioned, a public boat access has been proposed
by the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission at 13" Street in Sharpsburg.
Connecting Chapel Harbor through to Sharpsburg along the riverfront may not
be feasible because of physical barriers and private property. Besides the PWSA
Waterworks, there is also a private boat launch in Aspinwall, a scrap yard and a
development along the narrow stretch between the active rail line and the river
above 13" Street in Sharpsburg. In lieu of a riverfront trail through this area, it
would be feasible to connect Sharpsburg to the Waterworks Mall. This would
require upgrades to paved pedestrian surfaces and crosswalks along public
roadways through Aspinwall and Sharpsburg. The “trail” could be routed to the
back streets in some areas to avoid the heavy traffic corridor along Freeport Road
and Main Street. With Phase 1 in place, Phase 2 would connect Sharpsburg's
public river access to Chapel Harbor and Squaw Valley Park.

. Phase 3 - Connect Chapel Harbor to Harmar Township through Blawnox and
connect Sharpsburg to Millvale. The first part of Phase 3 (Chape! Harbor to
Harmar) would weave past the Fox Chapel Yacht Club, along private property,
through the back streets of Blawnox to River Road in the Township of O'Hara.
From River Road (and potential public river access), the trail would need to cross
the active rail line and be squeezed between the rail line and Freeport Road to
Harmar at the Hulton Bridge. The existing sidewalk on the Hulton Bridge would
provide a connection to Oakmont. Keeping the trail between the rail line and the
river above River Road Is not feasible because there would not be enough room
for the trail and a connection to the Hulton Bridge would not be possible. The
second part of Phase 3 involves making the connection to the existing riverfront
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trail in Millvale from Sharpsburg. From the Sharpsburg Boat Dock at 13" Street,
itis possible to follow the riverfrontto Etna. Under the 62™ Street Bridge, the trail
would approach the active rail line. A narrow gravel access road for the railroad
follows the rail line to Millvale. Acquisition or a public easement for the access
road would be key to extend the trail down the river to Millvale.

A second possibility is to keep the trail in the back streets of Sharpsburg {river
access would still be avaitable at the tunnel under the rail line at 13" Street) and
bring the trail between PA 28 and the rail line where a strip of right-of-way may be
avalilable. However, this would involve crossing the rail line spur into Etna, and
would involve connecting to the Millvale riverfront through busy streets in
Milivale.

. Purpose/Need: “Good” - The riverfront
trail would provide a recreationat source
for the Township as well as a connection
to the riverfront trails of Pittsburgh. The
riverfront trail would provide potential
commuter access to downtown
Pittsburgh. The riverfront trail would
connect the Township of O’Hara’s most
used park, Squaw Valley Park, with
downtown Pittsburgh as well as several
public river access points.

O'Hara's Riverfront. The Fox Chapel

Yacht Club the ri 1
. Land Use: “Fair” - Although the riverfront it:t;f Mk&u owns the riverfront down 1o

trail should have a positive economic and

recreational impact on towns such as

Sharpsburg and Aspinwall as well as

O'Hara’s riverfront, acquisition of private land to extend the trail along the
riverfront in either direction from Chapel Harbor is a major inhibitor. In addition,
physical barriers presently exist that prevent the trail from feasibly following the
entire riverfront through the study area. In addition to public access at Chapel
Harbor, Phase 1 involves the acquisition of some private land or right-of-way (Tax
Parcel ID No. 0228-H-00200-0000-00).

. Conservation Attributes: “Good” - Current land uses along the riverfront vary
widely from industrial and commercial to recreational {both public and private)
and residential. The riverfront is changing in the study area, with recent
development focused mainly on residential development. A riverfront trail would
help to enhance the riverfront as well as provide recreation and protectremaining

riverfront greenways.

. Recreation Attributes: “Good” - A multi-use trail sufficient for walking and biking
and providing a connection to downtown would be a significant recreational gain
for the community.

. Public Support: “Good” - The riverfront trail has the support of many in the

community. The public opinion survey showed that most respondents saw
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Squaw Valiey Park and the river as top key access points. Almost all of the key
interviewees felt it was important to develop a riverfront trail; none felt it would
be a negative.

. Constructability: “Poor” - There are many inhibitors to constructing the riverfront
trail. First, private property will need to be crossed at many points along the trail
to complete a connection. The largest private entity along the trail is the active
rail line owned by Norfolk and Southern. The rail line runs close to the river at
several points making it difficult and potentially not feasible to build the trail
along the river at those points. The rail line and a scrap yard provide a physical
barrier at the Highland Park Bridge. The rail line and the Sharpsburg Water Plant
create another barrier in upper Sharpsburg. Insufficient room between the rail
line and the river creates barriers between Etna and Millvale as wel| as between
Blawnox and Harmar. Private property along the river in O’Hara and Blawnox
also creates an obstacle. A riverfront trail can be constructed, but it will have to
be routed into the towns of Sharpsburg and Aspinwall and along Freeport Road
north of Blawnox to complete the connection. Rerouting the trail will most likely
require crossings of busy Main Street in Sharpsburg and Freeport Road further
north as well as potential crossings of the active rail line. Phase 1 of the
riverfront trail will be ADA compliant.

Future planning and coordination among regional municipalities, recreation
organizations, etc. may help to obtain private land along the river and to remove
physical barriers so that the trail can be routed back along the riverfront.

. Financial Feasibility: “*Poor” - The riverfront trail is a huge financial undertaking,
although with a large benefit upon completion. For this reason, the alignment has
been broken into its three phases. The total cost of the project wili depend upon
where the alignment is constructed. The closer to the riverfront, the more
physical barriers to remove and the more private land to traverse, the more
expensive the project would become. Conversely, rerouting through Sharpsburg
and Aspinwall may be less expensive (utilizing paved surfaces with some
upgrades and less new construction), but will also be less biker friendly and will
provide less aesthetic value.

» Intergovernmental Cooperation: “Poor” - As mentioned in the earlier description,
the project (all three phases) would involve eight (B) municipalities. From the key
interviews it seems that some municipalities may be more cooperative than
others.

Phase 1 of the trail would involve only the Township of O’Hara and the City of
Pittsburgh {access to the Waterworks Mall). From the key interview with the
Mayor's office, it appears the City is willing to allow public access from the mall
to Chapel Harbor (through the service tunne!), as long as usage issues can be
worked out with PWSA. Coordination with PWSA is ongoing.
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Riverfront Trail (Phases 1, 2, 3}

Goal: Phase 1-Connect Squaw Valley Park to the Riverfront. Designate Chapel
Harbor as the O’Hara Riverfront Trail. Connect Chapel Harbor to the
Waterworks Mall directly (existing tunnel) and/or along existing roadways
(Freeport/Old Freeport roads) using crosswalks at traffic lights.

Phase 2 - Connect Waterworks Mall to Aspinwall via a new alignment.
Connect through Aspinwall and Sharpsburg (via a new alignment or
existing roads/paved walkways) and extend to proposed Sharpsburg
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) boat launch at 13t
Street.

Phase 3 - Connect Chapel Harbor through to Blawnox, onto River Road,
along Freeport Road, toward Harmar. Connect PFBC boat launch in
Sharpsburg through Etna and Shalerto Millvale boat launch and riverfront
trail with new alignment.

Type of User: Walkers, hikers, bikers.

Not Recommended For: Depending on width, may not be suitable for biking in
certain sections, or may have to “walk” bikes.

BSIR: Fair (5.5)
BSL: High (4)

Features:

Phase 1

Connects Squaw Valley Park to the Riverfront.

Allows passage along Fox Chapel Road from commercial
development to Squaw Valley Park.

. Increases accessibility to existing trails/parks along Fox Chapel
Road (Squaw Valley Park, Fay Park, Salamander Park, Salamander
Trail, Scott Park, Trillium Trail).

Designates Chapel Harbor as Riverfront Trail.

Relatively level terrain.

Possible direct connection between Chapel Harbor and
Waterworks Mall.

No apparent environmental concerns.

Phase 2

. Connects to proposed Sharpsburg PFBC boat launch at 13"
Street.

. Connects Chapel Harbor to Sharpsburg and Aspinwall.
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Uses existing streets where necessary - directs users with
signage.
No apparent environmental concerns.

Phase 3

Challenges:

Connects O'Hara to Allegheny Riverfront Trail System.

Provides a continuous connection through Township along
Riverfront.

Connects study area’s commuters to downtown Pittsburgh along
riverfront trail system.

Phase 1

Fox ChapelRoad is a high volume traffic connection to Fox Chapel
and O’Hara. A new alignment must be separated from roadway
and protected from traffic.

Environmental Issue - Trail would need to be engineered between
Fox Chapel Road and Squaw Run.

Phase 2

—— 0 0

Narrow right-of-way from Waterworks Mall to Delafield Road in
Aspinwall (no existing walkway).

New alignments from Aspinwall to Sharpsburg would require
acquisition of private properties.

PFBC boat launch project may not occur.

Phase 3

Time Frame:

Compatibility:

Right-of-way acquisition or easements and/or widening of existing
roadways is necessary to connect Chapel Harbor to Harmar
{through Blawnox).

Extension of Riverfront Trail to Millvale from Sharpsburg would be
situated along a narrow right-of-way of either a PENNDOT highway
(PA 28B) or an active raiiroad.

Environmental assessment is needed for portions along raiiroad
tracks.

Phase 1 - Short-range
Phase 2 - Mid-range
Phase 3 - Long-range

All Phases - Squaw Valley Park ranked first as a key access
point in the Public Survey. The second ranked key access
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point in the Public Survey was the Allegheny River.
Compatible with PENNDOT Hometown Grants - “Main Street.”
Compatible with 2002 Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and
Open-Space Plan.

Estimated Cost: $775,000 (Phase 1 only)
[Chapel Harbor: $375,000 of Total Phase 1 Cost]
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5.7 Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood Farms

This alignment involives a nature/walking trail starting in Squaw Valley Park and terminating at
Beechwood Farms. The trail would involve new construction connections to existing trails in
Fox Chapel Borough. The completion of the trail will provide an uninterrupted natural greenway
connection from Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood Farms. See Figure 11 for a detailed
alignment map.

. Purpose/Need: “Good” - The alignment is compatible with the 2002
Comprehensive Park, Recreation, and Open-Space Plan and the purpose of this
study. The alignment would provide approximately 4.5 miles of connected
walking/hiking/nature trails which would begin in the Township of O’'Hara with
Squaw Valley Park.

. Land Use: “Good” - The alignment would follow Fox Chapel Road, Squaw Run
Road, and Old Mill Road through residential areas and recreation parks. The new
alignment would connect Squaw Valley Park Trails with the Salamander Trail, the
Trillium Trail, Riding Meadow Trail, Old Squaw Trail, and the trails at Beechwood
Farms. Some acquisitions or easements through private land would be
necessary. (Tax parcel identification is not currently available.)

. Conservation Attributes: “Fair” - Providing the connection between Squaw Valley
Park and Beechwood Farms through the Squaw Valley Biodiverse Area along
Squaw Run Road must be balanced with the increased public walking/hiking
traffic through this sensitive natural area. Although the connection will help to
open up this greenway, it will not enhance the natural aspect of the corridor.

. Recreation_ Attributes: “Good” - The
alignment is an excellent connector of
several parks (Squaw Valley Park, Fay
Park, Salamander Park, Scott Park,
Riding Meadow Park) private natural
areas (Beechwood Farms), and trails
(Squaw Valley Park Trails, Salamander
Trail, Trillium Trail, Riding Meadow Trail,
Old Squaw Trail, and Beechwood Farms

Trails). | o _ :
Road between Scott and
. Public Support: “Fair’ - Most of the Squaw Run Road between Scott an

Salamander parks in Fox Chapel

alignment is in Fox Chapel Borough. Borough.

Although no public survey has been

completed for Fox Chapel, key interviews

seem to indicate that connecting trails in Fox Chapel and making them more
accessible to the public may be viewed unfavorably. Surrounding municipalities,
including O’Hara, would likely see the connection from Squaw Valley Park to
Beechwood Farms as a positive connection.
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. Constructability: “Fair” - The construction
of a new trail might require bridging
Squaw Run along Squaw Run Road. The
road and existing bridge shoulders are
narrow along Squaw Run Road in places
where the new trail would be parallel to
the road. The topography would be
challenging from Old Squaw Trail to the
Trillium Trail. However, many pieces of
the alignment already exist and are in
good condition. Topography and natural o R
features inhibit ADA compliance. Beginning of the Trillium Trail along
Portions of alignments are not ADA  Souaw Run Road.
compatible. (Environmental impacts
could occur to existing trails, streams,
and plant life.)

. Financial Feasibility: “Fair” - Although the new parts of the alignment would
probably require funding, much of the alignment is in good condition and may
only require relatively inexpensive upgrades.

. Intergovernmental Cooperation: “Poor” - Almost the entire alignment is in Fox
Chapel Borough. Some matching funds for grants would likely need to come
from Fox Chapel (if not a significant portion). Presently, connecting these trails
is not a priority of the Fox Chapel Park Commission.

Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood Farms
Goal: Connect Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood Farms.
Type of User: Walkers, hikers.
Not Recommended For: Bikers or motorized vehicles.
BSIR: Poor (6)

BSL: Very High (5)
Features:

. Connects existing trails (Squaw Valley Trails, Satamander Trail, Triltium
Trail, Riding Meadow Trail, Old Squaw Trail) with the construction of a
new alignment.

. Completed trail system provides uninterrupted natural greenway
connection from Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood Farms.
. There are no present environmental concerns.
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Challenges:

. Connects existing trails which are in Fox Chapel Borough. Municipal
coordination regarding increased trail traffic, trail maintenance costs, and
animal walkers will need to be resolved.

Time Frame: Mid-range
Compatibility: Squaw Valley Park ranked first as a key access point in the
Public Survey. Compatible with 2002 Comprehensive Parks,

Recreation, and Open-Space Plan (connecting regional assets).

Estimated Cost: $331,000
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58  Water Trail

This alignment invoives the construction of boat launches for non-motorized craft along the
study area’s riverfront to extend the existing water trail from Millvale’s riverfront park. Presently,
for canoers and kayakers, the closest public boat launch upstream of Millvale is at Oakmont.
However, with the potential construction of a boatlaunch at 13" Streetin Sharpsburg, and public
river access at Chapel Harbor, there may soon be new opportunities for river users to dock. As
discussed in Section 3.2.2, more docks closer together will provide long distance boaters more
opportunities to “put in” and more appropriate travel distances for short distance boaters.

Other potential docking locations include Six Mile Island (Nancy Werner Island), the Blawnox
riverfront, River Road in the Township of O’'Hara, Harmar, and potentially Sycamore Island
(Blawnox). Docking locations would provide resting points for a water trail that could extend
from Millvale to Harmar and Oakmont. Existing water trails downstream from Millvale connect
to downtown and extend up the Monongahela River and down the Ohio River. (See Figure & for
alignment.)

. Purpose/Need: “Fair” - The water trail is compatible with the recreation needs
identified in the 2002 Comprehensive Park, Recreation, and Open-Space Plan and
this study. However, it only provides one type of recreation activity.

. Land Use: “Fair” - Docks for non-motorized boat launches do not require much
space. However, it may be difficult to secure off-street or sufficient on-street
parking at the potential docking locations. Some private property acquisition may
be necessary, however, specific tax parcels cannot be specified at this time.

. Conservation Attributes: “Good” - Almost all of the riverfront through the study
area has been previously disturbed, some has been abandoned, and river islands
are frequently flooded. Thus, proposed docks would enhance existing riverfront
property, and could help to preserve riverfront greenways.

. Recreation Attributes: “Good” - The alignment would provide points of public
riverfront access, a key need in the study area. The water trail would connect
important recreation areas on the river. One important inhibitor to a connected
water trail is the Lock and Dam No. 2 at
the Highland Park Bridge. The lock may
be intimidating for less advanced boat
users, or simply a convenient “turn-
around” since it is the most downstream
lock on the Allegheny River. It may affect
usage of launches above the lock such
as Chapel Harbor since many rowers
enter the water near Pittsburgh. One
option may involve a portage under the
Highland Park Bridge and around the (NS i P
lock to help avoid the obstacle and Tock and Dem No. 2_

encourage upstream usage. (Lock is shown on the far side of the
Allegheny River.)
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. Public Support: “Fair” - Aithough the public opinion survey and key interviews
describe the river as an important key access point, the water trail provides only
one aspect of riverfront recreation. Many trail users felt they would use a
recreation trail for walking, hiking, or biking over canoeing or rowing.

* Constructability: “Fair” - Construction of a boat launch can be faitly simple: a
concrete ramp and dock, a canoe rack, etc. However, it may be necessary to
acquire private right-of-way to construct some of the aforementioned potential
launches and to provide parking. Boat launches are ADA compliant.

. Financial Feasibility: “Fair” - Acquisition of private property or easements may be
a financial concern. In addition, a launch, being in the flood plain, may need
occasional maintenance after high water periods. However, boat launches
should be relatively inexpensive to construct.

. Intergovernmental Cooperation: “Fair” - Unlike a land trail, a water trail is only
made up of a series of access points. Obviously, only river access requires
construction. Thus, although many municipalities would potentially be involved
in the water trail, each boat launch could be constructed separately without the
need for much intergovernmental cooperation.

Water Trail

Goal: ldentify riverfront access in the study area. Create a water trail that could
connect to the boat launch in Millvale.

Type of User: Water craft
Not Recommended For: Novice canoers or kayakers.

BSIR: (Not Applicable)
BSL: (Not Applicable)

Features;

. Use Sharpsburg river access at 13" Street; Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
Commission (PFBC) project with Borough of Sharpsburg to construct
proposed boat launch.

. Water trails that may connect to Six Mile Island (Nancy Werner Park),
Chapel Harbor, Blawnox, River Road in the Township of O'Hara, Harmar
boat launch, and potentially Sycamore Island.

. Utilization of Allegheny River for recreation and utilization of Six Mile
Island.

Challenges:

J Construction and maintenance of river access points.

. Upgrade to Sharpshurg’s river access is still a preliminary PFBC project

and may not occur.
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Six Mile Island (Nancy Werner Park) is currently leased to a private entity.
Lock and Dam No. 2 would need to be used to reach Aspinwall and points
upstream. Currents above and below the dam likely require intermediate
or advanced skills based upon international Scale of River Difficuity.
Chapel Harbor has no definite plans for a dock to access to the river.
Future coordination is required.

Sycamore Island is privately owned.

There is no feasible access to the river near Camp Guyauta in Sharpsburg.
Future coordination is required.

PADEP issues alerts when spills or leaks occur on the Allegheny River
that may endanger the public. Locations of points of access or egress
from the river may require an environmental assessment to locate docks
or boat launches.

Time Frame: Mid-range

Compatibility: Concurrent with PFBC’s policy to increase public access to

warm water fisheries and the 2002 Comprehensive Parks,
Recreation, and Open-Space Plan.

Estimated Cost: $142,000
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5.9 Scenic Overlooks

The Township of O’Hara’s topography provides scenic
“view-sheds” of the Allegheny River Valley from Harmar
Township to downtown Pittsburgh. Two potential
overlooks exist at Meadow Park and along the
abandoned High Street. At Meadow Park, there is a need
for a viewing platform or deck with a walkway for access
and potentially some clearing and grubbing. A park road
provides a widened shoulder for parking.

High Street used to be an active link from the Parkview

neighborhood of the Township of O’Hara and Sharpshill
(Shaler) to Sharpsburg. Ravine Street became the

linking road when High Street was closed to construct
the Allegheny Valley Expressway (PA 28). However, the
High Street public right-of-way is now unused and with
the construction of a trail and platform, and some
clearing and grubbing, an overlook could be constructed
in the Township of O'Hara with a view of downtown
Pittsburgh. See Figure 12 for a detailed overlook
location map.

. Purpose/Need: “Poor” - Scenic overlooks
do not meet the purpose/need of a trail
system, but could enhance the
Township's recreation opportunities.

) Land Use: “Good” - The overlooks would
enhance Meadow Park and make use of
the abandoned High Street.

[}

SV L ¥ )l
View of Allegheny River from Meadow
Park.

Although High Street's view is obscured
by vegetation, the view shown is above
High Street in Parkview (Downtown
Pittsburgh).

Conservation Attributes: “Neutral” - The overlooks have little effect on
conservation. Littering is a concern. Litter disposed over the embankment could
make it difficult to clean up.

Recreation Attributes: “Fair”’ - The overlooks would not provide much opportunity
for exercise, but would provide and enhance the aesthetics of the Township and
the recreation facility involved.

Public Support: “Fair” - Specific questions were not asked during the public
opinion survey regarding the overlooks. The overlooks would improve the
Township’s visual aesthetice and are therefore a positive community
enhancement.

Constructability: “Fair” - Meadow Park would require an access walkway and
view platform (with fencing, etc.). High Street’s view would be a short walk from
its access at Ravine Street. Parts of the road exists, but some new construction
would be necessary. Parking near High Street may not be sufficient. Fencing
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would be necessary along High Street, in fact, the fencing could be used to
construct a dog park along the alignment. Scenic overlooks will be ADA
compliant.

. Financial Feasibility: “Fair” - Although not necessarily expensive, depending
upon the amenities, clearing and grubbing, and fencing used, the cost of the
overlooks could vary widely.

’ intergovernmental Cooperation: “Good" - Both overlooks are entirely within the
Township of O'Hara.

Scenic Overlooks

Goal: Enhance, create, designate scenic overlooks where the user can view
Downtown Pittsburgh and the Allegheny River Valley.

Type of User: Walkers, (bike to overlooks also).
Not Recommended For: No limits (exception: no motorized vehicles).

BSIR: Good (4)
BSL: Moderate (3)

Features:

. Enhance and designate the Meadow Park overiook.

. Rehabilitate the abandoned High Street on Parkview's hillside and
construct an overlook. (Dog park area could be designated.)

. No apparent environmental concerns are associated with the alignment.

Challenges:

. Limited parking at High Street and Ravine Street.

. For safety, fencing will be required.

. Maintenance and continued clearing and grubbing may be necessary.

Status of ownership of High Street.
Time Frame: Mid-range

Compatibility: Compatible with the 2002 Comprehensive Parks, Recreation,
and Open-Space Plan.

Estimated Cost: $136,000
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5.10 Shared Roadway Corridors

The shared roadway corridors designate roadways currently used forshared use. The alignment
involves little or no roadway improvements or widening, but primarily involves line striping and
signage. The goalis to inform the bicyclistthatfrequently travels on shared use roadways about
recreational opportunities and destinations in the study area. In addition, signage would guide
bikers away from the most dangerous and busy roadways while making the driver aware of
which roadways are shared use. Suggested shared roadway corridors include Guys Run Road,
Powers Run Road, Field Club Road, Squaw Run Road (part), Old Mill Road (part), Dorseyville
Road, and Saxonburg Blvd. See Figure 5 for shared roadway corridor designations.

. Purpose/Need: “Fair” - The corridors inform and assist users to keep them on
less dangerous roadways and to guide them to regional recreation opportunities.
Bicycle enthusiasts presently ride the roads of the Township and the study area
on their own. The corridors do not benefit citizens who do not bike on shared
use roadways.

. Land Use: “Neutral” - The Shared Roadway Corridors are on existing roadways
and have a negligible impact on land use. No property acquisition is necessary.

. Conservation Attributes: “Neutral” - The corridors have a negligible impact on
conservation of natural areas.

. Recreation Attributes: “Fair” - Although the corridors will lead bicyclists to
regional recreation destinations, the corridors will not benefit novice or short-
distance bikers, walkers, or hikers because the shared use corridors are not
appropriate for such users.

. Public Support: “Poor” - Other than bike enthusiasts, there is little support for a
more “biker-friendly” shared use corridor system. Much of the Township of
O’Hara is an older population that is more supportive of walking paths or “lower
impact” activities. Drivers sometimes see bikers on shared roadways as an
annoyance.

. Constructability: “Good” - Only signage and line striping would be needed to
establish the corridors. The shared roadway corridors are not recommended for
wheelchair usage.

. Financial Feasibility: “Good” - Signage and line striping could be completed
rather inexpensively.

. Intergovernmental Cooperation: “Fair” - Although not expensive, the corridors
would need to extend into neighboring municipalities to connect to regional
recreation facilities.

Shared Roadway Corridors

Goal: Designate bike tour connection through Township to regional resources.
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Type of User: Advanced bikers.
Not Recommended For: Anyone but advanced bikers.

BSIR: Fair (5)
BSL: High (4.5)

Features:

. Designates corridors with explicit signage.

. Provides important connections to regional resources such as Boyd
Community Center, Beechwood Farms, and Hartwood Acres.

. Is inexpensive.

. Expands bike lane corridors as roadways are upgraded.

. No environmental concerns are apparent,

Challenges:

. Not safe for all users.

. Corridor connections must be made through neighboring municipalities.

. Expansion of striped bike lanes would be difficuit (roadways are too

narrow and cannot be widened inexpensively or are in other
municipalities).

Time Frame: Mid-range
Compatibility: =~ Compatible with key interview input and desires of local bike
groups and enthusiasts as well as the 2002 Comprehensive

Parks, Recreation, and Open-Space Plan.

Estimated Cost: $132,000
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6 FUNDING SOURCES AND FINANCIAL IMPACTS

Some potential sources for additional funding for the Township of O'Hara Trail System are
discussed In this section.

6.1 Federal Grants

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act {ISTEA). the Transportation Equity Act (TEA-
21), and the Safe and Flexible Transportation Efficiency Act of 2003 {SAFETEA)

Federal Highway Administration {FHWA) and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21"
Century (TEA 21) or ISTEA (pronounced “ice tea”) was a revolutionary new federal
transportation law. Prior to the act, federal transportation legisiation funded roads and
highways almost exclusively. ISTEA, on the other hand, set national goals for improved
air quality and energy conservation and advocated funding for non-traditional projects
like trails and greenways.

TEA-21 was enacted June 9, 1998 as Public law 105-178. It replaced and expanded
ISTEA. TEA-21 authorized the federal surface transportation programs for highways,
highway safety, and transit for the six-year period of 1998 - 2003. The TEA-21 Restoration
Act, enacted July 22, 1998, provided technical corrections to the original law., TEA-21 is
a critical and lucrative funding source for trails because all types of bicycle and
pedestrian projects are specifically identified in the law as activities eligible for funding.
In fact, almost half of TEA-21's traditional highway funds can be used for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.

The following major programs in TEA-21 are potential trail funding sources:

. Transportation Enhancements Program

. The Surface Transportation Program (STP)

. The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality improvement Program (CMAQ)
. The Recreational Trails Program

. Other Programs

Project sponsors should understand the distinctions between these programs and each
program’s potential role in an overall funding strategy. While most projects rely on
funding from only one TEA-21 source, some may tap two or three.

Transportation Enhancement Program: TEA-21 requires that ten percent (10%) of all
Surface Transportation Program funds be set aside for “Transportation Enhancement
Activities,” which amounted to more than $3 billion over the six-year life of TEA-21. The
legislation identifies ten (10) specific activities as eligible transportation enhancements.
There are many programs within TEA-21, one being Transportation Enhancements,
which includes bicycle and pedestrian projects. Each state was given a share of
Transportation Enhancements funds to distribute on a competitive basis, and local
funding was also made available through Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).

The Surface Transportation Program: The Surface Transportation program (STP), one
of the largest programs in TEA-21, included more than $30 billion over six years.
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Transportation projects of all types are eligible for funding, including highways, transit,
ride-sharing programs, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Competition forthese funds
is strong, and much of the funding is directed to urban and suburban regions.

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program: Congress created the
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality improvement program (CMAQ, pronounced “see
mac"”) specifically to assist states and metropolitan areas in meeting the requirements
of the 1980 Clean Air Act. Funds for this program are targeted to non-attainment areas,
which are cities and regions that have not met the national standards for ciean air.

As with STP funds, expect strong competition for CMAQ money. However, because trail
users emit no pollutants, trail project leaders could make a strong case to state and
Metropolitan planning Organization {MPO) decision-makers. Assessing the
transportation value of your facility is important for receiving CMAQ funding.

The Recreational Trails Program: The Recreational Trails Program provides up to $30
million each year for non-motorized and motorized trails. This program must be funded
annually by congress, which did not appropriate any funds in 1992 and only $7.5 million
in 1993. Even with full funding, each state would have access to less than $1 million.
However, private organizations can receive grants under this program for trail
development activities. (See: www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/rectrails/ for more
information.)

Other Programs: In certain situations, trail projects may qualify for funding from the
National Highway System (NHS), the Federal Lands Highway program, or other highway-
related programs in TEA-21 for which bicycle and pedestrian projects are eligible.

TEA-21 expired by its own terms on September 30, 2003. President Bush has proposed
a six-year federal highway reauthorization bill - The Safe and Flexible Transportation
Efficiency Act of 2003 (SAFETEA). Both the United States’ House of Representatives and
Senate are proposing different versions of a reauthorization bill. Currently all proposals
preserve and/or improve the fundamental structure of TEA-21. The primary difference
among the reauthorization proposals is the level and source of funding. Itis currently
expected that reauthorization funding will meet or exceed current highway funding
levels.

Other Federal "Pass-Through” Funding Programs

In addition to TEA-21, several other federal pass-through funds exist.

Land and Water Conservation Fund: This fund, sometimes called LAWCON or
abbreviated LWCF, is administered by the U. S. Department of the Interior. This money
is usually distributed to state departments of natural resources and can be used as
matching funds for trail-corridor purchase. LWCF funds are piovided at fifty percent
(60%) federal money, which must be matched with fifty percent (50%) local money for trail
corridor purchase. Inthe past, LWCF was a strong source of funding, however, the fund
has fluctuated during the past decade, causing increased competition between many
qualifying local projects. (See: www.ncrc.nps.qgov//wcf/ for more information.)
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The Wallop Breaux Fund: Funded at $140 million annually for the enhancement of sport
fishing opportunity and access, Wallop Breaux is another source of federal pass-through
money. The funds are administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and are
avallable at seventy-five percent (75%) federal funding, which must be matched with a
twenty-five percent (25%) state match. This local match usually comes from a state’s fish
and game agency.

It is based on value, not cash, and can consist of in kind services as well as money, If
a proposed trail provides access to a sport fishery, the State Fish and Game Agency
could use Wallop Breaux money for land acquisition and maintenance. (See:
www.wallop-breaux.org/ for more information.}

The Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG): Another federal source of
funds is the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (CDBG) program,
which directly funds cities and towns for projects with community-wide benefits.
Regional greenways and trails, particularly those with documentable economic, cultural,
and historic merit, could qualify for CDBG funding. Seattle’s Burke Gilman Trail and the
Baltimore and Annapolis Trail in Maryland were both funded through this program. It
should be known, however, that congressional appropriations to this HUD program have
decreased in recent years.

6.2 Safe Routes to School (SR2S)

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) projects rely on a mixture of local, state, and federal funding. One
key to a successful SR2S effort is understanding both the policies that make it happen and the
funding sources for new construction and training. Doing so requires learning about Safe
Routes to School legislation, regulations, and programs at the Federal, State, and Local levels.

There are two types of funds necessary to implement a comprehensive Safe Routes to School
effort: 1. Capital funds pay for new facilities like sidewalks, crosswalks, and other changes to
the built environment. 2. Program funds pay for administrative and training costs such as hiring
a SR2S coordinator, providing safety training to students and increasing traffic law enforcement
near schools. Both program funds and capital funds are necessary for most SR2S efforts to
succeed, and are available from numerous sources.

1. Capital funds are used to create any infrastructure. Cities and counties are aiways seeking
grants for capital funding to build sidewalks, create bicycie lanes, develop multi-use pathways,
and to complete other SR2S-related projects. Cities and counties generally must be the
“applicant” for any capital funding projects that relate to changing civic infrastructure. Aithough
the local government often secures capital funds, many of these funds are initially provided from
the federal government to state governments, which then distribute them to local governments.
Matching funds provided by local governments are often necessary to receive capital funds.

2. As discussed above, program funds pay for the elements of a SR2S effort that go beyond the
engineering or infrastructure improvements and are often necessary to support the overall effort.
Many federal and state safety-related funding mechanisms allow a portion of the funds to be
used for ‘non-infrastructure-related’ programs, such as hiring a coordinatorand providing safety
training. Additionally, local governments might choose to fund these efforts on their own or
draw support from donors. Some non-profit entities such as a PTA and churches are willing to
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fund SR2S because the programs improve the entire community by relieving traffic congestion,
improving the environment, creating alternative transportation routes, and improving the health
of children and the community.

Although current federal law does not specifically support Safe Routes to School programs, a
number of existing safety-related spending programs can provide support to SR2S projects.
These spending programs have funds to pay for many infrastructure-related programs, such as
new sidewalks, better crosswalks, and safety-related training programs.

According to specific guidance from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), current
programs fund “Construction of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities; non-
construction projects for safe bicycle use; modify public sidewalks to comply with the
Americans with Disabilities Act. Projects do not have to be within the right-of-way of a Federal-
aid highway.” (See: www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/flexfund.htm formore information.) Although these
do not specifically mention programs near schools or for school-age children, SR2S
programs would fall within these categories. (More complete information about federal
bicycle and pedestrian transportation provisions can be found specifically at:
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/bp-broch.htm.)

TEA-21's highway programs discussed in Section 6.1 also support SR2S projects.

An additional federal funding mechanism that bears exploration are Federal Highway Safety
Funds (“402 Funds”), received by states to reduce traffic crashes and resulting deaths, injuries,
and property damage. States are required to use 402 funds “only for highway safety purposes,”
although at least 40 percent (40%) of these funds are to be used to address local traffic safety
problems. Some states (including California, Florida, and New York) have applied 402 funds to
SR2S projects or programs. Although each state handies this program differently, most funding
is available on a competitive basis for projects that increase road safety. Programs are
performance based using “Best Practices” of engineering, and human behavioral expertise to
improve safety. As SR2S results are better documented, states may become more willing to
select SR2S projects as 402 fund grant recipients.

As of early April 2004, both chambers of Congress had passed major transportation funding bills
that establish specific Safe Routes to Schools programs and include specific new funds for
SR2S. Both generally provide funds for a wide range of SR2S-related construction near schools
and require that each state spend at least ten percent (10%) of its SR25 funds on safety
education. The Senate bill would provide $70 million annually, while the House bill provides
$125 million during the first year, increasing to $250 million over five years. The next step for
Congress is to reconcile the two bills, during which the SR2S provisions might stay roughly the
same, or might undergo significant change.

Once the new transportation bill becomes law, it may still take nearly a year for funds to actually
become available to states. First the U.S. Department of Transportation will need to develop
regulations and guidance for distributing the funds and then Congress will need to apportion
funds in accordance with the new law. Under both of these proposals, SR2S activities could
also still be funded using existing programs, although state Departments of Transportation
might limit SR2S disbursements to programs funded under the new legislation.
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State Departments of Transportation act as the gatekeepers for federal funds related to Safe
Routes to School programs. They are responsible for dispersing funds to local programs in
accordance with state policies and any applicable federal law. Currently, demand far exceeds
available funds. In Texas, $3 million in available funds was increased to $5 million after
receiving $45 million in requests. In its first year, the California program received requests
exceeding $130 million for $20 million in available funding. In Pennsylvania, “Home Town
Streets” project funds are growing in popularity.

6.3 “Home Town Streets”

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PENNDOT) combines Safe Routes to School
with another new program, “Home Town Streets.” Both are intended to improve quality of life
in Pennsylvania communities.

As discussed in Section 6.2, the SR2S objective is “To establish, where feasible, safe walking
routes for children to commute to school and to promote healthy living.” The program is
managed by PENNDOT, but is designed to work in conjunction with school districts, local
governments, and pedestrian and bicycle safety advocates.

As for the Home Town Streets program, PENNDOT recognizes that the streets that run through
the centers of cities and towns provide vital connections. Sprucing up these streets will bring
people back to town centers and promote healthy living. PENNDOT can also contribute to the
safety of children through SR2S. The combined program has two primary objectives:

. To encourage the reinvestment in and redevelopment of our downtowns; and
. To establish, where feasible, safe walking routes for our children to commute to
school and to promote healthy fiving.

Although PENNDOT manages the program, other agencies have made and will make
contributions to community revitalization. The following agencies will play a vitat role in this
program:

. Metropolitan Planning Organizations {MPOs) and Rural Planning Organizations
{RPOs)

Department of Community and Economic Development

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources

Department of Education

Federal Highway Administration

The Home Town Streets program will include a variety of streetscape improvements that are vital
to reestablishing downtown and commercial centers. These projects will include activities
undertaken within a defined “downtown” area that collectively enhance the environment and
premote nositive interactions with people in the area. Projects may include sidewalk
improvements, planters, benches, street lighting, pedestrian crossings, transit bus shelters,
traffic caiming, bicycle amenities, kiosks, signage, and other visual elements. The program will
not fund costs related to buildings or other facades or personnel costs related to a “Main Street”
manager.
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Improvements such as general street paving and storm water management structures will
normally need to seek other avenues of funding. Traffic signals are not intended to be funded
by this program. However, in some cases, it may be appropriate to combine these types of
improvements in a Home Town Streets project with other funding.

The Home Town Streets and Safe Routes to School programs, together will dedicate $200 million
over four years in Pennsylvania. Local projects have a 20% matching fund requirement. The
program is not a grant program, but is a federal cost reimbursement program. The project
sponsor does not receive a check in advance once the project is approved. Once a project is
authorized to advance and begins incurring costs, the project sponsor will receive periodic
invoices from those working on the project. The project sponsor reviews and approves these
invoices and submits them to PENNDOT for payment. PENNDOT will pay the project sponsor
for the amount on the approved invoice. The project sponsor will then pay the service provider.
Project sponsors will only be reimbursed for actual approved project expenses, up to the
amount approved for the project.

6.4 State Grants

The Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) established
cabinet-level status for Pennsylvania’s state parks and forests and places conservation and
recreation programs dealing with local recreation, heritage parks, rivers conservation,
greenways, trails, and open spaces under a single agency. A key priority of this agency is to
bring its programs into towns and cities across Pennsylvania and to provide leadership linking
agency resources with local conservation efforts.

The Community Conservation Partnerships Program initiative joins DCNR with communities,
nonprofit groups and the private sector in conserving Pennsylvania’'s valuable natural and
cultural heritage. DCNR partnerships involve greenways, open spaces, community parks, rail
trails, river corridors, natural areas, indoor and outdoor recreation and environmental education.
Agency programs are linked with efforts to conserve natural and historic resources, provide
recreation, enhance tourism, and foster community development.

DCNR Partnership Opportunities

DCNR provides a single point of contact for communities and nonprofit conservation agencies
seeking state assistance in support of local conservation initiatives. This assistance can take
the form of grants, technical assistance, information exchange and training. These programs
are described below:

Heritage Parks Grants promote public-private partnerships to preserve and enhance
natural, cultural, historic and recreation resources to stimulate economic development
through heritage tourism. Grants are available to municipalities, nonprofit organizations
or federally designated commissions acting on behalf of the municipalities in a heritage
park area. Grants are awarded for a variety of purposes including feasibility studies;
development of management action plans for heritage park areas; specialized studies;
implementation projects; and hiring of state heritage park managers. Grants require a
25-50 percent local match.
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Community Grants are awarded to municipalities for recreation, park and conservation
projects. These include the rehabilitation and development of parks and recreation
facllities; acquisition of land for park and conservation purposes; and technical
assistance for feasibility studies, trails studies, and site development planning. Grants
require a 50 percent match except for some technical assistance grants and projects
eligible as small community projects. The small community development projects
provide a municipal applicant with a population of 5,000 or less with an alternate method
of funding for rehabilitation and development of minor indoor and basic outdoor park,
recreation, and conservation areas and facilities. The initial $20,000 or less in grant
funding provided must be used to purchase materials only and approved professionail
design fees. Additional grant funds of up to $20,000 may be provided matching the
municipal applicant's local cash or non-cash contribution to the project. The additional
$20,000 may be used to cover all other eligible costs and other costs such as labor
and/or equipment. The maximum grant under this project type is $40,000.

Land Trust Grants provide 50 percent funding for acquisition and planning of open space
and natural areas which face imminent loss. Lands must be open to public use and
priority is given to habitat for threatened species. Eligible applicants are nonprofit fand
trusts and conservancies.

River Conservation Grants are available to municipalities, counties, municipal and
intermunicipal authorities, and river support groups to conserve and enhance river
resources. River support groups must be nonprofits which are designated to act on
behalf of interested municipalities. Planning grants are available to identify significant
natural and cultural resources, threats, concerns, and special opportunities and to
develop river conservation plans. Implementation grants are available to carry out
projects or activities defined in an approved river conservation plan. Grants require a
50 percent match.

Rails-to-Trails Grants provide 50 percent funding for the planning, acquisition or
development of rail-trail corridors. Eligible applicants include municipalities and
nonprofit organizations established to preserve and protect available abandoned railroad
corridors for use as trails or future rail service.

Pennsylvania Recreational Trails Program Grants provide funds to develop and maintain

recreational trails and trail refated facilities for motorized and nonmotorized recreational
trail use. Eligible applicants include federal and state agencies, local governments and
private organizations. Match requirements for Pennsyivania Recreational Trails Program
Grants are 80 percent grant money, up to a maximum of $100,000, and 20 percent project
applicantmoney. However, acquisition projects will require a 50/50 match. “Soft match”
(credit for donations of funds, materials, services, or new right-of-way) is permitted from
any project sponsor, whether a private organization or public agency. Eligible project
categories include: maintenance and restoration of existing recreational traisl;
development and rehabilitation of trailside and trailhead facilities and trail linkages;
purchase and lease of recreational trail construction and maintenance equipment;
construction of new recreational trails (with restrictions on new trails on Federal land);
and, acquisition of easements or property for recreational trails or recreational trail
corridors.
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The most common source of state funds includes grants from the DCNR. DCNR receives special
park-related appropriations from state legislatures, bond issues, lotteries, and special taxing
mechanisms. Within DCNR, the Bureau of Recreation and Conservation awards millions of
dollars in grants each year to help communities conserve natural and cultural resources, provide
outdoor recreation, enhance tourism, and foster economic development. Such grants give
municipalities the funding needed to leverage local dollars.

The grants fund a variety of planning, acquisition, and development projects statewide,
including the upgrading or building of playgrounds and parks’ athletic fields; acquisition
projects resulting in the purchase of community parks, open space, and greenways;
construction of amphitheaters, recreation centers, and skate parks; preparation of plans or
studies for park or greenway development; projects culminating in the development of trails;
and regional and statewide projects.

“While the underlying purpose of these grants remains the same,
each year Pennsylvania projects reflect a changing society:
greenway plans and development, skate parks, recreation centers,
gateway gardens, water trails, commuter bike lanes, and open
space protection. All have one thing in common - they enhance our
quality of life.”

Community Recreation grants are part of the Community Conservation Partnerships Program -
an initiative providing technical assistance, training, and grants to help conserve natural and
cultural resources, provide outdoor recreation opportunities, enhance tourism, and foster
community development. For more information on the grants, visit the Pennsylvania PowerPort
at www.state.pa.us, PA Keyword: “DCNR grants.”

6.5 Local Taxes

In general, Township citizens are not in favor of raising local taxes for any reason, including
enhancing recreational opportunities. Based upon the public opinion survey, local taxes were
less popular than federal grants, state grants, private contributions, and fund-raising drives as
amethod to fund a trail system. However, it did get 10% of all responses, so some respondents
did feel it was a viable option. Ideally, raising local taxes should be considered for trail funding
only once other funding avenues have been exhausted.

On November 23, 2004, the Township of O'Hara Council tentatively adopted the 2005 Township
Budget which inciuded $150,000 needed as matching funds in the event of DCNR approval of
a grant application.

6.6 User Fees

Levying user fees is useful because it accomplishes two benefits:

. Non-citizens and citizens alike pay directly for use of the Township of O'Hara's
trail system.

. “Demand determines return” - if trails are popular, more funds will be raised for
upkeep and expansion of the trail system.
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However, user fees also have many disadvantages which may outweigh the benefits:

. Enforcement is extremely difficult to enforce. In a public trail setting, where
enclosure is not possible, a licensing system (where users would need a license
to use the trails) would require an enforcement system of some sort.

. “Demand determines return” - fees that are too high or unpopular trail sections
would produce insufficient funds for maintenance, etc.

. If the trail system crosses municipal boundaries, cooperation with other
municipalities would be necessary.

. May not benefit occasional or seasonal trail use.
6.7 Private Funding and Other Sources

In the Township of O’Hara, the opportunity exists to obtain private contributions for trail system
development. Although the RIDC “business assoclation” no longer exists, based on the key
interviews, itis possible to bring the businesses of RIDC together on the issue of a trail system
in RIDC. It may be possible to secure private funds to develop a system in RIDC that would
benefit employees of the businesses during the work week and Township citizens all week long.

Regional civic organizations have expressed interest in providing funding or construction and
maintenance assistance. The formation of a trail group or “friends of the parks” organization
will sustain public awareness of the trail system and recreation vehicles upon development.
According to the public opinion survey, supporters of the trail system were most willing to make
a monetary donation over any other activity (such as donate time or join a club).

A trail group or civic organization could hold fund-raising drives for the traif system to facilitate
construction, maintain the trail system, or enhance the system and its amenities.

6.8 Implementation Strategy

A project Implementation Plan is provided in Appendix B in tabutar format. The implementation
strategy describes the phased approach needed to implement each of the nine (9) projects. The
strategy includes the task type, description of task(s) and the potential recreation benefits to be
derived.

6.9 Planning Intensity Cost Estimate

Appendix C provides cost estimates to complete the implementation strategy. These costs are
planning intensity estimates based upon current prices for design and construction. Costs are
based on quantifying cut and fill requirements, distance, culvert or trail bridge type, size, and
location based on preliminary plans, not final design. Therefore, costs could change. Inflation
is not computed into the phases completed over years. Unit costs were obtained from similar
trail projects bid and constructed in 2004 in the project area. Greenway completion can foster
environmental education and interpretive services programs.
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6.10  Financial Impact - Township of O'Hara Park & Recreation Budget

PADCNR require a five (5) year summary of projected fiscal implications on the operating
budget. To determine potential impact, a review of the past four (4) years was completed. Table
8 provides the recent financial history of the parks budget. These funds provide for the
maintenance of all Township parks, facilities, equipment and open space.

— Table 8 - Park and Recreation Budget
$260,000
$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
| ss0,000
| 2002 2003 2004 2005

The history shows a stable, conservative budget for the parks department share of 200 acres of
park land. Table 9 provides details for the past four (4) years.
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Table 9 provides details of park and recreation expenditures over the past three (3) years and

the projected 2005 budget.

T?ble 9 - Parks and Recreation
2002 2003 2004 2005
Description Actual Actual Budget Budget
Wages and Salaries $86,000 $62,301 $92,725 $85,800
Overtime $9,200 $9,794 $8,000 $8,000
F.I.C.A. $7,240 $5,507 $7,710 $7,180
Health Insurance $16,440 $18,909 $27,690 $28,465
Pension - — $805 $540
Workers Compensation Insurance $£2,545 $2,841 $3,800 $3,245
Unempioyment Compensation insurance - e -- ===
! L Subtotal | $121,425 $99,352 | $140,730 | $133,230
|I S Contractual Services
“ 2002 2003 2004 2005
Description Actual Actual Budget Budget |
Maintenance Equipment $14,500 $10,880 $14,500 $10,000
Water $950 $1,311 $1,400 $1,450
Electricity $3,100 $3,776 $3,600 $3,650
Grass Cutting Services $20,000 | $21,585 | $23,000 | $32,000
Equipment Rental $1,000 $514 $950 $950 ||
Civic Functions $13,500 | $12,787 | $14,000 | $14,000]
Subtotal | $53,050 | $50,853 [ $57,450 [ $62,050]
"— Supplies and Commodities ]
2002 2003 2004 2005
Description Actual Actual Budget Budget
Office Supplies $300 $192 $400 $500 ||
Signs and Signals $900 -— $1,000 $1,000
Small Tools and Equipment $5,700 $2,694 $5,000 $5,000
Membership/Dues/Education - == $1,000 $750
i| Park Supplies $4,000 $5,005 $5,000 $5,000
Miscellaneous Expenses/Supplies $6,000 $14,658 $6,000 $6,000
Subtotal $16,900 $22,449 $18,400 $18,250
TOTAL I $191,375 | $172,654 | $216,580 | $21 3,530=

Explanation of the budget(s) presented in Table 8, implementation of the trail and greenways
could result in modest increases in the areas designated in Table 10.
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These budget projections include the total park budget. Trail developmentim pacts grass cutting
minimally. Other increases will occur with a need for trail signs and symbols, minor tools, and
supplies. Trall improvements may impact the need or desire for more environmental education
or interpretive service programs in the civic functions category.

Budget projections include consideration of a part-time trail or greenway advisory position
included in the park budget. Survey results indicated considerable potential for public support
including private donations, maintenance, and programming, including development of a trail
web page, but coordination is needed.

6.11 Capital Improvement impacts

Implementation of the project(s) will impact the capital outlay requirements of the Township.
Table 11 provides these costs. These are planning intensity cost levels and could be offset by
government grants or donations from businesses, endowments, clubs, organizations, or other
benefactors.
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O’HARA TOWNSHIP
TRAIL FEASIBILITY SURVEY

INTRODUCTION

In 2002, a Comprehensive Park, Recreation, and Open-Space Plan for O’Hara Township was completed.
Based on community input, the plan recommended that a study be performed relating to the feasibility and
planning of a trail system throughout the Township with emphasis on connecting to surrounding communities
and regional assets, and to provide a trail along the Allegheny River.

This survey is a follow-up to the plan to identify the trail types, frequency of use, key access, and other
issues. According to the last survey, respondents stated they would use trails for walking. hiking. biking,
jogging, and in-line skating. Results of this survey will be used to lay the groundwork for the development
of a Township-wide system of trails.

Public involvement is an integral part of developing a Trail Feasibility Study sensitive to the needs of the
citizens. O’Hara Township’s Trail Study Committee is seeking public opinion on the need, preference. and
potential use of a trail system.

“Since vour opinion is important to the future of O’Hara Township. please take a few minutes to complete
and mail the survey.”

R ————— - T e e i

YOUR OPINION IS IMPORTANT!

Your opinion will determine specific features included in the Trail Feasibility Study. Your response to the
survey will enable the Study Committee to compile statistics that demonstrate the level of public interest in
designating a trail system. Results from the survey will be used to make your opinion clear to elected
officials and potential funding agencies. To maintain your privacy, your response is in confidence.

SURVEY PURPOSE
. To determine your overall level of trail interest, use, key access locations, and connections.
. To measure the level of commitment and potential support for the trail system.
. To determine if parks, schools, and other community destinations couid be linked by a trail
system.
- To provide input to local decision-makers and for potential fund grant applications.

Please Return the Survey in the Self-Addressed Envelope
by May 31, 2004
Or You May Reply On Line. Log onto the O’Hara Township Web Page at
http://www.ohara.pa.us/
and Click onto “Links.” Look for “Trail Survey”
and Complete Your Survey On Line.
Your web # is:

STC esb 323271204



O’HARA TOWNSHIP TRAIL FEASIBILITY SURVEY

Page 2 of §
PART 1
YES NO (Check one for each question)
1. My opinion is important and I want my Township Officials to
know how I feel.
2. 1 support the development of a trail system.
3. I currently visit the O’Hara Township parks for recreation.

4, When weather permits, how often do you participate in these recreational activities typically
conducted along trails (check all that apply)? On average, how far do you travel?

Distance

Frequency
Activity Never

1/Week

Walk

| 2-3/Week

1 Mile 2-3 Miles

>4 Miles

Jog

Nature Hike

Roller Biade

Bike

X-County Skiing

Other

PART 2 - General Questions:

Please respond based on the past year and on your entire household.

1. How many people within the following age groups live in your household?
(Please place a number of people next to each applicable age group.)

a. 4 years and under
b. 5-10 years old
¢. 11 - 14 years old
d. 15-19 years old

JTC csh A323212°04

e. 20 - 39 years old

f. 40 - 59 years old
g. 60 and older
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O’HARA TOWNSHIP TRAIL FEASIBILITY SURVEY
Page 3 of 5

Which of the following most likely applies to you: (check one)

I would walk /drive to the trails to use them.
I would visit it mostly with large groups (ciubs, groups) or alone or with a couple of friends
__,orother , please specify:

According to the community recreation survey (February 2002), walking/nature trails were identified
as top priority. I, or my family and guests, would use trails on average: (Check the one that mrost
applies to you.)

O Infrequently or Never O Once per Week During the Summer
O One to Two Times per Week O Three to Five Times per Week
O Every Day Year Round O Other:

Where should the key access points (trailheads, parking areas, etc.) be located?

O Squaw Valley Park DO Beechwood Farms 0O Waterworks Mall O RIDC Park
O Allegheny River O Meadow Park O Boyd Community Center

(Other: Please List) D O m]

What type of amenities are most important to the trail system? Choose 5. Rank them by importance,
“1" being the most important and “5" being less important to you.

Restrooms Telephones Trees & Shrubs

Picnic Tables Benches/Fountains Directional Signs

Trash Cans Historic Markers Plant /Animal Information
Accessibility/Parking Lighting Mile Markers for Joggers
Exercise Stations Fishing __Allegheny River

Other:

If trails were interconnected within the community and regionally, would you use them more often?
O Yes 0O No
If yes, would you have a tendency to travel further and use a variety of trails?

O Yes O No

JTC csb 4323212104



O’HARA TOWNSHIP TRAIL FEASIBILITY SURVEY

Page 4 of 5
7. What safety or security issues do you have?
E. What other ideas or concerns do you have regarding a proposed trail system in O"Hara Township?

PART 3 - Support (Optional)

If adopted, the creation of a “Friends of Parks” group for O’ Hara Township would provide a recognized pool
of volunteers devoted to helping with programs and maintenance. Volunteers could range from children to
senior citizens, who would perform such services as conducting nature hikes, landscaping, planting native
plants, ecological restoration, and maintenance. Programs are intended to supplement, but not supercede
existing caretaker programs. Similar programs have been highly successful in other municipalities, and
provide excellent opportunities for communities to take ownership of trails. In addition, these services can
often be used as “in-kind” services to serve as local matches to meet the grant funding requirements.

“Friends of the Parks” Benefits:

Stimulates a large and diverse volunteer network.

Creates goodwill and community ownership.

Provides focus on local initiative to support trail development.
Provides local in-kind matches for state and federal grants.

L 2R B % J
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O’HARA TOWNSHIP TRAIL FEASIBILITY SURVEY

Page 5 of 5

If developed, trail systems require continual maintenance and improvements (e.g., water, restrooms, parking.
lighting, etc.). Therefore, potential private support is a factor in determining trail feasibility.

1. Check any of the following financing methods you would support to maintain a trail system.
O Federal Grants O State Grants O Local Taxes
O Private Contributions O Fund-raising Drives O User Fees
O Other: ' None of the Above

2. In what ways are you willing to advance the cause of trail development? (Check all that apply.)
O Volunteer on a trail work party C Join a ciub O Make a donation
O Prepare newsletters O Maintenance O Litter Patrol
O Other:

3. If you would be interested in volunteering for the “Friends of Parks” Program, please give your
name, address, and phone number; and check all of the activities in which you would like to
participate.

Name:

Address:

Phone Number:;

E-Mail:

O Planting O Brush Removal O Painting O Trail Clean-Up
8 Construction O Trail Design Work O Trail Safety Volunteer

O Other:

Thank you, Please write us if you have additional or more detailed planning opinions.

Please Return To:

Parks & Recreation Commission
Township of O’Hara
323 Fox Chapel Road
Pittsburgh, PA 15238

PLEASE RETURN BY MAY 31, 2004

A self-addressed, stamped envelope is included for your convenience
or file your survey on-line. Go to O’Hara Township’s web page at: http://www.ohara.pa.us/,
Click onto “Links” and look for “Trail Survey.”
Your web # is;

JTC esb 4323212704
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PROJECT IMPLEMENTATIONS

The following table describes the phased approach needed to implement each of the nine trail projects and the potential benefits to the overall O'Hara Township Trail System,
*-Budget Year is the year the capital or roadway improvements are provided in the Parks and Recreation Budget (see Table 11).

SHORT RANGE TIME FRAME (UP TO THREE YEARS)

Alignment Budget Year* Task Type Description Benefit(s) to O'Hara Trail System
Construct a trail from Squaw Valley Park to Chapel |Alignment would provide a link from the most
. . . Harbor with spurs north along the river toward the  |popular township park to riverfront access at Chapel
Riverfront Trail - Phase 1 LS O o Fox Chapal Yaught Club and from Chapel Harbor  |Harbor. Chapel Harbor residents would be
into the Waterworks Mall. connected to the Walerworks Mall by a walking trail.
Use line striping and signage 1o designate a bike Alignment would provide a bicycle lane connecting
. . . . . . [lane along Field Club Road (at O'Hara/Fox Chapel |Fox Chapel High School, O'Hara Elementary, Boyd
Bicycle Lane Corridors (excluding RIDC) 2006 Construction/Designation line) to Timberlane Road to Cabin Lane to Powers  |Community Center, 1nd tr2 surrounding eastern
Run Road to Boyd Community Center. O'Hara neighborhoo1s.
. . . . . |Use line striping and signage to designate a bike Alignment would provide a bike loop for recreationai
IBicycle Lane Corridors {RIDC) 2007 Consiruction/Designation lane forming a loop around RIDC park. bicyclists.
Officially designate existing Silvan Trail along Sitz  [Not all of this alignment would presently use public
. - . . Run with signage; acquire available land and/or right-of-way. In preparation for constructing the
ST E R Lo T Gl R easements along Saxonburg Bivd., at Camp entire alignment, land acquisitions and easement
Guyasuta spur, etc., and as available. agreements would be necessary,
Alignments would link western O'Hara (and
. . . ) - . . Aspinwall) recreation parks and facilities, Kerr
Community Connections - Western O'Hara 2006-2007 Construction Construct Community Connections. Elementary, Camp Guyasuta, and western
residential neighborhoods with a trail network.
Obtain a public easement and officially designate the
Fm%.ﬂwowﬂahm_mmwoshhwﬁnmcwuﬂwm_.m ._mn_,ﬂmmﬂw:m_,wmm_ Would provide a designated connection between
Community Connections - Eastern O'Hara 2008 Land Praservation System *uzwmméw the undeveloped "strip" o_w RIDC and Montrose Hill as well as preserving the
Timberlane Road. Discuss connection trails with existing township greenway along Timberlane Road.
RIDC businesses; obtain easements.
Alignments would link eastern O'Hara: RIDC, Fox
Chapel High School, O'Hara Elementary, Boyd
Community Connections - Eastern O'Hara 2008 Construction Construct Community Connections, Cammunity Center and residential neighborhoods

with a network of trails and developed greenways
connected through neighborhoods by residential
sireets.




SHORT RANGE TIME FRAME - CONTINUED (UP TO THREE YEARS)

Alignment Task Type Description Benefit(s) to O'Hara Trail System
Outside Preliminarily n__mnc.m y ..:m m__m__._a._m_: s mom Shaee Most of the alignment is in Fox Chapel Borough.
Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood Farms Township of Coordination e e ke Coordination with Fox Chapel is vital 1o the success
g y . easement and property acquisition along required ) ! apel s viia
O'Hara . of the alignment.
right-of-way.
MID RANGE TIME FRAME (FOUR TO SEVEN YEARS)
Alignment Task Type Description Benefit(s) to O'Hara Trail System
Using signage and where necessary line striping, Mﬂﬂ“ﬂﬁ m_.asw< noﬂ_%% rs wil nqosnmwnhmﬂnmm d
Shared Roadway Corridors 2008-2012 Construction designate shared roadway corridors throughout the matlon SuG as resommanded Shar
roadway and directions to regional recreation
study area. y
facilities.
2009 (Partial Work with RIDC businesses to build a paved or M__J_sz_wsw_._. Eo_._,__w ﬂqMMaOm_._ém_E:o .Mo_u_ for Mﬁ_%.m_mm
RIDC Park Township of Construction unpaved walkway system along the streets of RIDC. m,m%ozw Mmow_ma ® vide an ”M_maqu_ﬂ =m~__”.~mmm.um
O'Hara funding) Potential ammenities couid inciude exercise stations. . pro
opportunity.
Coordinate with Chapel Harbor to provide a public . o .
dock for non-motorized watercraft. Monitor/assist M.:qwm%h_.muwm_“.__._mhmnzmMmﬂ”_ﬂmmﬂ_ﬂw%ﬁsﬂma
Water Trail 2010 l.and Preservation with Sharpsburg/PA Fish and Boat Commission boat wmumm?m land and m_o construct docks qowm water trail
dock project at 13th Street. Designate public m stem ©
docking on Six Mile Island. Y )
Construct docks at Chapel Harbor, Sharpsburg
public river access, and on Six Mile Island. Work  |Docks for non-motorized watercraft along the
Water Trail 2010 Construction with _.uox O:mnm_ Water >E_._o_._z.\ and Bell _._.mao_, to [riverfront will provide a sim_.. trail that will link up with
acquire public access and docking along River downstream water trails, which currently end on the
Road. Coordinate with Blawnox and private entities |Allegheny River at the Millvale waterfront.
to obtain public access to Sycamore Is.
As Township roadways are widened, where possible,
widen the shoulder and exiend the existing bicycle |Longer bicycle lane routes would become available.
[Bicycle Lane Corridors 2006-2007 Expansion lane corridors, Extend hicycle lane corridors into Eventually a lane loop or series of iane loops could
adjoining municipalities, especially along Field Club |be completed in the study area.
Road.
Determine the ownership status of High Street and
. . acquire as necessary. Construct a walkway and Overlooks will allow the trail user to view the
S ULAS LT 2011 e viewing platiorm &long High Street and at Meadow  |aesthetic beauty of the Allegheny River Valley.
Park.
Outside Construct Phase 2 of the riverfront trail from Chapel |Alignment would provide a connection from O'Hara's
Riverfront Trail - Phase 2 Township of Construction Harbor and the Waterworks Mall to public river most popular park and riverfront area to public river
O'Hara access at 13th Street in Sharpsburg. access at Sharpsburg,
Qutside . ) . . Completed alignmen! provides a walking trail from
Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood Farms Township of Construction M_u._wamm_ﬂﬁoﬂrw.””_m =L SUHC S0 Squaw Valley Park to Beechwood Farms through a
O'Hara g ’ biodiverse greenway corridor.




LONG RANGE TIME FRAME (BEYOND SEVEN YEARS)

through Eina and Shaler to the Millvale Riverfront
Park.

Alignment Task Type Description Beneiit(s) to O'Hara Trail System
. . . . . A bicycle lane "tour" of O'Hara Township and the
Bicycle Lane Corridors 2006-2007 Expansion Continue to extend bicycle lanes where possible. study area could be created.
As the roadway sysiem changes in the study area, D
Shared Roadway Corridors 2008-2012 Refinement/Designation |coordinate with loca! bike groups, the general public, ST AVBEICIETE am.m_smv‘ biks "tour" through the
. ) study area can be established.
etc. to adjust the corridors as necessary.
. . Alignment would connect the O'Hara riverfront to the
Ll _u_._mmm. SR COU UL riverfront trail system of Pittsburgh. The riverfront
Chapel Harbor riverfront through Blawnox and along |, . : . :
. . s trail system will eventually provide a connection from
Outside River and Freepont Roads in O'Hara to the Hulton . . -
X . . . . . . Pittsburgh to Washinglon, DC along public right-of-
Riverfront Trail - Phase 3 Township of Construction Bridge in Harmar Township. Construct Phase 3 of way. The alignment would also provide recreation
O'Hara the rivertront trail from 13th Street in Sharpsburg Y. g P

along the riverfront as well as facilitaling a
transportation corridor for commuters going
downtown or north to Harmar and Oakmont.
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COMMUNITY CONNECTIONS - WESTERN O'HARA
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g2 | §2 | 85 | 85 | &5 |a58|ag} g & £ £ g z 3 g g 2 z
@ 2 = » b = b = iy = =] [} Q ] =3 [~}
S 1 o6 | gs | ue | ud | 585188 < 2 = @ 8 2 e @ a 3 £
Camp Guyasuta | 2000 | $400 12 | BBSCYL 741CY| o141 | $5.906 |Fonce(1000}| se.000 | 2Signs =
$8,889 | $7.407 Benches 1,000 | $s00 $21,633 $3.245 $4,976 $29,854 $24.300 $3.645 $5,589 $33,534
Kerr Elementary to 400 $100 12 178.CY | 148 CY $1.422 | §1185 |-Eence(B00) | $4,800 1 Sign ~
Kemmwood Road
$1,778 | 1,481 $0 $450 $8,017 $1,203 $1,844 $11,063 $8,550 $1,283 $1,967 $11,799
Silvan Trail (Existing) | 2.200 $0 6 4830V 407CY ] g3911 | s3,259  Fence (300 | $1,800 | 18ign =
$4,889 | $4,074 $0 $450 $9,583 $1,438 §2,204 $13,.225 $11,050 $1,658 $2,542 §15,249
Am_ﬁ_.ﬁm_uhwu, 2200 | sso0 | 1z | IBCY] BISOVY o ppp | ge5ig |FOnCE(700) | 54200 | 1Sign f
$9.778 | $8,148 Bench(1) | sso0 $450 $20,317 $3,048 $4,673 $28,037 $23.250 $3,488 $5,348 $32,085
Silvan Trail (Extension)| 3,400 | $700 12 (ASTICYHIZBOCY o5 059 | $10,074 |-Fonce(850) | $5.100 | 2Signs | o
$15,111 | §12,503 Benches (2) | s1.000 | 5900 $30,367 $4.555 36,984 $41,906 $34,900 $5,235 $8,027 $48,162
Woodland Park 2200 | $500 12 IBOYL BISCY] o eno | se519 [FONCS(10007] $6.000 | 2Signs | _
9,778 | 38,148 ‘Benches (2) | s1,000 | $s00 $23,067 $3,460 $5,305 s31.832 | 26,000 $3,900 $5,980 $35,880
, . v ) - Parking Lot (1)
o:mﬂﬂwmﬂwsmga 5300 | seso0 | 2 [4138CYIsassovl oo oo | oo o | Fonoe (4000 524000 | 4 signs
| $41.333 | $34.444 $1.800 | §15.000 | $107.300 | $16095 | 524,679 $148074 | $118,70 __S165,186
6-Foot Wide Surface $303,991 8-Foot Wide Surface $341,895
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COMMUNITY CONNECTIONS - EASTERN O'HARA

6-Foot Wide Surface 8-Foot Wide Surface
) ?
— ..hl m m M- - .n\.ulm. -
i s o c e F E ] 3 - .
eT | m a - - BE| 2E " ot < % <
8 c c =~ £ o= a = o 7 ™ 7} =
EL 8 o ] o= o= @ | @ g- = <] o 0 o
== o e =7 0 = c22| 8§23 = o T © ] a et &
5% | £3 > @ 23 28 [S82|c32 g g . 5 & L) — g 5 o -
85 | 22 | 85| §5 | 85 |A88|as8 = 5 2 3 @ E 5 g F: E 5
<J | oo lus | 0o | 0 | 585585 2 i sl & 8 S £ 2 g < =
Springhouselane | 100 | siwo0 | 12 | —HCYL STCY] canp | gogg 51200 | 28igns |
$444 | 370 $900 $2,867 $430 $650 $3,956 $3,000 $450 $650 $4,140
mhwoﬁmﬁ<ﬂwﬂm_n 1200 | sa00 | 42 |S3CY| amoy $4.267 | $3.556 $6,000 | 2Signs -
$5.333 | $4.444 $500 | so00 $15,800 $2,370 $3,634 $21,804 $17.400 $2.610 $4,002 $24.012
Montrose HiVRIDG | . | ocv| ocy $1,200 | 2Signs
Connector eog o 105 — 50 i e -
58 o $0 A Y $900 $2,100 $315 $483 $2,808 $2,100 $315 5483 $2,898
Falconhurst Park Trail | 1:800 | s$500 |/ 42 (|-BRCY] T04OY) o0onp | o563 rEonco (1000)] $6.000 |'28kns. -
: | saa44 | s7.037 “Benchif?) | $1.000 | $900 $21,067 $3,160 $4,845 $20,072 523,600 $3,540 $5.428 $32,568
mm_Mohhs_uwﬁ__oo 400 | sa0 | A2 BMOVL TV 5050 | ggeq [EONOSLIB00)| $11.400 | 2Signa |
bt | ssa44 | s7.097 _Benc $1.000 | so00 $26,367 $3,955 $6.064 $36,386 $28,900 $4,335 $6,647 $39,882
Crofton (Downing | cl deeovill soricy Fencai(11009| $6:600 | -2 Signs )
Drive)/RIDC Conneclion| 109 || $250 | 12 SaET | SN Iy ]
A i | s880 | sao7e ‘Benchesi(1) | ss00 | $s00 $15,563 $2.338 $3,584 $21,505 $17.050 $2.558 $3.922 $23,529
Timberiane Greenway | 1900 | $400 [ q2 | 400CYE SICV 3o | gpgq, (FEN0BI800)| $5.400 ssgne |
i A 33333 | $a6es_ | _s21873
TOTAL LENGTH: 7.300 (1.4 Mi.) | T e i W e ]  TOTALS: 6-Foot Wide Surface $135,838 8-Foot Wide Surface $148,902
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RIDC PARK

Crushed Limestone (5 Foot Wide) *Paved Surface (4 Foot Wide)
B @ ~ -
: £ 85| S| @ 5 2 & £
E g be |*c8| 8| & T 3 < 8
23 | E = c2 | 38|, 5E| § @ 3 > G -
g2 S o 5 o= 65| o (7] 4] ] 2y ] o
== -3 ) e Se® | 247D ° E o = o S i o 5
E=S £ B g e > 8 >8g | =820 @ ] o . 3 e ) = s 2
=D s a oo [ s e || 885 o E a B - L= = = =] o = =
ag ] il 0T ot> | 229 a = bt 7] c © a 3 c [}
o 8 & x o x 3 @ | = QUU = . E k=2 £ = a 3 s ] 5 5
=3 | o6 | gc | 0a |dad | pa5| o < B g a 8 g = B g i 2
L Crosswalks/Curty
_ume.ﬂm_mm__”._hwwm or 235500 | 32,300 12 7833 CY | 3481 CY 862,667 | $470,000 Fence ﬂ.:....oo._ $6,000 | 15 Signs Cuts {50
783331834 B16 4} _ .} (10)] $5000 ] $6.750 [ s ma.mmmo L 525343

| s23151 | ssaezes S0 | _s122536 | s7as21s

*Assumed a conservalive eslimale of $45/SY for paving, it may possible to oblain a lower cost based on the project size {down to $20/5Y).



RIVERFRONT TRAIL (PHASE 1)

TOTAL LENGTH:

“Includes existing guide rail removal for Squaw Valley Park Connection.

"Includes new guide rail or other traffic/pedestrian proteclion device,
“**Additional costs have been added to the Squaw Valley Park Connection design for streambank stabilization design considerations.
****Contingency has not been added to the total cost, conservative estimates have been made for the Squaw Run structure and existing tunnel retaining wall costs.

_$175.000

TOTALS:

el e

{528,121

Total Cost
o 5 }
g i :
& £ T B N =
. Pole | @ t | f
8 | §. | = £ g 8 2 g
5= £ 3 ] S < @ g > " 5 & 2 .
T D 5D © £ Q= = E e ] = - s ]
g5 | 82 | g2 | &2 B E 5 £ i 8 S 3
4 1 o6 lag | W3 | ¢ < 5 S 2 - -9 £
Chapel Harbor (does .
not include private N/A $0 12 =30 - = 2Signs3 =
construction costs) : _ . $900 $900 - - $900
: HERE . ks : Private Cost of
Chapel arbor - Prvatel N/A T e ST = =——{ Chapel Harbor
B : ” - B Trails: $375,000 n . . $375,000
Squaw Valley Park i ety S ; | Structure (800")**
Connection (assume 8 | 2,500 | $1.900 | 12 1OV gg75, |Fonce(2500)| $12000 | 4'Signs.
e i) EaD $11,111 Benches(2) | $1.000 | $1.800 | $100000 | $136.561 $27,484 - $164,045
Mews Il Developmenttof | ] St | i R oamm__%__.s_ma
Chapel Harbor (along | 4,400 | $1,000 W0 B25CY] $4.900 ——+— 30 4 Signs |  Line Striping
existing roadway) | - | $6,250 S $0 $1,800 $3,000 $16,950 $2,543 - $19,493
= — e = ——, — Ga
Existing Tunnel from ST i g B e _ Qiene | Retaning wai
Chapel Harborto |- 500 | $2,000 | A2 J-222CY] o e ﬂm:omﬁooa $4,200 | 4'Signs' | meniacement
Waterworks Mall 2 s F e $2 229 A $500 $1.800

Riverfront Trail - Phase 1 Total Cost

$775,031




BICYCLE LANE CORRIDOR

BICYCLE LANE CORRIDOR

B £ 3 o
= - m. r ...ﬁ\ (=
..nlu ) . 1 m o - —
e8| 5o | 5 | 55 £ 3 g
R—— o = .m o @ [ [+1] m o m
5 < £3 8 . -] o ] =] 5 c -3
) s a [ = w8 o E ] Mlu -t ..m- - ]
25 | €2 | g2 | g5 | % E 5 £ 2 2 5 3
<J o6 | ds | do | 3 < & | O a_ [~ S &
. | Line Striping
Field Club Road, Cabin | - _ L - CY - 6Signs | and Paint
Lane, Power Run Road | 2200 L &0 N
-- - $2,700 $8,800 $11,500 $1,725 $2,645 $15,870
A i | Line Striping
RIDC Park 10,200 |  $0 e o= L = [ 8Signs |  and Paint
i : : ﬂm..moo a._m mco mb mmm aNm ._mm




SQUAW VALLEY PARK TO BEECHWOOD FARMS

TOTAL LENGTH: (New)

-t SRR L, it Pl e

TOTALS:

6-Foot Wide Surface

6-Foot Wide Surface
A —_
T £ S 3 9
= o & © < - 8 ...ml. 8
2% o a LB € E o - =
g o s S S s 3 S 8 1y
® c £ wa 3] % g o & & = c )
o = = 2 > @ 2 8 Taoc © P =} o - -
= =g 8 < 8 s S8 E c @ = = = T
25 o 2 g g X35 @32 E 5 £ | 2 g 3
S L oo lws | Wo pB5 = 7 o 7] a 3] =
Squaw Valley Parkto | - |Ls2sCY Fence(300) | $1,800 | 2Signs | .
Salamander Trail 2:500 $200 . 12 57,407 T
$9,259 Benches(2) | $1,000 | $900 $20,567 $3,085 $4,730 $28,382
. bR 5 ; Y - Foot Bridges (3)
mm_m_,ﬁw:”w:mm_. .__.M,m___ to 51300 $2,000 92 1963 CY. $15.704 Fence' (30007 [ $18,000 2'Signs
| 19,630 Benches(2) | $1,000 | $900 $431000 $102,233 $15,335 $23,514 $141,082
Trillium Trailto The | = oy R 57 e it .
Trillium (Residential | 4500 | $2000 | 12 |-SBCO¥] g 4y, |Fenco (10009 $6.000 | 2Signs -
Development) . | $5556 saesia ] so $900 $18,900 $2,835 $4,347 $26,082
4=mmﬂ__..__w_ﬂﬁ _M_O_a u.-ﬂomc. $3.500 1o @.;..hm._ (CY: $11,852 .,”mm....nwﬁ.m._bg.u. $6,000 2 Signs _
: $14,815 __Bench/(1) $500 $900 $37,567 $5,635 $8,640 $51,842
Old Squaw Trail to 4 ”. i o4 " 370 CY ﬂm__._omv?os $2,400 m..m,m:w “ _
Beechwood Farms umnoc. $200 |5 ..w ok il EeaT=n
P . $3,704 _‘Benches (1) | $500 $900 $10,667 $1,600 $2,453 $14,720
Allotment for upgrades | ,...a i _ = CY. Y - S_mﬂ._n.ﬁ__ Trail Upgrades
to Existing Trail e - e - :
S459% | 549,500

S SR T AV e

$330,418




WATER TRAIL

S
-
m
v
_[
o1
>
r

*O'Hara boat docks: Chapel Harbor, Six Mile Island, and River Road.
Assume a dock 50' x 50' and an access ramp of 5' x 200",

O —
B 5 % = S
T Q m W » - <
: : s |SEs g % z
> & = = = v o= = o - o =
£5 | T3 | § (2<% 5 3 5 - 3
T3 3o @ 8 o S E < N 8 o = -
s: | 82| & |z38% B & £ E g 8 5
3] ws | w |FS& < B S B a - i =
Boat Dock Cost - Each*| $3,000 | 12 |330.CY| o ,4y [CanoeRack | $5.000 | 4.Signs |
: $1,300 Other $10,000 | $1,800 $30,200 $4,530 $6,946 $41,676
Parkig Lot ww_mvmcam $2000 [+ 12 SOV o 4o - = [2Signs
$1,867 N $900 $12,233 $1.835 $2,814 $16,882
Total Docks 3
Total Parking 1
TOTALS: WATER TRAIL DOCK COSTS $141,910

Docks outside O'Hara Township will be built under separate projects.




SCENIC OVERLOOKS

6-Foot Wide Surface
ﬂ —
E £ 8 8 =
= — m. [T ] - % = m
8 = -] ' m c .M w % ..u...\
.m m m. g2 im. -~ ..m N 8 m ﬂ .m ] © nw £
3£ | £5 | E3 | S8 [&83 § > iy g g, B N
== E o @ L o SO ® E ] = = = @
55 | 82 | ¢¢ | 85 | A58 £ 5 = 3 2 5 3
—<J | 035 ge | wo |pd < B (5] @ =) o e
Meadow Park 500 | $7.500 | 12 |85V o 4 Fence (20007 | $12,000 | 2Signs | .
FooseEE ] $1,852 Benches (2) | 3$1,000 $900 $24,733 $3,710 $5,689 $34,132
b Ll S i il “ Foot Bridges (2)
HighSteet | 2000 | st0000 [ 12 THLOV] g5q5g |Fence(3000)] $18.000 | 2Signs
£ L s7a07 | | Benches(@) [ s1000 | seop | $30.000

aabe 810985 L S101.062_%

6-Foot Wide Surface

$135,194




SHARED ROADWAY CORRIDORS

Shared Roadway Corridor
=5
5 ¢ g
1 8 o
2 < -
B 8
=2 & = g
r i £ 8 2 g B
= i £ E & 3
= 3 0 o w o =
Saxonburg Boulevard (A:0Mr) 3" 8:Bigns™ -
$16,000 | $3,600 $19,600 $3.920 $23,520
Dorseyville Road (5:TMi.) JnB:3igns -
$20,400 | $3.600 $24,000 $4,800 $28,800
Squaw Run £zl oty
Road/Squaw Run Road (6.8'Mi) |.10.Signs -
East/Old Mil Road | ¢57 50p | 54,500 $31.700 $6,340 $38,040
Powers Run Road (4.0Mi.) | 8 Signs -
$16,000 | $3.600 $19.600 $3.920 $23,520
Guys Run Road (2.8 Mi.) | 8.Signs _
$11,200 | $3.600 _ $14.800 32,960 $17,760
? r’r: = e e b T R
TOTAL LENGTH: (New){(2.7 Mi.) i} TOTALS: | Shared Roadway Corridors | $131,640




SHARED ROADWAY CORRIDORS

Shared Roadway Corridor
=5
T Q o~
o & e
e = o
- e
2k | o 3 :
- g e S8 g =
N 5 = N 5 5
-5 [ o 2 © =
Saxonburg Boulevard (4.0Mi) | 8Signs -
$16,000 | $3.600 $19,600 $3,920 $23,520
Dorseyville Road (6.1 Mi) | 'BSigns | -
$20.400 | $3,600 $24,000 $4.800 $28,800
Squaw Run S ey
Road/Squaw Run Road (6.8'Mi,) |.10.Signs -
EastOld Mill Road | 557 500 | 54,500 $31,700 $6,340 $38,040
Powers Run Road (4.0Mi) | 8 Signs -
$16,000 | $3,600 $19,600 $3,920 $23,520
Guys Run Road (2.8 Mi) | 8 Signs =
511,200 | $3,600 ] $14,800 $2,860 _$17,760
'.':_' :J'-‘ = tr... T p— e
SO 1 i rol (o AT
TOTAL LENGTH: (New){(2.7 Mi.) TOTALS: | Shared Roadway Corridors | $131,640
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