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Abstract
This study aims to develop a detailed understanding of the success factors required in the development
of a multi-municipal regional trail network. It has been prepared with the view of generating a trailplanning framework that integrates community wellness and active transportation considerations, along
with tourism and economic development opportunities. In doing so, this study will add to the growing
body of research into the benefits and impacts of regional trail networks to local communities while
advancing our understanding of the unique challenges to be faced in the planning shared infrastructure
projects across multiple jurisdictions.
Key informant interviews were conducted with representatives from regional trail groups and local trail
associations along with municipal and provincial governments throughout the months of November
2014 to February 2015. The interviews explored the participants’ experience, and knowledge of the
development, management and governance aspects of regional trail initiatives in Ontario. Themes were
created and organized to capture the connections and interrelations of the data collected.
The history of trails development in North America dates back to the first nations. Their trails were
established for early trade and helped lay the framework for future settlement patterns across the
country. Just like the historical long-distance trails of the First Nations, modern regional trail
infrastructure must be established to connect communities with regional points of interest. Some
regional walking trails can be hundreds of kilometres long and in some cases even thousands of
kilometres long. There is a growing interest in regional trails that also serve as long-distance cycling
routes.
The province of Ontario has a long and rich history with the development of long-distance and regional
trail systems. In the early part of 2003, the Ontario government began development of The Ontario
Trails Strategy. It offered a vision of achieving ‘a world-class system of diversified trails which enhance
the health and prosperity of all Ontarians’. Several key themes have been identified in the trails
literature. Generally trails are perceived to provide a broad range of community benefits including
recreation, quality of life, health and wellness, alternative transportation, and economic development.
Trails are also recognized as a source of economic activity, particularly with regard to tourism, and are
seen to have a generally positive impact on adjacent property values. As a ‘Quality of Life’ community
asset, trails are seen to play an important role in attracting new residents as well as the attraction,
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retention and expansion of businesses in a community. The literature appears to indicate that local trails
organized together to make a long distance regional trail may provide a reasonable return on investment
in the form of enhanced tourism to the region. The literature indicates that the ultimate success of a
regional trail is likely to depend upon the ability to connect existing tourist and business attractions
within the area together with a trail that offers a natural scenic urban getaway experience.
Four regional trails in Ontario were selected for in-depth review; the Bruce Trail, the Waterfront Trail,
the Niagara Circle Route, and the Trans Canada Trail. Representatives from each of these organizations
participated in an in-depth interview. The interviews focused on general themes and trends within trails
in Ontario and explored specific background information for each group. Particular attention was paid
to the vision of the organization, as well as their governance and operational details.
The case study area included the single-tier municipality of Guelph, the upper tier municipalities of
Wellington County and Waterloo Region, and several lower tier townships and cities. General
demographic information was reviewed as well as key attributes of each municipality and township. A
comprehensive inventory of existing trail infrastructure was assembled, and particular attention was
paid to existing regional trails within each jurisdiction. Specific guidelines for the development of
regional trail networks within each community also was compiled based upon a review of each
community’s Official Plan, along with supporting documents such as Trails Master plans, Cycling
Master Plans and Active Transportation Studies.
Each community within the case study has made significant investments in local pedestrian trail
infrastructure to promote community wellness, tourism, and economic development. This research
indicates that a regional trail linking the Tri-Cities of Guelph, Cambridge and Kitchener/Waterloo
would provide an opportunity to leverage investments in trail infrastructure and provide additional
opportunities and benefits for that entire region. The development of a Regional Trail Steering
Committee is recommended to coordinate the planning and implementation process. One of the first
priorities would be the development of a clear and well articulated vision to help establish the purpose
and branding of the regional trail and provide insight into the stakeholders, supporters, and grassroots
groups that will be vital in the planning process. While any number of groups or organizations could
spearhead the development of a regional trail steering committee, at this time the Grand River
Conservation Authority seems to be in the best position to champion the cause.
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Introduction
The case study is organized into three sections; a review of existing regional trails within Ontario, an
inventory of the regional trail infrastructure and trail related policies within the Region of Waterloo and
the County of Wellington, and finally an analysis of and recommendations for the development of a
multipurpose trail network linking the cities of Guelph, Cambridge, and Kitchener-Waterloo.
A growing number of communities are beginning to recognize and explore the value of integrating their
local community trail network within the larger context of regional trails (Oitment, personal
communication, 2014), however the nature of municipal government hinders communities from looking
beyond their borders and planning effective multi-municipal trail infrastructure. Regional trail networks
in Ontario are almost always established and managed by third party NGO’s or trail groups (O’Connor,
personal communication, 2015).There are several examples of government initiatives spurring the
development of both regional and national trail systems including the Bruce Trail the Waterfront Trail
and the Trans Canada Trail however provincial and federal governments are hesitant to fund these
initiatives beyond conception, if at all, and most have required strong local and community support in
both cash and volunteers in order to become what they are today (Goodyear, personal communication,
2015; Koehler, personal communication, 2014)
The need to generate and maintain adequate funding for the establishment and management of a
regional trail including initial routing, landowner relations or property acquisition, physical
maintenance, marketing, promotion, insurance and risk management is THE primary issue for existing
regional trail groups (Mungal, personal communication, 2015). The analysis section of this case study
will examine the governance issues and planning decisions that impact the availability of funding (and
by extension opportunities for potential stakeholders) in the successful implementation and
management of a multi-municipal regional trail network.
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Trail Development in North America
History of trails development in North America dates back to the first nations. “For thousands of years,
Native Americans took to the trails in the name of the harvest, the hunt, commerce and celebration.
They may have forged trails at least as far back as some eight or nine millennia ago. As populations
grew and cultures evolved over time, the Native Americans forged thousands of miles of
interconnecting trails across the continent.” (Sharp, 1996) The trails which were established for early
trade helped lay the framework for future settlement patterns across the country. “The buffalo trail
became the Indian trail, and this became the trader's ‘trace;’ the trails widened into roads, and the roads
into turnpikes.” (Turner, 1966, pp. 226-227)
Modern Trails
Just like historical long-distance trails of the First Nations, modern trail infrastructure connects both
communities and regional points of interest. Modern trails are increasingly finding a place within the
context of active transportation, most urban trails and nearly all rural or countryside trails and are
almost exclusively used within the realm of leisure and recreation. (National Recreation Roundtable,
2013)

Modern trails can be generally divided between motorized and non-motorized user groups. Motorized
trails include snowmobile trails and ATV trails while non-motorized trails are generally used for
pedestrian travelling (walking, backpacking, cycling, and cross-country skiing). Horse riding trails
don’t fit neatly within the motorized / non-motorized classification and tend to be a user group and trail
type unto their own. It should be noted that some nature / backcountry trails do not permit other types of
non-motorized uses such as mountain biking and horse riding, while some multiuse trails will permit
pedestrian, cycling, horseback and snowmobile use.
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Long‐Distance Cycling Routes
Some regional trails can be hundreds of kilometres long in some cases even thousands of kilometres
long. There is a growing interest in regional multiuse trails for use as long-distance cycling routes
(Tanner, personal communication, February 15, 2015). Attracting and encouraging cycling as part of
the promotion and development of regional trail has been a major catalyst for growth and success with
several regional trail initiatives in Ontario including the Waterfront Trail as well as the Greater Niagara
Circle Route (Forgeron, personal communication, February 02, 2015).
La Route Verte ‘The Green Route’ is considered one of the most successful regional trail/long-distance cycling
initiatives in North America (Forgeron, personal communication, February 02, 2015). Inspired by other major
projects of its kind in Europe and the United States, Vélo Québec in collaboration with the Government of
Quebec announced a plan to link the province from west to east, from north to south in June 1995.

Figure 1 ‐ La Route Verte, (Ontario Trails Council, 2015)

La Route Verte utilizes both multi-use trails located along public rights of way (abandoned rail lines,
hydro, etc.), as well as paved shoulders on designated roadways and is seen as a major economic
multiplier for the Québec. The Chair of Tourism at Université du Québec à Montréal assessed the
economic impact of the Route Verte at $95.4 million per year. This corresponds to approximately 2,000
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jobs and revenues of $15.1 million for the Government of Québec and $11.9 million for the
Government of Canada. (Archambault, 1997) The consideration of cycling within the development of
multi-use regional trails is seen as an important component for fiscal success as well as community
support and use (Koehler, personal communication, November 12, 2014).
The Rail‐Trail Movement
With the consolidation of the railroad industry and discontinuation of rail services on select lines
towards the end of the 20th century hundreds of kilometres of linear parcels of land, many linking major
cities and populous areas, became available for trail development (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2015).
The development of multiuse trails along abandoned railway corridors became a catalyst for regional
trail development across in North America. For many areas, transforming unused railway corridors into
recreational trails has become a desirable initiative that brings potential economic, social and health
benefits to a community. (Boddie, Gaspard, Juffermans, & Lim, 2012)
Some of the rail-trails in the area of the case study include:


Elora Cataract Trailway



Cambridge to Paris Rail-Trail



Goderich to Guelph Rail Trail



Sections of the Grand Valley Trail



Sections of the Trans Canada Trail



Various urban city trails

Figure 2 ‐ Typical Rail Trail, (Ontario Trails Council, 2015)
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Trans Continental Trails
Some of the longest trails developed cross entire countries and even continents. These may be crosscountry paths, or may follow roadways and often intersect with many other trails in the process. A good
example of this is the Trans Canada Trail, which consists of a series of connected pre-existing rights of
way, roads and links between them.
Other examples include the American Discovery Trail which crosses the continental United States from
east to west. The Iditarod Trail, at over 1,000 miles, spans Alaska and connects the coastal cities of
Seward and Nome. The 220-mile (350 km) Michigan Shore-to-Shore Trail crosses the state from one
Great Lakes shore to another.
Some of the longest coast to coast include:


17,000 km Trans-Canada Trail - Canada



10,944 km American Discovery Trail - United States



5,000 km Continental Divide Trail - United States



3,000 km Te Araroa Trail - New Zealand



1,128 km Countrywide Blue Tour in Hungary - Hungary



1,100 km TransPanama Trail - Panama[12]



1,000 km Shvil Yisrael (Israel National Trail) - Israel



Proposed trail (4,500 km when finished): The Great Himalaya Trail - Nepal Section



Proposed trail (8,500 km when finished): Chilean path - Chile

Ontario Context
The province of Ontario has a long and rich history with the development of long-distance and regional
trail systems. Established in the early 1960’s by members of the Ontario Naturalist Club, the Bruce
Trail is the oldest and longest marked hiking trail in Canada with over 440 km of blazed trails. In 1985
the Province of Ontario enacted the Niagara Escarpment Plan which included language ensuring a
secure route for the Bruce Trail along the entire length of the Niagara escarpment.
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Another example of government interest in regional trails came about in 1988. The Government of
Canada established the Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront. One of the key
recommendations of the commission was the development of the Waterfront Regeneration Trust to
implement a continuous waterfront trail along the Lake Ontario shoreline. In 1995 the Trust opened the
Waterfront Trail, a 350-kilometre trail along the Lake Ontario shoreline connecting hundreds of parks,
historic and cultural sites, and recreation areas. In 1999 The Waterfront Regeneration Trust became an
independent, charitable organization and has expanded its original mandate to develop a continuous trail
across Ontario that links with Québec along the north shore of the St. Lawrence River all the way to
Thunder Bay at the headwaters of Lake Superior and ultimately circumnavigating the Great Lakes
(Koehler, personal communication, November 12, 2014).

In the early part of 2003, the Ontario Ministry of Health Promotion and The Ministry of Tourism
Culture and Sport began development of The Ontario Trails Strategy involving over 1000 participants
in the process (O’Connor, personal communication, January 15, 2015). Cabinet approved the Ontario
Trails Strategy in 2005 and committed $3.5 million over 5 years towards the vision of achieving ‘a
world-class system of diversified trails planned and used in an environmentally responsible manner,
which enhances the health and prosperity of all Ontarians’.

The Ontario Trails Strategy includes both water trails (e.g. canoe routes) as well as overland trails,
recreational and active transportation uses, motorized as well as non-motorized users in an effort to link
communities and attractions with trails that are accessible to all regions cultures ages and abilities
(O’Connor, personal communication, January 15, 2015). Key trail initiatives of the strategy include, a
review of legislation affecting trails, a review of off-road vehicle use, a central website for trails through
the Ontario Trails Council, along with trail mapping through the Ministry of Natural Resources.
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While broad in its vision and ambitious in its scope, many of the interviewees researched for this paper
expressed the concern that the Ontario Trails strategy has yet to achieve a number of key reforms
needed to assist the development and management of trails in Ontario (Oitment, personal
communication, November 04, 2014). Primary among these are the legislative issues identified for
consideration as part of the Ontario Trails Strategy:
•

Ontario Trails Act (Ministry of Health Promotion)

•

Changes to the Public Lands Act (Ministry of Natural Resources)

•

Change the Occupiers’ Liability Act (Ministry of the Attorney General)

•

Enhance the Planning Act (Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing)

•

Amend the Trespass to Property Act (Ministry of the Attorney General)

Stakeholders of various trail organizations across Ontario remarked during interviews that the Ontario
Trails Strategy is generally seen as a strong working document with the potential to significantly assist
the development and management of trails across the province. However it has lacked the political and
financial support required over the last several years to make it effective (O’Connor, personal
communication, January 15, 2015).

Case Study Context
The case study area includes two uppertier municipalities; Wellington County
and

the

Regional

Municipality

of

Waterloo as well as the single-tier
municipality of Guelph. The Regional
Municipality of Waterloo consists of the
cities of Kitchener, Cambridge, and
Waterloo, as well as several townships
including the township of Woolwich and

Figure 3 – Case Study Municipalities Shown in Pink
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the town of Elmira. Wellington County is predominantly rural in nature and includes the town of Elora
and Fergus as well as the townships surrounding the City of Guelph.
This metropolitan area is known as the ‘Tri-Cities’ area and has a total population of almost 600, 000
people. It is the third largest metropolitan area in Ontario, after Toronto and Ottawa, and one of the top
ten largest metropolitan areas in the country. The Township of Woolwich and Centre Wellington is
home to Ontario’s largest community of Mennonites. The Old Order Amish and Old Order Mennonites
shun all technology and live traditionally. Others use modern machinery and electronics and integrate
into mainstream Canadian life.
The Tri-Cities area has a dynamic and varied economy. In recent years, Kitchener’s economy has
diversified to include new high-value economic clusters that compliment the strong knowledge and
service-based economy of Waterloo. In 1988, Toyota Motor Manufacturing Canada opened a plant in
Cambridge, which employs approximately 4,500 people and is the city's largest employer. Several other
industrial companies also have locations in Cambridge. The City of Guelph's Economic Development
Strategy identified life science, agri-food and biotechnology firms, environmental management and
technology companies as growth industries in Guelph to complement the strong manufacturing base.
This area is home to a number of festivals and tourism events including Oktoberfest celebrations in
Kitchener Waterloo, Hillside Festival in Guelph, and the Elmira Maple yrup Festival widely regarded as
the World's largest one-day syrup festival (Elmira Maple Syrup Festival, 2015)
The entire case study area lies within the Grand River Watershed. The Grand River Conservation
Authority manages water and other natural resources on behalf of 39 municipalities and close to one
million residents. The southern Ontario route of the Trans Canada Trail crosses the Grand River
watershed and the Grand Valley Trail runs 275 km from north of Fergus and Elora, to Rock Point
Provincial park on Lake Erie.
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Methodology
Study Design
The main purpose of this study was to analyse regional and multi-municipal trail initiatives across
Ontario and to explore the issues relating to their establishment, management, and governance. This
study hopes to identify the challenges and opportunities of the various approaches to regional trails and
to seek input for recommendations that would aid in the development of a multi municipal regional trail
in the Tri-cities area. Key informant interviews with representatives from NGOs, municipal, and
provincial governments were conducted throughout the months of November 2014 to February 2015.
Participants were selected from non-government organizations and government departments that are
currently involved in regional trail initiatives or have a legislated responsibility regarding trail
management and planning.
A total of 18 people took part in this research. The study design consisted of 4 face-to-face interviews,
12 telephone interviews, and 2 email communications with participants. Each interview took
aproximately one hour. The interviews explored the participants’ experience, knowledge, ideas and
views towards the development, management and governance of regional trail initiatives as well as the
opportunities for future of trails in Ontario.

Interviews
This study utilized semi-structured interviews for data collection with open-ended questions based on
the study’s central focus. The questions were developed prior to data collection in order to obtain
specific information as well as to enable comparison across the cases. The interview process remained
flexible in order to pursue in depth discussions of particular details that emerged for each interviewee
and to explore issues that were more relevant to their specific area of expertise in greater detail (Hill,
Thompson, & Williams, 1997).
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The semi-structured interviews contained open-ended questions and discussions that were permitted to
diverge from the interview guide as relevant and interesting topics arose. Participants were provided a
copy of the interview protocol before the interview took place so they know what they could reflect on
their experiences and be prepared to discuss those experiences as they related to the topic of
investigation (Stake, 2005).
The guide included questions such as the following: ‘What trends related to recreational trails do
you/your organization see as important?’, ‘What do you see as the Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities and Threats for regional trails?’, ‘What are the benefits of the trails you/your organization
are involved with?’ and ‘What issues are impacting the trails you/your organization are involved with?’
Participants were asked all questions in the interview guide in Appendix A.

Coding and Thematic Analysis
Detailed notes were taken and telephone interviews were recorded (with permission). Interview notes
were read and recorded interviews were reviewed with special attention paid to patterns that occurred
within the data set. Themes were created through the grouping of codes, which led to the development
of a ‘thematic map’. Potential themes were organized as a visual representation to capture the
connections and interrelations of themes created (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

Literature Review
A preliminary literature review was conducted during the early stages of the project including policy
documents, legislation, reports, theses and academic journals. As the interviews progressed additional
background information and documentation provided by participants were reviewed and integrated into
the literature review.
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Economic Development Opportunities of Regional Trails
This literature review explores the economic development opportunities and challenges inherent with
the development of a regional trail network within a mixed rural / urban community fabric. A wide
variety of economic and social impacts from trail development are documented in the literature,
including those related to tourism, active transportation, local economic development, community
wellness, quality of life, as well as community branding and image. A number of these impacts are
identified as important drivers in attracting and developing economic opportunities within the creative
economy. (Abdulla, 2013; Meyer, 2010)
This literature review summarises the studies that have examined impact of regional trail development
on local, regional and provincial economies in the forms of production, sales, jobs, income and tax
revenues and tourism. Citations were gathered through a literature review of published research reports
and scholarly writing, and from a review of internet sources. Research contained in this document spans
a wide variety of types of research including studies reported in peer-reviewed journals as well as
literature published without peer-review, through trail organizations and agencies.
Overview
The studies reviewed can be divided into two categories which differentiate between studies of
economic impact and those of economic value as defined by Lindsey & Nguyen (2004) where analysts
typically estimate the economic benefit of trails as a function of the estimated number of user visits.
The first category documents economic impact, the effects of particular projects in terms of economic
activity, jobs, or earnings. The second category documents the economic value which is traditionally
used for return on investment analysis.
The first category is comprised of traditional economic analyses that focus on categories such as
tourism, measuring both direct and indirect benefits in the form of dollars and jobs. Tourism studies
also may include figures on revenue generated by revenue from food, lodging and incidentals purchased
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by visitors. They tend to look primarily at the additional trail users or tourists that come and spend
money as a result of the new or improved trail, and the spin-off effects on business which helps other
services and supports the diversity of restaurants, theatre and other cultural events (Abdulla, 2013).
The second area of inquiry focuses on ways to document economic value for benefit-cost or return on
investment analysis. A variety of methods have been employed to measure the asset in terms of its use
value as a public good or amenity.
A typical economic impact analysis examines the effect of an event, program or development on the
economy in a specified area and may be viewed in terms of: “business output (or sales volume), value
added (or gross regional product), wealth (including property values), personal income (including
wages), or jobs. Any of these measures can be an indicator of improvement in the economic well-being
of area residents” (Weisbrod & Weisbrod, 1997, p. 1)
One of the most common measure of economic activity is the value added impact, which estimates the
increase in the study region’s gross regional product and is a broader measure of the full income effect.
The gross regional product (GRP) is very similar to the nation’s gross domestic product (GDP), and
represents the total size of the local economy. This impact estimates the increase in local employee
wages plus local business profits. While value added is the most appropriate measure of impact on
overall economic activity in a geographic area, the personal wage measure, which represents the
increase in total money paid to local employees in the form of salaries and wages, is often preferred as a
more conservative measure of income benefit (Weisbrod & Weisbrod, 1997).
Two other common measures of economic impact include employment impact, which measures the
increase in the number of total impact on the number of jobs in the region and the property value
impact, measuring the increase in total property values, and is a reflection of generated income and
wealth, both personal and business (Weisbrod & Weisbrod, 1997).
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Property values are also a reflection of generated income and wealth (Weisbrod & Weisbrod, 1997).
Batsula (2011) evaluated the economic benefits the Tweetsie Trail on the local community including the
creation of jobs, tourism, and increased property tax revenues. The analysis explored the potential
increase of property tax revenue generated by land one half-mile around the Tweetsie trail and indicated
an increase of 5.5% in property taxes for properties within one half-mile of the trail (Batsula, 2011).
Economic impact analyses usually employ one of two methods for determining impacts. The first is an
input-output model (I/O model) estimating the share of each industry’s purchases that is supplied by
local firms. Based on this data, multipliers are calculated and used to estimate economic impacts.
Another method used for economic impact analyses are economic simulation models. These are more
complex and account for everything the I/O model does, plus they forecast the impacts caused by future
economic and demographic changes.
General Benefits of Trails
Trails, like other forms of outdoor recreation and tourism, provide many benefits to individuals and
society. (Driver & Brown, 1986) offer the following as personal benefits of outdoor recreation:


Personal development (attitudes, values, skills, etc.)



Social bonding



Therapeutic bonding



Improved physical health



Stimulation and opportunity for curiosity seeking



Nostalgia

(Shafer, 1999; Frew, 2005 and Morris, 2002) indicated that the trails were used for a variety of
purposes, including transportation, recreation, social interaction, and enjoyment of the natural
environment, while (Leclair, 2008; Morris, 2002 and Campbell & Wittgens, 2004) identified several
other benefits associated with trails as outdoor recreation:
•

Aesthetics

•

Scientific opportunities

•

Natural history

•

Habitat protection
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Numerous in depth trail use surveys have been undertaken which provide a clear and consistent
perspective on trail benefits, user preferences as well as planning and implementation issues.
Giles (2002) carried out a study of influences on park visitors’ enjoyment of trails at two well used
natural areas in southwestern Ontario, Canada: Presqu’ile Provincial Park and Belfountain Conservation
Area. Surveys indicated that some of the most importance reasons park visitors engaged in trail use was
to enjoy the natural setting of the area, exercise, to be with friends & family, as well as to relax or find
solitude.
Shafer (1999) carried out extensive user satisfaction and perception surveys with both on-site and mailback survey instruments that were distributed on three shared use trails in Texas. The research focused
on the perceptions of bicycle and pedestrian facility users as a method to gauge impact on community
goals and values and identified the following;
•

Trails were used for a variety of purposes, including transportation, recreation, social interaction,
and enjoyment of the natural environment.

•

Many of the trail users felt that the shared use trails significantly contributed to harmonizing
transportation and community goals.

•

Adequate separation from motor vehicles was noted as a positive attribute that should be
provided whenever possible.

•

Trail surface quality and width was also noted as an important attribute, particularly in cases
where numerous user types (e.g., bicyclists, joggers, walkers) were using the same trail.

Leclair (2008) in-depth evaluation of ‘Healthy Heart’ trails initiatives in northern Ontario documented
key strengths and areas of improvement in order to clarify the relationship between municipal program
activities and expected outcomes, document evidence of the effectiveness of the initiative and increase
the capacity of partners to perform effective program evaluation. The Northern Trails Collaboration
program catchment area included the districts of Nipissing, Parry Sound, Cochrane, Sudbury,
Manitoulin, Timiskaming, Algoma and Kenora/Rainy River.
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The Leclair survey methods included the complete range of trail planning and implementation groups
(Program Coordinators - Trails Groups and Ontario Trails Council - Municipal Leaders) in addition to
Trail Users and presented the following observations (Leclair, 2008 pp. xv);
•

When using trails, respondents noted that they preferred walking (88%), running (30%), and
biking (29%). A number of other reasons for using trails were cited; they included the use of
trails for relaxation purposes (32%), to enjoy nature (33%), for family fun (19%) and as a means
of transportation (9%).

•

The majority of respondents (67%), and a higher proportion of women, stated that trails-events
increased their usage of trails (72% versus 60%)

Community Benefits
The Parks and Recreation Federation of Ontario (1992) summarized the results of over 170 different
studies and reports that document the benefits of parks and recreation. These benefits were organized
into personal, social, environmental, and economic categories. Economic benefits were identified as the
following:


Provides a preventive health service



Contributes to more fit and productive workers



Offers a high yield investment



Motivates business relocation and expansion



Reduces vandalism and criminal activity costs



Acts as a catalyst for tourism



Generates investment in environmental protection in parks and recreation areas

Given the broad based appeal of trail use and the range of social, environmental, physical emotional and
community benefits of trail use identified in the literature it is not surprising that communities see
regional trail development as a way to enhances economic opportunities while improving social
conditions in a sustainable way.
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Community Economic Development
As a comprehensive approach to community change, community economic development actively draws
out community involvement when working with government, and private sectors to build strong
communities, industries, and markets (Shaffer, 2004). The opportunity to participate in trail planning
processes gives stakeholders a sense of ownership, which typically translates into grassroots support for
physical trail development (Gaines & Krakow, 1996). The value of a bringing a diverse set of
stakeholders into multi-jurisdictional trail planning efforts is echoed repeatedly across regional trails
literature (McPadden, 2013).
As outlined in ‘From local to regional: evolution of three multi-use trails in Northeast Iowa’ (Meyer,
2010) organizing economic development programs around trail recreation involves five major steps;


Enlist citizen involvement,



Build a community identity,



Develop a marketing plan,



Choose an approach to economic development,



Organize for implementation.

The opportunity for regional trails to promote economic development addresses the economic
dimension of sustainability and the principle of a place-based economy. “Greenways and trails
potentially produce both direct economic benefit by enhancing recreation and increasing property values
and indirect benefit by stimulating local business.” (Lindsey, 2003 p.165)
For research into estimating the economic value and impacts of the Virginia Creeper Rail Trail where
no economic impact model was used, the authors identified both direct and indirect economic benefits
for communities; “The direct effects represent the initial spending by VCT tourists in the local
economy. For example, when a person comes to the VCT to hike or bike for the weekend, he or she
spends money on petrol and oil, food and lodging. This initial spending stimulates secondary spending
in the economy. For example, when VCT tourists buy food or meals at a local grocery store or
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restaurant, the grocery store or restaurant increases purchases of inputs needed to provide their products
(for example, labour, farm produce, business services). These sectors, in turn, need to increase input
purchases (for example, farmers increase expenditures on labour, fuel and fertilizer) to provide more of
their products. The ‘ripple effect’ or multiplier effect of expenditures made by all business sectors in
order to meet VCT tourist demands for goods and services are the indirect effects of VCT tourist
spending.” (Bowker, 2007 p.247)
The economic impact generated by recreation visitors while traveling to and from their destinations as
well as while participating in their recreation activities is felt by many to be an extremely important
benefit of outdoor recreation in general and trails in particular.
The National Park Service (1995) reviewed previous research related to the economic impacts of
protecting rivers, trails and green-way corridors. Their final report notes many types of economic
impacts attributable to rivers, trails and greenways and summarizes numerous studies and examples to
illustrate and substantiate each. It organizes economic impacts into the following categories:


Real property values



Expenditures by residents



Commercial uses (e.g. concessions, permittees, special events, filming and advertising).



Agency expenditures



Tourism



Corporate relocation and retention



Public cost reduction (hazard mitigation, pollution control, reduction of health care costs, etc.)

(Pollock, 2011; Bowker, 2007; Hass, 2006; and Downward, 2009) identified six general categories of
economic impacts of pedestrian trails:


Commercial benefits of recreational use—direct and indirect benefits resulting from user
expenditures.



Recreational benefits and social impacts—user benefits such as recreation, etc.



Real estate value impacts—impacts on property values.



Environmental impacts—species diversity, mobility, impacts on agriculture, etc.



Fiscal impacts—impacts on local tax revenues.
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Impacts of Long‐Distance Trails
While trails in and of themselves provide a host of community benefits including economic
development, many authors noted a significance to the development of a regional or national trail
network. The levels of these impacts may vary depending on the trails themselves, the users, and the
size and structure of the local economy (Meyer, 2010). Users’ levels of expenditures seem to be
particularly affected by how far they travel to get to the trail, how long they stay, and what types of
lodging they use. “Local trails serve community needs which may accrue fewer benefits compared to
regional trails.” (Meyer, 2010 p.7)
“Research that shows a considerable positive economic impact for local and regional economies as a
result of ‘national’ land designations” (Cline, Weiler, & Aydin, 2011 p. 17). Even changes in the type of
‘national’ land designation can lead to positive economic impacts by increasing visitation and
associated tourism spending in an area (McPadden, 2013; Weiler & Seidl, 2004).
There is some evidence that long-distance trails, in particular, produce significant economic benefits
due to their length and, in many cases, high number of visitors. (Schutt, 1994). The Bruce Trail is a 725kilometer trail along the Niagara Escarpment joining the town of Niagara Falls with the Tobermory
Peninsula. It was opened in 1967 and is Canada’s oldest long-distance trail. A study of the Bruce Trail
examined use and economic impacts. Average expenditures were $60.98 per group per trip ($45.38 in
the local region and $15.60 outside the region). Nearly 30% of the groups, however, had made no
expenditures. The author estimated that Bruce Trail users spent $308,705 during the summer season in
1994. Approximately 75% of this total was estimated to have been spent in the local area. In addition,
respondents reported spending an average of $324.22 on durable goods (e.g., clothing, equipment,
books, fees, and memberships) related to Bruce Trail (Schutt, 1994).
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(Bowker, 2007) reports on a study quantifying the net economic value to users and the economic
impacts on the local community of the Virginia Creeper Trail in south-western Virginia. Individual net
economic value for recreation access to the VCT was estimated at US$23–US$38 per person per trip.
Aggregate net economic value of the VCT to users was estimated at US$2.3 million to US$3.9 million.
The results of this study indicate that trail-related expenditures by non-local users are relatively large.
Simulation Models, like I/O Models, can be directly applied to estimate the full income and job effects
of business location, industry activity and spending shifts (Weisbrod & Weisbrod, 1997). Non-local
expenditures are important from an economic development standpoint because these expenditures
represent ‘new money’ coming in to the economy. This new money stimulates economic growth and
increases overall wealth in the economy.
Based on the results reported in this study, promoting trail-related recreation and tourism appears to be
a viable strategy for increasing economic growth in a local community. (Meyer, 2010; Abdulla, 2013,
McPadden, 2013)
Local trails are valuable in serving community needs whereas regional trails appeal to users from
outside the area. Developing trails as tourist destinations capitalizes on tourism and economic
development opportunities.(Meyer, 2010) Because overnight tourists spend more on lodging, food and
other goods and services, economic growth would be stimulated the greatest by promoting more
multiple-day visits and providing many opportunities for local spending (for instance, local hotels,
restaurants and other attractions. (Bowker, 2007)
Existing trails would be best utilized for economic gain if they were incorporated into larger systems
capable of drawing visitors from outside the area (Meyer, 2010). “The longer the trail, the longer
tourists spend on the trail and the more money they spend for food, lodging, and transportation.
Supporters of the PFRT concluded that it must be paved and have sufficient length” (Meyer, 2010 p.41).
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Tourism
Tourist-market trails generate economic growth through increased spending to existing businesses,
attraction and retention of businesses, and tax revenues (Meyer, 2010).
Perhaps one of the most significant impacts attributed from trails development is the effects of tourism
related economic activity, jobs, or earnings. In the thesis by (Abdulla, 2013) titled ‘Stakeholder
Perspectives on Tourism Development in Waterloo Region’ the author summarises by suggesting, that
tourism raises the profile of the Region beyond Canada and has the potential for economic development
attracting industry to the Region.
Tourism has been described as a tool for social and economic development through responsible use of
resources. Tourism trails accommodate and entertain visitors with minimal footprints on the
environment and ensures inclusiveness of the host community in benefits (Abdulla, 2013).
Canada’s rural tourism and recreation policies have a long history of economic and social change that
have been intensified by the globalization of the world’s economy and tourism is often seen as a ‘quick
fix’ to stimulate underdeveloped economies. Local governments, as well as enterprises and other
organisations have to rethink development strategies to cope with ongoing events such as globalization.
Barriers to partnerships can be interpreted as the absence of success factors (McPadden, 2013).
One of the primary success factors in the development of a long distance national trail is the close
involvement of variety of stakeholders in the initial planning efforts. The value of a bringing a diverse
set of stakeholders into multi-jurisdictional trail planning efforts is echoed repeatedly across regional
trails literature. (McPadden, 2013) The opportunity to participate in trail planning processes gives
stakeholders a sense of ownership, which typically translates into grassroots support for physical trail
development (Gaines & Krakow, 1996). Success in many trail development settings is attributed to the
establishment of a broad and diverse network of local partnerships. (McPadden, 2013)
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Research on tourism and public lands shows the economic value of a prominent national trail provides a
strong platform for recruiting communities to engage in trail development efforts.
The Northern Trails Collaboration’s experience resulted in the identification of essential programming
elements, of critical process-related success factors, and of recommendations to consider in future
initiatives;
1. Secure administrative support to assist with program implementation.
2. Engage local trails groups and provincial trails associations more strategically at key junctures.
3. Combine financial and human resources, as appropriate. 4. Remain task-oriented.
4. Consider the local political environment and time the implementation of the program or key
activities accordingly. (Leclair, 2008)
Many regions rely upon recreational expenditures as an important source of economic activity and
spending associated with outdoor recreation often comprises a significant part of these expenditures. As
a result, many regional economies have strong linkages with outdoor recreation as an important
ingredient in the area’s economic growth and development (Alward, 1986, p. Values-47).
Some researchers see resource-based recreation as under-realised and that long-distance trails have
significant potential as attractions for international tourists. This may be particularly true of national
historic trails. (Mcpadden, 2013; Meyer, 2010; HB Lanarc, 2010; Shank, 2007; Frew, 2005).
Advocates recommend ‘clustering’ lesser known attractions and marketing the elements jointly as a
way to increase use and thus the economic benefits to nearby communities. (Magill, 1992)
Several economic impact studies have examined rail-trails in particular. The most extensive study of the
use and economic impacts of rail-trails was a cooperative effort of the National Park Service and Penn
State University conducted by (Moore, Graefe, Gitelson, and Porter, 1992). The study surveyed both
the users and near-by property owners along three railtrails however; no economic impact model was
used. Mail surveys were received from 1,705 Trail users and 663 property owners, which represented
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response rates of 79% and 66%, respectively. Interviews with 71 realtors and appraisers were also
conducted. Users spent an average of $9.21, $11.02, and $3.97 per person per day as a result of their
visits to the Heritage, St. Marks, and Lafayette/Moraga Trails, respectively. This resulted in a total
annual expenditure of over $1.2 million along each Trail.
In 1989, the USDA Forest Service conducted a comprehensive study of a representative sample of 19
Illinois bicycle trails, some of which were rail-trails (Gobster, 1990). The trails studied ranged in length
from .75 to 55 miles and included many urban and suburban settings. Thirty-four hundred users were
surveyed during their trips on weekends from April through October. Expenditure data was gathered by
asking, ‘How much money will this trip cost you? Include the money it took to get to the trail, money
spent on the trail, and the cost of getting back.’ On average, users spent $7.95 per person per trip. Over
half the users reported having no expenses, and 2% spent over $50.
Gobster (1990) contends that trail development can become a ‘triggering event’ to stimulate the growth
of tourism. In turn, tourism can become a mainstay of a viable community economy. The author
believes that the economic impact provided by trail development is dependent, in part, upon local
support of the project, and local actions to meet user demands.
Tourism Related Recommendations
In order to maximise the economic utility it is recommended that trailhead sites be selected based on
desired user markets and impacts. “Locate trailheads within town boundaries to concentrate economic
impacts. Build off existing markets to extend length of stay and encourage repeat visitation. Cultivate
partnerships among public agencies and private business to maximize return on investment” (Meyer,
2010 p.98)

For successful tourist-market trails, three important characteristics include high quality natural
resources, desirable surface and sufficient length, and community capacity to provide services and
experiences for trail users. “To become a destination trail, communities must be tourist attractions with
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places of interest, food and lodging, and retail shopping Trail impacts on quality of life and sense of
place are important economic development assets. Trails may attract free agents who choose their
business location by the community and not by the market.” (Meyer, 2010 p. 36)
The work of Meyer is particularly insightful with regard to exploring a regional ‘loop trail’ linking
Guelph, Cambridge, KW and Fergus/Elora as his case studies explored the implications, opportunities
and prevailing motivations of linking local trails to form a larger regional attraction. “Motivations
evolved during project development and reflected the interests of various individuals and organizations.
They ultimately determine whether a trail remains local or becomes part of a regional system. When
tourism and economic development becomes a primary motivation, a hard surface multi-use trail
linking communities and resources is developed” (Meyer, 2010 p. 97).
Effects on Property Values
Like other parks and public open space areas, trails may affect nearby property values. A few studies
have examined this particular category of economic impact. Moore (1992) surveyed property owners
regarding the effects of three rail-trails on the values of their properties adjacent to and within one-half
mile of the trail corridors. Their key findings included the following:


The vast majority of adjacent and near-by landowners were trail users and visited the trails
frequently.



Landowners along all three trails reported that their proximity to the trails had not adversely
affected the desirability or values of their properties and the majority of owners felt the
presence of the Trail would make their properties sell more easily and at increased values.



Of those who purchased property along the trails after the trails had been constructed, the
majority reported that the trails either had no effect on the property’s appeal or added to its
appeal.
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The vast majority of real estate professionals interviewed felt the trails had no negative effect on
property sales and no effect on property values adjacent to or near the trails. However, those who felt
the trails increased property values outnumbered those reporting decreased values. This positive effect
was most pronounced on the suburban Lafayette/Moraga Trail and for nearby, as opposed to adjacent,
property (Bowen, 2009).
Local and national studies have shown that the market values of properties near parks, trails, or open
spaces frequently exceed those of comparable properties elsewhere (Anton, 2005; Crompton, 2007).
Increased property values also benefits communities by increasing real estate tax revenue (Dallman,
2010). Studies have shown that trails are regarded by real estate agents as an amenity that helps to
attract buyers and to sell property. Trails and greenways are considered lifestyle enhancements and
usually included in the sales package for a property (Racca & Dhanju, 2006). Single family homes,
townhomes, apartments, and condominiums are regularly advertised as being on or near a trail or
greenway (Morris, 2002).
In 1987, the Seattle Engineering Department conducted a study of the effects of the Burke-Gilman Trail
on nearby property values and crime rates within the city limits of Seattle. The results of the study
showed that property immediately adjacent to the Trail actually had lower rates of burglary and
vandalism than the neighborhood average (Ivy & Moore, 2007). Research conducted for the American
real estate industry, found 77.7% of home buyers rated natural open space as either ‘essential’ or ‘very
important.’ Walking and bicycling paths ranked third. (SRRTPT, 2010)
Attraction of New Businesses and Industry.
More and more communities are beginning to see broad based ‘quality of life’ assets such as trails as a
form of competitive advantage in attracting new residents and businesses to a community (Shafer,
1999; Meyer, 2010; Chon, 2005; Day, 2011) “Trails bring a number of benefits to a community.
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Municipalities are beginning to realize that trails can be used as a tool for the recruitment and retention
of professionals and residents” (Leclair, 2008 p. 39)
According to the Iowa publication, Implementing Trail-Based Economic Development Programs, trails
can be used to address all three types of economic development strategies:
•

Expansion,

•

Retention,

•

Attraction of businesses.

Trails are perceived as one of many components that contribute to a community’s “quality of life, health
status of its residents, and the community’s economic viability” (Leclair, 2008 p.71). Business
development is expected to occur based on the improvement to quality of life in the community and the
increased profile of the community. These motivations and demonstration of public support reflected a
change in perspective toward the trail and its importance to the community. (Meyer, 2010)
Numerous studies of urban revitalization have found that the development of urban parks, greenway,
and trail systems are important factors in attracting new investment. “Hamilton’s waterfront
redevelopment, with the Waterfront Trail as its focal point, has thus far been low-key, emphasising
natural landscapes and out- door recreation. Interestingly, this approach has been reconciled with the
vision of the waterfront as a growth engine by emphasizing the importance of visible manifestations of
Hamilton’s ecological integrity in overcoming negative stereotypes” (Wakefield, 2007 p.305).
One newspaper editorial wrote: ‘...a trail system will improve the image of a city that has struggled with
unfair, unflattering portrayals in the national media. We hate to count the times Hamilton has been
labeled an ugly, blue collar town because of the steel plants along the bayfront ... a trail system, linking
the significant natural resources on the city’s doorstep, can work wonders in overcoming negative
stereotyping’ (Hamilton Spectator, 1999).

25

Urban open space and trail systems boost a city’s competitiveness in regards to corporate relocation
decisions. Corporate CEOs report that quality of life for employees is the “third-most important factor
in locating a business, behind access to domestic markets and availability of skilled labour” (SRRTPT,
2010 p.6-7).
Several economic impact studies that have been conducted for regional and national rails to trails
programs have been carried out after the trails were constructed. “Researchers were able to gather
information relating to user profiles, direct expenditures, and realized indirect economic impact largely
through randomized surveying at varying points along the trail. Surveying trail users allows researchers
to create a demographic profile to more accurately assess the economic impact of travel, food, lodging,
and other trail related expenses from future users” (Batsula, 2011 pp.2)
Economic impact information from trails across the United States:
•

Morgantown, WV: The 45 mile Mon River trail system is credited by the Convention and
Visitors Bureau for revitalizing an entire district of the city, with a reported $200 million in
private investment as a direct result of the trail.

•

Tallahassee, FL: The Florida Department of Environmental Protection Office of Greenways &
Trails estimates an economic benefit of $2.2 million annually from the 16 mile St. Marks Trail.

•

San Antonio, TX: Riverwalk Park, created for $425,000, has surpassed the Alamo as the most
popular attraction for the city’s $3.5 billion tourism industry.

•

Pittsburgh, PA: Mayor Tom Murphy credits trail construction for contributing significantly to a
dramatic downtown revitalization.

•

Allegheny Passage, PA: The direct economic impact of the trail exceeded $14 million a year,
encouraging the development of several new businesses and a rise in property values in the first
trailhead town.

•

Leadville, CO: In the months following the opening of the Mineral Belt Trail, the city reported a
19 percent increase in sales tax revenue. (Batsula, 2011 p. 6)
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Conclusion
Several key themes have emerged from the literature. Generally trails are perceived to provide a broad range
of community benefits including recreation, quality of life, health and wellness, alternative transportation,
and economic development. Trails are recognized as a source of economic activity particularly with regards
to tourism, although several variables impact the relative success of trails as a visitor attraction including;
•

Trail length and surface

•

Proximity to and grouping of existing attractions along trail routes

•

Connection of natural, historic, and cultural resources along trail routes.

•

Linkages to urban areas and quality of the scenic natural environment along the trail

Trails and greenways are seen to have a generally positive impact on adjacent property values and are not
seen to negatively impact crime rate for property owners near the trail. As a ‘Quality of Life’ community
asset, trails are seen to play an important role in attracting new residents as well as the expansion, retention,
and attraction of businesses to a community. Many popular trails are located near population centers, feature
scenic natural resources, and provide linkage to amenities. Trailhead sites should be based on desired user
markets and impacts. Trailheads should be within town boundaries to concentrate economic impacts. Local
trails serve community needs which may accrue fewer benefits compared to regional trails.For successful
tourist-market trails, three important characteristics include high quality natural resources, desirable surface
and sufficient length, and community capacity to provide services and experiences for trail users.
Collaboration and partnerships among public agencies and private business tend maximize return on
investment from trails.
The literature appears to indicate that local trails organised together to make a long distance regional trail
may provide a reasonable Return on Investment in the form of enhanced tourism to the region. The ultimate
success of such a venture is likely to depend upon the ability to connect existing tourist and business
attractions within the area together with a trail that offers a natural scenic urban getaway experience.
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Review of Selected Regional Trails in Ontario
The purpose of key informant interviews was to collect qualitative in-depth information from a wide
range of people who have firsthand knowledge about the regional trails in Ontario. This community of
experts, with their particular knowledge and understanding, provided insight on both the nature of
challenges and successes as well as new opportunities based upon lessons learned from previous
initiatives.
A complete list of key informants interviewed as well as the interview Key Informant Interview
Questions utilized can be found in Appendix A and Appendix B respectfully.
With the exception of the Bruce Trail which is exclusively a pedestrian hiking trail, the Ontario
Waterfront Trail, The Niagara Circle Route and the Trans Canada Trail are all multipurpose,
multiregional trails similar in nature to the case study proposed.

The Bruce Trail
The Bruce Trail served as a model in the
development of regional trails in Canada.
Completed in the Centennial Year 1967, its aim
was to save the Niagara Escarpment and its
unique natural features from the threat of
development by establishing a walking trail
along its length. (Ontario Trails Council, 2015)
according to Beth Gilhespy the current
Executive Director, “The best way to protect the
escarpment was to bring people to it and engage
them in supporting its conservation” (Gilhespy,
Figure 4 ‐ Bruce Trail Map, (Bruce Trail Conservancy, 2015)

personal communication, January 09, 2015).
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The idea for creating the Bruce Trail came about in 1959 out of a meeting between Ray Lowes and
Robert Bateman, of the Federation of Ontario Naturalists (Bruce Trail Conservancy, 2014). By 1963 the
Bruce Trail Association incorporated in Ontario and regional clubs were established along the length of
the Trail. Each club was responsible for obtaining landowner approvals, organizing trail construction,
and maintenance efforts within their region of the trail. (Bruce Trail Conservancy, 2015).

In response to recommendations from a provincially appointed Committee on Conservation, a task force
report led to the provincial government's passage of the Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development
Act in June, 1973 that included the objective of securing a route for the Bruce Trail along the Niagara
escarpment.

The Bruce Trail is one of the few trail initiatives explicitly named within provincial legislation. The
Niagara Escarpment Plan provides authority for the Bruce Trail to establish easements within the
Niagara escarpment but otherwise provides no special legislative or financial support for the trail.
“Even political support for the trail is ‘thin’ there is support for the procurement of land but no special
powers. Access remains one of the biggest problems for the trail” (Gilhespy, personal communication,
January 09, 2015).

Gillespie sees both provincial and municipal governments interest in trails growing particularly with the
promotion of healthy active lifestyles. There are several provincial agencies and tourism groups which
promote the Bruce Trail as an attraction however they do not financially support the trail. Without
secure financial support to acquire land there are more and more restrictions on trail routing. Fifty
percent (450kms) of the Bruce Trail is ‘not secured’ and half of the trail is on road because permission
cannot be obtained (Gilhespy, personal communication, January 09, 2015).
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Unlike most other trail organizations established within Ontario, the Bruce Trail Conservancy (BTC)
secures and holds land to both promote the conservation agenda of the organization as well as to secure
a route for the trail. The BTC is one of Ontario's largest land trusts, preserving over 8,000 acres of land
along the Niagara Escarpment. Operating expenses for the Conservancy last year totalled $2,790,612
with 70% of income sourced from receipted donations (Government of Canada, 2014). A small handful
of paid staff organize more than 1,250 volunteers who donate their time and talents to the Bruce Trail
Conservancy and its nine member Clubs (Bruce Trail Conservancy, 2015).
Despite the legislative mandates to ensure access for the Bruce Trail along the Niagara escarpment,
provincial conservation agencies have been hesitant to permit the Bruce Trail to cross conservation
authority land in some cases. The perception that trails will lead to environmental damage or the
inability to charge user fees to persons entering conservation authority grounds via the Bruce Trail have
been common stumbling blocks to what the BTC sees as what could be a strong symbiotic relationship
(Gilhespy, personal communication, January 09, 2015).
The Bruce Trail Conservancy claims that hundreds of thousands of users access the trail from
conservation authority parks. “There is a clear albeit intangible benefit of having regional trails through
conservation lands” and in many cases provincially held conservation lands are an integral part of the
proposed ‘optimal route’ for the Bruce Trail (Gilhespy, personal communication, January 09, 2015).
The ‘optimal route’ for the Bruce Trail is based upon the priorities of the organization including
conservation as well as ensuring access to the Niagara escarpment. The existing or current routing for
the Bruce Trail is always in a constant state of refinement ultimately moving towards the optimal route
vision. In planning the implementation of the trail on a day-to-day basis, Gilhespy suggests not waiting
for the best route to become available before implementing the trail but to work with what you have and
then to improve the routing with a constant process of refinement.
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The Waterfront Trail
Stretching over 1400km along the Canadian shores of Lake Ontario, Lake Erie, Lake St. Clair and the
Niagara, Detroit and St. Lawrence Rivers, the Waterfront Trail connects 68 communities and over 405
parks and natural areas. The Waterfront Trail is a combination of paths (21%), neighbourhood streets
(21%), and rural roads (58%). ‘Many urban centers have dedicated paths that are central features of
their waterfronts’ (Waterfront Regeneration Trust, 2013)

Figure 5 ‐ Waterfront Trail Map, (Waterfront Regeneration Trust, 2013)

In 1988 public dismay over the development of federal waterfront property on Lake Ontario lead the
Government of Canada to establish the Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront. By
1992 the Ontario government established the Waterfront Regeneration Trust to implement
recommendations of the Royal Commission; one of these recommendations was to create a continuous
waterfront trail along the Lake Ontario shoreline.
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In 1995 a 350-kilometre nearly continuous trail along the Lake Ontario shoreline from Stoney Creek to
Trenton was opened and the Lake Ontario Greenway Strategy was released, as ‘a blueprint for
protecting, restoring, and enhancing the waterfront and bioregion’ (Waterfront Regeneration Trust,
2013). In 1999 The Waterfront Regeneration Trust become an independent, charitable organization
responsible for coordinating the Waterfront Trail through a partnership with community partners,
corporations, foundations and municipalities. Operating expenses for the Waterfront Regeneration Trust
in 2014 totalled $ 514,338 with 62% of income sourced from ‘other’ sources, the majority consisting of
interest income from investments (Government of Canada, 2014).

Marlaine Koehler, Executive Director for the Waterfront Regeneration Trust identifies health and
tourism as the driving forces behind success of this regional Trail initiative. “While environmental
protection still important, tourism in particular provides tremendous potential to attract and leverage the
necessary investment to grow and maintain the trail” (Koehler, personal communication, November 12,
2014).

Health, wellness and active transportation are also significant trends for the Waterfront Trail. While
significant portions of the trail are located in densely populated urban centres along the waterfront, the
use of the trail for commuting purposes is not as significant as the proportion of recreational users on
the trail. “According to a poll taken in 2002 only 22% of trail users in downtown Toronto used the
waterfront Trail to get to work” (Koehler, personal communication, November 12, 2014).

The 2002 survey gathered data that addressed the economic, recreational, and potential tourism benefit
of the Trail (Ritter, Rendle, & Coughlin, 2002).
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Some key findings included:
•

95% of users surveyed support a continuously linked trail,

•

77% of users view the Trail as a potential vacation destination, and

•

99% of users would recommend the Trail to other people.

Koehler sees one of the greatest strengths of the Waterfront Regeneration Trust is the ability to mobilize
the individual partners, including both municipal interests and corporate sponsors, under one umbrella
enabling a large-scale vision to be realised. The ability to coordinate the individual views of the partners
enables the collaboration to engage in decisions and actions that benefit both the specific partner as well
as the big picture (Koehler, personal communication, November 12, 2014). While municipalities own
and maintained their section of trail the larger umbrella organization is able to maintain the public face,
produce regional mapping, and promote the entire project to a much broader audience.

The legacy of a project such as the Waterfront Trail is dependent upon the inclusion of the vision of the
regional trail within municipal planning documents. It is important that not only the ‘idea’ of a regional
trail be included in planning documents such as official plans, land-use studies, and transportation
master plans but that these documents also reference the specific named trail (in this case the Waterfront
Trail) in order to ensure connected continuous access is provided for in all future developments
(Koehler, personal communication, November 12, 2014).

The Waterfront Trail was envisioned and laid out to provide an active recreation corridor “closest to the
waterfront as environmentally feasible” (Koehler, personal communication, November 12, 2014) in
order to achieve the objective of connecting as many people as possible to the Great Lakes. Similar to
the objective of the Bruce Trail, the idea was simply that the more people who enjoyed the waterfront
the more people there would be to help protect the waterfront for generations to come.
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The Niagara Circle Route
The Greater Niagara Circle Route Trails System is over 140 km of mostly off-road, paved trail three
metres wide and passes through urban centres, downtowns, the Niagara Escarpment, waterfronts and
agricultural areas.

The Circle Route isn’t a single closed loop around the region, but trail infrastructure cutting through
seven Niagara municipalities. Niagara Regional Councillor Bruce Timms said the 140-kilometre route,
consisting mostly of dedicated, paved trails, has been a success. “It’s very popular in two areas — local
recreational users and drawing the cyclo-tourism business,” It’s difficult to measure success on a free,
open-access trail system, but Timms said a poll of trail users found “a large portion of the cyclists are
from out of town.” (Dakin, 2012)

The Greater Niagara Circle Route includes a conglomeration of four primary paved trails:

•

The Welland Canals portion from Lake Ontario (St. Catharines) to Lake Erie (Port Colborne)

•

The Friendship Trail which goes along the abandoned C.N. Rail line between Port Colborne
and Fort Erie

•

The Niagara River Recreational Trail in place between Fort Erie and Niagara-on-the-Lake

•

A connection between Niagara-on-the-Lake and St. Catharines through bicycle lanes on
Lakeshore Road.

“Greater Niagara Circle Route Committee as a sub-committee of the Planning and Public Works
Committee, was formed to implement the Master Plan for the Welland Canals Parkway. The latter,
completed in 1996, proposed a Driving and Trails network alongside the present and historic Welland
Canals. Since then the opportunity has been recognized to extend the Welland Canals portion into what
has become known as The Greater Niagara Circle Route that involves a circular drive and trails system
passing through seven of the Region's twelve municipalities” (Niagara Region, 2015).
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One of the unique aspects of the Niagara Circle Route that sets it apart from other regional trails is the
closed loop layout rather than linear and two and layout. The circular route is seen as an important
aspect of the cyclo-tourism draw for the trail (Forgeron, personal communication, February 02, 2015).

‘Ranked #7 of 18 Activities in Port Colborne’ (Trip Advisor, 2015)
“For the better part of a decade, the Niagara Peninsula has been held out as one of the premier
cycling destinations in Ontario. And for good reason - it has just about everything a touring
cyclist could want. ... when people are speaking of cycling in this area, they are usually referring
to what is known as the Greater Niagara Circle Route” (Go Biking , 2009)
“Niagara is becoming known for cycling almost as much for wine... Attracting thousands of
cyclists from early spring into late fall, the entire region is a popular place to cycle... the Circle
Route offers the perfect opportunity for multi-day cycle-touring trips.” (Ontario by Bike, 2015)
“The Greater Niagara Circle Route is a well-planned system of over 140 km of paved, off-road
trails and roadways. It winds along the Niagara River bordered by fruit orchards and vineyards,
runs past the majestic Niagara Falls, follows the sandy shores of Lake Erie, and opportunity to
enjoy the beautiful historic towns such as Niagara-on-the-Lake.” (Cycle and Stay Niagara, 2015)
“One of the best ways to explore Niagara is by experiencing the seemingly endless kilometers of
our bicycle trails. With far-reaching trails like the Greater Niagara Circle Route” (Tourism
Niagara, 2015)

Funding for the Niagara Circle Route has been provided by the Regional Municipality of Niagara with
matching funds being provided by the local municipality for its section of the route. The Region has
committed approximately $4,500,000, with the local municipalities agreeing to match that. The Federal
Government committed $500,000 through the Millennium Fund as well, and the Federal and Provincial
Government each contributed $600,000 through the Canada-Ontario Infrastructure Program. A Private
Sector Campaign has contributed about $200,000. (Niagara Region, 2015).
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Figure 6 ‐ Niagara Circle Route Map, (Niagara Region, 2015).
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The Trans Canada Trail
As one of the world's longest networks of multi-use recreational trails the Trans Canada Trail will
stretch nearly 24,000 kilometres from the Atlantic to the Pacific to the Arctic oceans, through every
province and territory, linking Canadians in nearly 1,000 communities. Michael Goodyear, Trail
Development Manager for the Trans Canada Trail has seen significant growth in the popularity of trails
over the last few years. Goodyear reports that municipalities are increasingly interested in participating
in the Trans Canada Trail initiative, seeing the trail as “service to the community providing the benefits
of exercise and recreation” (Goodyear, personal communication, January 15, 2015).

Goodyear suggests that the general population has begun to shed the old connotation that trails are ‘just
about hiking in nature’ and now see trails as a way of connecting people with destinations and features
both locally and regionally. Goodyear also notes that the demographics of trail usage have begun to
change with more and more elderly taking to trails for recreation and exercise. “People are beginning to
see trails as a way of exploring their community” (Goodyear, personal communication, January 15,
2015).

The Trans Canada Trail was initiated in 1992 as a project to celebrate Canada’s 125th year. The vision
was a national legacy trail linking three oceans the Pacific, with the Atlantic, and the Arctic oceans.
There are two organizations involved in the development of the trail; the ‘Trans Canada Trail’ is a
charitable organization formed to facilitate the building of a national recreational trail for Canadians and
the ‘Trans Canada Trail Foundation’ which is a public foundation devoted to raising funds for the
support of the Trans Canada Trail. Both the TCT and the TCTF have separate boards and governance
structures.
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Figure 7 ‐ Trans Canada Trail Map, (Trans Canada Trail, 2015).

Operating expenses for the Trans Canada Trail Foundation in 2014 totalled $ 4,429,945 with 72% of
income sourced from federal government funding (Government of Canada, 2015), while operating
expenses for the Trans Canada Trail itself totalled $ 3,691,179 with 96% of its income sourced from
other charities, primarily the TCTF (Government of Canada, 2015).
Although the Trans Canada Trail is an organization with top down governance, the success of the Trans
Canada Trail is attributed to strong local support or “boots on the ground” (Goodyear, personal
communication, January 15, 2015) with each province having its own organizing structure and local
initiatives. The trail is built upon the support of the core users and this grassroots support is seen by
Goodyear as one of the key strengths of the Trans Canada Trail, however “the more people involved the
more resources available, but the more people involved, the more competing priorities there are
between multiple stakeholders” (Goodyear, personal communication, January 15, 2015).
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While the top priority of the Trans Canada Trail is to complete the linear connection that was the
original vision for the trail by 2017, the primary objective of the Trans Canada Trail is to facilitate
connections between communities and between places. It is this inclusive national vision that has
attracted the support of corporations, municipalities and individual donors (Goodyear, personal
communication, January 15, 2015).
Following completion of the linear portion of the trail in 2017 the Trans Canada Trail will continue to
seek opportunities to connect Canadians with other communities and places of interest.

Characteristics of the Case Study Area
The case study area includes the single-tier municipality of Guelph, the upper tier municipalities of
Wellington County and Waterloo Region, and several lower tier townships and cities. Each of these
communities has policies and documents which provide direction for the development of trails and
active transportation in the area. The following section provides a brief outline of the key policies and
community details.

Wellington County
Wellington County is an upper tier municipality made up of two towns and five lower tier townships.
Two of the townships completely surround the City of Guelph; the Township of Puslinch to the south of
Guelph, and the Township of Guelph/Eramosa located to the north of Guelph. The Township of Centre
Wellington is located further north and includes the towns of Elora and Fergus.
Wellington County is home to 43 trails in rural, urban and natural areas, the majority of which are less
than 5 km long (Wellington County, 2015). The county produces a hiking guide titled ‘Wellington
Walks’ which provides mapping and a brief description of each trail.
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There are two long-distance trails located within the county, the Elora Cataract Trailway and the
Kissing Bridge Trail. The 47km long Elora Cataract Trailway connects the towns of Elora east to the
Forks of the Credit is owned by the Grand River and Credit Valley Conservation Authorities and is
managed by them in cooperation with the Elora Cataract Trailway Association. The entire length of the
Elora Cataract Trailway is also part of the Trans Canada Trail in Ontario.

The Kissing Bridge Trail travels for 45 km through rural communities of southern Ontario along the
right-of-way of a former railway. The County helps operate the Kissing Bridge Trailway sections in
Guelph/Eramosa and Mapleton.

Wellington County and Waterloo Region have come together to support and leverage the opportunities
associated with the Goderich to Guelph Rail Trail which includes the Kissing Bridge Trail and runs
through both municipalities on the way to Lake Huron. Together these municipalities have established
the Kissing Bridge Trail Advisory Board KBTAB to help provide an overall vision for the trail
(Wilhelm, personal communication, February 26, 2015).

The Region of Waterloo and the County of Wellington lease a portion of the trailway, both within their
municipality as well as outside of their jurisdiction and the liability insurance required by the Province
of Ontario is paid by these two municipalities. Trail development and maintenance are carried out
through license agreements with various stewardship groups (trail clubs) under the direction of the
Kissing Bridge Trail Advisory Board. The board is made up from representatives from the stewardship
groups, the various municipalities involved, and representatives of various community groups as well as
other stakeholders (Gosselin, personal communication, February 26, 2015). The Goderich to Guelph
Rail Trail Inc. is a privately held not-for-profit established in 2014 that has helped raise funds for
various infrastructure improvements along the trail.
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The 14km Cottontail Road Trail, a new Trans Canada Trail route in Centre Wellington will close the
gap between Elora and the Kissing Bridge Trailway in Waterloo Region to the west. This trail is jointly
funded by the County of Wellington, Trans Canada Trail and Pan Am Legacy Fund. The trail will
consist of road shoulders, off road trails and signed roadways.
The Official Plan of Wellington County emphasizes the provision and development of pedestrian and
cycling facilities and initiatives and recognizes the importance of trails, for healthy active communities
(Wellington County, 2015).
4.11 PUBLIC SPACES, PARKS AND OPEN SPACE
Planning and design play an important role in community health by providing opportunities for
active lifestyles and recreation activities.
Wellington is fortunate to have a number of: publicly‐accessible rail trails and agreement forest
trails... Equally important is the involvement of community groups who provide support and
stewardship for a number of these facilities.
The County will promote healthy, active communities by:
b) providing for a full range and equitable distribution of publicly‐accessible built and natural
settings for recreation, including facilities, parklands, open space areas, (and) trails;
12.2 PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES
Pedestrian facilities will be encouraged both as a means of travel and for recreation. The following
policies will be supported in Wellington.
d) pedestrian trails, particularly those which re‐use abandoned railway right of ways will be
encouraged.
12.3 CYCLING
Cycling facilities will be encouraged both as a means of travel and for recreation. The following
policies will be encouraged in Wellington:
d) support the development of recreational trails that allow for cycling.
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Developed

in

2012,

Wellington

County’s active transportation master
plan envisions a network of trails,
paved shoulders, bike lanes, and paths
across the county and linking into
trails in surrounding municipalities.
The plan proposes adding 750 km of
new trails and routes to the 250 km
already in existence, at a total cost of
as much as $23.76 million, spread

Figure 8 ‐ Wellington County Active Transportation Master Plan,
(MMM Group, 2012)

over 20 years. The plan creates north-south and east-west ‘spines’ developed on the existing road
system, and includes and a network of local trails.
A key objective for the development of the Active Transportation Plan included connecting the network
of routes throughout the County with neighbouring municipalities. “County and local municipal
boundaries are not always apparent or important to pedestrians and cyclists. A municipal or county
boundary can sometimes become the ‘end of the road’, simply because a proper active transportation
connection has not been made to the neighbouring County or municipality. In an effort to make
seamless connections to surrounding municipalities, all municipal master plans for Wellington County’s
neighbours were examined” (MMM Group, 2012, p. EX 8)
Township of Guelph/Eramosa
Guelph/Eramosa is a township located in Wellington County. It partly encircles the city of Guelph,
surrounding it in a continuous arc from approximately northeast to south southwest of the city and
includes the town of Rockwood. There are approximately 81 kilometres of trails available within the
Township of Guelph/Eramosa, the majority of which are owned / leased by conservation authorities,
upper‐tier municipalities, and/or private organizations. (Township of Guelph/Eramosa, 2013). Sections
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of both the Kissing Bridge Trail and Trans Canada Trail cross through the Township of
Guelph/Eramosa.
The May 2013 Parks and Recreation Master plan specifically identifies increased interest in trails and
hiking outpacing available resources in the Township. “With respect to outdoor recreation facilities,
passive parks, and trails and pathways, respondents reported higher levels of importance than
satisfaction, suggesting that the Township’s facilities are not meeting expectations” (Township of
Guelph/Eramosa, 2013, p. 22).
In a survey conducted as part of the assessment of parks and recreation opportunities and facilities, 57%
of respondents indicated support for additional spending on unpaved nature trails, while 38% indicated
support for additional paved multiuse trails in the Township.
Key recommendations for outdoor recreation facilities included;
“that the Township continue to work with neighbouring municipalities and conservation areas to
provide efficient access to existing trails and potentially pursue expansion and/or connections to
these trails to improve connectivity”; (Township of Guelph/Eramosa, 2013, p.65).
“High priority should be assigned to trail and active transportation promotion and development,
particularly those projects identified in the County of Wellington Active Transportation Master Plan
(Township of Guelph/Eramosa, 2013, p. 92).
Township of Puslinch
The Township of Puslinch is located in Wellington County surrounding the south end of Guelph. There
are just over a dozen recreational trails, however the Township currently has no trail budget identified
for future Trail development (MMM Group, 2012).
In 2008 The Township published the Township of Puslinch Design Guidelines and specific reference is
made to creating a pedestrian friendly environment where possible. The Wellington County Active
Transportation Plan has identified numerous on road linkages through Puslinch Township. Sections of
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the Speed River Trail, developed by the Guelph Hiking Trail Club in 1973, provide links between
Guelph and Cambridge following the Speed River.
Township of Centre Wellington
The Township of Centre Wellington is located north of Guelph/Eramosa Township and includes the
towns of Elora and Fergus. The vision for trails in the Township is: “Build upon the success of the
Elora-Cataract Trailway, and connect neighbourhoods, schools, work places, recreation facilities in
Centre Wellington while linking the municipality to communities within the county and surrounding
municipalities” (Township of Centre Wellington, 2014, p. 1_7).
The 2009 Parks, Recreation and Culture Master Plan is a key document for the promotion of trails and
active transportation in the Township of Centre Wellington. Following up on one of the
recommendations of the plan the Township developed its trails Master plan in 2014. One of the guiding
principles of the master plan was that a County-wide network “should link existing and planned
facilities at the local municipal level and should be seamlessly connected to neighbouring
municipalities” (Township of Centre Wellington, 2014, p. 3_4).
The inventory section of the trails Master plan identified a number of future opportunities to include in
the final recommendations of the plan. The sections included:


The southern leg of the Elora Cataract Trailway which heads west from the Elora urban area
towards Guelph-Eramosa Township along Cottontail Road,



Second Line and the HydroOne corridor, running south towards Guelph

Regional Municipality of Waterloo
The Regional Municipality of Waterloo is a regional municipality consists of the cities of Kitchener,
Cambridge, and Waterloo, and the townships of Wellesley, Woolwich, Wilmot, and North Dumfries.
The Region's population was 507,096 at the 2011 census.
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Waterloo Region has several regional trails including three which span more than one municipality; the
Kissing Bridge Trailway, the Walter Bean Trail, and the Grand River Trail.
Established in 1998, the Kissing Bridge trail runs from Guelph to Milbank as part of the Trans Canada
Trail. The trail features many uses including hiking, running, cycling, snowshoeing and snowmobiling
(in designated areas). Local attractions include rural landscapes, the West Montrose Kissing Bridge,
historic river bridge ruins and more (Region of Waterloo, 2015).
The Iron Horse Trail provides a scenic and historic route linking the cities of Waterloo and Kitchener
along a former railway corridor. Part of the Trans Canada Trail, the Iron Horse Trail is 5½ kilometres
connecting Waterloo Park to Victoria Park and uptown Waterloo to downtown Kitchener (City of
Waterloo, 2015).
The Walter Bean Grand River Trail runs 78 km in the proximity of the Grand River and extends the
existing Cambridge-to-Hamilton trail system as one continuous pathway through Kitchener, Waterloo,
and Woolwich to north of West Montrose.
The Regional Official Plan contains language to encourage, develop, and promote, active transportation,
including cycling, and trails development in the region. Particularly noteworthy in the Regional Official
Plan our policies aimed at encouraging the development of partnerships with property owners and
community organizations for the purposes of creating and maintaining appropriate regional trails on
rural lands and language aimed to protect abandoned rail corridors to in order to provide opportunities
for active transportation (Region of Waterloo, 2010).
The Regional Official Plan also contains significant greenway network policies;
The Region supports the development of a greenway network for human use, which provides
walking, cycling and tourism opportunities. This strategy should include:


Identification of linkages required to achieve an interconnected trail network;
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The Region will encourage Federal and Provincial Ministries, Area, Municipalities, the Grand River
Conservation Authority, other government agencies, the private sector, and the community to
implement the greenway network through the provision of sidewalks, pedestrian trails and bicycle
facilities on existing and proposed roads, utility corridors, parks and open spaces.

The Region initiated its Active Transportation Master Plan entitled ‘Walk Cycle Waterloo Region’ in
2014 which included nine action plans related to the walking and cycling network, active transportation
projects, a winter network, an infill plan on how to build the missing pieces, a signage strategy,
behavioural programs, performance monitoring and pilot projects. Region staff aim to bring the ATMP
Implementation Plan to Council for consideration in early 2015.
City of Kitchener
Kitchener is the seat of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo. The city had a population of 219,153 in
the 2011 Census. The city website provides an ‘OnPoint’ interactive mapping program to locate more
than 125 kilometres of community trails.
“Since the 1970’s with the City of Kitchener’s ‘Linked Open Spaces’ report, the City of Kitchener has
embraced the importance of developing and providing off-road pedestrian and cycling routes and
facilities throughout the city. This original master plan created a vision for the concept of linked open
spaces in the Official Plan. The vision served as the basis for the development of approximately 125
kilometres of Community Trails in existence today including the Water Bean Trail and the Iron Horse
Trail.” (City of Kitchener, 2014, p. 1)
The 2012 City of Kitchener Multi-use Pathways and Trails Master Plan proposes a continuous and
linked walking and cycling routes throughout Kitchener, building upon, expanding, improving and
connecting the existing community trails. The master plan recommends spending $728,520 a year. After
five years that spending should be increased to $1.4 million a year to complete a city-wide system of
connected and continuous trails.
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The City of Kitchener Bikeway Study was the first cycling master plan undertaken by the City of
Kitchener and was approved in 1998. The specific objectives were:

•

To develop and implement a program which facilitates and encourages greater and safer use of
the bicycle as a mode of transportation

•

To develop a local City network of on‐street and off‐street bike lanes, routes and paths both for
immediate and long‐term implementation, linking the adopted Regional System to a local
system, to present and future community trails, and to neighbouring communities

•

To provide local street and intersection designs to accommodate bikeways

•

To design bikeway facilities at transit terminals, nodes and City facilities to encourage bicycle
transit trips and to also encourage major new and existing development to provide bicycle
facilities for bike commuters

Completed in 2010 the City of Kitchener Cycling Master Plan builds upon Kitchener Bikeway Study
and the Region of Waterloo Cycling Master Plan completed in 2004. The mandate of the cycling master
plan is to create a more bicycle-friendly environment for cyclists for those who are already using the
City’s streets and trails.
One of the general implementation guidelines of the master plan included the strategy to develop
connections to the more extensive sections of multi-use trail that either exist or will soon be
implemented, and that also serve as good transportation connections by virtue of their location, their
length or the continuity they add to the transportation network (City of Kitchener, 2010).
City of Waterloo
Is the smallest of the three cities in the Regional Municipality of Waterloo, and is adjacent to the city of
Kitchener. With more than 150 kilometres of off-road multi-use trails and 60 kilometres of on-road
cycling lanes. City of Waterloo is working to enhance the trail system through their active
transportation program, which includes new trails, rehabilitation of existing ones, bike rack installations
and replacements, and pedestrian refuge island installations (City of Waterloo, 2015).
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The Transportation and Trails Advisory Committee, throughout the development of the City’s
Transportation Master Plan acknowledged that Waterloo has several excellent high profile and
identifiable trails;


The Iron Horse Trail



The Laurel Trail



The Trans Canada Trail



The Forwell Trail



The Walter Bean/Grand River Trail

The city of Waterloo Official Plan makes numerous references to the importance of trails and active
transportation (City of Waterloo, 2014):
2.3 BASIS OF THE PLAN
(11) The City will plan for trails and open space networks and supporting facilities that are
interconnected and serve transportation, recreation and leisure, and environmental functions.
4.1 OBJECTIVES
(5) Plan for a comprehensive and connected trail system that is an integral part of the
transportation system as well as a recreational and leisure opportunity.
4.6 RECREATION AND LEISURE
(1) Consistent with the policies included in the Networks Chapter of this Plan as they relate to the
trails and open space network, the City will plan for and support the development of a connected
trails and open space network for recreation/leisure, transportation and environmental
management purposes, where deemed appropriate.
5.1.2 Trails and Open Space Network
(1) Plan for a trail and open space network that:
(a) is well‐designed and comprehensive, providing linkages between neighbourhoods, parks
and open spaces, major activity areas throughout the City and to adjacent municipalities;
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5.1.4 Rail Network
(2) Support the protection and possible acquisition of rail corridors for alternative uses including
trails
5.3.1 Supporting Documents and Implementation
(1) To support the implementation of the policies of this Plan, Council will approve, and update as
appropriate, the following additional documents:
(a) Transportation Master Plan;
(b) Recreation and Leisure Services Master;
(c) Environmental Strategic Plan;
(d) Community Trails and Bikeways Master Plan; and,
(e) Pedestrian Charter.
5.3.2 Defining a Comprehensive, Connected and Multi‐Functional Network
(1) The trails and open space network will be planned as a comprehensive and interconnected system
that supports transportation, environmental, social, cultural and recreational functions.
(2) The trails and open space network will be comprehensive, well‐connected within the City and to
adjacent municipalities, and generally include the following categories of components:
(a) Trails: Trails are linear corridors that provide connectivity for nonmotorized movement
within and between parks, open space areas and other destinations throughout the community.
Trails may provide for either on‐road or off‐road linkages.
(4) As a key component of the transportation system, this network will accommodate active
transportation, where ‘human‐powered’ travel modes such as pedestrian and bicycle travelers can
move safely and conveniently between origins and destinations such as work, home, school and
commercial areas.
5.3.3 Trails
(1) This Plan illustrates major high‐level trail connections throughout the City on Schedule ‘F’ – Active
Transportation. The detailed trail network is described comprehensively in implementation
documents including the Community Trails and Bikeways Master Plan and Transportation Master
Plan, and it is the intent of this Plan that lands for trails within the City of Waterloo will be acquired
and developed in accordance with the provisions of those Master Plans.
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6.1.3 Pedestrian and Bicycle Travel
Council supports and encourages pedestrian and bicycle travel as preferred forms of travel. These
travel modes will be supported through the planning, design and maintenance of the parks, trails and
open space network, the road network as well as site, building and streetscape design.
The Recreation and Leisure Services Master Plan indicates that trends in leisure and recreation
opportunities support increased investments in trails while the Transportation Master Plan recognizes
the development of a multi-modal system of walking, cycling, and transit will provide the transportation
balance this city needs.
City of Cambridge
Cambridge is located at the confluence of the Grand and Speed rivers in the Regional Municipality of
Waterloo. It is an amalgamation of the City of Galt, the towns of Preston and Hespeler, and the hamlet
of Blair. Cambridge has over 50km of natural and urban trails throughout the city, 18km of these trails
travel along the historic Speed and Grand Rivers.
The City of Cambridge Official Plan references trails as a way to connect both physically and culturally
with the watercourses that define the city (City of Cambridge, 2012).
The City of Cambridge Official Plan
5.5 Public Realm
3. Increased connection to the Grand River and its tributaries may be required through
enhancements to the trail system including access stairs and ramps, additional connections and
pedestrian bridges, where appropriate. This could be accomplished through either public or private
development proposals.
7.1 The Open Space System
2. The City will establish a comprehensive public open space system to create healthy active
communities, pedestrian/cycling infrastructure, and a full range of publicly‐accessible built and
natural settings for recreation, including facilities, parklands, open space areas, bikeways and
trails.
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4.The City will encourage the continuation of existing, and the creation of new, publicly accessible
open space along the banks of the Grand and Speed Rivers and their tributaries by establishing
new public open spaces and enhanced trail connections, particularly in the Community Core Areas,
through the development process.
5. The Trails Master Plan and Bikeway Network Plan serve as the standard for the future planning
and development of an integrated trail system throughout Cambridge.

The City of Cambridge Bikeway Network Study report identified 94 km of cycling routes on City roads
and 72 km on Regional Roads, along within policies and strategies for implementation, design,
education and maintenance.
Since the approval of the 1999 bikeway network, there have been dramatic increases in the level of
interest in cycling however, increasing traffic congestion and poor driver behaviour is discouraging
people from making trips by bicycle and widening roads to provide bikeways in existing
neighbourhoods has been challenging (City of Cambridge, 2008).
One of the key cycling network guiding principles is a connected series of bikeways within the City and
connects to bikeways in adjacent municipalities. The citywide system forms a skeleton of the network
and consists of regularly spaced roots within 5 to 10 minute ride from any point in the city. The
objective is to provide connection to direct destinations such as employment areas, destinations, and
significant multi-use trails in the area. A portion of the City’s multi-use pathway network has been
identified as critical to the Bikeway Network Plan and specifically identifies the following multiuse
trails within the city of Cambridge:
•

The multi-use trail along sections of CanAmera Parkway;

•

Trails in City parks, such as Riverside, Churchill and North Hill Park; and

•

Trails in lands managed by the Grand River Conservation Authority, such as the Mill Run

•

Trail along the Grand River between Hespeler and Preston.

51

The city of Cambridge citywide multiuse trail study and trail maintenance manual update was initiated
in April 2010. One of the goals of the trails Master plan was a trail system to provide continuous routes
to connect neighbourhoods to points of interest within the city and beyond. Some of the
recommendations included:
•

The trail system should be based on a continuous route along the river greenways that forms
the spine of the network and connects the three community centres to other key points

•

The city of Cambridge should promote and encourage more trail related events such as the
Tour de Grand

•

The city should discuss opportunities for trail connections in conservation areas with the
Grand River Conservation Authority (City of Cambridge, 2010)

Township of Woolwich
The Township of Woolwich is a rural township immediately to the north and east of the City of
Waterloo. It is bounded by the cities of Kitchener, Waterloo, and Cambridge and includes the towns of
Elmira, St. Jacobs, Breslau, and Conestogo. Woolwich Township boasts eleven trails totalling more than
80 kilometres including approximately 34 km of the grand Valley foot trail, a significant section of the
Kissing Bridge Trailway, and the portion of the Trans Canada Trail.
One of the strategic directions identified in the Woolwich Township Strategic Plan is to “Explore
opportunities to promote the Township's extensive trails network, historic features, unique communities,
and local arts and culture” (Woolwich Township, 2015, p. 10). While the official plan identifies both the
general importance of trails as well as the specific importance of the Goderich to Guelph Trail.
7.16.9 Environment and Parkland
b) It is an objective of this Plan to encourage the development of a linear parks system providing
for pedestrian/bicycle pathways and trails linking parks and other open spaces
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10.1 GENERAL POLICIES
10.1.5 The Township will encourage the development of a system of linked green space, open
space and trails throughout the Township relying on existing parklands, watercourses, utilities
corridors, conservation areas, schools and the co‐operation of private landowners.
10.1.6 The Township will support the maintenance and continued viability of the Guelph to
Goderich trail along the former CPR right‐of‐way, to ensure continued access and enjoyment by
Township residents.
10.1.8 The Township will encourage and work with the Grand River Conservation Authority, the
Region, other agencies and the public to make lands available for recreational purposes such as
cross‐country skiing, cycling and hiking trails.
The Township webpage promotes a significant number of organized cycling trips throughout the
Township many taking advantage of the tourism potential of the Mennonite communities that call the
Township home.

City of Guelph
The city of Guelph is centrally located within Wellington County but is a politically independent single
tier municipality. As of the 2011 census the population Guelph was 121,668. The city has a well
developed trail system including the Royal Recreational Trail but lacks multi-use trail connection to
adjacent municipalities.
There are two regional trails located within the city of Guelph. The Trans Canada Trail terminates in
downtown Guelph and is planned to connect with the Kissing Bridge Trailway, however it currently
lacks connection in the north end of the city effectively cutting it off from the Kissing Bridge and
Goderich to Guelph Trailway.
The Guelph Radial Line Trail provides a link between Guelph and the Bruce Trail at Limehouse
following the general route of the abandoned Guelph Radial Line. The Speed River Trail links Guelph
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with Cambridge following the course of the Speed River southwest to Cambridge. Both trails are
managed to by the Guelph Hiking Trail Club and consist primarily of single-use footpaths, forest paths
and roads.
The City of Guelph Official Plan is a statement of goals, objectives and policies for growth and
development for the next 20 years. The plan recognizes the importance of trails and a number of
sections:
2.4.14 Natural Heritage System
2.4.14.3 The city will work with the Grand River Conservation Authority, nongovernmental
organizations, and other interested parties to encourage and develop a system of publicly
accessible parkland, open space and trails.
3.10 Urban/Rural Boundary
3.10.4 Consultation between the City and the County of Wellington will be encouraged to prepare a
coordinated planning approach in dealing with issues which cross municipal boundaries including:
b) Transportation, trails, infrastructure and other public service facilities;
7.12 Open Space Objectives
g) To develop a walking and cycling trail system within the open space system that is accessible to
the public utilizing paths, trails, streets and other public open spaces.
Linked Open Space Concept
4. The City will consider the preparation of a trail study to explore trail routes based on the ‘Linked
Open Space Concept’. As a component of this study, processes to negotiate public access across
private land holdings within the ‘Concept’ will be examined.
e) Developing a trail system suitable for both bicycles and pedestrians, and connecting this system
into the City's bicycle network and regional trail network;
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The goal of the Guelph Trail Master Plan (GTMP) is to develop a cohesive city wide trail system that
will connect people and places through a network that is off-road wherever possible and supported by
on-road links where necessary. One of the guiding principles of the (GTMP) is that the plan should be
expandable and “allow for future opportunities within the City as well as provide links to surrounding
municipalities, regional, provincial, and national trails” (City of Guelph, 2005, p. 25). The plan
recognizes that there has been “significant interest and action toward developing regional trail links
among major population centres in the Guelph and Waterloo Region” specifically... “creating a trail
connection between Guelph and Cambridge” (City of Guelph, 2005, p. 37)
Bicycle-Friendly Guelph Initiative is working to triple the number of daily bike trips in Guelph by
2018. On February 25, 2013 Council officially approved the Cycling Master Plan intended to guide the
development of a cycling network throughout Guelph. Guelph’s cycling network is comprised
approximately 58 kilometres of city-owned off-road trails, 52 km of third-party-owned trails, and 50
kilometers of roadway with bike lanes on both sides.
Surveys of a cross section of the population have indicated trails have become a critical priority and
significantly contribute to quality of life in the community. “This is possibly due to smaller property
sizes but also aging population is low cost inclusive way to have a family fun” (Sabzali, personal
communication, January 26, 2015).

Grand River Conservation Authority
The entire case study area lies within the boundaries of the Grand River Conservation Authority
(GRCA). Created in 1932, the GRCA is the oldest water management agency in Canada. It is a
corporate body through which municipalities, landowners and other organizations work cooperatively to
manage the Grand River watershed and natural resources within it.
The Conservation Authorities Act was created by the Ontario Provincial Legislature in 1946 to ensure
the conservation, restoration and responsible management of water, land and natural habitat through
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programs that balance human, environmental and economic needs. The act authorizes the formation of
conservation authorities and sets out the following powers (Province of Ontario, 1990):
Powers of authorities
21. (1) For the purposes of accomplishing its objects, an authority has power,
(c) to acquire by purchase, lease or otherwise and to expropriate any land that it may require, and,
subject to subsection (2), to sell, lease or otherwise dispose of land so acquired;
(g) to enter into agreements with owners of private lands to facilitate the due carrying out of any
project;
(m) to use lands owned or controlled by the authority for park or other recreational purposes, and
to erect, or permit to be erected, buildings, booths and facilities for such purposes and to make
charges for admission thereto and the use thereof;
(n) to collaborate and enter into agreements with ministries and agencies of government,
municipal councils and local boards and other organizations;

The Grand River Conservation Authority has a mission which includes, ‘being an environmentally
responsible provider of outdoor recreation opportunities’ while the GRCA's Strategic Plan provides for
several trails related objectives including:
Objective 3: Connect people with the environment through outdoor experiences
Objective 5: Deliver value and innovation to our watershed stakeholders.
Priorities
•

Support municipalities to develop stronger links between their communities, the river
system and GRCA conservation areas, and encourage municipalities to improve river‐
related links (such as trails) between communities (GRCA, 2012).

The Grand River Conservation Authority currently owns and operates four multi-use trails that are built
on abandoned railway corridors.
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•

Elora Cataract Trailway - Starting at Elora, it links Fergus, Belwood and Cataract at the Forks
of Credit Provincial Park.

•

Hamilton to Brantford Rail Trail - Linking Hamilton and Brantford.

•

SC Johnson Trail - Linking Brantford and Paris.

•

Cambridge to Paris Rail Trail - Linking Paris and Cambridge.

The ‘Rail-Trail’ projects were made possible by donations from corporations and individual sponsors,
through the Grand River Conservation Foundation. Partnerships with other conservation authorities,
municipalities, local trail clubs and volunteer groups have been important to the successful development
and maintenance of these inter-urban trails (Bennett, 2015).

Founded in 1965, the Grand River Conservation Foundation (GRCF) channels donations from
individuals, foundations, groups and businesses to Grand River Conservation Authority projects in
order to achieve the vision of ‘Empowering the GRCA to achieve conservation results through
recreation, education and restoration.’ Operating expenses for the Grand River Conservation
Foundation in 2013 totalled $573,117 while the foundation generated $1,166,345 with 59% of income
sourced from receipted donations. (Government of Canada, 2014).

Discussion
During the key informant interviews and research into the municipal policies, specific themes and
patterns began to emerge. After decades of successful trail implementation in Ontario the state of many
trail organizations is fairly consistent. I had the opportunity to meet a good cross-section of trail clubs
and organizers at the Ontario Trails AGM hosted in Guelph Ontario in 2014 where many of the issues
facing trail organizations were discussed. The following sections provide more discussion on the
similarities, trends, challenges and opportunities facing trail organizations in Ontario.
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Regional Trails in Ontario
Trail groups interviewed for this paper consistently identified trends, challenges, and opportunities with
regards to the development of regional trails in Ontario. Nearly all trail groups reported a challenge with
sourcing appropriate funding to maintain trail development, trail maintenance, and operations of the
organization. Interestingly, it is the scarcity of funding that has resulted in a number of creative
collaborations with both user groups and stakeholders.
Many groups surveyed utilize a membership base for core funding. Perhaps one of the best examples of
this would be the Bruce Trail Association with over 8,500 members generating approximately $500,000
annually towards the operating budget (Gilhespy, personal communication, January 09, 2015).
Members receive several benefits including:


a tax receipt for the full value of the membership



an extensive program of organized hikes



the Bruce Trail Magazine quarterly magazine containing photography and articles



club newsletter and email updates



invitation to special events



discounted access to some conservation areas



discounts on Bruce Trail products



discounts from retail partners

Grassroots support for the organization is vital beyond simply providing a stable core of funding for the
organization, the impact of the social component of the trail club should not be underestimated (Bowles,
2014). Members provide a valuable pool of resources both financial and volunteer to ensure the ongoing
viability of the trail. Throughout the research the pragmatic aspect of grassroots support began to take
on increased importance in many areas of trail planning, operations, marketing and general success.
Patrick O’Connor with the Ontario Trails Council suggests that “everything starts at the community
level” and all decisions about the trail on a go forward basis must be consistent with that core support
group (O’Connor, personal communication, January 15, 2015).
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Operational barriers were also a common theme for most trail organizations regardless of trail size,
location, or type of trail (footpath or multiuse). One of the most consistent themes was the increasing
difficulty with regards to securing permission from landowners for access. Bill Mungal with the Guelph
Hiking Trail Club articulated it concisely, “the nature of rural private property ownership has changed”
where trail deals were once a “handshake with a farmer” rural property owners are becoming more and
more concerned with property rights, liability exposure, formal agreements and easements (Mungal,
personal communication, January 05, 2015). Many of those interviewed suggested that Ontario
legislation falls behind some of the more progressive provinces such as Québec and Nova Scotia which
have legislation releasing property owners from liability, with regards to trails on the property, as well
as incentives for easements to help make acquisition for land dedicated for trails much easier and secure
in the long run.

Both trail operators and municipal planners remarked that one of the most significant trends in trails has
been the significant increase in use and importance of trails for the general public. Trails are no longer
seen as just for backcountry hiking but a broad range of uses and social groupings. The interest in
healthy active lifestyles combined with the changing demographics and aging population are changing
both the number and makeup of trail users across the province. With the increasing number of users
there are changes to the way people are using trails and the demands that they are placing on them.

Users are seeking added functionality for their trail systems. They are looking to connect to destinations
and surrounding communities with the ability for both walking and cycling (Goodyear, personal
communication, January 15, 2015). Trails are proving to be an economic driver and are becoming a
significant component for local tourism in some areas. Several trails have been able to successfully
capitalize on cycle tourism in part because they connect areas of tourist value but also because the trail
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itself has become a destination. This trend has also begun to make a positive impact on land values for
residential communities adjacent to trails (Soucy, personal communication, November 04, 2014).

There are several opportunities which are unique to regional trails. In many ways the success of a
regional trail is in part due to the attractiveness of its scale, something that differentiates it from smaller
local trails. Perhaps one of the best examples of this would be the Trans Canada Trail with the
ambitious goal of crossing an entire continent. The interest in the TCT is imparting the interest in such
an ambitious vision; supporters and even trail users want to be attached to the ‘grand vision’ of a trail
that crosses the country (Goodyear, personal communication, January 15, 2015). To a certain degree
other regional trails have benefited from their scale but also to what they connect. In many cases this is
defined as the communities that are connected (Mungal, personal communication, January 05, 2015)
but in other situations the destinations may be of a tourist nature or an environmental destination
(Gilhespy, personal communication, January 09, 2015).

Linear trails have the allure of users completing an end-to-end trek however several trail managers
indicated that side loop trails are an important component in the success of their trails. One of the best
examples of a successful loop trail would be the Niagara Circle Route which is been able to achieve a
regional draw for cycle tourism.

There are differences between the various regional trails across the province of Ontario, however one of
the consistent themes with each successful regional trail initiative relates to the founding vision for each
group. Each regional trail has a specific purpose that guides every aspect of the organization, from the
development of an optimal route, to the branding of the trail, and the strategic partnerships to help make
it successful. Identifying the core rationale for establishing the trail is vital to the success and operation
of the organization. Some examples include;
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From the beginning, the Bruce Trail Association mandate was to protect and provide access to
environmentally important sections of the Niagara Peninsula. This vision continues to guide the
BTA in all of its activities.



The original vision of the Waterfront Trail was to connect communities to Lake Ontario. This
vision has grown to include access to all of the Great Lakes however the primary rationale for
the trail remains consistent to this day.



The purpose of the Trans Canada Trail has always been to connect communities across our
country together with a continuous link. This vision drives the organization forward and
continues to attract supporters and champions to the cause.



The Niagara Circle Route leverages the tourism potential of cyclists and hikers who wish to
experience the Niagara Peninsula by linking tourism destinations along a continuous trail loop.

Whether the purpose for developing a regional trail is environmental, to establish tourism opportunities,
or leverage nationalistic pride, understanding the purpose is key to garnering grassroots support,
political support, and financial support necessary for both implementation and long-term maintenance
of the trail. Understanding the local assets of a regional trail, be they cultural, economic or physical,
will help suggest the most appropriate partnerships for success (Mungal, personal communication,
January 05, 2015). People will want to be involved in your trail project if they can grasp and support
vision it represents (Goodyear, personal communication, January 15, 2015).

Municipal Policies and Infrastructure
While some municipalities are ahead of the curve in developing and implementing trails initiatives in
their communities, each municipality within the case study area have specifically identified trail
development within their Official Plans and supporting documents. The subsequent section explores the
limitations of municipal planning as well as some of the themes that developed during the research.
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Municipalities by definition are responsible for the planning, implementation and management of assets
within a specific geographic boundary. Each municipality within the case study area recognizes and
promotes the importance of trail infrastructure within their jurisdiction and in many cases these
communities have recognized the importance of linkages beyond their borders, however the very nature
of political government generally results in a myopic perspective and a functional inability to plan
outside of the municipality in question.
While many municipalities find it difficult to plan, implement and promote trails that reach outside of
their jurisdiction, there is a strong appetite to achieve the benefits associated with the development of
regional trails and extra-municipal active transportation corridors. A number of municipalities have
made attempts to integrate connections with other municipalities (Wilhelm, personal communication,
February 26, 2015) however in most cases there is simply insufficient resources for a wholesome and
meaningful conversation (Sabzali, personal communication, January 26, 2015).
The municipalities within the case study almost unanimously had language embedded within their
official plan indicating the objective of trails connecting in a meaningful way with their neighbours.
This is an important detail as the official plan is not only seen as a guiding document but a legislative
tool for future decision-making and planning outcomes (Gilhespy, personal communication, January
09, 2015). Many of the municipalities have secondary documents or master plans such as active
transportation plans, bicycle master plans, trail master plans and open space plans which further
articulate both the importance of trails and the importance of connecting outside the municipality.
One of the more interesting examples of the importance that municipalities place on regional trails is the
municipal involvement in the Kissing Bridge Trailway. In this example the municipalities have not only
taken over ownership and management of the abandoned rail corridors within their region but are also
jointly collaborating on the management and promotion of the trail outside their municipal influence. In
this example the Region of Waterloo and the County of Wellington hold long-term lease agreements to
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maintain the Trailway through Perth and Huron County in order to capitalize on the full potential of a
long distance regional trail crossing through their own municipalities (Gosselin, personal
communication, February 26, 2015). These municipalities have established an advisory board to help
govern the trailway. The advisory board consists of stakeholders including; leaseholders,
representatives from the farming community and the business community as well as the various
stewardship groups responsible for on-the-ground management of the trail. This model of governance is
fairly consistent most regional trails within Ontario.
As the research progressed it became clear the most successful regional trails used a governance
structure that was able to include and represent stakeholders (both public and private) while maintaining
a big picture perspective. There are several intergovernmental organizations within the case study area.
Two of these with potential interest in trails include the Grand River Conservation Authority and the
Regional Tourism Office for the area known as RTO4.
The Ministry of Tourism Culture and Sport provides $40 million annually to the 13 regional tourism
offices to encourage partnerships, strategic coordination and leveraging of regional resources. In 2013
RTO4 received $1.5 million from the Ontario government to promote tourism in the area (Ministry of
Tourism Culture and Sport, 2015). The RTO’s core business objective is to drive the sale of overnightstays to consumers in markets 2hrs-plus from the region, encourage stronger partnerships and a
coordinated approach to product development, regional planning and marketing (RTO4, 2015). With the
proven tourism potential, destination marketing organizations affiliated with RTO4 have indicated an
interest in what they referred to as “Tourism Product” such as the Goderich to Guelph Trail (Schneider,
personal communication, November 28, 2014). Tourism organizations in the area have the potential to
provide both funding and support for the organization of a regional trail, although it is unlikely they will
take on a leadership role in the development of the project as it could be seen as a conflict of interest
with other tourism product in the region.
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The Grand River Conservation Authority has an existing relationship with both the municipalities
across the case study area as well as the provision of services such as the development and management
of recreation areas. Even though the GRC owns a number of rail trails within the watershed, trails are
outside the core focus of the organization and there is no funding strategy for the trails that are currently
owned. Currently trails are somewhat ‘orphaned’ within the organization (Bennett, 2015).
One of the key challenges facing the GRCA with regards to taking on an enhanced management and
development role for trails is that currently all recreation activities are self-funded through pay-per-use
fees, whereas trails are free to use. This has created a challenge for the Conservation Authority as it sees
hiking as the number one preferred activity in their conservation areas and people are looking for longer
experiences with routes to others destinations (Bennett, 2015).
There are several opportunities for the GRCA to take on larger role in the provision of recreation trails
within the watershed that are consistent with the core mission of the organization;


facilitate connections between communities along the Grand River,



expand the recreation season and enhance recreational opportunities,



connect people to the watershed in a meaningful way,



combine trails with river access points.

Conclusions
In 2013, Premier Kathleen Wynne announced that Ontario will invest more than $3.5 million to
complete 250 km’s of gaps in Ontario’s Trans Canada Trail creating a continuous pedestrian link of
more than 2000 kilometers connecting communities from Ottawa to Windsor and Fort Erie to
Huntsville (Province of Ontario, 2013). As part of this initiative, 19.5 km of trail in Guelph with Elora
will be completed, a significant component of the trail system linking the communities of the Tri-Cities
area.
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Municipalities in Guelph, Waterloo Region and
Wellington County, as well as their lower tier
communities, have each made significant investments
in local pedestrian trail infrastructure promote
community

wellness,

tourism,

and

economic

development. While the major urban centres within
this case study area are located in relatively close
proximity to each other and some trail linkages exist
between them, the municipal trail networks have
been developed in relative isolation. The provincial

Figure 9 – River Loop Trail

support for the Trans Canada Trail initiative connecting Guelph with Elora creates an opportunity to
establish a regional loop trail linking Guelph, Cambridge, and Kitchener Waterloo (the Tri-Cities area).
A regional trail linking the Tri-Cities would provide an opportunity to leverage investments in trail
infrastructure and provide additional opportunities and benefits for the entire region; however, the
execution of such a vision would entail a potentially complex multi-municipal planning process
including funding strategies, trail management agreements, and coordination of private stakeholders,
trail associations and user groups. Such an endeavor would likely only be successful with the
development of a Regional Trail Steering Committee that could bridge the political gaps between the
participating municipalities, as well as coordinate and represent the interests of a diverse range of
stakeholder groups.
The Ontario Trails Council is a charity that promotes the development, preservation, management and
use of recreational trails in Ontario. Patrick O’Connor, Executive Director of the OTC has helped many
organizations establish regional trail steering committees but insists that, “it all starts at the community
level” (O’Connor, personal communication, January 15, 2015). In addition to the various hiking clubs
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and trail groups within the case study area there are also existing trail advisory committees in both
Cambridge and Waterloo. O’Connor suggests bringing stakeholders together will help bring problems
and opportunities to the point of discovery allowing for additional resources to come to the table.
While any number of groups or organizations could spearhead the development of a regional trail
steering committee, the Grand River Conservation Authority seems to be in one of the best positions to
champion the cause. With existing relationships between all of the primary stakeholders, existing
relationships with RTO4, fundraising capability through the Grand River Foundation, and as an owner
of several rail trails in the area, the GRCA has the experience and resources necessary and a mandate to
improve river-related links (such as trails) between communities.
Arguably one of the most significant contributors to success of a regional trail is the identification of a
clear and well articulated vision for the trail; the purpose for it being developed, including the values
and key grassroots groups related to this vision. While there are numerous reasons for a trail such as this
to be developed there are a number of characteristics of the case study area which are unique and would
likely form part of the rationale behind a vision for the trail.


This regional trail would connect nearly 600,000 residents across four urban centres. One
potential vision for the trail would be to link the cultural and heritage resources inherent in
these communities leveraging local tourism that is generally urban in nature.



The trail would cross large rural farming areas including Mennonite farmsteads and settlement
areas. The trail could leverage the unique cultural heritage opportunities of rural Ontario.



The trail would closely follow the route of the Grand River and its tributaries providing access
to water routes and natural amenities.



The trail would provide a closed loop, a feature relatively uncommon in regional trails,
providing opportunities for long-distance events.
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A clear and well articulated vision will not only help establish the purpose and branding of the regional
trail but provide insight into the stakeholders, supporters, and grassroots groups that will be vital to
include in the planning process.
Most of the hard infrastructure required to develop a regional network trail connecting Guelph
Cambridge and KW is already in place with existing management plans and funding to support the
network through each city. Linkages through Wellington County and the Region of Waterloo strongly
reinforce the active transportation master plans these municipalities have developed and are consistent
with the vision set out in their official plans. There are a number of initiatives underway to facilitate
connections between Guelph, Centre Wellington and Waterloo leveraging provincial funding dedicated
to trail development. One of the weak links remaining between Guelph and Cambridge is currently
serviced only through seasonal foot paths and may have private property issues to contend with.
Nevertheless, the opportunity is viable with the appropriate leadership vision and grassroots support that
would be required to make it happen.

Next Steps
It is recommended that a Regional Trail Steering Committee be established to facilitate the development
and delivery of this regional loop trail. The committee should, as a minimum, include staff from each
municipality, the GRCA, RTO4, as well as representatives from each of the active trail clubs in the
area. The Regional Trail Steering Committee may also seek input and participation of the Ontario Trails
Council for advice and potential participation in the development of the committee, subsequent terms of
reference and resulting action plan.
A terms of reference including a detailed ‘vision’ for the trail should be developed to guide all future
decision-making. This vision should articulate the ‘big picture’ for the trail. Whether it be linking the
cultural and historic features of the urban centres, leveraging the unique rural tourism of the adjacent
countryside, providing access to the Grand River and its tributaries, or whatever is ultimately decided
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upon by the committee; the vision should be focused enough to inspire yet broad enough to be inclusive
of the diverse range of stakeholders that could successfully drive the project forward. This vision will
suggest the most appropriate local assets and potential partnerships to be developed during the initial
consultation process and help inform the preferred route for the trail.
A background report and action plan should be prepared by the steering committee for review and
approval by the municipalities involved in the process. Each participating municipality should seek “in
principle” support for the project from their respective councils. This early support will greatly assist in
the development of a feasibility study and work plan that can be implemented and provide an
opportunity for each municipality to champion the trail within their communities.
With community and municipal support the Regional Trail Steering Committee can move forward in
the development of an action plan, governance structure and implementation strategy for the
development of a multi-municipal regional trail linking the Tri-Cities area.
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Existing and Proposed Area Trails
(Locations Approximate)

Figure 10 ‐ Existing and Proposed Area Trails
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Appendix A – Key Informant Interview Questions
1.

What trends related to recreational trails do you/your organization see as important?

2.

Are you aware of an effective regional trail strategy or plan within Ontario or in another
jurisdiction? If so, what key factors that makes this plan or strategy successful?

3.

What land use plans, local plans or trail strategies exist that guide trails with which you/your
organization is involved? Please describe the key ones

4.

What do you see as the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats for regional trails

5.

Describe what issues impact the trails you/your organization are involved with.

6.

Describe the benefits of the trails you/your organization are involved with.

7.

What would you say are the top criteria for prioritizing trails for you/your organization.

8.

What legislation or policies affects trails with which you/your organization is involved?

9.

What legislation and policy are missing or create a barrier that impacts trails with which you/your
organization is involved?

10. Several regional trails have been established, planned, coordinated and managed by independent
non-profit organisations or trusts. What are your thoughts on this strategy?
11. Do you have any other ideas or information that would contribute to the development of a regional
trail system linking the cities of Guelph, Cambridge, KW and Fergus.
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Appendix B – Research Participants
REGIONAL TRAIL INITIATIVES
Waterfront Trail

Marlaine Koehler

Executive Director

Greater Niagara Circle Route

Mary Lou Tanner

Chief Policy Planner

Greater Niagara Circle Route

Ken Forgeron

Senior Planner, Niagara Region

Trans Canada Trail

Michael Goodyear

Trail Development Manager

Bruce Trail Conservancy

Beth Gilhespy

Executive Director

Elora Cataract Trailway Association

Raymond Soucy

Chair

Guelph Trails Club

Dave Culham

President

Guelph Trails Club

Bill Mungal

Past President

Ganaraska Hiking Trail Association

Bob Bowles

President

Carol Oitment

Policy Advisor

Hike Ontario

Tom Friesen

President

Ontario Trails Council

Patrick O’Connor

Executive Director

Guelph

Karren Sapzali

Manager Parks and Open Space

Waterloo Region

Chris Gosselin

Manager Environmental Planning

Wellington County

Sarah Wilhelm

Senior Planner

Grand River Conservation Authority

Dave Bennet

Director of Operations

Grand Valley Trail Association

Charles Whitlock

President

Minto Schneider

General Manager

TRAIL CLUBS

GOVERNMENT
Ministry Tourism, Culture and Sport
RESOURCE GROUPS

MUNICIPAL TRAIL RESOURCES

GRAND RIVER GROUPS

TOURISM AND MARKETING
Waterloo Regional Tourism Marketing Corp.
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