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Western Common
Recommended Trail Construction Costs
July 20, 2009

Trail construction costs will be determined by topography and drainage conditions
along the selected route. The following recommended costs are based on average
unit rates from recent experience with trail construction and provided for budget and
planning purposes only.

Shared-Use Trail (Motorized Vehicles, max. design speed 50 km/h)

•  avg. width 12 feet
• trail surface compacted Type 1 gravel
• route selected to avoid gradients steeper than 15%
• allowance made for design / construction to “off-road vehicle” standards

including
• engineering of plan and profile, cut and fill, stabilization of side slopes,

subsurface      drainage
• no allowance for water / wetland crossings
• recommended unit rate: $130.00 / lineal foot

Shared-Use Trail (No Motorized Vehicles, max. design speed 20 km/h)

• avg. width 10 feet
• trail surface crusher dust on compacted Type 1 gravel base
• route selected to avoid gradients steeper than 10%
• no allowance for water / wetland crossings
• recommended unit rate: $40.00 / lineal foot

Barrier-Free Trail

• avg. width 6 feet
• trail surface crusher dust on compacted Type 1 gravel base
• route selected to avoid gradients steeper than 5% (i.e. no ramps, curbs or

rails required)
• no allowance for water / wetland crossings
• recommended unit rate: $25.00 / lineal foot

Back-Country Hiking Trail

• avg. width 24 inches
• trail constructed with natural / site materials
• minimal site disturbance
• allowance included  for access to remote locations
• recommended unit rate: $10.00 / lineal foot

Bridges

• wood deck, steel span with abutments
• recommended unit rate: $170.00 / square foot

Wetland Crossings

• boardwalk on piles
• recommended unit rate: $100.00 / square foot
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Appendix G: Tables 4.1 and 4.2 from the Point Pleasant Park
Plan, October 2008.

Excerpt of Chapter 4 from the Point Pleasant Park Comprehensive Plan. Ekistics
Planning & Design/NIP paysage, October 2008.
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be designed and implemented. 

While the CSA’s framework was 

developed mainly for timber- 

producing forests, it also 

applicable in the management 

of  “protection forests,” of  which 

Point Pleasant Park is one. 

Thus, the framework for 

sustainable forest management 

that guides the future development 

of  the Park’s woodland includes 

criteria, elements, values, goals, 

indicators, targets and actions. 

The first step was to organize 

a series of  forest values into 

the CCFM and CSA framework 

(Table 4.1). The second step 

Following the United Nations 

Conference on Environment 

and Development in 1992, the 

Canadian Council of  Forest 

Ministers (CCFM) embarked on 

a process to define sustainable 

forests in a Canadian context. The 

CCFM’s framework is led by six 

criteria that define the broadest 

spectrum of  possible forest 

values (Table 4.1). The CCFM also 

developed elements to define 

the criteria; they were modified 

by the Canadian Standards 

Association (CSA) to be applied 

at the local level. In addition, 

the CSA developed a framework 

for translating local values into 

objectives, indicators and targets 

so that forest managers could 

be clearly guided in determining 

what management actions could 

Objectives, 
Indicators, Targets 

It seems clear that HRM 

citizens and other Park 

stakeholders would like a 

naturalized forest to be the 

dominant ecosystem of 

Point Pleasant Park. The 

management plan takes the 

view that the widest range of 

people’s values—consistent 

with the concept of  an urban 

park—should be satisfied. 

Those values must include 

ecological, social and economic 

components, the three pillars 

of  sustainable development. 

Ì¿¾´» ìòïò Ý®·¬»®·¿ô »´»³»²¬­ ¿²¼ ª¿´«»­ º±® ­«­¬¿·²¿¾´» º±®»­¬ ³¿²¿¹»³»²¬ 
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was to identify appropriate goals, 

indicators and targets for the 

identified values (Table 4.2). The 

final step was to identify the kinds 

of  actions Park managers would 

need to take to satisfy the targets 

and thus move Point Pleasant Park 

in directions that satisfy the 

public’s values (Table 4.3). 
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Appendix H: Active Transportation Routing Safety
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Cycling infrastructure in Canada varies between and within cities, but commuter
cycling generally follows a strong pattern of being on road, beside both moving and
parked motor vehicles. The construction of dedicated AT shoulder lanes as part of a
comprehensive trails system within Kings has inherent risks involving bringing
active transportation users and vehicles into close proximity.

One study found that in Canada, between 2000 and 2004, 44 per cent of cyclist
fatalities occurred in rural areas on roads with posted speed limits of 80 km/h or
higher.49  The reason for this is simple - for both stopping distances and the severity
of crashes, speed matters.

Minimum Stopping Distance vs. Speed

The above graph illustrates that as speed increases, thinking distance—the time
required to process the situation and begin braking—increases at a steady rate while
stopping distances increase dramatically. For example, at 80 km/h, a driver who
spots a pedestrian in the road 50 metres ahead will simply not have enough time to
analyse the situation and stop in time. That same driver, driving at 50 km/h, will
have stopped long before the pedestrian is at risk.50

A doubling in vehicle speed results in a stopping distance four times as long and in
four times as much kinetic energy absorbed during an impact. Driver response times
further increase overall stopping distances. As a result, a small increase in roadway
traffic speeds results in a disproportionately large increase in pedestrian fatalities.

Pedestrian Injuries at Impact Speeds (adapted from Transport Canada data)

                                                       
49 Increasing your odds of avoiding bike injuries, accessed July 26, 2009 at

http://www.cbc.ca/health/story/2009/07/22/f-bicycle-safety-avoiding-
accidents-injury.html

50  Vehicle stopping distance and time, accessed on July 29, 2009 at
http://www.csgnetwork.com/stopdistinfo.html



WESTERN COMMON WILDERNESS COMMON MASTER PLAN NOVEMBER 2009

DRAFT Final Report – Revised February 16, 2010

EDM • ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT LIMITED                                    Page 172

with GRLA, Dillon Consulting Limited, and CRM Group Limited

Pedestrian crash severity is also much lower at low motor vehicle speeds. If a
pedestrian is struck by a motor vehicle traveling at 65 km/h there is an 85 percent
likelihood that the pedestrian will be killed. This percentage drops to 45 percent at 50
km/h and 5 percent at 30 km/h. Thus, slowing motor vehicle speeds not only
reduces the chance of a crash due to the shorter stopping distance required, but also
reduces the chance of a pedestrian fatality or serious injury.

Another factor to be considered is the tendency for vehicles to drift into opposing
lanes in order to avoid AT traffic, even when more than enough room has been
engineered into the design of the road to accommodate all traffic. One study found
that cars and especially larger vehicles can move as much as 4 feet into the opposite
lane, leaving enough space for an entire car to pass between them and the cyclist
being avoided. A clearly delineated, marked bike lane was found to lessen this effect
by as much as 40%.51

For urban roads with many junctions, accident analysis suggests that segregated
cycling facilities are likely to produce a 12-fold increase in the number of collisions.
These conclusions are supported by the experience of countries that have
implemented segregated cycling facilities.52  At a 1990 European conference on
cycling, the term Russian roulette was used to describe the use of roadside cycle
paths. Increased speeds, reduced sight lines from hills and turns, the presence of
farm machinery and transport trucks impinging on the lanes are all factors that must
be taken into account in the design phase for any potential projects that will place the
AT user in harm’s way.

In contrast to the common North American design, European cities often offer a
more dedicated cycling infrastructure alongside roads, but separated from motorized
traffic (e.g., with medians, curbs, or other barriers).53  There are also design issues
with this methodology, as separated trails dramatically increase the risk of collision
at intersections.

                                                       
51 Evaluation of On-Street Bicycle Facilities Added to Existing Roadways, Hallett, Ian , Luskin,

David and Machemehl, Randy. Center for Transportation Research, Texas
Department of Transportation. 2006

52 Risk factors for bicycle-motor vehicle collisions at intersections, Wachtel, A.  and Lewiston,
D. , Journal of the Institute of Transportation Engineers, pp 30-35,
September, 1994.

53 "Russian roulette" on sidepaths - sidepaths are the target of criticism, accessed on July 29,
2009 from http://www.bikexprt.com/bikepol/facil/sidepath/adfc173.htm
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Separated AT Path-Roadway Intersection Risk Increases

At points where a roadway crosses a trail system, the conditioned
behavior of drivers is to look both ways on the intersecting road, overlooking the
trail system. Cyclists too, can be accustomed to having a free rein within their own
lane, and can be unprepared for making stops at intersections, especially over terrain
that allows for increased speeds. Simple design techniques can be incorporated into
the trail system, such as the placement of steel or concrete bollards at road junction
points to ensure that AT traffic is stopped and chicanes can be worked into the
design of the pathways in order to minimize “tunnel vision”. Even placing clear
signage at intersections, so that both vehicular and AT traffic is aware of the risk, can
greatly reduce the risk.

While long stretches of rural highways, such as Highway 333 connecting Tantallon,
Peggy’s Cove and the Western Common, are one of the more risk-prone places to put
shoulder lanes for AT traffic, and in-town AT paths (where intersections are many)
are not easily placed off the road, there should be a discernable point at which these
two styles of AT enhancement can be employed in a logical manner.

Juxtaposing the aforementioned fatality vs. speed figures with those demonstrating
the ability of drivers to respond to hazards at varying speeds, there is a point around
50km/h at which it becomes too risky to place AT users into traffic. As the speed
limit in Nova Scotia is limited at 50 km/h within most communities (which is also
where the risk of intersection collisions is the highest), one strategy that could be
employed would be to place bikes on the streets within communities in their own
lanes. For all other roadways where an AT connection is desired, a separate AT trail
should be used, taking care to minimise intersections with roads.




