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(ABSTRACT)

Recent research has emphasized the importance of rail-trails for various activity
experiences and economic benefits. Past research has not, however, examined rail-trail
opportunities with other trail opportunities in order to understand whether specific
management efforts are needed for this type of setting and its users.

This study investigated the differences between rail-trail users and general trail
users with respect to socio-demographics (age, income, gender, income, community type),
use characteristics (frequency of visitation, miles traveled to the site, group size, past
experience with the area), expenditures (total and specific types), and trail/activity
meanings (satisfaction, setting appraisals, place attachment, activity involvement, mode of
experience).

The study included a variety of camping and day-use areas within the Mount
Rogers National Recreation Area. On-site interview and mail survey data were obtained
from 235 trail respondents from May through October, 1993.

Findings revealed few group differences with respect to socio-demographics and
trail meanings. Use characteristics and expenditures, however, demonstrated differences

as rail-trail users tended to be day-users who traveled shorter distances, participated in



trail activities for fewer hours and within smaller groups, and tended to spend more on
hotel accommodations and restaurants than general trail users.

Management implications relate to assisting the economic base of local
communities by attracting more non-local rail-trail users and encouraging them to stay
longer in the region. Recommendations for further research suggest assessing benefits and
motivations with respect to specific trail opportunities in order to reveal greater group
differentiation. A discussion on the joint effects of variations in activities at the two trail

settings is also addressed.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Introduction

Demands for diverse outdoor recreation opportunities have increased over the last
few decades. Recreation planners and managers are continually searching for better ways
to meet this increased demand. Developing and managing a variety of settings for the
purpose of outdoor recreation has been one strategy utilized to satisfy this increased and
diverse demand. One particular type of recreation setting, the rail-trail, has recently gained
considerable attention among public recreation managers, groups, and researchers because
it offers the potential to expand outdoor recreation opportunities at a relatively low cost.
As such, a thorough understanding of rail-trails is needed in order to facilitate proper
management and development. This thesis introduction will begin by examining the rail-
trail concept, its history, and how past research has contributed to an understanding of its
users, their behavioral patterns, and associated benefits. The introduction concludes by
suggesting that, while research has treated the rail-trail as a unique recreation setting, it
has not compared users of rail-trails with users of other recreation settings to determine
the role of rail-trails in today's current system of outdoor recreation resources. The
potential benefits of such knowledge with respect to any differences are then discussed.

Rail-trails are recreational trails constructed on the rights-of-way of unused or
abandoned railroad lines (Moore, 1991). Rail-trails offer the potential for considerable
expansion when one considers that, during its peak, the United States' railroad network
contained over 270,00 miles of tracks. This figure is six times larger than the United

States' current interstate highway system (Vogelsong, 1993). Currently, however, over



125,000 miles of these railways have been abandoned (Rails-To-Trails Conservancy,
1990). Consequently, there is considerable interest in converting these abandoned
railways into rail-trails.

In 1976, the rail-trail movement gained initial momentum due to the passage of the
Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act. The purpose of this particular
legislation was to set aside abandoned railways to be preserved for future public use,
including recreation (Vogelsong, 1993). Since the passage of this act, the number of
successful rail-trail conversions has grown immensely. As of 1989, 242 trails comprising
3100 miles existed in the United States (Moore, 1991). Rail-trails were visited over 27
million times in 1988 (Rails-To-Trails Conservancy, 1989). Use levels of rail-trails,
however, may vary considerably from trail to trail. Managers of 51 trails in A Sample of
America's Rail-Trails (Rails-To-Trails Conservancy, 1988) noted that usage on their trails
ranged from 1,800 user-days/year to 1,000,000 user-days/year.

Setting attributes such as flat grades, closeness to towns/cities, and relatively safe
and secure environments have all helped contribute to the popularity of rail-trails. Other
reasons for the increased popularity of rail-trails as cited by the Rails-To-Trails

Conservancy (1990) include the following:

1. Railways are often times ideal for wildlife habitat and can help prevent
serious soil erosion.

2. Railways often include or are near historical sights and structures, thus
adding interest and satisfying the need for nostalgia.

3. Railways may provide an inexpensive solution for increased local
recreation and tourism development because they are extant and require
little excavation.

4. Railways can be ideal in connecting isolated parks in order to form
a "green" network within a community or city.



Due to the increasing popularity and development of rail-trails, recreation
managers and researchers are attempting to understand various issues relating to these
settings. Many rail-trail studies have examined the rail-trail user in terms of socio-
demographic characteristics, use characteristics and use behavior (Gobster, 1990;
Furuseth & Altman, 1991; Moore, Graefe, Gitelson, & Porter, 1992). Specific socio-
demographic characteristics examined have included gender, age, education level, and
income. Activities or use behaviors have typically been measured through miles traveled
to the trail, frequency of use, and length of stay.

Rail-trail benefits have also been investigated in terms of their individual utility
(exercise and health, social interaction, nature appreciation, emotional attachments) and
their economic utility (higher resale value of nearby property, increased tourism dollars
into the community). Studies focusing on these rail-trail benefits have confirmed the
existence of a wide variety of such individual and societal benefits (Moore, et al., 1992).

While considerable support exists for rail-trails, there are issues relating to adjacent
landowner and general user conflict which have only recently been explored. Research
focusing on these issues have generally found that landowner conflicts were few and that
the number of trail problems for land owners either remained the same or they decreased
after the trail was established (Moore, et al., 1992). Problems among trail users
themselves are now being investigated as well. Moore (in press) has compiled a synthesis
of various conflict issues in order to identify gaps in the current state of knowledge
pertaining to multiple use trails.

Much of the rationale for existing rail-trail research is motivated by the perception
that this type of setting is unique and deserves specific management attention. Rail-trail

researchers, however, have yet to demonstrate that rail-trail use, user characteristics,



benefits, and meanings attached to trail use are different from other trail opportunities.
The tendency to focus on high growth in vogue recreation settings is not an entirely new
phenomena. Wilderness settings have been extensively examined in terms of use, user
characteristics, and desired experiences since the early 1970's, yet nearby settings without
the wilderness designation may exhibit similar qualities. Directing research éttention to
areas with specific recreation opportunities provides useful information, but it also may
carry the danger of de-emphasizing other, more generalized recreation settings. It is
suggested that this trend may be happening with respect to rail-trails.

Therefore, this thesis proposes that, while rail-trail research has provided managers
with a wealth of setting specific information, it hasn't identified the specific role of rail-
trails vis-a-vis other trail settings. More specifically, an understanding of differences in
use characteristics (socio-demographics), user characteristics, expenditures, and
trail/activity meanings between rail-trails and other trail settings may give outdoor
recreation planners and managers insights as to the appropriateness of various marketing
efforts such as promotion, facility development, and provision of additional trail use

opportunities. This thesis shall investigate those differences.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study is to determine if, within a comparable environment, a
population of rail-trail users are significantly different from a population of general trail

users in terms of socio-demographics, use characteristics, expenditures, and meanings

associated with trail use.



Hypotheses

This study proposes to evaluate the following null hypotheses. They have been
arranged according to socio-demographic characteristics, use characteristics, trip

expenditures, and meanings or benefits associated with trail use.
Socio-Demographic Characteristics

H1: There is no significant difference in gender, age, income level, education
level, household size, and community origin between rail-trail users and
general trail users.

Use Characteristics
H2: There is no significant difference in first/repeat use, length of stay, number of
visits in the past year, years since the first visit, activity group size, overnight stay,

distance traveled to the site, and type of act1v1ty among rail-trail users and
general trail users.

Trip Expenditures

H3:  There is no significant difference in expenditures, either aggregate or specific,
between rail-trail users and general trail users.

Meanings Associated with Activities and Settings
H4:  There is no significant difference in level of place attachment, activity

involvement, skill level, place importance to recreation activities, satisfaction, and
mode of experience between rail-trail users and general trail users.

Delimitations

This study intended to examine a theoretical population of users of the Virginia

Creeper Trail, a rail-trail, and a theoretical population of generalized trail users within the



Mount Rogers National Recreation Area. For practical purposes, however, survey
populations of Virginia Creeper Trail use and Mount Rogers National Recreation trail use

were examined. These survey populations included the following delimitations:

1. With respect to rail-trail use, only a portion of the Virginia Creeper Trail
located within the Mount Rogers National Recreation Area was sampled.

2. With respect to other Mount Rogers trail users not contacted on the
Virginia Creeper Trail, only those users who indicated that day hiking,
nature hiking, backpacking, horseback riding, or off-road/on-road
bicycling was their most important activity were chosen for the sample.
They were categorized as rail-trail users only if they also noted that
most of their time was spent on the Virginia Creeper Trail.

3. Users surveyed may have participated in their trail activity on both
the Virginia Creeper Trail and other Mount Rogers trails. The ability to
define and classify these users according to a particular group might
therefore be limited.

4. Data collection took place during day-light hours in five month period from
May through October thus results may not be representative of total
yearly or daily use.

Definitions

The following definitions should be specified as they will be referred to throughout

this study.

Rail-Trail- A recreation trail constructed on former railroad lines characterized by straight
lines, moderate grades, a variety of surfaces, environmental surroundings, and various
support facilities. Such trails have recently gained popularity among activity focused
recreationists. For this study, the Virginia Creeper Trail, located within the Mount Rogers
National Recreation Area, was the rail-trail of interest

General Trail Setting- A physical place used for a variety of trail activities. It is described
as general due to the wide range of activities and experiences that such places may




accommodate. Examples of this setting include a variety of trails located within national,
state, and local park and forest areas. For this study, Mount Rogers National Recreation
Area trails were the general trail settings of interest.

Activity Involvement- A multi-dimensional concept which refers to a psychological state
of arousal between an individual and recreational activities characterized by sub-
components of attraction, self-expression, and centrality. Also termed by McIntyre (1990)
as enduring involvement. This concept can apply to a variety of activities that occur at
rail-trails and other general trail settings such as bicycling, hiking, and horseback riding.

Place Attachment- A multi-dimensional concept which refers to the extent to which an
individual values and/or identifies with an external setting. It is characterized by sub-
components of place identity and dependence which refer to symbolic or emotional
meanings and activity influences on site preferences. Attachments may occur at both rail-
trails and general trail settings.




Chapter 11
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapters reviews and discusses literature relevant to this study. It focuses on
previous rail-trail studies and the importance of examining emotional attachments with
recreation settings and activities. Moreover, this literature review examines rail-trail
studies that have described use and user characteristics, economic and non-economic
benefits, and adjacent landowner attitudes. The review continues by discussing the recent
interest in studying emotional attachments pertinent to trails and trail activities. Finally,
this chapter concludes by suggesting that gaps in rail-trail knowledge exist with respect to
understanding differences in rail-trail use compared with use at general trail opportunities.

Potential management implications of research findings are then discussed.

Use and User Characteristics at Rail-Trails

Many rail-trail investigations have examined the level and type of use at these
settings as well as basic user characteristics such as socio-demographics. These variables
give managers insights into who uses these trails and how they are used. Typically,
previous rail-trail research has focused on one particular trail of interest rather than a
variety of different rail-trails or other trail types. For example, a 1988 study specific to
Wisconsin's Elroy-Sparta Trail revealed that 49% of its use came from out-of-state
visitors. Distance traveled to this trail was an average 228 miles, and users were found to
spend an average 1.43 nights. Approximately half the use of the Elroy-Sparta was

represented by repeat users. Socio-demographically, this study revealed that a significant



amount (33%) of its users were under 18 years of age (Schwecke, Sprehn, & Hamilton,
1989).
An earlier rail-trail study at the Lafayette-Moraga trail found that the typical age

ranged between 31 and 49 years of age. Approximately half the users planned to use the
trail for less than a half hour and 84% of the users traveled three miles or less to reach the
trail (East Bay Regional Park District, 1978).

Roggenbuck and Stubbs (1990) examined use levels as well as use and user
information specific to West Virginia's Greenbriar River Trail. They estimated a use level
of 3,200 visits per annum which translated to 2,600 RVDs. With respect to general use
patterns, they found that 30% traveled less than five miles to reach the trail, yet some
visitors did travel extended distances. The mean distance traveled was high at 115 miles.
Forty percent of Greenbriar River Trail users spent an hour or less on the trail and repeat
usage was a high 70%. Lone individuals made up 29% of the total while group size
averaged 2.9 people per group. Socio-demographic findings of this study revealed that
most users were in the 30-39 year age range. Education and incomes were high with 46%
of respondents finishing college with a median income of $35,000 per household
(Roggenbuck & Stubbs, 1990).

A comprehensive study of three diverse rail-trail settings across the United States
(Heritage, St. Marks, and Lafayette/Moraga Trails) included an examination of differences
in use and user characteristics (Moore, et al., 1992). This study demonstrated that
demographic characteristics mirrored the local population areas through which these trails
passed. The mean ages of the trail users ranged from 38 to 50 years. Education and
income levels were quite high for all three trails with at least 40% graduating from college

at least 44% earning $40,000 or more per year.



Other observations relating to use behaviors and patterns revealed that frequency
of use per annum varied widely among the different trails ranging from an average 31
visits per annum for the Heritage Trail to an average 100 visits per annum for the
Lafayette/Moraga Trail. Other study variables that differed across the trail settings
included use levels, length of stay, and percentage of long distance users. More
specifically, Heritage Trail users stayed an average 150 minutes while Lafayette/Moraga
Trail users stayed an average 68 minutes. Respondents who lived more than twenty miles
from the trail ranged from 4% to 31% (Moore, et al., 1992). Overall the findings of this
study seemed to support the notion that differences do occur across rail-trail settings, yet
some use and user characteristics such as local, repeat, and high frequency of use, and
high education and income levels remain consistent with respect to rail-trail use.

Studies focusing on greenways should also be considered when examining rail-trail
use as these recreation settings share quite a few similarities with the rail-trail setting
(Moore, et al., 1992). Results based on use and user characteristics were similar to rail-
trail findings since greenway users were found to be well educated with above average
incomes (Furuseth & Altman, 1991). A comparison of two separate greenways (Furuseth
& Altman, 1990) revealed that both user populations were similar and that most users
traveled five miles or less to reach the trails.

One study relevant to rail-trail use focused on a specific activity, bicycling, at a
number of rail-trail and other trail opportunity settings within the state of Illinois (Gobster,
1990). This study concluded that most trails tended to serve local/regional users and that
users were well educated with high annual incomes.

Up to now, this literature has discussed research findings as they related to use and
user characteristics at rail-trail or similar settings. Some findings are consistent across the

different studies. Most of these studies seem to describe rail-trail users as being well
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educated in their 30s to 40s with incomes at or above $40,000 per year. Use
characteristics that are consistent across a variety of rail-trail settings include high use and
high levels of repeat use, a significant amount of localized use and some non-local use, and
a relatively short length of stay typically of one to two hours. These rail-trail findings shall
then be compared to findings of this thesis in the Discussion and Conclusions chapter.
While the previously mentioned studies assessed use and user characteristics as
they related to rail-trails, they also focused on other variables or issues relevant to these
settings. The psychological and economic benefits of rail-trails have been studied in order
to provide support and rationale for the maintenance and increased expansion of this trail
opportunity class. The knowledge of these rail-trail benefits may be more useful for
management purposes than use and user characteristics because of their causality (i.e.
benefits relate to why people use the trails and how the trails affect the local communities
through which they pass). This literature review will now examine research findings as

they relate to rail-trail benefits, both psychological and economic.

Psychological Benefits of Rail-Trails

The study by Moore, et al. (1992) identified a wide range of perceived
psychological benefits among users of three diverse rail-trail settings. Here, rail-trail users
emphasized benefits related to exercise, safe recreation, peace and quiet, social interaction,
transportation, nature, and wildlife appreciation. This study also concluded that
landowners adjacent to these rail-trails also benefited in similar ways since 90% of all
landowners identified themselves as trail users. Health and fitness was the most important

benefit with a mean of 6.5 for trail users and 6.1 for trail landowners on a 7 point scale.
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Interestingly, community pride due to the trail was a highly ranked benefit with a mean of

5.8 for trail users and 5.3 for trail landowners (Moore, et al., 1992).

The authors of this study summarized their findings by stating that rail-trails offer
the potential to fulfill many needs and benefits as opposed to other settings which only
provide a single benefit to a particular special interest group. They concluded their
discussion of benefits by suggesting that trail planners and advocates emphasize the entire
spectrum of benefits when promoting or developing rail-trails.

Vogelsong's (1993) study of landowner attitudes toward rail-trails included an
analysis of trail benefits similar to the benefit items of the previously discussed study. His
results suggested that users of the Colombia MKT Nature/Fitness Trail believed open
space preservation, aesthetic beauty, community pride, and health/fitness to be the primary
benefits offered by this trail. He also concluded that the trail was not important for the
facilitation of benefits such as business development and alternative transportation
(Vogelsong, 1993).

Benefits for users of the Greenbriar River Trail have been examined in terms of
important trail attributes influencing use. Findings revealed that, overall, this trail and its
attributes were rated highly by its users. More specifically, this study found that
restrictions on motorized use, scenic views, presence of wildlife, and quality trail

maintenance were important trail attributes (Roggenbuck & Stubbs, 1990).

Economic Benefits of Rail-Trails
Rail-trails, like other recreation trails, are felt to provide economic benefits to the

local and regional community as well as psychological benefits. A variety of economic

impact assessments have been examined within the context of rail-trails. Research
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focusing on Wisconsin's Elroy-Sparta trail concluded that, in 1973, seventy-two
businesses gained gross added sales of $295,100 as a result of trail use (Blank, 1987). A
separate study of this same trail found that users spent and average of $14.88 per
person/per day. The total direct economic impact of this trail was estimated at $1,257,000
per annum. This figure was obtained from on-site questioning during two summer months
in 1988. Users responded to the total amount of money spent for the trip while in the
vicinity of the Elroy-Sparta Trail (Schwecke, et al., 1989).

In 1985, Wisconsin's Sugar River Trail realized $430,000 in user expenditures.
Users spent an average of $9.04 per person per visit. Not surprisingly, out-of-state users
spent twice as much as in-state users. These results were compiled from voluntary user
surveys over a span of six years (Lawton, 1986).

Roggenbuck and Stubbs (1990) studied economic impact in terms of the dollar
value that recreationists placed upon the Greenbriar River Trail's current and projected
ideal conditions. They found that, in its current condition, its users placed a value of
$5.38 per day. This figure translated to an annual value of $14,009. They also found that,
if ideal levels of development and maintenance were existent, the average willingness to
pay resulted in $10.48 per day with a 27% increase in usage. As a result, the estimated
annual value of this trail in an ideal state would be $34,612. The authors concluded these
economic benefit observations by indicating that such ideal figures should be treated with
caution since they may not be the same for all trail users and that projected use increases
were based on respondents' projections as to how much their visits might increase.

Economic impact studies focusing on several rail-trails instead of one specific rail-
trail have found that trip expenditures vary greatly with respect to the particular trail used

and how far users traveled. More specifically, the Minnesota Department of Natural
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Resources found that users traveling short distances spent an average of $.61 while those
traveling long distances spent an average of $53.20 per day (Regnier, 1989).

The 1989 Illinois bicycle trail study conducted by the U.S. Forest Service included
rail-trails in its sample. This study examined 3,400 trail users on weekends from April
through October. Total trip expenditures were assessed by asking respondents to estimate
how much the trip cost getting to the trail, participating on the trail, and getting back from
the trail. It was found that, on average, trail users spent an average of $2.89 per person
per trip and approximately half of these users spent no money and only 2% spent over
$50.00 (Gobster, 1990).

Differences in economic impact among three rail-trails, Heritage, St. Marks, and
Lafayette/Moraga, suggest that use patterns and user origins dictate the amount or level of
revenue created. Moreover, trails that attracted non-local users generated the highest
economic impact because their users traveled longer distances and stayed in the vicinity of
the trail for longer periods of time (Moore, et al., 1992).

This particular study also performed an in-depth analysis of trail expenditures as
they related to restaurant, food, retail, auto, and other expenses for each of the three trails
studied. Findings revealed that overall expenditures ranged from $3.97 per person per day
to $11.02 per person per day and that nearly all spending (84% to 94%) was done within
the trail's home state. The largest types of expenditures included food and auto related
purchases. These types of purchases accounted for 64% to 83% of all expenses (Moore,
et al,, 1992). As expected, lodging expenditures were highest for those trails attracting a
higher proportion of non-local users. This study concluded that level and type of trip
expenditures varied considerably depending on the trail.

Total economic impact for each of the three trails was also calculated by

multiplying average estimated daily expenditures by the number of days visited per annum.
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Results indicated that total expenditures ranged from $1,243,350 to $1,883,400 in primary
economic impact dollars (Moore, et al., 1992). This particular study did not attempt to
measure the secondary economic impact for those dollars circulating through the local
economy as a result of primary expenditures.

The knowledge of benefits is important for managers who wish to enhance the trail
qualities that users and landowners already enjoy. Understanding the economic benefits of
rail-trails may help management coordinate efforts to enact the appropriate tourism
attraction measures such as increasing lodging and food opportunities if increasing
revenue from a non-local source is a community supported goal. The knowledge that
existing rail-trails create economic revenues and that they are valued by users and nearby
landowners may help trail advocates in their quest for trail support during the proposal
and conversion process. The argument for trail conversions based on economic impacts
becomes even stronger in those areas where traditional industries and money sources have
been steadily declining.

Arguments against the development of rail-trails exist, however, and management
must recognize the nature and amount of negative trail impacts. Landowner conflicts are
perhaps the largest source of opposition when a rail-trail is in the conversion process.
Therefore, rail-trail research has also examined the attitudes landowners have with respect

to rail-trails and how those attitudes have changed over time.
Rail-Trail Effects on Adjacent Landowners
Studies focusing on landowner attitudes as they relate to rail-trails are limited, yet

extant studies do provide some insights into this issue. Many studies that have focused on

the issue of landowner attitudes before and after the trail conversion process have
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concluded that concerns were higher before the trail developed than after the trail was
converted (Mazour, 1988; Vogelsong, 1993). The Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources (1980) compared landowners along proposed trails to landowners of existing
trails. They found that landowners along existing trails had a more positive attitude
toward the trail and experienced fewer trail related problems than landowners near
proposed trails were expecting.

The effect of rail-trails on landowner property values are also an important concern
for current and prospective land owners. Several research findings have shed some light
on the impact that rail-trails have on property values. Landowners next to the
Lafayette/Moraga trail seemed to believe that it helped or at least did not hurt property
values as 48% felt that it had little or no effect and 36% felt that it had a positive effect.
Moore, et al. (1992) studied landowner attitudes and real estate agents' knowledge of
property value effects resulting from nearby rail-trails. Findings revealed that both
landowners and real estate agents felt property values would either remain unaffected or
would increase. Interestingly, this study found that nearby owners noticed a more positive
effect on property values than did landowners immediately adjacent to the trails.

The current state of knowledge pertaining to use and user characteristics,
economic and non-economic benefits at rail-trails suggest several rail-trail trends: a high
proportion of local use with roughly half the users traveling under ten miles, a high
frequency of use, small group sizes, and a large proportion of repeat users. Some
variables, however, varied considerably depending on the specific trail being studied. For
example, Moore, et al. (1992) found that the type of activity and amount of expenditures
varied between three rail trails. More specifically, they found that walkers/joggers
represented 13% to 73% of use, bicyclists represented 20% to 80%, and horseback riders

represented 0% to 4%. They also found that total expenditures ranged considerably from
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$3.97 to $11.02 per person per day. Based on these conclusions, consistent findings with
respect to local user origins, a high frequency of use, small group size, and high repeat
usage should be expected for rail-trail results of this thesis while few consistent results
should be expected for variables such as expenditures and activity types at rail-trails. The
purpose of this study is to compare rail-trails with other types of trail opportunities. An
understanding of the various types of other trail opportunities; their use, user
characteristics, and benefits might be then provide insights into the ways that these types
of trails would differ from rail-trails.

Literature pertaining to trail use outside of the rail-trail setting has typically
focused on back-country or wilderness trails. Characteristics such as length of stay, group
size, age, education, and income appear to be fairly consistent across various wilderness
settings (Hendee, Stankey, & Lucas, 1990). This thesis, however, assessed trail use that
could have occurred in both wilderness and non-wilderness settings. Additionally, the
majority of past trail research has focused on the activity of hiking although this trend is
now changing with the increase of horse use and mountain biking at these general trail
opportunities. General trail research has also been site specific with little ability to
generalize results. Thus, because most trail research describes backcountry/wilderness
settings, hikers, and are site specific, an attempt to characterize general trail users from
past studies is of little utility. Past rail-trail research has, however, suggested that rail-
trails attract local and more frequent use and attract different activities.

Up to now, this literature review has discussed rail-trail findings regarding use and
user characteristics, economic and non-economic benefits, and landowner attitudes. The
general consensus of such research is that rail-trails are a well used and valued recreation
setting. Such findings show promise for the continued expansion and development of this

recent recreation setting opportunity. With few exceptions, past rail-trail research has
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