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OVERVIEW 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Pare Corporation (PARE) has been retained by the Southampton Greenway Feasibility Committee 
to study the feasibility of the creation of a Shared Use Path facility, the Southampton Greenway, 
along the existing inactive New Haven and Northampton rail corridor managed by the Pioneer 
Valley Railroad Company located in Southampton, Massachusetts. 
 
The existing rail corridor runs through a densely forested area from Coleman Road near the 
Southampton/Easthampton Town Line south to College Highway (Route 10) in the vicinity of 
Moose Brook Road.  The corridor also runs through the Southampton Center Historic District, 
which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  The proposed Southampton 
Greenway is approximately 3.12 miles in length, with three at-grade roadway crossings and one 
above-grade roadway crossing.  Additionally, the corridor crosses adjacent farmland at two 
locations.  Railroad ties and steel rails still remain along the length of the existing rail corridor.  
The corridor is accessible along the length of the railway, although the vegetation in many areas 
is quite overgrown.   
 
The rail corridor is generally dry and relatively flat, but there are areas where the railroad bed 
crosses through wetlands and the project route crosses over or is adjacent to the Manhan River.  It 
is also in close proximity to several resource areas subject to the jurisdiction of the Southampton 
Conservation Commission.  The existing wetland conditions are described within the following 
segment-by-segment discussions, and associated potential impacts for each of the three segments 
are discussed in the Permitting Requirements section.  There are two bridges within the project 
limits, and several culverts cross under the existing rail embankment. 
 
Proposed crosswalks, greenway and destination signing, and pavement markings are detailed in 
the discussion of each alternative.   
 
The completion of the Southampton Greenway would provide a vital connection through the 
Town of Southampton to the Manhan Rail Trail in Easthampton and ultimately to the 
Northampton Bikeway in Northampton.  The Southampton Greenway follows a path identified in 
the Massachusetts Bicycle Transportation Plan prepared in September 2008 for the 
Massachusetts Executive Office of Transportation.  This plan outlines 740 miles of on-road and 
shared-use paths, which will create a statewide network known as the Bay State Greenway 
(BSG).  The Southampton Greenway would be part of the Connecticut River Valley Corridor, a 
120-mile component of the BSG. 
 
As part of PARE’s field visit, a wetland investigation was conducted to assess potential 
constraints and permitting implications. A GPS unit was used to map the approximate locations 
of wetland resource areas in the vicinity of the railway path. Wetland resource areas located in the 
vicinity of the project area include Bordering Vegetated Wetland (BVW), Bank, Land Under 
Waterbodies and Waterways, Isolated Land Subject to Flooding, Bordering Land Subject to 
Flooding, and 200-foot Riverfront Area. No resource area delineations have been completed at 
this time. All BVW areas, as well as banks of rivers, streams, and ponds have associated 100-foot 
Buffer Zones. 
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A public workshop was held in Southampton on October 13, 2009 to obtain community input for 
the project and to determine the desired uses of the Greenway and identify concerns of 
Southampton residents.  Information gathered in the workshop was compiled and utilized in the 
analysis of the potential feasibility of the Greenway.  
 
The total area of the proposed Southampton Greenway is shown on Figure 1, the Overall Site 
Plan.  To further highlight the details of the existing conditions for the proposed path, it has been 
divided into three segments, as shown on the plan. 
 
The following discussion is organized according to the area covered by each of the three 
segments.  The segments, as indicated on the maps, are described with existing conditions 
evaluated and constraints identified.  In conjunction with existing conditions, other pertinent 
criteria such as intersections, roadway crossings, adjacent properties, and other facilities were 
examined with the Greenway user’s needs in mind. 
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Photo 2: Rail Line near Jonathan Judd Circle 
homes 

Photo 3: Rail Line southwest of Coleman 
Road 

SEGMENT 1 
COLEMAN ROAD TO GUNN ROAD 

 
     
Description 
 
The area studied for this approximately 0.89 mile segment begins at Coleman Road, 
approximately 600 feet southwest of the Easthampton Town Line, and continues in a 
southwesterly direction to the Gunn Road overpass.  Figure 2, the Segment 1 Existing Conditions 
Plan, shows the segment’s location and its approximate project limits. 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
The northeasterly terminus of the proposed 
Southampton Greenway is at Coleman Road (Photo 
1), where the rails intersect the roadway with an at-
grade crossing.  Coleman Road is an unclassified 
local roadway.  At the greenway intersection, 
Coleman Road is approximately 27 feet wide.  
Northbound, the roadway has a 12-foot travel lane 
and 2-foot shoulder, while southbound, an 11-foot 
lane and 2-foot shoulder are provided.  The posted 
speed limit in both directions at the crossing is 35 
miles per hour.  Parking may be possible north of 
the path on the west side of Coleman Road.   
 
Traveling southwesterly along the existing rail 
corridor from Coleman Road, four residential properties on Jonathan Judd Circle abut the east 
side of the corridor, with the backyards of the homes separated from the path by a metal fence 
(Photo 2).   
 
The sideslopes of the path are generally flat through this area, with trees and bushes lining the 
path (Photo 3).  A clear area of 3-4 feet on either side of the rail bed is provided in some areas, 
and one existing culvert crossing is present in this section near the Coleman Road intersection.  

Photo 1: Coleman Road looking 
Southbound toward the greenway crossing 
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Photos 4 & 5: Existing Rail Bed north of Gunn Road

South of this section of the rail line, the sideslopes adjacent to the path turn upward, with level 
areas adjacent to the railbed (hereinafter referred to as at-grade areas) between 3 and 5 feet east of 
the rails, and between 7 and 25 feet west of the rails.       
   
Continuing southwesterly along the existing rails towards the Gunn Road overpass, the at-grade 
area east and west of the rail bed varies.  Through some sections, the at-grade area is 
approximately 10 feet on both sides, followed by gradual downward slopes, while at other 
locations, the at-grade area beside the rails is non-existent, with gradual downward slopes 
immediately east and west of the existing rail bed.  Additional sections have an at-grade area of 
10 to 20 feet east of the rails, followed by gradual downward sideslopes, and an at-grade area of 
7- 20 feet west of the rail bed, followed by gradual and steep downward slopes.  Through much of 
this section of Segment 1, the vegetation adjacent to the rail bed is very dense.  Trees are typically 
located within 1-2 feet of the rails, and plants and bushes are directly adjacent to or have grown 
over the rails (Photos 4 and 5). 

 
Approaching the Gunn Road overpass, the area adjacent to the rail bed becomes relatively flat on 
both sides, with at least 30 to 50 feet at-grade.  Directly north of the overpass, the rail bed has 
approximately 10 feet at-grade on both sides, with a gradual slope on the east side and a steep 
slope on the west side.  A residential property adjacent to the east side of the path appears to have 
encroached on the Pioneer Valley Railroad right-of-way with a shed and assorted debris. 
 

Gunn Road Overpass 
 
The southern limit of this segment of the greenway is defined by the existing Gunn Road 
Overpass.  This structure is a two-span riveted-steel girder bridge supported by steel shoe, rocker, 
and roller bearings on a granite-block pier and abutments (Photos 6 and 7).  It spans 
approximately 45 feet over Gunn Road and 90 feet over the Manhan River.  The two girders 
support a single track, and there is no attached walkway or railing.  Rotted timber ties and spacers 
along with steel track and guardrail remain on the bridge.  Trees and brush are growing over the 
track and girders at the approaches and center pier.  Structurally, the bridge spans are in relatively 
good condition.  Repairs to select deteriorated components and replacement of the existing ties 
and tracks with an appropriate bridge deck will be required.  It is recommended that all loose rust, 
paint, debris, and vegetation be removed from the girders and substructures, and that all 
potentially hazardous materials be contained and disposed of properly. 
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Existing Wetlands 
 
Directly north of the Gunn Road crossing, a forested BVW associated with the Manhan River 
encroaches onto the toe of the western embankment slope in several locations. The wetland edge 
extends offsite in several locations, however judging from aerial photographs of the area, the 
wetland edges along most of the western side of the path appear to be part of one interconnected 
BVW system associated with the Manhan River.  
 
There is an additional area of BVW on the western side of the project area that does not appear to 
be hydrologically connected to the aforementioned BVW. A majority of this wetland consists of 
connected pockets of forested wetland, and a portion located directly south of Coleman Road, is 
semipermanently flooded and dominated by Cattail (Typha sp). A culvert extending beneath 
Coleman Road appears to connect this wetland with a large wetland complex located to the north of 
the roadway.  
 
On the eastern side of the embankment there are a number of ditches that appear to convey 
channelized runoff during storm events. A majority of these are unvegetated, excavated depressions 
lacking the characteristics of jurisdictional wetland areas. The ditched areas direct runoff to several 
culverts beneath the embankment that convey flow into the wetland to the west of the embankment. 
One area on the eastern side of the path, located in the undisturbed woodland approximately 
halfway between the Gunn Road and Coleman Road crossings, larger in size than the other ditches, 
and is colonized by wetland vegetation. This area conveys flow through a culvert beneath the path 
to the wetland on the western side of the project area, therefore can be classified as BVW.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 6 & 7:  Gunn Road Overpass 
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Photos 8 & 9: Existing Rail Bed directly south of Gunn Road 

SEGMENT 2 
GUNN ROAD TO EAST STREET 

 
Description 
 
The area studied for this approximate 1.54 mile segment of the proposed Southampton Greenway 
begins at the Gunn Road overpass and continues southwesterly to the grade crossing at East 
Street.  The segment of the Trail between East Street and the Gunn Road overpass is the longest 
of the three segments.  Figure 3, the Segment 2 Existing Conditions Plan, shows the segment’s 
location and its approximate project limits. 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Immediately south of the Gunn Road overpass, the existing rail bed has approximately 10 feet at-
grade on both sides of the rails, followed by steep downward slopes (Photos 8 & 9).  A portion of 
Gunn Road is visible to the west from the path south of the overpass.  Following the rails 
southwesterly on the proposed path, the at-grade area east of the rails is between 22 and 50 feet 
with cornfields and a metal fence adjacent to the at-grade area.  West of the rails through this 
section, the at-grade area widens from almost nothing with a moderate upward sideslope to 
approximately 2-5 feet with a steep downward slope.  Vegetation adjacent to the rail bed is dense, 
although several feet of clear area is generally provided on both sides of the rails.  

 
 
 
South of where Gunn Road becomes visible from the existing path, the sideslopes on both sides 
of the rails are steep and upward.  The at-grade area on both sides of the rails varies from 
approximately 7-20 feet, with steep upward sideslopes following the at-grade area.  Continuing 
south along the rail beds, the at-grade area east of the rail bed varies from 5 to approximately 45 
feet followed by a steep downward slope, while west of the rails, the at-grade area varies from 
approximately 3-15 feet followed by a steep upward slope.  Vegetation adjacent to the rail beds is 
dense through this section, with little clear area east or west of the rail bed.  South of this section, 
the rail line crosses the first of three 10-foot sand/dirt paths. This first path provides a connection 
between Gunn Road west of the greenway and to adjacent farmland to the east of the greenway. 
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Photo 12: Existing Railway Line at the Dirt 
Path 

Photo 13: Dirt Path 

Photo 10 & 11: Rail Bed elevated from clear path to the east 

Continuing southwesterly along the path of the existing rail bed, the rail bed becomes elevated by 
approximately 1-2 feet from the adjacent wooded area (Photos 10 & 11).  Through this section, 
much of the existing rail bed is heavily overgrown with vegetation, and a clear area of 
approximately 8-10 feet is provided east of the rails.  West of the rails, there is an approximate 3 
foot at-grade section that is provided before a steep downward slope.   
  

 
South of the elevated section, a dirt crossing was encountered which is used as a path to the 
adjacent King Oak horse farm (Photos 12 & 13).  The crossing is approximately 11-12 feet wide, 
and the rails in the crossing have been covered with dirt.  After the crossing, the rail bed is again 
elevated from a 6-8 foot path east of the rail bed by approximately 2-3 feet.  West of the rail bed, 

the surface has a series of short upward and downward slopes leading to the adjacent farm.  
Vegetation through this area is dense, and has overgrown the existing rail bed.  Following that 
wooded section is a third dirt crossing approximately 10 feet wide.  This path also provides 
access to the adjacent horse farm.  Similar to the first path, the rails were covered with dirt in the 
crossing.   
 
South of the third dirt path, the existing rail corridor passes by Lost Pond.  Through this section, 
the rail bed is elevated from the surrounding ground by approximately 1-2 feet.  On the east side 
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Photo 14: Existing Rail Bed north of East 
Street 

of the rails, a 5-6 foot clear path is provided, followed by a steep slope down to the Pond.  West 
of the rails, only 3-4 feet at-grade with the rails is provided prior to a steep downward slope to the 
Pond.  
 
From Lost Pond to East Street, the rail bed remains slightly elevated from the adjacent ground by 
approximately 8-12 inches.  A clear 8-10 foot path is provided east of the rails, followed by 
gradual upward and downward slopes.  West of the rails, approximately 15 feet is at-grade with 
the rails prior to slight downward slopes.  Continuing southwesterly toward East Street, the area 
surrounding the rails becomes relatively flat, with no upward or downward slopes.  The 
backyards of several houses were clearly visible from the rail bed to the west.  This section has 
dense vegetation on both sides of the rails and across the rail bed.  Existing trees west of the 
railway act as a screen between the existing path and the nearby residential properties. 
 
The existing rail bed has an at-grade crossing at 
East Street, although no rails are visible across the 
roadway.  East Street at the crossing has one 10-
foot travel lane and a 1-foot shoulder eastbound 
with a 9-foot travel lane and a 2-foot shoulder 
westbound.  The posted speed limit at the crossing 
is 30 miles per hour for eastbound traffic and 35 
miles per hour for westbound traffic.  The sight 
distances available in both directions from the 
north and south sides of the roadway exceed the 
requirements for the posted speed limits. 
 
 
Existing Wetlands 
 
Large areas of forested BVW associated with the Manhan River and Lost Pond surrounds the 
project area in Segment 2. To the east of the project area, the wetland is an expansive forested 
swamp bordering the Manhan River that encroaches up to the toe of the embankment in several 
locations. Most of the BVW located to the west of the embankment consists of narrow ditched areas 
that collect overland flow from the surrounding uplands. Several culverts provide hydrologic 
connections between these areas and the expansive BVW located to the east of the project area. 
According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map for the area, a portion wetland to the east of the 
embankment is located within the Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (100-year floodplain) of the 
Manhan River, however most of this appears to be well outside the project area. 
 
Lost Pond, a permanently flooded waterbody measuring approximately 1.6 acres in size, encroaches 
up to the western toe of the embankment. The steeply sloping embankment acts as a dam that 
impounds Potash Brook. Potash Brook discharges through a culvert beneath the embankment and 
into the BVW east of the railway. The brook is classified as perennial stream on the USGS 
Topographic Quadrangle for the area, and therefore has a 200-foot Riverfront Area. 
 
Several additional isolated wet depressions are located along the western side of the path throughout 
Segment 2. At the time of investigation, two of these areas contained a variety of facultative and 
wetland tree and shrub species and had saturated soils. Depending on sizes and flood volumes of 
these areas, they may be classified as Isolated Lands Subject to Flooding. The remaining areas are 
unvegetated ditches that were excavated for stormwater management purposes and do not meet the 
jurisdictional definition of freshwater wetlands. 
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At the end of this segment directly south of the Gunn Road crossing, the Manhan River crosses 
beneath the railroad embankment. An area of Bordering Land Subject to Flooding with a flood 
elevation of 155 occupies the area immediately surrounding the waterway. 
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Photo 15: Rail Bed directly south of East 
Street 

Photo 16: Wide clear path east of the Rail 
Bed

SEGMENT 3 
EAST STREET TO COLLEGE HIGHWAY 

 
 
Description 
 
The area studied for this approximate 0.69 mile segment of the proposed Southampton Greenway 
begins at East Street and continues southwesterly to the southern terminus of the proposed 
greenway at College Highway (Route 10).  Figure 4, the Segment 3 Existing Conditions Plan, 
shows the segment’s location and its approximate project limits. 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Segment 3 of the proposed Southampton Greenway begins at East Street and continues 
southwesterly to College Highway (Route 10).  East Street in the vicinity of the greenway is 
signed as part of the Southampton Center Historic District, which is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places.  Additionally, the existing rails in this area run adjacent to the 
Manhan Meadows Sanctuary, near the Hazel A. Young Trail.  Improvements are currently in 
design for the trail and its accesses, including the construction of a “gateway” at the trail entrance 
on East Street. 
 
Following the rail path southwesterly from East Street, the rail bed is slightly elevated from the 
surrounding ground.  A clear, generally flat path approximately 15-20 feet wide is provided east 
of the rails, and approximately 4-5 feet is at-grade west of the rails (Photos 15 and 16).  
Vegetation through this area is dense and has overgrown the rail bed.     
 

Continuing south along the path of the existing rails, the at-grade area on either side of the rail 
bed varies.  On the east side, the at-grade area extends for a minimum distance of 1 foot to a 
maximum distance of approximately 20 feet.  At some locations, the at-grade area is followed by 
a steep downward slope,  while at other locations,  it is followed  by  a series of upward and  
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Photo 17: Rail Bed elevated from clear path 
by 2’ – 3’

Photo 18: Wetland crossing 

Photo 19: Whistle Post 

downward slopes.  Through one section, the rail 
bed becomes elevated by approximately 2-3 feet 
from the clear path east of the rails (Photo 17).  
On the west side of the rails, the at-grade area 
extends for a minimum distance of 1 foot to a 
maximum distance of approximately 14 feet.  At 
some locations, the at-grade area is followed by a 
steep downward slope, while at other locations, it 
is followed by a more gradual downward slope.  
The vegetation through this section remains dense 
and overgrown across the rail bed. 
 
A wetland crosses the path of the existing rail 
bed, and through the wetland the vegetation is 
overgrown and dense (Photo 18).  At the wetland, 
a clear path is visible east of the rails, with an at-
grade area of 10- 15 feet before gradual slopes 
upward and downward.  West of the rails is 
relatively flat, with approximately 15-20 feet at-
grade prior to a steep slope uphill.  South of the 
wetland, approximately 4 feet of gravel and 2 
additional feet of clear space is provided east of 
the railroad ties and 5 feet is located west of the 
ties.  Beyond the gravel and clear areas, a shallow 
ditch is in place, followed by uphill slopes.  
Continuing south, a culvert passes below the rail 
bed, with a flowing stream located beyond a 7-
foot at-grade area east of the rails.  West of the 
rails, approximately 14-feet at-grade is provided 
to the culvert opening. 
 
South of the wetland crossing, a tall, square concrete post was observed on the west side of the 
rail bed, approximately 8 feet from the rails.  This type of post, called a whistle post, was installed 
adjacent to rail lines to indicate to the engineer that the train 
whistle should be blown.  They were typically located in 
advance of a crossing.  The west side of the rail bed is at-grade 
to the marker, with varied upward and downward slopes 
beyond the marker.  The east side of the rails is at-grade for 
approximately 12 feet from the rails, and is then followed by a 
gradual downward slope. 
 
Continuing southwesterly along the path from the whistle post, 
the at-grade areas on both sides of the rail bed are 
approximately 8-10 feet with steep downward slopes east of 
the rails and more gradual slopes downward west of the rails.  
Following this section, the rail bed has an at-grade area of 
approximately 3 feet to the east followed by a steep downward 
slope and 8 feet to the west followed by a more gradual 
downward slope.  
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Photo 20 & 21: Manhan River Bridge 

 
Manhan River Bridge 
 
The existing Manhan River Bridge is a two-span riveted-steel girder bridge supported by steel 
bearings on a granite-block pier and abutments (Photos 20 and 21).  The spans are approximately 
25 feet and 65 feet long, both over the Manhan River.  The two girders support a single track, and 
there is no attached walkway or railing.  Rotted timber ties along with steel track, guardrail, and 
spacers remain on the bridge.  Trees and brush are growing over the track and girders at the 
approaches.  In addition to a granite block abutment, the north approach also includes dry-laid 
stone wingwalls and short timber-tie retaining walls at the ends of the granite return walls.  
Structurally, the bridge spans are in relatively good condition.  Repairs to select deteriorated 
components and replacement of the existing ties and tracks with an appropriate bridge deck will 
be required.  It is recommended that all loose rust, paint, debris, and vegetation be removed from 
the girders and substructures, and that all potentially hazardous materials be contained and 
disposed of properly. 
 

Immediately south of the bridge, the area to the sides of the rail bed slopes down away from the 
rail bed, with little ground at grade with the bed.  The slope west of the rails leads down to the 
Sheldon’s Ice Cream Shop parking lot.  Continuing south on the rails, the sideslopes become 
shallower until the rail bed is generally at grade with the wooded area on either side, with an 
approximate 7’ clear area on both sides.  Outside of this clear area are large trees and shrubs.  
Towards College Highway (Route 10) the rails run across a dirt path leading to Brickyard Road 
Extension.  This path appears to be used by motorists traveling from the Sheldon’s Ice Cream 
parking area to Brickyard Road Extension. 
 
The existing rail line intersects College Highway (Route 10) slightly northwest of Moose Brook 
Road and Brickyard Road Extension.  College Highway (Route 10) is a two-way roadway 
carrying northbound and southbound traffic.  At the intersection, the roadway has one 12-foot 
lane and 3-foot shoulder in each direction.  The posted speed limit along this section is 40 miles 
per hour, although observations indicate that travel speeds are somewhat higher.  College 
Highway (Route 10) is classified as an Urban Minor Arterial. 
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Existing Wetlands 
 
Approximately 125 feet north of the intersection of College Highway and Moose Brook Road is a 
small pocket of forested BVW located at the toe of the railway path’s east slope. A 16” 
corrugated metal stormwater pipe of unknown origin enters the southeast side of this wetland, and 
appears to convey runoff into this area during rain events. At the north end of the wetland, the 
landscape slopes steeply toward the Manhan River. In this location, an eroded channel extends 
down the slope from the BVW. The channel appears to be an intermittent stream that conveys 
overflow from the BVW to the river during the growing season and storm events.  
 
The railway path extends over a bridge that crosses the Manhan River approximately 150 feet north 
of College Highway. A dam impounds the river a short distance upstream of the railway bridge. 
Downstream of the dam, the river is approximately 30 feet wide, and at the time of investigation 
was approximately 1 foot deep with several islands of wetland vegetation colonizing areas of 
accumulated sediment. The banks of the river in the vicinity of the railway consist of steep, sandy 
slopes that transition immediately to uplands in most locations. The river is a perennial waterway 
and therefore has an associated 200-foot Riverfront Area extending upslope from the bank. 
According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map for the area (Community Panel 250171 0020 A, 
effective date December 4, 1979) an area of Bordering Land Subject to Flooding with a flood 
elevation of 178 feet encompasses the area immediately surrounding the river channel.  
 
A large area of forested BVW occupies much of the area surrounding the railway embankment 
for the remainder of Segment 3. To the west of the embankment, the wetland is generally a 
narrow area that collects overland flow from the surrounding uplands. Three culverts were 
identified along the length of the embankment that provide hydrological connections between the 
two sides of the BVW. The culvert located directly south of the East Street crossing passes an 
intermittent stream beneath the pathway toward the Manhan River. To the east of the 
embankment is a larger expanse of relatively undisturbed wetland bisected by the Manhan River. 
According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map for the area, most of the wetland to the east of 
the embankment is located within the Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (100-year floodplain) 
of the Manhan River, with flood elevations ranging between 171 and 178 feet. 
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FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 
 

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 
 
A public workshop was held at 7:00 PM on October 13, 2009 in the Norris Elementary School 
cafetorium, with approximately 65 people in attendance.  The goal of the workshop was to solicit 
public comment from the residents of Southampton and other nearby communities who are the 
potential users of the proposed greenway or may be impacted by its development as a recreational 
facility.   
 
At the start of the workshop, graphics were posted of findings to date with information on 
topography, wetlands, railroad property lines, abutting property lines, culvert locations, and 
roadway crossings for the greenway project area between Coleman Road and College Highway.  
Attendees were invited to informally review the graphics prior to the start of the meeting.  
Following an introduction by Michael Phelan, Board of Selectmen liaison to the SGFC, Bob 
Moitozo, Pare Corporation Project Manager, provided a project update and Pam Sherrill, Pare 
Corporation Principal Planner, provided guidance for the facilitated workgroups.  All speakers 
reinforced that the purpose of the meeting was to listen to public concerns and recommendations 
regarding the proposed greenway, to serve as important input into determining the feasibility of a 
greenway along the three-plus mile Pioneer Valley Railroad Company corridor. 
 
The audience was then randomly divided into six groups, each with a facilitator, for small group 
discussion.  Each group was asked to provide their opinion regarding several aspects of the 
proposed greenway including; user groups, surface materials, parking, safety, maintenance, 
amenities, destinations, and any general concerns or comments they may have about the project.  
The points identified by the individuals in each group were written down by the facilitators as 
discussion progressed, and all participants were given six votes to identify their highest priority of 
the items discussed within their group.  Following the group brainstorming sessions, the entire 
group reconvened to review the top priorities and concerns identified by each group. 
 
User Groups 
 
The proposed user groups identified by the attendees were varied, with bicyclists as the top 
choice, closely followed by walkers.  These two uses represented approximately 50% of the vote. 
Other potential users identified, in order of popularity included cross-country skiers and 
snowshoers, snowmobiles, equestrians, skaters, joggers, and wheelchair users. 
 
Pavement Material 
 
Pavement was overwhelmingly preferred over a stone dust or gravel surface by the meeting 
attendees.  The use of recycled glass like that used in the Norwottuck Rail Trail pavement, coal 
ash, or other potentially hazardous materials in the pavement mix should not be considered for 
this project.  A wide greenway surface was also mentioned as a preference.  This would allow 
sufficient width for multiple user groups to utilize the greenway concurrently. 
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Parking 
 
The meeting attendees suggested several potential locations for greenway parking.  At the 
northern terminus of the project, suggested parking locations included the former FAA tower site 
and also along the southwestern side of Coleman Road adjacent to the greenway.   
 
Parking adjacent to easterly side of Gunn Road at the Riverdale Road intersection was suggested 
as a parking area that will not only accommodate the greenway users, but also persons wishing to 
use the adjacent Riverdale Road conservation area and for fishermen accessing the Manhan 
River. 
 
At East Street, suggested parking areas include the north Side of East Street adjacent to the 
greenway and the existing parking for Conant Park and the library.  Also, a shared lot with the 
Manhan Meadows conservation area was discussed as a possibility. 
 
At the southern project terminus, two potential parking areas were identified for the greenway.  
The owners of the ice cream shop adjacent to the rail corridor have tentatively indicated that they 
have surplus parking in the portion of their parking lot adjacent to the greenway, and that use for 
the greenway is a possibility.  A second location identified is the proposed 100-car parking lot at 
the athletic fields on Strong Road.  Although not immediately adjacent to the proposed greenway, 
this location can be accessed via Brickyard Road Extension, a low volume, unpaved road.  
Parking area treatment can be simply a leveled, gravel area with appropriate signing or more 
positively defined with asphalt pavement and pavement markings. 
 
Safety 
 
Several issues were raised by the participants relating to the safety of the proposed facility.  
Fencing and landscaping were identified as desired measures to provide privacy for abutting 
homeowners and to enhance the greenway experience.  Railing will be needed to protect 
greenway users in areas with steep embankments.  Lighting of the greenway was favored by few 
of the workshop participants. 
 
Policing of the greenway was discussed in regards to who will be responsible for patrolling the 
project and how will it be funded.  The design of the greenway must consider the need to 
accommodate emergency vehicles for medical emergencies or fighting fires.  Some felt that the 
increased usage of the greenway in the future would improve the safety of the facility due to the 
increased frequency of trial use and “added eyes” on the greenway. 
 
Maintenance 
 
The design of the proposed facility must consider the short and long-term maintenance costs of 
the greenway corridor.  Landscaping should be minimized to preserve the natural appeal of the 
corridor and minimize the need to mow grass or trim branches along the project.  Some 
maintenance may be performed by community groups, such as litter pick-up or light landscaping 
duties, but responsibilities must be clearly defined.  Plowing of snow from the facility in the 
winter will need to be decided by the Town.  Clearing snow would allow ease of use by bicycles 
and walkers, but may limit the desired snow dependent winter activities.  Approximate 
maintenance costs are included in Appendix C. 
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Amenities 
 
Potential amenities associated with the greenway included trash receptacles at parking areas (not 
along the greenway), bike racks, restrooms, benches at scenic areas, fresh water, exercise stations, 
and informational kiosks highlighting natural resources, community resources, greenway safety, etc.  
Possible sponsorship by local community groups or businesses was also mentioned. 
 
Destinations 
 
The workshop attendees identified several local, and not so local, destinations.  These included 
athletic fields, parks, conservation areas, the library, the City of Northampton, Sheldon's Ice 
Cream, neighboring towns (Amherst, Farmington CT), schools, shops, and work.  Side spurs to 
local businesses were identified as being potentially helpful to the local economy and improving 
convenience to greenway users. 
 
General Comments 
 
The operators of King Oak Farm own abutting properties along both sides of the greenway 
corridor between East Street and Gunn Road.  Currently, they hold riding events on two or three 
weekends a year.  The events require the ability to cross the greenway corridor with horses 
between these properties.  Continued coordination with the owners is required to assure that they 
can maintain their existing business and that the safety of the greenway users is also provided. 
 
One suggestion was that the Town review the operation of the greenway following the first year 
of operation to determine the success of proposed policies, and revise as necessary. 
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DESIGN CRITERIA 
 

Establishment of Criteria 
 
The design criteria for the proposed Southampton Greenway can vary widely, depending upon 
many factors such as community support, availability of funds, funding source, and other 
variables. 
 
Possibilities for the greenway include the option to do nothing, acquisition of the property with no 
improvements, development of a basic, unpaved trail, and the development of a trail complying 
with the guidelines of the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT).   
 

Do Nothing Option 
 
As with all projects, the option to do nothing exists for the Southampton Greenway corridor.  The 
response received at the Public Workshop, along with the Town Meeting vote to fund a feasibility 
study, implies that this option is not supported by the majority of the residents of the Town of 
Southampton. 
 

Acquisition of the Corridor 
 
This option differs from the do-nothing option in that the Town would acquire ownership of the 
greenway corridor from the Pioneer Valley Railroad.  The corridor would be allowed to remain in 
its current unimproved condition, but would be available to all those desiring to use it for a 
peaceful walk, a horseback ride, mountain bike ride, or to access features of the corridor such as 
the Manhan River, the Manhan Meadows Conservation Area, ponds and wetlands, etc.  It is 
unlikely that the patronage of the greenway would experience a significant increase beyond its 
present level with this option.  The Town would also assume all maintenance for the bridges, 
drainage culverts and pipes, and the corridor in general. 
 
Basic Trail Option 
 
The development of an unpaved trail along the greenway corridor could provide many of the 
features identified by the public meeting attendees as desirable, while limiting the construction 
costs and impacts to the character of the corridor.  The construction of an unpaved trail with a 
compacted stone dust surface would serve the needs of the majority of intended trail users.  The 
design of the trail surface would ensure that emergency and maintenance vehicles would also be 
able to access all sections of the greenway.  This type of trail construction is compatible with 
most modes of non-motorized transportation, although road bicycles with hard, narrow tires and 
roller blade users will find this surface less than ideal.  The ratio of recreational users to 
commuters will most likely be higher on this surface than on a path paved with a hard surface, 
such as asphalt. 
 
General Path Design Parameters 
 
As the greenway is an existing rail corridor, the existing alignment and grade of the 
railbed is generally suitable for direct conversion to an unpaved path.  Key items that will 
require additional evaluation prior to greenway construction include drainage of the 
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existing corridor, wetland impacts, the condition of the existing drainage culverts and the 
existing railroad bridges and the safety of roadway crossings.  
 
The basic trail design consists of the following: 
 

 Remove stumps and roots of trees from 14’ wide trail corridor and from drainage ditches.  
Place them in approved holding areas or remove from site. 
 

 Remove organics from the trail bed and shoulder (14’ width) and from drainage ditches 
and place in an aesthetic manner away from drainage area in an agreed upon area to blend 
naturally or transport off-site. 
 

 Construct an 11’ wide trail with a two-foot wide mowable shoulder or ditch adjacent to 
each side of the trail.  Therefore, remove objects within the 14’ cross section which 
would interfere with a side-bar mower, drainage, or access to maintain trail.  An 
occasional tree is desirable within the 14’ cross section as long as it does not interfere 
with drainage or access.  Any tree removal should be carried out by the Town or by 
Contractor following approval by the Town. 
 

 Install a base of crushed rock or tailings ranging from 6” to 12”.  Install a subbase of 
larger stone or unprocessed fill in any area which may need additional elevation.  Base 
material should be installed 11’ wide.  Smooth grade and crown or cross-slope the base.  
Roll the base with a vibratory roller. 
 

 All trail sections must be well drained.  The crown of the trail should be at least 1’ above 
the bottom of the ditch in “cut” areas.   Sloped trail sections must have drainage installed 
or restored.  Drainage ditches should be clean and shaped, and loose rocks and other 
material removed. 
 

 Slopes will be at 5% grade or less. 
 

 Install a 3” top course of medium coarse stone dust and roll with a vibratory roller. 
 
Vertical clearance above the path must be maintained to assure user safety.  All branches above 
the path should be trimmed to provide a minimum clearance of 8 feet for general use, and 
increasing this value to 12 feet is recommended for areas of expected equestrian use.  Existing top 
soil can be spread adjacent to the crushed stone path and either seeded with an appropriate seed 
mix or left to fill in with native species if not located in an area with erosion concerns.  In area of 
steep drop-offs adjacent to the path, fencing or railing should be evaluated to assure path user 
safety.  
 
The existing bridges will require removal of the existing tracks and deteriorated ties and 
construction of new decks and railing systems to maintain the continuity of the corridor.  Minor 
improvements are also required to the bridge structures to maintain their long-term integrity and 
safety. 
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Full MassDOT Trail Design 
 
If State or Federal highway funds are sought to fund the greenway improvements, then 
the trail must be designed and constructed in conformance with the Massachusetts 
Department of Transportation (MassDOT), formerly known as the Massachusetts Highway 
Department, design guidelines for shared use paths and greenways as part of their Project 
Development and Design Guide, 2006.  A shared use path should be designed to meet the needs 
of the widest possible range of users, including those users with disabilities. Accordingly, the 
Southampton Greenway should be designed in compliance with 521 CMR, The Rules and 
Regulations of the Massachusetts Architectural Access Board and with Federal accessibility 
guidelines.  The following is a discussion of these guidelines as they apply to the Southampton 
Greenway. 
 
MassDOT Path Design Parameters 
 
The recommended minimum width for a shared use path designed for two-way travel is 10 feet, 
but it is desirable to increase this width to 12 feet to accommodate increased use by a variety of 
trail user types and also to provide improved access for emergency and maintenance vehicles.  
The level-graded shoulder adjacent to the path should be maintained at a minimum width of 2 
feet, with at least 3 feet clearance to signs, poles, trees, fences, or other obstructions.  When the 
path runs adjacent to steep embankments, a railing or other type of fencing is needed adjacent to 
the path at the top of the embankment to protect path users.  Any proposed fence or railing should 
be a minimum height of 3.5 feet to prevent bicyclists from toppling over the top of the rail. The 
recommended tread width for a single-track equestrian trail with moderate usage is 3 to 4 feet.  
The recommended clearance to obstructions on each side of an equestrian trail to trees, walls, 
fences or other obstructions is 3 feet.   
 
Vertical clearance must also be maintained along the path.  The minimum clearance above the 
path to meet the requirements of 521 CMR is 8 feet.  To accommodate equestrian uses, a vertical 
clearance of at least 12 feet is recommended.  Possible vertical obstructions include signing, tree 
limbs, and overhead utility lines. 
 
The maximum cross slope allowable under the requirements of 521 CMR for a pedestrian facility 
is 0.02 ft/ft, or 2%. Providing between 1.5% and 2% cross slope will allow for drainage of 
stormwater off the path, while maintaining accessibility of the facility.  The longitudinal grade of 
the path can also be of concern if steep or long grades are present from both an accessibility and 
usability standpoint. Longitudinal grades for pathways should be kept below 5% to comply with 
the requirements of 521 CMR.  Grades between 5% and 8.33% are permissible, but the facility 
must then be treated as a ramp and comply with all applicable ramp requirements.  Based on our 
field observations and because the existing corridor was a rail line, we do not believe that the 
proposed greenway alignment has any areas of longitudinal grades in excess of 5%. 
 
Proper treatment of the path-roadway intersections is perhaps the most critical feature in the 
design of this facility.  Good intersection design will: provide clear indication to both the path 
users and motorists on the intersecting roadways of the approaching intersection; assign right-of-
way; provide sufficient sight distance; and clearly indicate the intended path of the greenway 
users.  Appropriate signing and pavement markings, strategically placed, will provide this needed 
direction with a minimum of clutter.  To discourage path use by motorists, bollards are generally 
used at the roadway intersections.  Bollards are generally located to allow at least 36 inches of 
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clearance on each side of the bollard, and a removable or collapsible design is often used to allow 
for emergency and maintenance vehicle access. 
 
Several characteristics must be considered when deciding upon the surface material for the path, 
such as long-term durability, safety, cost and maintenance.  The proposed path needs to provide a 
firm, stable, slip-resistant surface over a wide variety of use and weather conditions.  A paved 
pathway surface is most appropriate in areas with high use and those that will be cleared of snow 
in the winter. Stone dust, stabilized soil and other unpaved path materials may be suitable in areas 
with lower levels of use, or where the mix of users is more suitable for an unpaved path.  Non-
pavement materials are not suitable for inline skaters or bicyclists who travel at higher speeds.   
 
The long-term stability of any path surface depends upon the quality of the underlying soils.  
Properties of the existing soils will be evaluated during final design to determine if they are 
suitable to support the proposed use, or if an additional layer of structurally suitable soil will be 
required beneath the path. 
 
Whichever path surface material is selected by the Town, tree root heaves are a common problem 
with the long-term durability of the path surface on shared use paths.  To prevent this problem, 
we recommend the removal of all trees within the recommended clear zone along the path and 
placement of some form of root barrier in areas where trees are near to the proposed path.   
 
Drainage of the facility is another consideration that must be addressed when developing the 
proposed design of the greenway.  Care must be taken to assure that ponding on the path surface 
and icing of the path is prevented.  With an unpaved surface, drainage design of path must also 
consider the potential for erosion of the path surface.  The most critical areas for drainage of the 
proposed facility are areas where the surrounding land is at or above the grade of the existing rail.  
Within these areas, it will be necessary to shed stormwater away from the proposed facility.  
Where the existing rail embankment is raised above the surrounding terrain, drainage of the path 
will not be a concern, but the existing culverts transporting water beneath the embankment are in 
need of preventive maintenance.  Several of the culverts were observed to have moderate to 
severe erosion at their openings, and will require maintenance during greenway construction.  
Failure to address this erosion as part of the trail design could result in continued erosion of the 
embankment and possible damage to the greenway. 
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FINDINGS 
 
 
The review of the existing conditions was combined with the desires of the Town obtained at the 
public participation component of the project and the MassDOT design guidelines to develop 
recommendations for the Committee’s consideration.   
 
The proposed pavement material for the greenway was the topic of much discussion at the public 
workshop.  The majority of participants preferred a paved path to an unpaved path, yet many 
participants felt there is merit in providing an unpaved surface.  The proposed trail surface could 
range from a stable, skid resistant surface such as compacted gravel, stone dust, or stabilized soil 
over the existing subgrade, to an asphalt pavement surface over 8 inches of new gravel.  The final 
surface material will depend upon the target trail users, available funding, and the suitability of 
the existing soils to support the proposed path. 
 
To attempt to address this debate, one option before the Town is the creation of a dual path 
system wherever space and abutting wetlands permit its development.   This will provide a 
facility that will satisfy nearly all of the potential users of the greenway.  The proposed greenway 
sections are illustrated in Figures 5 and 6.  If desired by the Town, a single unpaved path may still 
be constructed along individual segments of the corridor or along its entire length.  
 
Most of the greenway corridor is of adequate width to support both a main shared use path and a 
secondary unpaved path for equestrians and joggers.  This pairing of two paths, one paved and 
one unpaved, would serve the greatest variety of potential uses as identified at the public 
workshop.  There are some areas that are of insufficient clear width to allow the development of 
the secondary path, and the adjacent wetlands would be adversely impacted by its construction.  
In these locations, we recommend merging the unpaved path into the main path and requiring all 
users to share the single path until sufficient width is again available to support the secondary 
path.  Along these sections of the greenway, advisory signage such as “Wheels yield to heels 
yield to hooves” could be posted to alert users of potential conflicts and identify priority of the 
various users.  The potential limits of the secondary path are shown later in this section. 
 
Existing culverts beneath the embankment will need to be evaluated and repaired as necessary to 
protect the integrity of the existing embankment.  Addition of a closed (piped) drainage system is 
not proposed for this project, but shallow ditches parallel to the proposed path may be required to 
transport stormwater and keep it from damaging the proposed greenway.  The existing beaver 
dam in the vicinity of Lost Pond appears to be quite old and may be in danger of failure.  This 
“structure” should be evaluated during final design to determine if it poses a threat to the integrity 
and safety of the greenway and to identify the environmental implications of its removal, if 
warranted. 
 
Independent of the path surface or configuration selected, repairs to the existing bridges at Gunn 
Road and over the Manhan River near College Highway will be required to accommodate the 
proposed greenway.  Necessary modifications to the bridges will include removal of the tracks, 
ties and deck, and installation of a new deck with railing, fencing and a wearing surface.  In 
addition, we recommend that minor repairs be performed to the foundations and that corroded 
components be repaired or replaced.  Repairs to select deteriorated components and replacement 
of the existing ties and tracks with an appropriate bridge deck will be required.  It is 
recommended that all loose rust, paint, debris, and vegetation be removed from the girders and 
substructures, and that all potentially hazardous materials be contained and disposed of properly.  
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This will assure the long-term viability of these structures.  The bridges will be suitable to support 
emergency and maintenance vehicles following these modifications. 
 
An evaluation during final design could identify scenic areas suitable for resting and enjoying the 
natural beauty of the greenway corridor.  At these locations, features such as benches and 
interpretive signing could be placed to enhance the greenway experience for the greenway users.  
Signing with interpretative or historic information could be posted at the roadway crossing of the 
greenway. 
 
Access to nearby amenities such as restaurants, shopping, neighborhoods, etc near the greenway 
may be provided by on street travel via the intersecting streets (Coleman Road, Gunn Road and 
East Street) or through the creation of path spurs and easements across private parcels.  
Easements can vary widely in cost depending upon such features as length, width, trail surface, 
and right-of-way costs.  Each easement must be negotiated with the individual property owner, 
and costs will vary with the owner’s desire to access the greenway and to allow others to access 
the greenway through their property. 
 
Maintenance of the completed project is an important concern that must be addressed early in the 
design process.  Recommended maintenance practices include such items as, periodic sweeping, 
surface repairs, tree pruning, mowing, plowing, trash removal, litter pick-up, pavement marking 
renewal, and others.  These items are important elements of a successful routine maintenance 
schedule.  Major maintenance operations are often undertaken by the locality or governing 
agency and their importance and the associated needs are to be considered during the planning 
stages of the project. Identification of the entity who is to take on these responsibilities should be 
established early in the process. Often, nonprofit groups, civic groups, and private organizations 
(i.e. bike clubs) partner with the community by assisting in the smaller maintenance tasks.  
 
With a paved surface, periodic sweeping is recommended to be performed six times per year to 
avoid accumulation of sand and gravel on the pavement surface during the first year.  Based upon 
experience from the first year, an annual sweeping schedule can be established for the greenway.  
The condition or pavement markings and signing should be reviewed at least once per year, and 
improvements/replacements made as necessary. If paved, the pavement condition should be 
reviewed annually and necessary repairs made promptly.  An unpaved (stonedust) surface should 
be inspected periodically and after each severe storm event for erosion or other damage.  Repairs 
should be made promptly, preferably with material from the same source to avoid changes in 
appearance or performance. 
 
Snow removal may be required during the winter months, depending upon Town policies 
established for the use of the greenway.  If the Town determines that the path will be open year-
round for jogging, walking and bicycling, then snow removal will be necessary.  The 
development of a dual trail system will give the Town the option to provide for these uses as well 
as snow dependent uses of the trail.   
 
The potential improvements, by greenway segment, are discussed in the following sections.
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Segment 1, Coleman Road to Gunn Road: 
 
Throughout the 0.89-mile length of Segment 1 of the proposed Southampton Greenway between 
Coleman Road and the Gunn Road overpass, sufficient width exists to provide a shared use path 
up to 12 feet wide.  In most areas, sufficient width also exists for an adjacent unpaved walking or 
equestrian path.  Proposed clearing of the area, including removal of the existing railroad ties and 
rails, clearing of some smaller caliper trees and trimming of overhead limbs is required 
throughout the segment.  Some locations may require some minor cut or fill of adjacent slopes 
(see Figure 8). 
 
Where the top of steep embankments will be near the proposed facility, we recommend that a 
railing be installed to protect greenway users. 
 
To address concerns that landowners may have regarding trespassing and privacy, fencing and 
landscaping may be installed to create a buffer between the properties and the proposed path.   
 
Advance greenway signage would be required on Coleman Road to warn motorists of the location 
of the path and potential for bicyclists crossing the roadway.  Sight distance at this crossing to the 
north and south is adequate, exceeding the requirements for the posted speed limit.  
 
Access to nearby amenities such as restaurants, shopping, etc. on College Highway can be 
provided by on-street travel via Coleman Road or through the creation of path spurs and 
easements across private parcels to access nearby properties such as the shopping plazas to the 
west of the path.   
 
A grass area of 8-10 feet exists between the edge of pavement and the utility poles on the western 
side of Coleman Road, and several cars would be able to park parallel to the roadway and it may 
be possible to develop a parking lot at the former FAA tower site. 
 
Bridge Repairs: 
 
The following repairs and improvements are necessary to prepare the Gunn Road Overpass for 
use on the Greenway: 
 

 Remove the existing deck, including ties, spacers, track, and guardrail and dispose of 
properly. 

 Install new timber decking, steel railing, chain link fence, and a bituminous wearing 
surface on the bridge (Figure 7). 

 
Additional repairs are recommended to improve minor deficiencies in the foundation and bridge 
structure to ensure the long-term viability of the structure: 
 

 Fill and stabilize eroded areas at the bridge abutments. 
 Clean and point masonry joints in the pier and abutments.  
 Replace the heavily corroded roller bearings at the south abutment as needed. 
 Clean all loose rust, debris, and vegetation from the girders and substructures, contain all 

potentially hazardous materials removed, and dispose of properly. 
 Repair the existing corroded steel stiffeners and bracing, primarily on the river span. 
 







    
 

-32- 

 
Segment 2, Gunn Road to East Street: 
 
Throughout the 1.54-mile length of Segment 2 of the proposed Southampton Greenway between 
Coleman Road and the Gunn Road overpass, sufficient width exists to provide a shared use path 
up to 12 feet wide.  In most areas, sufficient width also exists for an adjacent unpaved walking or 
equestrian path.  Clearing the area, including removal of the existing railroad ties and rails, 
clearing of some smaller caliper trees and trimming of overhead limbs is required throughout the 
segment, and some locations may require some minor cut or fill of adjacent slopes (see Figure 9). 
 
Where the top of steep embankments will be near the proposed facility, we recommend that a 
railing be installed to protect greenway users. 
 
King Oak Farm currently holds riding events on two or three weekends a year, and the events 
require the ability to cross the greenway corridor with horses between properties on both sides of 
the greenway.  Continued coordination with the owners is recommended to assure that this annual 
Southampton event can be maintained while still protecting the safety of the greenway users.  
This coordination could be in the form of advance signing on the greenway on the day of the 
event, advertising potential greenway disruptions in the days or weeks leading up to the events, 
and posting of “crossing guards” at the trail crossings to control greenway traffic when horses are 
present.  If a paved path is constructed, the farm has also requested the ability to cover the 
greenway crossings with a fiber mat and 6 inches of soil for the duration of the each event, with 
the removal of the material at the close of the event. Posting signs alerting greenway users of the 
change to the path surface during these events is recommended. 
 
In areas where residential properties are adjacent to the proposed Southampton Greenway route, 
fencing and landscaping may be installed to create a buffer between the properties and the 
proposed path.  Coordination will be required with the owner(s) of the properties surrounding the 
dirt path crossings to ensure that the access provided by the current crossings to the east and west 
sides of the properties is maintained if the proposed path is constructed.  
 
Access to nearby amenities such as the library, Conant Park, and other facilities is possible via 
on-street travel along East Street.  Appropriate signing to inform motorists of trail users on the 
roadway would be necessary to improve safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
A crosswalk and advance crossing signs would be required on East Street to warn motorists of the 
upcoming Shared Use Path crossing.  Sight distance at this crossing to the north and south is 
adequate from both sides of the roadway, exceeding the requirements for the posted speed limits. 
  
A potential parking area was observed on the north side of East Street, west of the rails, where 
several cars could park parallel to the roadway.  Additional space was observed for parallel 
parking in the grass on the south side of the roadway.  At Gunn Road, an area to the west of the 
greenway, between the roadway and the rail corridor, appears to be used as an existing parking 
area for people wishing to fish in the Manhan River.  This area may be improved to serve as 
parking for the greenway. 
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Segment 3, East Street to College Highway: 
 
Throughout the 0.69-mile length of Segment 3 of the proposed Southampton Greenway between 
East Street and College Highway (Route 10), sufficient width exists to provide a shared use path 
up to 12 feet wide.  In most areas, sufficient width also exists for an adjacent unpaved walking or 
equestrian path.  Clearing the area, including removal of the existing railroad ties and rails, 
clearing  of  some  smaller caliper trees and trimming of overhead limbs is required throughout 
the segment,  and  some  locations  may  require  some  minor  cut  or  fill  of  adjacent  slopes  
(see Figure 10). 
 
Continued coordination with the Southampton Conservation Commission regarding the status of 
proposed improvements to the Manhan Meadows Sanctuary will be necessary as this project 
moves forward. 
 
The historic whistle post located within this Segment should be retained to help preserve and 
celebrate the history of the existing rail right-of-way. 
 
Potential parking areas for the southern terminus of the greenway were identified during the 
public workshop.  The owners of the ice cream shop adjacent to the rail corridor have tentatively 
indicated that they have surplus parking in the portion of their parking lot adjacent to the 
greenway, and that use of this section of their lot for the greenway is a possibility.  A second 
location identified is the future 100-car parking lot at the proposed athletic fields on Strong Road.  
Although not immediately adjacent to the proposed greenway, this location is approximately 0.7 
miles from the greenway and can be accessed via Brickyard Road Extension, a low volume, 
unpaved road. 
 
Bridge Repairs: 
 
The following repairs and improvements are necessary to prepare the Manhan River Bridge for 
use on the Greenway: 
 

 Remove the existing deck, including ties, spacers, track, and guardrail, and dispose of 
properly. 

 Install new timber decking, steel railing, chain link fence, and a bituminous wearing 
surface on the bridge (Figure 7). 

 
Additional repairs are recommended to improve minor deficiencies in the foundation and bridge 
structure to ensure the long-term viability of the structure: 

 
 Fill and stabilize eroded areas at the bridge abutments. 
 Clean and point masonry joints in the pier and abutments as needed.  
 Fill eroded voids in the abutments and pier and place riprap to protect the substructures 

from further erosion and undermining. 
 Clean all loose rust, debris, and vegetation from the girders and substructures, contain all 

potentially hazardous materials removed, and dispose of properly. 
 Repair the existing corroded steel stiffeners. 
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We recommend that the proposed greenway terminate at the existing exit drive of Sheldon’s ice 
cream parlor.  If the Town wishes to terminate the greenway at College Highway (Route 10), 
advance greenway signage would be required along the roadway to warn motorists of the 
upcoming path and potential for greenway users crossing the roadway.  Sight distance at this 
crossing to the north is limited by a horizontal and vertical curve in the roadway, and sight 
distance to the south exceeds the requirements for the posted speed limit.  
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PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
WETLANDS PROTECTION ACT 
 
During the site visit on September 16, 2009, PARE determined that extensive wetland resource 
areas protected under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations (310 CMR 10.00) 
are located in the vicinity of the proposed greenway route. The steps necessary to permit the 
project under the Wetlands Protection Act are outlined below. It should be noted that the Town of 
Southampton Conservation Commission does not currently have a Wetlands Protection Bylaw. 
 
1. Wetland Delineation and Documentation 
 
Prior to design and permitting of the project, wetland resources along the project route must be 
delineated in accordance with the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations (310 CMR 
10.00). In many cases, the wetland edge is located at the toe of the railway embankment slope. 
Several culverts connect wetland areas and intermittent streams beneath the embankment, and in 
one location a seasonally flooded wetland area crosses over the railway path. Judging by the 
number of wetland areas observed and the sheer size of the site, PARE anticipates this project 
will require several days of flagging. Detailed documentation of the delineation, including 
delineation data forms and representative site photographs, should be completed. 
 
2.  Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation (OPTIONAL) 
 
An Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation (ANRAD) may be prepared to verify the 
accuracy of Bordering Vegetated Wetland (BVW) boundaries delineated onsite. Verification of 
wetland delineations prior to filing the Notice of Intent can be particularly helpful in instances 
where difficult delineations are involved. The filing of an Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area 
Delineation is optional, however the Conservation Commission could require the applicant 
submit an ANRAD prior to approving the project.  
 
3.  Notice of Intent 
 
The Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (General Law Chapter 131, Section 40) requires an 
Order of Conditions (permit) be issued by the Conservation Commission for any removal, dredging, 
filling, or altering of wetlands. This includes any work within the 100-foot Buffer Zone, 200-foot 
Riverfront Area, and Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (100-year floodplain). 
 
To obtain the Order of Conditions, the applicant must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) application to 
DEP and the Conservation Commission. The NOI includes a set of project plans, and a complete 
and accurate description of the existing conditions onsite, including wetland resource areas, and a 
discussion of the proposed work including all measures and designs proposed to meet the 
performance standards described in the Wetlands Protection Act Regulations.  
 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
 
Environmental Notification Form 
 
The project will potentially exceed several thresholds that would trigger the requirement for filing 
an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 



    
 

-38- 

(MEPA) in accordance with 301 CMR 11.01(2). The thresholds that the project may exceed 
include: 

 
 Land: Creation of 5 or more acres of new impervious area 
 State-Listed Species: Greater than two acres of disturbance of designated Priority 

Habitat, as defined in 321 CMR 10.02, that results in a take of a state-listed endangered 
or threatened species or species of special concern. (approximately 4,300 linear feet of 
the right-of-way are located within mapped Priority Habitat). 

 Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 5,000 square feet or more of 
Bordering or Isolated Vegetated Wetlands, or ½ acre or more of any other wetlands 
(includes floodplain and riverfront area). 

 
If the Project requires MEPA review, an ENF must be prepared and filed with the MEPA 
Secretary. Prior to or when filing the ENF with the Secretary, the Proponent shall circulate copies 
of the ENF in accordance with 301 CMR 11.16(2) and publish a Public Notice of Environmental 
Review in accordance with 301 CMR 11.15(1). The MEPA ENF consists of an application form, 
as well as supplemental documentation including project plans, a location map, and discussions 
of the proposed project, alternatives considered, and mitigation measures being proposed. Under 
certain circumstances an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) may subsequently be required. 
 
MASSACHUSETTS ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT  
 
According to the most recent GIS rare species data, a portion of the greenway route is located 
within Priority and Estimated Habitats of rare species. This includes the entire area between 
College Highway and East Street, and approximately 800 linear feet of the greenway located near 
the Gunn Road crossing. Additional permitting requirements based on the presence of rare 
species are discussed below. 
 
1. Streamlined Wetlands Protection Act Review 
 
The Notice of Intent will be filed with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered 
Species Program (NHESP) for streamlined Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA) 
review. This will require the submission of a Notice of Intent with additional supplemental 
information for endangered species review, including a vegetation cover map of the site, 
photographs, and project plans showing the limits of rare species habitat. 
 
2. Conservation and Management Permit 

Since a portion of the project will be proposed within rare species habitat, it is likely that the 
NHESP will find that the project will result in a “Take” of one or more state-listed rare species. 
Define “take.” The Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife Endangered Species Act 
Regulations (321 CMR 10.23) define “take” as follows: “in reference to animals, means to 
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, hound, kill, trap, capture, collect, process, disrupt the nesting, 
feeding, breeding, or migratory activity or attempt to engage in any such conduct, or to assist 
such conduct, and in reference to plants, means to collect, pick, kill, transplant, cut or process or 
attempt to engage or to assist in any such conduct. Disruption of nesting, breeding, feeding or 
migratory activity may result from, but is not limited to, the modification, degradation or 
disruption of Habitat” A Conservation & Management Permit (321 CMR 10.23) must be issued 
for projects resulting in a "Take."  
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To be eligible for a Conservation & Management Permit, the applicant must first (1) assess 
alternatives to both temporary and permanent impacts to state-listed species. Thus, certain 
projects that can be redesigned to avoid a "Take" may not be eligible for a Conservation & 
Management Permit. The Permit applicant must also (2) demonstrate that a proposed project will 
impact an insignificant portion of the local population of an affected state-listed species. Finally, 
the applicant must (3) design and implement a conservation and management plan that provides a 
long-term Net Benefit to the conservation of the affected state-listed species.  

"Net Benefit" mitigation generally involves some combination of (1) on or off-site permanent 
habitat protection, (2) management or restoration of state-listed species habitat, or (3) 
conservation research designed to benefit the species affected by a given project. The applicant 
may propose other forms of mitigation, as appropriate for a given project or impacted species for 
the NHESP to review.  

ADDITIONAL PERMITS  

The entirety of the proposed greenway will be located along the existing railway path, and no 
expansion of the railway embankment is anticipated as part of this project. However, BVW 
crosses the railway path for approximately 60 linear feet in one location between College 
Highway and East Street.  

A DEP 401 Water Quality Certification and a US Army Corps of Engineers Programmatic 
General Permit: Category II application will required if greater than 5,000 square feet of fill are 
being proposed within wetlands. At this time, it seems unlikely that the one wetland crossing 
along the railway path will cause the project to exceed this threshold. However, if the design 
requires expansion or stabilization of the embankment that would encroach into the surrounding 
wetlands, these thresholds may be exceeded. 

SOIL EVALUATION 

As with any former industrial use, the potential exists for contamination of the existing property 
is often a concern.  To assess the project, a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (Phase 1 
ESA) is typically performed as an early step in the final design.  The Phase 1 ESA involves a 
reconnaissance of the site for any surficial indications of recognized environmental conditions 
and to identify general uses of abutting parcels.  This is followed with a review of historical 
documentation in an attempt to identify any recorded information that may reflect recognized 
environmental conditions.  Interviews will be performed with readily available persons associated 
with past and current ownership of the property and with public officials regarding the property.  
A Phase 1 ESA report is prepared that will detail the findings, conclusions, and the need for any 
further investigation, such as testing of soil from select locations. 
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FUNDING OPTIONS 
 
Working with the Steering Committee and through research performed, there were several 
opportunities identified for possible funding for a project of this nature. The following is a brief 
discussion of the some funding programs that may be viable. 
 
The current federal funding authorization bill is the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Act: A Legacy for Users, or SAFETEA-LU for short.  There are several programs 
within SAFETEA-LU that allow for the funding of various transportation and transportation 
related projects.  Those pertinent to the Southampton Greenway include: 
 
 Transportation Enhancement Program - This program administers federal funds for projects 

to preserve, restore, or enhance components of the multi-modal transportation system that 
have not been traditionally funded by the Federal Highway Administration. A municipality or 
public agency submits applications. Projects are reviewed quarterly for readiness, therefore 
requiring the design to be advanced to at least a 75% submission phase, and eligibility. 
Projects are then recommended to the State Enhancements Steering Committee for their 
review and approval. 

 
Ten percent of each state’s annual award is available only for use on Transportation 
Enhancement Activities, such as trails and greenways. Projects require full ADA 
accessibility. Projects are typically funded with 80% federal dollars and a 20 % local match. 
For more information refer to  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/index.htm. 

 
 

 National Recreational Trails Program – The Recreational Trails Program (RTP) provides 
funds to States to develop and maintain recreational trails and trail related facilities for both 
nonmotorized and motorized trail uses. The RTP is an assistance program of the Department 
of Transportations Federal Highway Administration. Federal transportation funds are to 
benefit recreation including hiking, bicycling, in-line skating, equestrian use, cross-country 
skiing, snowmobiling, off-road motorcycling, all terrain vehicle riding, four wheel driving, or 
using other off road motorized vehicles. 
 
The RTP funds come from the Federal Highway Trust Fund, and represent a portion of the 
motor fuel excise tax collected from nonhighway recreational fuel use. The funds are 
distributed to the State by legislative formula: half of the funds are distributed equally among 
all States, and half are distributed in proportion to the estimated amount of non-highway 
recreational fuel use in each State. The program is 80% federal funds, with a 20% local 
match. Massachusetts received $1,237,000 for FY 2010. For more information visit 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/rectrails/overview.htm 

 
 MassDOT – The Massachusetts Department of Transportation may fund non-roadway 

projects if community and regional support exists and there is a demonstrated need for the 
project.  Priority is given to communities that fund design and permitting, and the project 
must be listed on the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to receive funding. Projects 
on the Transportation Enhancement Program are 80% state/federal funds with 20% local 
match. Available funding increased to $3,500,000 for FY 2011 Statewide. For more 
information visit http://www.eot.state.ma.us/default.asp?pgid=content/enhanceprogram& 
sid=about 



    
 

-41- 

 
 The Clean Air and Mobility Program – This program has been developed in order to fund a 

wider variety of projects that improve air quality and mobility and reduce congestion in a 
region using Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. This program expands 
on previous existing programs: the Suburban Mobility, Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) and Bike Rack Infrastructure Program. The objectives of this program that would 
pertain to this project include: 

 
- The fact that it is serves as a funding source for implementing small-scale roadway, 

intersection, bicycle and pedestrian facilities that are recommended in the MPO 
evaluation and study, 

- Helps develop a broader range of proposals from public entities in the region to expand 
the variety and scope of CMAQ investments, and 

- Improves the effectiveness of CMAQ funds in reducing emissions and congestion in a 
region. 

 
It is expected that this program will have $2 million in funds available in 2011. Proposals are 
accepted by regional transit authorities, municipalities, transportation management 
associations, chamber of commerce, and non-profit transportation advocacy groups in the 
MPO region. All projects must have a Regional Transit Authority, a municipality or a 
transportation agency as a fiduciary agent. Criteria used for selection includes vehicle 
emissions reduction, mobility, sustainability, cost-effectiveness, population served, or modal 
and geographic balance (compared to other projects to be funded). Eligible projects and 
programs fall into three categories: transit operations, Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM)/Transportation Systems Management (TSM) programs or projects, and infrastructure 
projects. The funding is 80% federal funds with a 20% local match. For more information 
visit  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/cmaqpgs/. 
 

 Massachusetts State Trail and Greenway Programs- The Massachusetts Department of 
Conservation and Recreation (MADCR) oversees the Recreational Trails Program to provide 
funding support for a variety of trail construction and stewardship projects throughout 
Massachusetts.  
 
The greenway projects, which are corridors of land and water that protect and link a wide 
variety of natural, cultural, and recreational resources. MADCR provides grants of up to 
$50,000 to non-profit organizations, municipalities, and regional planning associations to 
support innovative greenway and trail projects throughout Massachusetts. MADCR will also 
consider requests of up to $10,000 for multi-town greenway and trail projects. This program 
is 80% state funds with a 20% local match.  
 
Suggested activities for Recreation Trail Projects include: 

 
- Construction of new trails. 
- Acquisition of land or easements to protect critical sections of priority trails. 
- Enhancement, stewardship and maintenance of existing trails that could include bridge 

construction, drainage work, trail hardening, trail grooming, etc. 
- Development of trailside and trailhead facilities such as signage, kiosks, maps, gates, and 

interpretive displays. 
- Trail stewardship aimed at educating users, minimizing impacts on natural and cultural 

resources and resolving conflicts. 
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- Projects that demonstrate a creative approach to trail construction, partnerships, resource 
protection and stewardship. Provisions of features that facilitates trail access and use by 
persons with disabilities. 

 
To evaluate and select proposals, MADCR and the Massachusetts Recreational Trails 
Advisory Board will use the following criteria to assess proposals: 

 
- Demonstrate the need for the project, such as satisfying a recreational demand, 

connecting under serving communities or solving a significant trails issue. 
- Describes a realistic, tangible trail project that can be accomplished in the time given, and 

has a realistic and appropriate budget. 
- Creates, expands or enhances a trail system with real and lasting public benefits. 
- Considers relevant environmental, social and cultural issues, and minimizes or mitigates 

impacts to natural and cultural resources, addressing all applicable permitting issues. 
- Creates partnerships among trail users, organizations or agencies. 
- Demonstrates community support. 
- Actively facilitates a variety of compatible users. 
 
Visit http://www.mass.gov/dcr/stewardship/greenway/regionalGrants.htm for more 
information. 

 
Potential local funding sources should not be overlooked. Fund-raising efforts can include local 
resident contributions, fund raising events, or “selling” lengths of the path in return for 
recognition of support. 
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COST SUMMARY 

 
 
PARE has developed an opinion of probable costs for several path alternatives that have been 
considered. The following is a brief description of the major components of the construction options 
with a summary of the preliminary opinion of probable costs: 
 
 
OPTION 1: UNPAVED PATH USING EXISTING SUBBASE 
This option includes clearing and grubbing of the trail including the removal and disposal of the 
existing rail and railroad ties. It is assumed for this option that the existing gravel subbase will be 
used and the final trail surface will be a crushed stone surface. Minimal grading is anticipated. Costs 
are also included for plantable soil and seeding, safety rail/fence, tree protection and root barrier 
installation, signage, bollard installation at intersections, improvements to the Gunn Road Bridge 
and the Manhan Bridge, culvert repairs and mobilization. The preliminary opinion of probable costs 
for this option is $1,890,000.00. 
 
 
OPTION 2: UNPAVED PATH WITH A NEW GRAVEL SUBBASE 
This option is similar to Option 1 except that it is assumed that the existing gravel is not suitable for 
a subbase and it will be removed and replaced with new gravel. Some grading can be anticipated. 
Due to the minor grading this could have an impact on the quantities for several work items. The 
preliminary opinion of probable costs for this option is $2,390,000.00. 
 
 
OPTION 3: SINGLE PAVED PATH USING EXISTING SUBBASE 
This option includes clearing and grubbing of the trail including the removal and disposal of the 
existing rail and railroad ties. It is assumed for this option that the existing gravel subbase will be 
used and the final trail surface will be bituminous pavement. Minimal grading is anticipated. Costs 
are also included for plantable soil and seeding, safety rail/fence, tree protection and root barrier 
installation, signage, pavement markings, benches and other miscellaneous amenities, bollard 
installation at intersections, improvements to the Gunn Road Bridge and the Manhan Bridge, 
culvert repairs and mobilization. The preliminary opinion of probable costs for this option is 
$2,430,000.00. 
 
 
OPTION 4: SINGLE PAVED PATH WITH NEW GRAVEL SUBBASE 
This option is similar to Option 3 except that it is assumed that the existing gravel is not suitable for 
a subbase and it will be removed and replaced with new gravel. Some grading can be anticipated. 
Due to the minor grading this could have an impact on the quantities for several work items. The 
preliminary opinion of probable costs for this option is $2,660,000.00. 
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OPTION 5: DUAL PATH USING EXISTING SUBBASE 
This option the 12-foot wide bituminous paved path and the adjacent 3-foot wide stone dust path. 
The work includes clearing and grubbing of the trail including the removal and disposal of the 
existing rail and railroad ties. It is assumed for this option that the existing gravel subbase will be 
used. Minimal grading is anticipated. Costs are also included for plantable soil and seeding, safety 
rail/fence, tree protection and root barrier installation, signage, pavement markings, benches and 
other miscellaneous amenities, bollard installation at intersections, improvements to the Gunn Road 
Bridge and the Manhan Bridge, culvert repairs and mobilization. The preliminary opinion of 
probable costs for this option is $2,580,000.00. 
 
 
OPTION 6: DUAL PATH WITH NEW GRAVEL SUBBASE 
This option is similar to Option 5 except that it is assumed that the existing gravel is not suitable for 
a subbase and it will be removed and replaced with new gravel. Some grading can be anticipated. 
Due to the minor grading this could have an impact on the quantities for several work items. The 
preliminary opinion of probable costs for this option is $2,860,000.00. 
 
 
OPTION 7: BASIC UNPAVED PATH 
This option includes clearing and grubbing of the trail including the removal and disposal of the 
existing rail and railroad ties. It is assumed for this option that the existing gravel subbase will be 
used and the final trail surface will be a crushed stone surface. Minimal grading is anticipated. With 
this option the surrounding area will remain natural and no landscaping is proposed. Signage will be 
installed along the path to provide direction to the users. Costs are also included for bollard 
installation at intersections, improvements to the Gunn Road Bridge and the Manhan Bridge, 
culvert repairs and mobilization. The preliminary opinion of probable costs for this option is 
$950,000.00. 
 
 
OPTION 8: BASIC UNPAVED PATH WITH A NEW GRAVEL SUBBASE 
This option is similar to Option 7 except that it is assumed that the existing gravel is not suitable for 
a subbase and it will be removed and replaced with new gravel. Some grading can be anticipated. 
Due to the minor grading this could have an impact on the quantities for several work items. The 
preliminary opinion of probable costs for this option is $1,200,000.00. 
 
In addition to the construction costs, parking and easement related costs are provided in the 
appendix. The costs for any parking will be dependent on the selection of potential sites for parking 
and the size of the lot to be developed. Based on our research, an anticipated costs  
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PARKING AND EASEMENT RELATED COSTS 
 
The following costs are approximate costs for the preparation of the noted items.  These costs are 
independent of the path design selected for construction. 
 
Easement Acquisition Costs 
 
Because the granting of an easement prohibits other uses of the land area in question, the cost 
associated with an easement is often equated with the value of the underlying land.  The costs of 
currently advertised properties in Southampton vary widely, with an approximate average cost of 
$75,000 per acre, or approximately $1.75 per square foot, for parcels under five acres in total 
area.   
 
Therefore, the cost for a right-of-way easement across private property to the greenway would be 
calculated as (length of the easement) x (width of the easement) x $1.75.  An easement 300 feet 
long and 20 feet wide could cost $10,500.00.  This cost does not consider the cost of 
improvements to the easement.  The same approach would apply to the acquisition of property or 
the right to use property for parking purposes. 
 
Often, easements may be granted at considerably less cost depending upon the owner’s desire to 
access the greenway and to allow others to access the greenway by way of their property.  The 
cost of each easement must be negotiated with the individual property owner. 
 
Parking Facility Costs 
 
The cost to develop a paved parking facility varies with the condition of the existing site as it 
relates to suitability of soils, topography, and access.  Generally, paved parking facilities cost 
between $1,000 and $1,500 per space, including all necessary maneuvering area. 
 
Unpaved parking facilities construction costs are considerably less, depending upon the level of 
improvement needed at the particular site.  An area such as the ice cream shop existing parking 
lot may require no improvements, whereas the roadside sites may require regrading and the 
placement and compaction of suitable soils.  The cost to construct an unpaved parking area is 
approximately $400 -$500 per space, including all necessary maneuvering area. 
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HISTORIC COORDINATION COSTS 
 
The following costs are approximate costs for the preparation of the noted items.  These costs are 
independent of the path design selected for construction. 
 
Initial Research/Determination of Eligibility 
 
The initial step in the evaluation of the rail corridor is the research of the existing historic districts 
within the Town and the history of the rail corridor.  In coordination with the State Historic 
Preservation Office, a Determination of Eligibility application could be prepared. 
 
Approximate cost - $2,000 to $2,500 
 
Nomination for National Register Listing 
 
If it is determined that the Southampton section of the rail corridor is eligible for listing on the 
National Register, either as a stand-alone listing or as an amendment to an existing historic 
district in Town, a Nomination for National Register Listing could be prepared.  
 
Approximate cost - $5,000 to $10,000 
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NON-CONSTRUCTION RELATED COSTS 
 
The following costs are approximate costs for the preparation of the noted items.  These costs are 
independent of the path design selected for construction. 
 
Initial Research/Determination of Eligibility 
 
The initial step in the evaluation of the rail corridor is the research of the existing historic districts 
within the Town and the history of the rail corridor.  In coordination with the State Historic 
Preservation Office, a Determination of Eligibility application could be prepared. 
 
Approximate cost - $2,000 to $2,500 
 
Nomination for National Register Listing 
 
If it is determined that the Southampton section of the rail corridor is eligible for listing on the 
National Register, either as a stand-alone listing or as an amendment to an existing historic 
district in Town, a Nomination for National Register Listing could be prepared.  
 
Approximate cost - $5,000 to $10,000 
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MAINTENANCE COSTS 
 
 
The following costs for annual maintenance costs are provided in the table below.  Dependent on 
the maintenance program implemented and the construction alternative selected for the trail, this 
annual cost will vary. 
 

ITEM
Unit 

Measure
Unit Price Quantity Cost Assume

Landscape Maintenance/Pruning *, ** DAY $1,200.00 2.00 $2,400.00 2 days/year

Mowing ** MONTHLY $400.00 1.00 $400.00

Litter Removal ** MONTHLY $500.00 1.00 $500.00

2 employees 
w/truck, 1/2 
day

Stone Surface Repairs * TON $30.00 132.00 $3,960.00
2% damage 
annually

Bituminous Pavement Repair *, *** TON $80.00 30.00 $2,400.00

replace 100 
feet of trail 
annually

Pavement Sweeping * MILE $350.00 19.20 $6,720.00
3 times 
annually

Snow Plowing HOUR $65.00 2.00 $130.00
once up and 
back

Pavement Marking Renewal LF $0.15 49,500.00 $7,425.00
required every 
fifth year

* Estimated Annual Cost

** May be performed by volunteers for little or no cost

*** No significant repairs should be needed for first several years
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MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: October 13, 2009 (REV 11-30-09) 

 

TO:   Martha Issod, Southampton Greenway Feasibility Committee (SGFC)  

  

CC: Robert Moitozo, PE; John Shevlin, PE 

 

FROM:  Pamela Sherrill, AICP 

  

RE:  Southampton Greenway Feasibility Public Workshop #1 
 

 

Approximately 65 people attended the 7:00 PM workshop, held at the Norris Elementary School 

cafetorium.  SGFC reported that flyers had been distributed to all elementary students and that 

articles had run in the Daily Hampshire Gazette and Springfield Republican prior to the meeting.  

The meeting notice was posted on the signboard on Route 10. 

 

Attached to this memo are sign-in sheets, the agenda, and instructions for facilitated breakout 

groups.  At the request of at least one attendee, email addresses listed on sign-in sheets should be 

used ONLY for invitations to the next public workshop (or for project updates) and should not be 

distributed to any other organization or used for any other purpose.  Comment sheets were available 

at the close of the meeting.  To be considered as part of the public record for this phase of the 

project, all comments should be submitted to the Town Administrator by October 20, 2009.  Five 

comment sheets were received during the comment period.  A summary of comments is presented 

on the last page of this memorandum. 

 

Graphics were posted of findings to date with information on topography, wetlands, railroad 

property lines, abutting property lines, and culvert location for the greenway project area between 

Coleman Road and College Highway.  Orthophotos were used as the base map.  Attendees were 

invited to review the graphics prior to the start of the meeting.  Following an introduction by 

Michael Phelan, Board of Selectmen liaison to the SGFC, Bob Moitozo, Pare Corporation project 

manager, provided an update and Pam Sherrill, Pare Corporation principal planner provided 

guidance for the facilitated workgroups.  All speakers reinforced that the purpose of the meeting was 

to listen to public concerns and recommendations regarding the proposed greenway, to serve as 

important input into determining the feasibility of a greenway along the 3+ -mile Pinsley Railroad 

corridor. 

 

Attendees were randomly assigned to one of six tables for small group discussion, each with a 

facilitator.  General discussion points were used as prompts by the group facilitator, and all 

participants were encouraged to contribute their thoughts and comments.  At the close of discussion, 

participants of each group were each given six votes/stickers and asked to mark their top 

issues/concerns.  Through this a priority ranking evolved.  Facilitators reported back the top four 
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issues for each group along with other noteworthy comments when attendees reconvened to the front 

of the cafetorium.   

 

Attendees were generally supportive of the greenway project although many listed concerns, policy 

considerations, and issues to be considered in the conceptual design, assuming the project is feasible.   

The following represents a composite of issues discussed, by brainstorming group topic.  This 

information will be reviewed by the SGFC for consideration as the basis of conceptual design for the 

greenway.  Although participants were asked to rank topics, this was not a referendum and should 

not be interpreted as such.   

 

1. User Groups 
 

The following user groups were identified by the workshop participants: bicyclists, walkers, cross-

country skiers, snowshoers, snowmobiles, equestrians, skaters, joggers, and wheelchair users. 
 

As indicated, usage of the greenway would extend to four seasons.   

 

A. Motorized vehicles including motorbikes and 4-wheel ATVs are not compatible with biking, 

walking/jogging, blading, or wheelchair use.   

 

Policy Recommendation: Town to enact regulation to prohibit motorized vehicles and 

post these regulations (similar to the Manhan Trail in Easthampton).  The regulation 

should define enforcement responsibilities and establish fines  

 

B. Equestrians are concerned about the potential loss of use of the railroad alignment. 

 

Design Recommendation: Trail shall consider opportunities for a dual trail system, 

where feasible.  The steep embankment and location of sensitive wetland and riverfront 

resources may limit the potential for a continuous equestrian trail.  As an alternative, 

the southern segment (College Highway to East Street) might be considered as a 

stonedust trail more suitable for horses and mountain bikes.  

 

C. Snowmobile use may be incompatible with x-country skiers and snowshoers (especially 

regarding the speed of travel and noise created).  Although some groups felt this was a 

concern, another group indicates that snowmobile use creates a groomed trail and that 

snowmobiles are heard sufficiently in advance to allow skiers to step aside on the trail 

(trestle bridges and sections with steep side slopes would be more problematic).   

 

Policy Recommendation: Town to consider posting snowmobile speed limits on trestles 

and steep embankments.  If this is insufficient after one or more years of operation, 

segregated use areas could be designated or hours for snowmobile use could be posted.  

The Town should work with the local snowmobile group to develop this policy.  

 

2. Trail Surface Design    

 

A. Paved surfaces (asphalt, recycled product, and permeable pavement were mentioned) were 

favored by more than a 4 to 1 margin over a hardpack or stonedust surface.  No coal ash or 
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recycled glass should be considered.  Although some equestrians favor an unpaved surface, 

a paved surface would not preclude horses.  See #2, above. 

 

B. An extra-wide surface could be considered to provide a speed lane or dual use tracks.  It was 

noted that a narrow path is sufficient for horses. 

 

3. Parking 

 

A. Although many said that they would ride their bikes or horses to the greenway, it is 

important to provide sufficient parking.  One group indicated that it is not necessary to 

provide trailer parking for either horses or snowmobiles (an important consideration for off-

street parking lot layout).  The following discusses parking issues and opportunities from 

south to north: 

 

B. South 

 

1) Soccer Field Parking. Consider dual use of the proposed 100-car lot at the Strong Road 

ball fields with a connection to the greenway via Brickyard Road Extension (unpaved).  

This would provide access to the Hazel Young conservation area east of the river.   

   

Design Consideration: A direct connection from Brickyard Extension would minimize 

potential use conflicts (bike/car) at the intersection of Brickyard Extension, Moose 

Brook Road and College Highway.    

 

2) Sheldon’s Ice Cream.  Owners of Sheldon’s indicated that there may be available space 

to provide parking in the area along College Highway.   

 

Design Consideration: Sheldon’s has a deeded right to cross the railroad to provide 

egress to Moosebrook Road.  Design must address safety considerations of dual use of 

the greenway and the exit roadway. Coordinate with property owner at final design to 

develop formal agreement. 

 

C. East Street  

 

1) Combine a small parking area (parallel on-street parking) for Manhan Meadows 

conservation area with greenway parking. 

 

2) Alternative: provide signage at the greenway to existing parking in Conant Park and at 

the library. 

 

D. Gunn Road: Provide off-street parking to accommodate Manhan River fishermen, greenway 

users, and visitors to the Riverdale Road conservation area (50 acres immediately west of 

the greenway). 

 

E. Coleman Road: Consider use of former FAA /cell tower site for off-street parking.   
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F. Parking amenities:  trash receptacles (consider solar power), benches, portapots, timed or 

solar-powered lighting, signage to destinations, map of trail, historic sites, flora/fauna.  See 

#9. 

 

4. Safety 

 
A. Work with abutters to assure privacy through landscaping, fencing.  Discuss perception of 

crime.  Screening and fences are important for abutter privacy and to enhance the path 

where adjacent to developed areas. 

 

B. Define patrol responsibilities: police, patrol group 

 

Policy Consideration: Any greenway usage regulations or restrictions should define who is 

responsible for enforcement. 

 

C. Lighting is not desired along the greenway. 

 

D. Adequate signage is required on cross roads to warn motorists of greenway crossing.  Need 

design features / signage along the greenway to alert users of road crossings. 

 

E. Need fencing on bridges; guardrails/fencing along steep embankments. 

 

F. Current safety concerns along the rail line would be reduced with positive behavior on 

greenway - added eyes.  

 

G. Greenway benefits: would provide a safe way to walk dogs and ride bikes, provide a sense 

of community, encourage a healthy lifestyle, increase property values, and provide 

economic benefits to diverse local businesses. 

 

H. The greenway would provide vehicular access for emergencies and fire fighting. 

 

I. Fences and hedge/vegetation should only be used for screening/privacy or safety.   

 

 

5. Maintenance 

 

A. Emphasis is on a well-designed and well-constructed facility to minimize long-term Town 

maintenance requirements.  Concern about soft surface maintenance costs.  

 

B. Landscaping should be minimal to reflect the beauty of the woodlands, river, and wetlands.  

Lawn should be minimized to reduce Town mowing responsibilities (perhaps restricted to 

road crossings to make these greenway gateways attractive and welcoming).  

 

C. The role of community groups (Friends, community service/schools, scouts, businesses and 

garden clubs) should be defined for annual or quarterly greenway cleanups and storm 

response teams. 
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D. Consider a revolving account in town for perpetual maintenance of surface. 

 

6. Amenities 

 

A. Utilize local groups to provide / sponsor greenway amenities such as benches at scenic 

overlooks, conservation areas, gateways including East Street 

 

B. Consider need for restrooms/portapots 

 

C. Trash receptacles could be considered in parking lots only for pet litter disposal; consider 

solar-powered receptacles.    

 

D. Bike racks  

 

E. Other: water fountains, exercise stretching facilities 

 

F. Kiosks / Signage could provide information on bike safety (helmet use); rules of the road; 

emergency contact information; local destinations including bike shop, food, library, 

restrooms (library, town hall); conservation areas; fishing opportunities; historic 

district/canal/rail history; flora/fauna; policy information: hours, restrictions, carry in/carry 

out policies, pet/horse waste removal, no hunting.  Signage could be posted at the gateways: 

Coleman Road, Gunn Road parking area, East Street, and College Highway/Brickyard 

Extension. 

 

7. Destinations 

 

A. Athletic fields/parks/conservation areas/library   

 

B. Northampton 

 

C. Sheldon's Ice Cream 

 

D. Other:  neighboring towns, Amherst, Farmington CT 

 

E. Schools, shops 

 

F. Work 

 

G. Side spurs to businesses would help the economy.  See #9. 

 

8. General Concerns and Comments 
 

A. Assure that King Oak Farm has access across the greenway for equestrian events two to 

three times per year (weekend-long events). 

 

Policy Consideration: Require that a permit similar to a parade permit be requested to 

restrict access along the greenway during these events.  To assure access for horses across 

the greenway, Tom Cross has indicated that he would like to put down a 30-foot wide fiber 
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mat, topped with 6 inches of dirt or sand.  Site to be restored at the conclusion of each event.  

Event staff could be posted to allow greenway users to cross the restricted area when horses 

are not present.  Posting signs at the Gunn Road and East Street greenway entrances 

advising of greenway restrictions ahead could be considered. 

 

Policy Consideration: Continue the verbal agreement that Mr. Cross has with the railroad 

for the right to cross.  Daily access is needed.  Locked access gates could deter greenway 

riders from using jumps and other equestrian hazards located on privately owned property 

adjacent to the greenway.  

 

B. Recognize that the rail line currently provides access for upland bird hunting and deer 

hunting (hunting has not been observed along the rail line itself). 

 

Policy Consideration: Define the greenway as a “hard surfaces highway.” Note: State 

hunting regulation prohibit the “Discharge of any Firearm or release of any arrow upon or 

across any state or hard-surfaced highway, or within 50 feet of any such highway, or 

possession of a loaded firearm, discharge of a firearm, or hunting on the land of another 

within 500 feet of any dwelling or building in use, except as authorized by the owner or 

occupant thereof.”
1
   

 

C. Review operations after one year to consider policy revisions. 

 

D. A suggestion box link could be provided on the greenway website. 

 

Written Comments 

 
Five written comments were received during the comment period.  One letter was in support of the 

facilitated workshop format.  “It is much less nerve-wracking and much more given to 

understanding when we can express our concerns directly to our neighbors and get feedback in the 

same spirit.  I know I heard issues in my small group that hadn’t even occurred to me, and I “voted” 

accordingly.”   

 

Of the four comments received from those opposed to a greenway, the primary objection was cost to 

maintain and patrol such a facility.  As these comments were received following the meeting, they 

were not discussed in small groups or ranked for importance: 

 

1. Opposed to a greenway because it would attract out of town criminals, increase noise pollution, 

increase the tax rate with maintenance and policing requirements, adversely affect the safe, quiet 

enjoyment of abutters, increase traffic flow on local roads with decreased safety for residents, 

children and pets, require public investment for a facility used by less than 3 percent of 

residents, and adversely affect wildlife including nesting and migratory birds (similar to 

concerns for straightening Route 10 through the Bird Sanctuary area).   

 

                                                           
1
 Commonwealth of Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife, Abstracts of 

the 2009 Massachusetts Hunting and Fishing Laws 
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2. Opposed to paving or creating a gravel pathway out of the currently quiet walking trail since this 

will be expensive to maintain, have an adverse effect on the environment, and not serve those on 

horses, mountain bikes, snowmobiles, or ATVs.  These changes will not improve the trail for 

those who use it already and force them to go elsewhere, leaving only tourists, vandals, and the 

occasional jogger.  Keep our TOWN rural.  

 

3. Opposed to the greenway: “Don’t want it!  Don’t need it…Money is needed for schools, fire and 

police.” 

 

4. Greenway is not necessary.  “Tax money would be better spent for the police, fire, highway 

department, schools, and senior center…Cost of maintenance and patrolling… will be a 

detriment to emergency response departments…There are enough rural areas to accommodate 

bicycling, walking and any other outdoor activities …”. 
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Appendix B 
 

Public Comment Forms 



























    
 

 

 
 
 
 

Appendix C 
 

Opinions of Probable Construction Cost 
 




















