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Background and History 

Desert Foothills Mountain Bike Association is a chapter of the 
International Mountain Bicycling Association located in Cave Creek 
Arizona and does mountain bike advocacy work in the McDowell 
Mountains surrounding Scottsdale AZ. Brown’s Ranch is the northern 
section of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve which is owned by the City 
of Scottsdale (COS).  To the north it is bordered by the Tonto National 
Forest and to the South by additional Preserve lands which are adjacent 
to McDowell Mountain Regional Park (Maricopa County) and open 
space in the town of Fountain Hills. 

Historically, the area known as Brown’s Ranch was owned by the state 
and a generally un-managed OHV trail system existed. Very few of the 
historic trails in that system were purposely designed and built but 
instead just ridden in by motorcycles, ATVs and side by side ORVs. Due 
to lack of sustainable trail design and un-managed use, the impact of 
the trail system on the land base was large and many eroded trail 
sections were present.  

Upon attaining the land from the State, the City of Scottsdale 
commenced in planning and implementing a sustainable multi use non-
motorized trail system for the Brown’s Ranch area. Some public 
meetings were held and stakeholder impute was collected, however 
much of this process focused on where trails should go and not much 
detail on what trails should look like or what types of trail experiences 
users wanted was developed during these early planning stages. No 
overall assessment looking at all the trails happened during a planning 
phase, but instead this assessment of what to keep and what to close is 
happening now during the implementation phase of trail development. 



After an RFQ/RFP process, City of Scottsdale chose to select and work 
with 2 different contractors to develop the Brown’s Ranch trail system. 
Okanogan Trail Construction Inc. and YRU Construction are the 2 trail 
contractors working on the Brown’s Ranch trail develop, and each are 
under contract for assessment, design services as well as construction 
of new alignments.  

DFMBA contracted with Woody Keen of Trail Wisdom LLC for a range of 
services related to site visits, evaluation of trails built, and education 
services for DFMBA members and other riders in the mountain bike 
community. Site visits took place Feb. 20-24 2014 and included: Meet 
and greet dinner with key DFMBA leadership, a trailhead meeting with 
DFMBA members and City of Scottsdale Preserve staff, a mountain bike 
tour of many of the new (and some old) trails at Brown’s Ranch, a full 1 
day trails overview workshop at Paradise Valley REI, a 1 day on the trail 
education workshop with interested mountain bikers, and a follow up 
meeting with DFMBA leadership, COS Preserve staff, 2 Preserve 
Commission members, and the 2 trail contractors. In all, it was a very 
full few days of meetings, workshops and time out on the trail system.   

 

  

 

 

 



Site Visit Details and Observations 

Prior to arriving in Scottsdale, I tried to learn as much as possible about 
the history and process. I listened to Preserve Commission Meetings 
(available on audio online), studied maps of the Dynamite and Pima 
Trail System (by Dale Wiggins), reviewed the City of Scottsdale trail  
planning documentation (2 pages including master plan concept map 
and trail specifications), and had several conference calls with DFMBA 
members to understand concerns and interpretations of what was 
going on.  

In my professional opinion, there was a lack of good planning going into 
the start of development of the Brown’s Ranch trail system. The 
concept map is just that, very conceptual. The map does not indicate 
what types of trails will be developed where and what the strategy of 
such is, and the 1 page trail specifications page leave much to be 
desired in terms of conveying what types of trail experiences each trail 
type is designed for. Many mountain bikers were less than impressed 
with Phase 1 and this is in my opinion again a lack of good trail planning 
and documentation on what the “big picture” intent was.  

Local mountain bikers had developed formal feedback reports and 
submitted such to preserve staff, and DFMBA members attended 
Preserve Commission meetings to offer verbal feedback. Written and 
verbal feedback tended to be critical of trail design/development and 
some feedback channels called for a halt to construction and revisiting 
the “trail plan” or called for additional development of a more 
complete trail plan. In a feedback document “Lessons Learned” 
developed by B.J. Heggli (a former Preserve Commissioner), it was 
suggested in one graph that in the Phase 1 trail development of 51.2 



miles of new trail, 94% fell in the easy to moderate difficulty rating with 
60+% being easiest or easy. Though not verified by any outside 
professional source, this breakdown of trail inventory by difficulty does 
speak to a high level of concern coming from the more serious 
mountain bikers living in the area and frequent users of Brown’s Ranch 
trails (as well as other ride venues in the area). Of the trails I visited 
when on the trail system, I would agree with the intent of the 
breakdown graph, Phase 1 trail development was certainly weighted 
towards the lower end of the difficulty scale.  This is however one of 
the key concepts of a stacked loop trail system, with easier trails 
located toward trailheads and entry points, and then increasing 
difficulty as trails get further away from the trailhead as the more 
experienced user is willing to travel further to find the ideal trail 
experience they seek. Generally speaking, more serious and regular 
trail users will travel longer distances (on easier trails) to find the trail 
experience they desire.   

It is however important to note the 1 page trail classification sheet does 
not speak to trail difficulty at all. Trail specifications included the 
following metrics: surface (width, surface type, and protrusions), 
Running slope, Outslope, Vegetation clearance, Turn radius, and 
Backslope/Fill slope ratio.  There is little real difference from one trail 
type to another with overall tread width being the main distinguishing 
factor.   

The “Lessons Learned” document had very good insight, observations 
and recommendations and hopefully that document was reviewed and 
the feedback offered considered. 

 



 

 

It was clear that Phase 1 focused on physical sustainability with little 
concern for social sustainability of the trail system. Social sustainability 
is defined as providing the trails and trail system that users want with a 
good variety of trails at different levels of difficulties thus serving users 
with a range of skill levels and desired trail experiences.  
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  On Friday Feb. 21 2014, the day started at the Brown’s Ranch 
Trailhead with the following in attendance: Lorraine Montuori (DFMBA 
President), Patrick Kell (Regional Director for IMBA), City of Scottsdale 
Preserve staff members Liz Hildenbrand, Scott Hamilton, Kroy Ekblaw 
and Woody Keen. Discussion centered on a history of the land base, 
acquisition phase, planning and outreach phase and current status. I 
asked if there was anything specific that I could help preserve staff with 
during my visit and Liz responded “How can we make trails more 
technical, offering challenge for mountain bikers and at the same time 
sustainable”. Please see recommendations for answers to this question.  
After a good overview meeting a group of DFMBA members and other 
riders went for a nice ride experiencing some of the trails out of the 
Brown’s Ranch trailhead and then over to the Tom’s Thumb trailhead 
for a short ride and inspection of some of the trails in the Gooseneck 
area.  

During my site visit I did not get to look at all of the trail system, but 
certainly inspected enough to get a feel of the system and contrast the 
styles of the 2 different builders, but also different types of trails built 
to different design specifications.  

Trails radiating out of trailhead/parking areas were of a higher level of 
formality and had a slow design speed. This is very appropriate design 
theory in an attempt to manage mountain bike speed and reduce 
potential user conflict in areas of high user counts.  Having numerous 
trailheads means easy trails radiating out from a number of places in 
the classic stacked loop system concept. Trails were generally well built 
with long term sustainability in mind, specifically water management 
and mellow grades.  



 

 

Above: Many different user types enjoying the trails out of the Brown’s Ranch 
Trailhead. Trails close to trailheads will often be more formal and wider to 
accommodate different and many users.  

 

Lots of twist and turns surfing the contour of a complex topography and 
literal interpretation of the ½ rule/guideline by one of the contractors 
was the largest complaint I heard from the mountain bike users.  Riders 
felt like the trails were somewhat monotonous and lacked any 
opportunity for a faster rhythm.  So many turns also created several 
additional problems:  

1. There were some blind corners that could cause user conflicts due 
to potential for surprises. Though mountain bike speeds have 
been kept to a minimum due to so many turns, blind turns with 
sightlines blocked by vegetation in the apex of turns still allowed 
for plenty of surprises.  



2. Straight sections allowing for some buildup of speeds were 
sometimes followed by an outside turn with smaller radius which 
resulted in mtn bikers over shooting the turn in a surprise fashion. 

3. Some tighter turns that had dangerous vegetation right in the 
centrifugal force pull region of the trail. Efforts should be made to 
increase corridor clearing on such turns which could draw riders 
into cactus or other vegetation not desirable to run into. 

 

Above and below: A long and straight section of trail allows for a build of 
mountain bike speed followed by a tight right hand turn. Centrifugal force 
pushes the rider to the outside of the turn and potentially into unfriendly 
vegetation such as this Cholla Cactus.   



Though some riders did complain about design speeds being too slow 
to allow for faster riding, there was little overly “wrong” with the design 
and build of all the trails I rode and inspected. Phase 2 development 
should however focus on trails with a higher level of difficulty to 
entertain riders with higher skill levels. Many of the old moto trails had 
nice texture and the character that riders desired, and attempts should 
be made to include more older trail sections into the trail system 
moving forward. Some of these older alignments could be brought up 
to a stable condition with added water management structures in the 
form of knicks and drain dips. Soil composition generally lacks any 
binder material and thus using dug soil as a tread crest in a traditional 
rolling grade dip is not advised.    

 

Above and below: Many of the old moto trails have good texture and a level of 
difficulty that higher skilled mountain bikers (and other trail users) are looking 
for. Efforts should be made to keep some of these sections by doing limited 
grading and adding water management features such as drain dips.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition to many twist and turns in some sections (most notably, the 
Gooseneck section of trail) the size (short in length), depth (sometimes 
too deep) and frequency of abrupt drain dips (sometimes built and 
other times just crossing existing erosions rivulets) provided for a trail 
rhythm best described as herky-jerky. Future drain dips and water 
management structures should be built larger with a bike length as a 
minimum width across the dip. Short and deep dips are abrupt with the 
front wheel dropping in and then climbing out just as the rear wheel 
drops into the same short dip.  

Below: Short dips are very akward for mountain bikes. As the front wheel climbs 
out of the dip and onto the tread crest, the rear wheel is dropping into the tread 
dip. If the dip is deep, this results in an abrupt feeling for the rider and can have 
the tendancy to throw the rider over the bars. Short dips also fill in with sediment 
loads very quickly and thus stop working as a water management structure. All 
constructed drain dips should be the full length of a bycicle as a minimum. 
Emphasis should also be placed on smooth and easy transitions into and out of 
rolling dips. 



 

Below: Good rolling dips are broad based structures allowing the full length of 
the bike to be in the tread dip before climbing out and onto the tread crest.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Sat. Feb. 22nd was a full 1 day workshop hosted at REI in Paradise 
Valley. The workshop was led/taught by Woody Keen and had roughly 
35 in attendance. The morning session was a PowerPoint presentation 
on sustainable trail planning/design and development focusing on the 4 
areas of trail sustainability: Ecological, Physical, Managerial, and Social 
sustainability.  After lunch a trail planning exercise took place with the 
crowd broken down into 4 working groups. Each group had a map with 
topo lines but no trails shown and was given 2+ hours to conceptualize 
a trail system with various difficulty levels using post-it notes and 
colored pens to help illustrate their concept trail system. Everyone 
involved enjoyed the exercise and learned how difficult planning the 
ideal trail system can be.   

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



Sunday Feb. 23rd was a one day on the trail “ride and learn” workshop 
with over 20 riders participating. It was geared to be follow up from the 
day before and applying what had been learned in the classroom to the 
field. Our route included part of the Granite Mountain Loop but also 
riding the newly constructed Coyote Canyon Trail. Coyote seemed to be 
a departure from previous construction and a step in the right direction 
in terms of higher level of difficulty.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Perhaps not noticeable by the general public, but from a professional 
perspective there was a stylistic difference between the 2 trail 
contractors working on the Brown’s Ranch project.  

In some ways, this difference added to a slight variety in the trail 
inventory produced in Phase 1. It was however more difficult for me to 
differentiate trail types when riding them with the exception of the 
really wide Class 3 and 4 trails. Class 1 and 2 could be considered to be 
narrow and wider single-track, but the 2 blended together for me and 
there seemed little real difference from a technical difficulty experience 
standpoint.   

Phase 1 of the Brown’s Ranch trail development certainly laid the 
foundation for a good trail system, but a lack of detail in trail planning 
documentation has left some in the mountain bike community with 
little insight or understanding of what the next phase would bring. 
Fearing “more of the same” mountain bikers have rallied around 
advocacy efforts to affect change and process for future development. 
DFMBA should be commended for the efforts of seeking better 
understanding and education of trail planning and design, and for 
seeking professional help to represent their needs/desires in the 
process moving forward.  

Some of the feedback I offered during my site visit was likely not easy 
to hear for some members. In my professional opinion, other than 
previously mentioned sight line, tight turns and dangerous vegetation 
along the trail, there were no major trail building mistakes made in 
Phase 1 development. That being said, many of the trails did feel similar 
and the system lacked overall variety and there were few if any 
“character” trails that define the trail system. Additionally, the 



complexity of some of the geography did contribute to trails that lacked 
good consistent rhythm which is described by some as flow. 
Specifically, trails located lower in the complex watershed had an 
extensive amount of erosion gullies to cross and this meant dipping into 
and out of washes on a regular basis and steep entries and exits 
combined with a needed turn and sandy bottom made some trails 
difficult for mountain bikes to navigate such crossings with any speed.   

Coming into the project, I had been told that all trails were multi use 
(hike, bike horse) and that such was mandated. Upon site visits to 
different trailheads, I found a number of exceptions to this multi-use 
mantra including:  

-Climbers access trails leading from main trails to the base of climbing 
sites; these were closed to bikes and horses. 

- Horse access trails connecting horse parking with the main trail 
system, these were closed to bikes. 

-The Jane Rau Trail, a short .5 mile ADA trail located out of the Brown’s 
Ranch Trailhead. This trail is closed to bikes and horses. 

-Brown’s Mountain Summit Trail, a steep trail from the saddle to the 
summit of Brown’s Mountain. This trail is closed to bikes and horses.  



Above and below: Preferred use or single use trails already exist within the 
Brown’s Ranch trail system. 

 

 

There may be others but these were the ones I witnessed in my site 
visit. Such exceptions to the full shared use philosophy would seem to 
set the stage for the concept of designed and managed use, or as some 
refer to it preferred use. This concept recognizes a shared use trail 
system but certain trails are specifically designed and built for one 
specific user in mind to enhance that user experience, but not formally 
closed to other uses. One example that comes to mind is the new 
Coyote Canyon Trail which Kroy noted during one of the meetings to be 
more intended for horses as opposed to bikes. The upper part of that 
trail had a nice technical feel that was very different from other trails in 
the system, but the bottom part of the trail follows washes for long 
distances which poses little problem for horses (in fact they like this 
type of “trail”) but is not much fun for any distance for bikes.  



Monday Feb. 24th involved a follow up meeting in City offices with the 
following in attendance: Woody Keen, COS Preserve staff, several BOD 
members from DFMBA, Patrick Kell from IMBA, both trail contractors, 
and 2 Preserve Commission members. Woody began with a review of 
the week’s schedule and a quick review of what his first impressions 
were. This led to a lengthy open and good discussion on how to move 
forward, with improved communication between all parties identified 
as one of the key factors to increased success.   

 



Recommendations 

Desert Foothills Mountain Bike Association commissioned my 
consulting work on this project and this document is follow up to site 
visits. Some of the suggestions are targeted at DFMBA, but many are 
suggestions for the City of Scottsdale and specifically preserve staff. 

 

-Develop a field review advisory committee. This team of trail users 
should represent various different user groups and each representative 
should have some level of knowledge of sustainable trail design. The 
idea is for the group to help communicate the needs and desires of 
different user groups (and different skill levels) to COS Preserve Staff 
and the 2 contractors and also influence the design process. By allowing 
such input in the design phase some of the blame can be transferred 
back to the user representatives if the finished product of each trail is 
not widely accepted by the broader users.  

-Update the 1 page Conceptual Trail Plan map to show different trail 
types in locations. Such an exercise would help to ease the concerns of 
those wanting to see more difficult trails developed (advanced 
mountain bikers, serious trail runners, and more skilled equestrians) by 
showcasing more difficult trails in an easy to read formatted map.  

-Re-visit the Trail Classification Matrix and develop additional metrics 
for measuring specifications of different trail types. A suggested Trail 
Design Parameters document is attached here as an appendix. Add 
difficulty ratings to trail types.   

-Develop additional trail types in the single track category. In the 
current Trail Classification Matrix, Classes 3 and 4 are double track to 



full road width. Classes 1-2 are certainly single track, but the current 
specifications for these 2 trails still would produce trails in the easy to 
moderate difficulty range. Develop trail specifications for More Difficult 
and Most Difficult trails.   

-Consider developing some trails that are designed/managed for 
mountain bikes. The precedent for single use or preferred use trails has 
already been established in the preserve and developing some trails 
that mountain bikes are key in the design process and development 
makes sense given how important and large this user group is. These 
trails would be open to other uses, but the emphasis in development 
stage would be how to fully enhance the user experience of mountain 
bikers. Consider using a trail consultant for this who has extensive 
experience in mountain bike trail design and development and is likely 
to be known and respected in the mountain bike community. 

-Consider performing a hybrid project with each of the 2 trail 
contractors working with DFMBA members. Hybrid projects are 
growing in popularity and really help to build a trails community while 
saving money from the overall construction budget. The typical hybrid 
contract has the professional trail contractor (sometimes working with 
volunteers) producing the trail design and location on the landscape 
and then doing needed machine work, with trail volunteers working 
behind the machines to perform finish work and often adding trail 
features to enhance the user experience.  

-Seek out rock in the design process to add a higher level of difficulty to 
trails within the system where appropriate. Rock can be used in many 
ways to add interest and difficulty: rock choke points, rock armored 
sections, using available onsite rock to create challenging and yet stable 



rock gardens as primary or alternate lines, steep rock slabs to allow for 
sustainable steep pitches to include in trail routing etc. There is plenty 
of this opportunity in the Brown’s Ranch area with each of the main 
mountain formations having some level of rock as part of the geologic 
formation.  

    

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Above: The landscape around Brown’s Ranch has ample opportunity to take 
advantage of rock for adding technical challenge to trails.  

 

Below: Rock is one of the key technical features of the trail system at Curt 
Gowdy State Park in WY. The landscape at Brown’s Ranch is somewhat similar 
to Curt Gowdy.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



-Use/incorporate more of the existing old moto trails into the trail 
system moving forward. Some of the old moto trails, after some water 
management work, could be utilized as part of a good trail system. 
Removing the motorized use from these trails means removing the user 
group with the highest displacement forces.  With some level of minor 
regrading and adding water management structures some/many of 
these older trails could be brought into a reasonably stable condition. 
Many of the older moto trails have good rhythm and a level of tread 
rugosity and texture desired by more advanced users. Steeper sections 
might need some level of rock armoring, but there is almost always 
good rock armoring material available close by. Consider hosting a rock 
armoring workshop with DFMBA providing the labor force with good 
instruction to solve some of the rock armoring needs.  

https://www.imba.com/blog/patrick-kell/advanced-rock-armoring-
school-sedona 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Above: With some minor re-grading and added water management structures, 
this section of trail could be brought into a stable if not sustainable condition. 
Additionally, there is plenty of rock on site to use for rock armoring the steeper 
sections of trail. 



Below: Participants in a 2 day rock armoring workshop finish a section of steep 
trail that now due to the rock armoring will resist the impacts of water based 
erosion and user impacts. There are many different types of rock armoring 
(stone pitching, flagstone armor etc.)  and a 2 day workshop with a 
demonstration project is a great learning opportunity.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



-Employ a more “out of the box” trail design process and thinking to 
create “signature trails” within the Brown’s Ranch system. Brown’s 
Mountain Summit Trail can serve as a good example of an out of the 
box trail design that does break some of the physical sustainability 
guidelines. Specifically, the ½ guideline was broken on this steeper trail 
to gain the summit of Brown’s Mountain and also a trail experience 
desired by the users (reaching the summit in a more direct route). The 
trail design in that case focused on social sustainability and giving the 
users the trail experience they desired, and it is understood that this 
trail will perhaps require more maintenance. The same theory 
could/should be applied to some of the more difficult trails further 
from the trailheads. Such a design and development process will result 
in trails that have signature quality instead of just feeling like all other 
trails in the preserve. As potential problems arise from less than perfect 
designed alignments, such problems can be addressed through 
volunteer work when such a labor force is trained in techniques such as 
water management and rock armoring techniques.  

Below: The Brown’s Mountain Summit Trail is certainly “out of the box” from a 
sustainable design standpoint. To follow all of the normal physical sustainability 

design guidelines 
would have the trail 
encircling the mountain 
several times before 
reaching the summit. 
Users would generally 
not stay on such a trail 
and thus creating a trail 
not understanding 
social sustainability 
needs. This is however 
certainly a signature 
trail within the system 
and a highly desirable 

trail experience for hikers and trail runners who need a strong destination for 
motivation.  Employing the same out of the box thinking to approaching other 
trails in the system will result in a better over-all trail network.  
 



-Improve/focus on good and long sightlines for trails close to trailheads 
and/or anticipated to have high traffic counts. Improvement in 
sightlines can happen during the design process, but also in 
construction phase by removing blinding vegetation especially in the 
apex of turns. Re-visit all trails constructed in Phase 1 to look for blind 
turns or sections of trail that have too short of a sightline and poor 
visibility. Improving sightlines on Phase 1 trails and also focusing on 
improvement for Phase 2 will help reduce surprises and reduce 
potential user conflict. Also, look for opportunities to remove 
dangerous vegetation on the outside radius of tight turns to reduce 
chances of mountain bikers being pulled into dangerous vegetation by 
centrifugal forces.  

-Improve ridability of all water management structures. Larger grade 
reversals are preferred (undulation combined with slight tread 
meander, best accomplished by turning more into the backslope and 
then out again). Where dips are constructed, focus on the length being 
more than a bike length long in the tread dip, and grade for smooth 
transitions into and out of the dips. When crossing current landscape 
erosion swells and gullies, grade using trail machine (excavator) to 
create smooth transitions and mellow entrances and exists. 

-Improve communication process between user groups and land 
managers (managerial sustainability). A field review advisory 
committee (see recommendation 1) will certainly help and this focus 
group can serve as a conduit for information coming from the preserve 
management team back to the users. This may however not be enough 
and I would suggest developing other means of communication. One 
suggestion here would be regularly scheduled meetings separate from 
the monthly Preserve Commission meetings to deal specifically with 
trail development. These will be most effective if they are field site 
visits to recently built or re-worked trail sections. As was noted in the 
Monday Feb. 24th follow up meeting after my site visit, communication 
(better and more effective) is the key for breaking through current 
barriers and helping to turn what is now a challenged relationship into 
a strong partnership.     

 



Appendix: Trail Design Parameters and 
Specifications Matrix  

 
 Trail Type Name: Name of trail for trail 

inventory to be included in management plan  
 Difficulty Rating: Information to be shared 

with users on how difficult the trail experience 
will be 

 Difficulty Symbol: Symbol of trail difficulty as 
shown on maps, kiosk, website and any other 
method of information conveyance 

 Typical Tread Width: Typical range (narrowest 
to widest) of trail tread width for this type of 
trail 

 Typical Corridor Width: General description 
of width between trees and other vegetative 
matter close to the trail 

 Tread Rugosity: Smoothness or roughness of 
the trail tread including roots or rocks protruding 
above main tread surface: Protrusions and 
Obstacles. The frequency and size of protrusions 
and obstacles combine to add an overall tread 
rugosity and affect the trail tread difficulty.   

 
 
 



 
 

 
 Protrusions: Smaller irregularities in the trail 

surface in the form of smaller rocks and roots 
from vegetation (trees). Though these add 
texture to the trail tread, they are generally 
avoidable and/or small enough to not create 
significant issues of trail difficulty (unless there 
are long sections of a number of protrusions).    
 

 Mandatory Obstacles: Larger (taller) 
irregularities in tread surface including rocks, 
roots, and drop offs that are mandatory and not 



avoidable. Steps and other built structures are 
also mandatory obstacles.  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 Maximum Sustained Grade: Steepest grade on 
trail for a sustained distance (50+ feet) 

 Maximum Grade: Steepest overall section of 
trail (short distance) 

 Average Gradient: How steep is the average 
grade of the trail as measured in percent (vertical 
distance over linear distance) 

 Typical Tread Materials: What does the tread 
surface of the trail consist of? 

 Steepness of Side-slope (exposure factor): 
How steep is the prevailing side-slope of the 
landscape the trail is running through (how 
serious would a fall be off trail)? This relates to 
the penalty of failure for a fall off trail tread.  

 
 
 
 



 Formality of Trail and Structures: Trail rating 
helps to determine how formal the trail 
experience will be 

 Turn Radius: Tightness of turns and 
switchbacks found on the trail and general flow 
or rhythm of trail experience (open and flowing 
vs. tight and twisty) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Typical Drainage and Waterway Crossings: 

Typical way the trail tread would interact and/or 
cross waterways (streams, creeks, drainages) 

 Duty of Care: Sliding scale, refers to potential 
liability exposure of trail and structures 

 User Profile: General description of experience 
level, fitness level, motivations etc. of the 
expected typical user on any given trail type 



 
 


