CONSTRAINTS

houghthe ideaisdefinitely onetoa mfor in the long-term,
responsible development of a contiguous trail around

Humboldt Bay has many challenges. If therailroad corri-
dor had been developed with two pardlel tracks —voila, that extra
track could be the spacefor atrail. For much of the bayshore vicin-
ity, however, it's pretty tight on space for atrail: the railroad is d-
most in the high tide zone and a highway or major road i s often im-
mediatel y adj acent, with low-lying agricultural or wetland areas on
al sides and inbetween. In other areas, there areindustria devel op-
ments or sensitive wildlife habitat areasimmediately onthebayshore.

The conclusion: development of acontiguous trail will take dedica-
tion, focus and consistent effort on the part of many agencies and
organizations.

VIITA THE NUMBER ONE QUESTION: WHAT
ABOUT THE RAILROAD?

Before the inception of this project and continuing throughout the
process of researching potential i mprovmentsto bay access opportu-
nities, themost frequently-asked question has been: * What about using
the railroad corridor as a trail? The short-term answer is that,
though trains may not be currently running on the tracks around the
bay, there are plans to reestabli sh rail service. The long-term answer
isthatif rail serviceis ever discontinued for an extended period of
time, the railroad corridor should be converted to atrail to preserve
the corridor and provide public use.

VIIIA1 STATUS OF THE NORTHWESTERN PACIFIC
RAILROAD

Therai lroad corridor between K orbel/Samoaand Healdsburgis man-
aged by a public entity, the North Coast Railroad Authority. The
corridor was purchased by the state in segments between 1989 and
1995, and is owned by ajoint powers authority, the Northwestern
Pacific Railroad A uthority.

Regular rail service has not been functional in Humboldt County
since the mid-nineties. M assive slope fallures in the Ed River can-
yon and problemsonthe line to the south have preventedrail service
fromreturning to the region. Trainsare now operating asfar north as
Petaluma, and the NCRA'sgoal i storestoreservice to theentireline.

HumMBOLDT BAY TRAILS FEASIBILITY STUDY ® DECEMBER, 2001

secTtioN VIl

Therairoad corridors around Humbol dt Bay
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Therearehopesto rebuild thehistoric
waterfront rail station near itsformer

location adjacent to the ‘balloontract’.
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SECTION VIII ® WHAT ABOUT THE RAILROAD?

The NCRA cannot currently predict when rail service will return to
the Humboldt Bay region, however.

Assuming that the NCRA will meet its goa in the next decade, itis
likely that segments of track and seismicaly unfit bridges will need
repair work or reconstruction. It is recommended that, when this
repar work is planned where trail s are proposed to adjoin the ralil -
road corridor, cooperative efforts to fecilitate trail development oc-
cur. It islikely that funds for corridor retrofit and trail devel opment
could be matched and used collectively to develop both rails and
trals. The Federa Highway Administration has a draft Best Prac-
tices Report for Rails-With-Trails available for review at
www.ataplanning.com.

Obviously, if it ceasestofunction, useof therallroad asatral would
make near circumnavigation of thebay by trail amuch higher pos-
sibility. Conversion of therail to atrail would be rel atively easy and
inexpensive. Over 11,000 miles of tralls exist on preserved railroad
corridors around the conti nent (and another 20,000 mil es of rail -trails
areinthe works). Moreinformation about rail-trails and rail s-with-
tralls can be found online a www.rallstotrai Isconservancy.org or
www.trailsandgreenways.org, and in Section VI G5.

VIIIA1 PLANNING FOR AN EXCURSION TRAIN

It is important to mention some current planning efforts (not nec-
essarily ‘constraints’, but potentiad opportunities) to restore passen-
ger rail serviceto the Humboldt Bay region. Effortsare underway by
the Northern CountiesL ogging Interpretive Association (NCLIA) to
bring atourist train to Humboldt Bay. The route would use the exist-
ing tracks around the bay from Eurekato Arcataand Samoa. If shown
to be feasible, another train could run to South Fork onthe Ed River
and Founder’s Grove.

The mission of the NCLIA isto build amuseum about the history of
timber in America. The NCLIA has joined with five other historica
organizations to form the Redwood Empire Alliance for Culture and
History. The overdl god is a complex of museums, not unlike the
Smithsonian in Washington, D.C. These museums are planned to be
connected with the proposed excursion trai n.

Efforts are d so underway to rebuild an historic replica of the Eu-
rekatrain station onitshistoric sitein Old Town. Thisfacility would
serveas an intermodd transit center, for which a study has been com-
pleted (LSC Transportation Consultants, 1994).
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VIIIB REGULATORY AND LAND USE ISSUES

Thefollowingisabrief compilation of somei ssuesthat agenciesand
and organizations interested in bay access development will need to
be familiar with to makethe *bay trail’ vision a redlity.

VIIIB1T WATER RESOURCES AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

The waterways, wetlands and wildlife habitat of Humboldt Bay are
valuable assets in many ways — and because of their vaue, any
development that mi ght affect these resources must becarefully con-
sidered to avoid or minimize negative impacts. This consideration
includes the construction of trail s and other public access facilities.
Improved regiona trail and open space planning systems (recom-
mended in Section V [1B2) will help ensurethat cumulative effects of
coastal access developments are minimized.

In addition to local governments’ (Cities and County) jurisdiction
over project planning, several stateand federal agencieshave juris-
diction over resource-relaed activiti es that may be a component of
accessfacility construction projects. TheseagenciesincludetheU.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Nationd MarineFisheries Service, theCdiforniaDepartment of Fish
and Game, and the California Coastal Commission.

As with dl state and federd agencies, early and regular consulta-
tion is recommended to avoid planning projects that may not be
consistent with regulatory agency guiddines. Working closely with
regulatory agency personne will help avoid significant impacts and
identify acceptable mitigation for potential ly significant impacts.

VIIIB1l.1 Army Corps of Engineers

TheArmy Corps of Engineers (the Corps) regulates placement of fill
in wetlands or waterways. Fill includes soil, rock, structures, or pil-
ings. An activity which places fill in awetland may constitute a‘loss’
that would require mitigati on. The amount of mitigati on depends on
the nature and quality of the wetlands affected and could be 1:1 (wet-
lands created: wetlands lost) for lower qudity habitat or greater than
1:1 if higher qudity habitat is affected. Access projects that would
include placing fill —such as soil or boardwa k — in awetland or wa-
terway would require apermit under Section 404 (Clean Water Act -
Wetlands and Streams) or Section 10 (Rivers and Harbors Act).

Applying for afedera agency permit — such as with the Corps —
triggers a consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Informative signs he p the public become
better stewards of coastal resources.
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SECTION VIlIl ®* REGULATORY AND LAND USE ISSUES

VIIIB1.2 United SatesFish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS reviews Section 404 or Section 10 permit gppli cations
for potential impacts on Threatened or Endangered (T&E) spe-
cies. If T& E fish or their habitat could be affected by the project, a
Nationa Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) consultation may also be
required. NMFS generd ly reviews acti viti es involving anadromous
fish while USFWS reviews activities involving other terrestrial and
aguati c species. All federd agenci es must consult with the appropri-
ate USFWS when any activity permitted, funded or conducted by
that agency may affect alisted species or designated critical habitat,
or is likely to jeopardi ze proposed species or adversel'y modify pro-
posed critica habitat.

Specific concerns expressed by USFW S staff during meetings about
thissudy included potentia impactsto endangered plants(trampling by
humans, shading by boardwalks) and potentia for trailsto bringhumans
and their dogs close to sengtive wildlife habitat. Sengtive areas of par-
ticular concern to the USFWS included wallflower populationson the
Elk River sit, shorebird habitat and high tide roogting areasin Arcata
Bay, black brandt habitat (ed grassbeds), and egret rookerieson Indan
and Woodley Idands. Increased access opportunities to wildlife areas
could dsolead to anincreaseinillega hunting and/ or shooting of wild-
life. Boardwaksover wetlands, creeks, or tidal channelshavethepoten-
tid to impact sendtiveplant habitats (ed grass, pickleweed) and endan-
gered aguetic gpecies (coho samon, tidewater goby).

Impacts from bay access facility development can potentially be
mitigated. For instance, impacts to high tide roosting areas could
possibly be mitigated by installation of posts or other structures to
provide high tide roosting away from access facilities. Dog impacts
could be mitigated by enforcing leash laws and by providing areas
away from sensitive habitats where dogs are dlowed such as ‘dog
parks'. lllega hunting could be di scouraged with improved regula-
tory signing and enforcement of existing laws. Although improved
bay access facilities may provide easier access to wildlife areas that
could be used by illega hunters, these facilities will dso increase
other public use, including law enforcement, which will act as ade-
terrent to illegal hunting.

VIIIB1.3 National Marine Fisheries Service

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) shares jurisdiction
for endangered species with the USFWS. NMFS jurisdiction gener-
aly appliesto marinemammals, anadromous/marinefisheries, and
seaturtles. Around Humboldt Bay, there are several tributaries that
are historic habitats of the coho samon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) a
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SECTION VIlIl ®* REGULATORY AND LAND USE ISSUES

federally listed species. Trail activities could affect listed species under
NMFSjurisdictionif they invol veinstall ati on of stream crossingson
coho-bearing streams. Trails over slough channes coul d a so affect
the tidewater goby, a federally listed fish found in Humbol dt Bay
and its brackish water tributaries.

Any trail crossings over bay tributaries that provide habitat to coho
salmon or ti dewater goby wil | require designsthat will not adversely
impact fish passageor habitat. Bridgesaregenerally preferred over
culverts because they maintain anatural channel bottom and do not
require placement of soil over the crossing. Soil placed over culverts
hasthe potentiad to enter thestream and impact habitat. Any crossing
must be designed to convey 100-year stormflowsunder NMFSGuide-
lines for Fish Passage at Sream Crossings.

VIilIB1.4 California Department of Fish and Game

CdiforniaDepartment of Fish and game (DFG) regulates acti viti es
onthe bed or banksof streamsthroughits Stream Alteration Agree-
ment (Section 1600 et a) process. Stream crossing construction
needed for trail swould require a Stream Alter ation Agreement if any
structure i s placed within the stream channdl.

DFG aso manages four wildlife areas around Humboldt Bay and is
responsible for enforcement of hunting regul ations in areas where
hunting is permitted. As resource managers, DFG fish and wildlife
biologi sts are d so concerned about human impacts on critical habi-
tat aress, especidly wetlands and shorebird habitat adjacent to the
Mad River Slough Wildlife Area

VIIIB1.5 Wildlife Habitat Considerations

When considering bay access facilities in wildlife aress, a regional
viewpoint is important. Wildlife managers have a concern that an
increase in public access could lead to adecreasein wildlife use of
any given area. Trail devedopment in wildlife habitat areas should be
designed to avoid impacts on wildlife use. Cumul ative impacts of
access projects around the bay should also be considered.

Thereis avdid concern that trails and access facilities negatively im-
pact wildlife. A sudy to determine and document potentia impacts of
recreationa use on wetland environments was conducted in 1989 in
the San Francisco Bay Area. In generd the study, Public Access and
Wetlands: Inpacts of Recreational Use, suggeststhat wil dlife will be-
come accli mated to human disturbanceover time, but that overal num-
bers and species diversty may decline in heavil y-used aress.

For many reasons, sudy results cannot bedirectly applied to the
Humboldt Bay area, however, the results and recommendations can
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Minimization of impacts to threatened and
endangered species, like salmonids, must be
a priority to access planners.
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Thesensitivity of shorebirdsto human acce:
isbeing studied inthe San Francisco
Bay area.
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SECTION VIlIl ®* REGULATORY AND LAND USE ISSUES

be used as a planning tool and guide for future research and access
plans locally. The following is generaized summary of concl usions
drawn from compiled research and fiel d observations.

Conclusions:

» Thefieldstudy noted that theareas with the most human activity
aso had the least wildlife.

» Birdsinthe heavily used areas were di sturbed less by human ac-
tivities, suggesing acclimatization. Theamount of disurbancevar-
ied with species and distance.

Recommendations:

* Devd opment and management of wetland areas must be onacase
by case basis. Development for public access may not be appro-
priate for every area. Site-specific andysisis needed to incorpo-
rate the regi ona perspective and limit i mpacts to wildlife.

» Information regarding i mpacts of public access should be com-
piled and shared between resource management agencies.

Specific design recommendati ons:

» Trals should be marked and fenced, when needed, to prevent
vegetation trampling.

» Boardwalks should be &t least three feet over the marsh surface
and haverailings to prevent wandering and increase safety.

» Paths need to be planned carefully to allow for retreat areas for
birds and other sensitive wildlife. There should beareas|eft open
without paths or other access.

* Interpretive centers should be located asignificant di stance from
the wetland to minimize impacts. It may be necessary to build
theinterpretive off the actud site.

» The most effective barriers to wildlife disturbance are high veg-
etati on and channds. Incorporate these into any access plan.

A proposed research plan for the San Francisco Bay Trail Project Wd-

life and Public Access Sudy (Sokae and Trulio, 1996) was prepared
to develop amethodology for sudying recr eational impactson shore-
birds The objectives of this San Francisco Bay sudy were to assess
the biodiversity and abundance of wil dlife in sat marsh and brackish
marsh habitats adjacent to trail s compared to non-trail aress, control

sites; and to determine the short-term responses of bird species to df-
ferent non-motorized, recregtiona trail uses. The research design was
meant to be used as a modd for studies of similar habitats in other
locati ons and for use by trail desginers to minimize wildlife impacts
of trails. The second phase of the project developed criteria for trail

and control study sites, selected sites, and developed data collection
forms. The results will provide useful information on how to design
trails to minimize and mitigate trail impacts on wildlife.
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VIIIB2 CoAsSTAL RESOURCES

The 1976 Cdifornia Coadal Act isabroad gatute desgned toreguate
coada development sothatitis, to thegreatest extent possble, compat-
ible with preservation of coedtd resources TheAct, andit'sregion-ge-
cific ‘Loca Coedtd Plans, guide coastd development and recreation
within the coagtd zone. The Coastd Commisson and loca govemments
enforce reguationsthat preserve theintentions of the Coada Act.

VIiliB2.1 California Coastal Act

Section 30200 et seq of the Coasta Act sets forth development stan-
dards for planning and managing coastal resources. The following is
a patiad summary of sections that may apply to coastal trails and
access development:

e Sec. 30213 — Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities... shall be pro-
tected encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Devd opments providing
publicrecreational opportunitiesarepreferred.

*  Sec. 30220 Coastal areassuited for water- oriented recreational activities
that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for
such uses.

*  Sec. 30223 — Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible

*  Sec. 30224 — Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be
encouraged. ..

*  Sac 30233—(a) Thediking, filling or dredging of open coagal water s, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted i n accordance with other applicablepro-
visiors of this dvision, wherethereis no feasi blel ess environmentally damaging
altermative, and wherefeasi bl e mitigation measures have been provided to mini-
mize adver seenvironmental effects, and shall belimited tothefolloning: (4) In
open coadal waters, other thanwetlands ind ud ng streams, estuaries, and lakes,
new or expanded boating facilitiesand the placement of structural pilings for
public recreational piersthat provide public access andrecreati anal oppartunites
(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similiar resource dependent activities.

o S 30240 — (8) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected
against any significant disruption of habitat val ues, and only uses dependent
on those resour ces shall be all owed within thoseareas
(b) Devd opment in areas adjacent to environmental ly sensitive habitat areas
and parks and recreation areas shall besited and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade thoseareas, and shall becompatiblewith
the continuance of thosehabitat and recreation areas.

o Sec. 30253 — (4) New development shall minimize energy consumption and

vehicle miles travd ed.

VIliiB2.2 California Coastal Commission

The primary mission of the Coastd Commi ssion, asthel ead agency
responsible for carrying out Cdifornia’s federally-approved coasta
management program, isto planfor and regulate | and and water uses
in the coasta zone consistent with the policies of the Coasta Act.
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The shaded area indicates the coastal zone,
as defined by the Humbol dt Bay Area Local
Coastal Plan.
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At the Sand Boardwalk in Asilomar, CA, trail
design and signage helpsto focus recre-
ational useto appropriateareas.

For any type of coastal devel opment, consistency with the Coasta
Act or the gppli cabl e certified Locd Coastal Plan is eva uated. Each
City and County in the coasta zone develops a L ocal Coastal Plan
(LCP) to incorporate Coastal Act policies on aregiona level. These
plans are designed to create a partnership based on coastd steward-
ship between locd and stateagencies (www.coastal.ca.gov/qa99.pdf,
2001). The LCPis prepared by loca governments to determine ap-
propriate use and conservation of coasta resources. The Coastd
Commission’s gpprovd of LCPs transfers coastal permitting power
to local governments. Humboldt County’s Local Coastal Plan was
gpproved in 1983 and is currently bei ng updated. The Cities of Arcata
and Eureka have therr own Loca Coasta Plans.

VIliB2.3 Coastal Development Permits

To begin virtudly any type of development within the coastal zone, a
Coastal Deve opment Permit (CDP) must be obtained. The coasta

zone boundary varies throughout the County — current maps are on
fileat theloca Coastal Commission and County Community Devel -
opment (Planning) offices.

For development withinthe County’ scoagtd permitting jurisdiction, CDP
gpplications are filed through the County’'s Community Development
office, are approved by the County Planning Commisson, andin some
cases are gppedable to the Coagad Commisson. Applications within
the City of Arcataor the City of Eureka'sjurigtiction are filed with the
respective Community Devdopmernt officesand gpproved thecity’splan-
ning commisson. TheCoasta Commission retainspermitti ng jurisdic-
tion over submerged lands, tidelands, and public trus lands The gan-
dard of review for loca CDP applicationsis the certified Loca Coadd
Program, while develogpment within the Commissonsjuridiction isthe
Chapter 3 pdiciesof the Coagtd Act.

The permitting processislengthy, and should be started long before
any coastal access project is scheduled to begin. All required CEQA
documentati on should be completed and gpproved by the lead agency
before the gpplication is submitted. The following list is the basic re-
quired findingsfor approva of a Coastd Development Permit for de-
velopment within the County’s coasta permitting jurisdiction.

» The proposed development conforms with the Generd Plan;

» Theuseis consistent with the purposes of the zone in which the
siteis | ocated;

* The proposed deve opment conforms with all gpplicable stan-
dards and requirements of these regul ati ons,

» Theproposed location of the use and conditions under which it
may beoperated or mai ntained will not be detrimentd to thepublic




hedth, safety, or welfare, or materially injurious to properties or
improvements in the vicinity; and,

* Findly, appropriate documentation and findings must be made
in compliance with the Cdifornia Environmental Quality Act.

VIliB2.4 L ocal Coastal Plan

Thesix Humboldt County L CPs incl uding the Humboldt Bay Area
Plan, areinthe process of being updated and combined i nto one com-

prehensive plan. Trail developmentisnot specificdly outlinedin the
existing L CP. However, LCP policies regarding recredation and ac-

cess encompass many of thesamei ssues and can be utilized to deter-
mine consistency with theL CP. County staff haveindicated that trails
will be more specifically addressed in the updated LCP.

VIIIB25 Beach and Dunes Management Plan

The 1994 Beach and Dunes M anagement Plan was developed to bea
comprehensive, enforceable planthat would preserve and enhance
beach and dune resources and accommodate the need for access
andrecreation. T heplan coversthe dune areafrom Table Bluff to the
Mad River and was designed in response to increased off-road ve-
hicle (ORV) use. While there have been significant changesin land
use and ownership a ong both the South Spit and Samoa Peninsula,
the objectives and information in this plan remain pertinent. Any
plans for new access routes on the north and south sits should be
evauated for consistency with this management plan.

A cooperative management plan is currently being compl eted to
improve coordinated i mplementation of beach and dune management
efforts. The focus of this plan is on ocean- and dune-coasta access
and resource management, however i mproved coordination between
agencies will benefit bay access planning as well.

Planning for trail compati bility with adjacent commercial, r esiden-
tial, and agricultural propertiesis reatively easy — if potential con-
flicts are planned for in advance. All adjacent landowners should be
included in the early design phase. They know the area better than
anyone dse, and should be consulted to determine site-specific de-
sign needs.

For instance, unleashed trail-going dogs and inadequate fencing can
create conflicts with livestock on nearby agricultural properties.
However, if gppropriate fencing is included in project design and
animals are required to be on leashes, these problems can be cur-
tail ed before they develop.




WA |-planned trails can add convenience and
value to residential areas, asthey havein this
Idaho town.

In residential areas, primary trail planning issues include privacy,
aesthetics, safety, and gppropriate trailhead/parking facilities. Usu-
aly, aesthetic fencing and landscaping costs can beincluded in the
planning stage and tail ored to fit each residentia property owner’s
needs. Trai lheads should be amall in residential areas, and otherwise
taill ored to fit each nei ghborhood.

In commercial districts, trail planners need to consider:

» Potentid conflicts with commercid traffic;

» Fencing and screening of ‘ attracti ve nuisances’;

» Adequatetrail corridor width for fencing needs (hi gh fencing can
create uncomfortabl e ‘fence tunnels’ (Section V1G6.2);

Onetrail issuethat can negatively affect any trail projectif not planned
properly is ‘piecemeal’ trail development. Many trail s need to be
built one piece a a time due to funding and planning constraints—
however, if interim measures for related * dead-end’ i ssues (and oth-
ers) related to segmented trails are not included, problems can arise
that frustrate property owners and reduce the usefulness of trails.

If communities decide that trails and coastal access facilities are a
priority, then the ability to offer incentives to landowners who dedi-
cate trai | easements should be given to public deci sionmakers.

Many landowners havequestions about crime and liability. Asnoted
in Section |1 F, statisticson rural, suburban and urbantrail s show that
crime rates are a fraction of what they arein the surrounding com-
munities (Rail s-to-Trails Conservancy, 1998). Trail managers can-
not be heldliable for injurieson public trailsaslong as no dangerous
obstruction has been placed on the trail (Zwerdling and Crowley,
1998), and neither can adjacent landowners for the same reasons.

Trails can be designed to fit into most situations isf planned care-
fully —they are, after dl, smdl roads, and are, by and large, used by
families and others who want safe places to recreate and travel.

The cods of building trails and access facilities begin long befor e con-
druction. Appropriate trail desgn and development can be cogly and
take time. However, while it ispossble to ‘ scrimp’ on design to reduce
theoverdl cog of atrail, it isnot usudly agood long-termdecison. The
success of atrail isoften dependent upon the qudity of thedesgn. Flan-
ning thetrail tofit aesthetically with itsenvironment; incorporatingsaf ety
features, address ng the concerns of landowners adjacent to the route;
discouraging unwanted uses; controlling trail-related impacts on sur-
roundng lands and minimizing maintenance costs into the future are




al components of trail desgn. If planned carefuly, trails and access
facilitieswill besafeand user-friendly, foter sewardship, work for trall
neighbars, reduce environmenta impacts, and minimize maintenance
and enforcement headachesfaor the trail management entity or entities

In addition, planning early for the long-term needs of trail users will
enablethe trall toaccommodatehigher futureuseleves. Proactively
incorporating rel ated components and fecilities into the overdl trall
design, constructi ng them when they become necessary will be easier
and less costly. Related components and facilitiesto consider i nclude:
tral name, use, directional and regulatory signs, interpretive pro-
grams, parking, day use facilities, fencing, trash receptacles, dog
refuse disposal stations, drinking water and restrooms.

The actual costs of trail development and design vary from proj ect

to project. All of the elements of building a small road should be

considered, including:

» Obtaining rights to and surveyed clarification of the proposed
trail corridor;

»  Communicating with adjacent landowners, hearing their concerns,
and accommodating appropriate design needs;,

* Environmenta and land use permitting;

* Negotiating with multiple land and trail management agencies
for long-distance trails;

» Engineering costs of the trail itsel f, drainage features, structures
(such as bridges), and slope retention;

» Entrance barriers and landscaping;

* On-siteroutelay-out;

» Materials, trucking, and heavy equipment costs; and,

*  Project management.

Thehighest costs generally associated withtrail devel opment are the
planning and permitting process and equipment operation. These
costs can bereduced if environmenta and land use issues are man-
aged proacti vely and as early as possible, and if an agency can pro-
vide thei r own equi pment and operators (or find contributi ons of one
or the other).

A phenomenon that NRS staff have consistently experienced on the
north coast — compared to other parts of Cdifornia and the nation




doing active trail planning and development — is a‘we can’t do it
because we don’t have the resources’ mindset. As noted in the previ-
ous section, funding opportunities are improving annudly. The less
prepared this region is to compete for grant funds (by having pre-
liminary planning and project proposa s complete), the fewer re-
sources will be avail able for trail and coastd access improvements.

Conversdly, if regiona coordination improves, projects are priori-
tized and ready ‘on the shelf’ for the annua grant deadlinesand for
unanticipated funding opportunities, and thereis a shift to proacti ve
project planning, trail and coasta access devel opment will become
easier — and resources will becomeincreasingly available.




