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Three Design Approaches
1. Design 1 focuses on minimal use of disturbance in the form of building of new trails. This
design plans tries to meet all criteria without actively changing much of the existing trail
network. The existing main trail will remain without modification. An extension of the
main trail will be added parallel to Chuckanut Dr. on the southwest edge of the
Chuckanut Community Forest (CCF) to make the main trail a complete loop. Trails that
directly cross wetlands will be treated in one of two way: 1) If the trail segment that
intersects the wetland is longer than 25m than the trail will be closed off or rerouted if it
is near the edge of a wetland and there is no other adjacent wetland. 2) If the trail
segment that intersects the wetland is less than 25m than a boardwalk will be installed
over the wetland.
If multiple trails are within 30m of each other one or more of the trails will be closed
off/removed to enhance habitat and minimize human disturbance. If the trails are only
within 30m of each other at a trail junction, then the trails will be left alone; a significant
portion of the trail beyond the junction zone must be adjacent to another trail for
consideration of removal. If proximity to a wetland is a factor than the closer trail will be
removed. If there are no proximal wetlands then the minor trails will be the first to go,
followed by the secondary trails. The ecologically degraded areas surrounding wetlands
AA, AY, and HH will be turned into a community gathering space will benches and picnic
tables.
2. Design 2 focuses on maximizing the feeling of solitude and exploration within the CCF.
This will be done by adding additional secondary trails in open space. The initial removal
of trails, following protocol from plan 1, will begin the processes. Post removal, areas of
the CCF with space for a trail that will not encroach within 30m of another trail will be
considered for new trail building. In the areas with adequate space, contour lines and a
hillshade effect will be used to determine the path for a trail that minimizes the use of
steep terrain. Like plan 1, an extension of the main trail will be added parallel to
Chuckanut Dr. on the southwest edge of the CCF to complete the main trail loop.
3. Design 3 plans on finding the balance between maximizing trail length while minimizing
take over of open space. To achieve this goal, plan 3 will utilize the areas of steep
topography within the CCF. Trail built incorrectly on steep slopes can be extremely
damaging. Trail built correctly on steep slopes can avoid the adverse effects of poorly
built trail by implementing moderately graded switchbacks. Switchbacks allow me to
create the same trail length in a much smaller area than if I were to create an out-andback trail that follows contour for its entirety. Like plan 1 and 2, an extension of the
main trail will be added parallel to Chuckanut Dr. on the southwest edge of the CCF to
complete the main trail loop. Trails form the existing trail network will be removed
following the removal protocol outlined in plan 1.
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Evaluation Assessment
Note: The second criteria “Length of secondary trails that are at least 30 meters from other
trails…” was interpreted as length of secondary trail that are at least 30 meters form other
secondary trails. I realize now that this criterion was most likely meant to pertain to all trails
within the CCF trail network. All three design plans were evaluated the same way, for this
reason I believe all the findings are significant and reveal something about the density of the
trail network in each plan.
Based on the given criteria for this project, design plan 1 is selected as the best trail network
design. The criteria for this particular evaluation favor the trail use ideology of minimizing the
footprint of the trails on their environment. It makes sense my plan that only removed and/or
redirected trails, rather than add trails, would be the winner. Any addition of trails would lower
the score for the second and third criteria, without a metric to then measure the benefit of
more trails. If I were to pick a trail design plan for a user group that values responsible trail
building, I would choose plan 3. The low score for the second criterion is due to a few locations
where there are multiple switchbacks right at a trail junction, where they can be picked up by
the adjacent trails 30m buffer. The amount of open space (33% compared to 25% for plan 2)
you receive in relation to total trail length is a great bargain.
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