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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Washingt on Gr 6Reegmméhdationdfea ImprovententP a r k

This study evaluates the number and condition of
Rochester, and makes recommendatfonsdonprovements to trails and entry pointsimhiceduce the
impacts of heavy use on the forest ecology of the Grove, and allow access to the trails for a greater diversity of

Washington Grove is a unigue forest remnant existmgnvéhiar@a, and has been owned and protected by the
City of Rochester as a public park for more than a century. For much of that time, however, the forest was not &
managed, with the result that much of the Grove was overtaken by apgtessplanmtaspecies. In recent

years, a citizen group, the Friends of Washington Grove, working in partnership with the city, has undertaken ext
restoration efforts, including the removal of invasive speciastodubioreof native torep | ant s . The
ecological condition is currently good, considering its location aigtsieatéoed by overuse.

Recent years have also seen increased use of the trail system, which masalgmhtoftheviounplanned trails,

aswell asheavy erosion and compaction of trail surfarféiseasigirrounding forest floor. A lack of clear signage
and/or trail markers contributes to the problem by creating confusion and lack of differentiation between desig
trails and spontansaues.

This study usedtensivpublic input to create recommendations that balance the needs of diverse user groups an
includeprotective measures for this ecological treasure. Through a combination of sensitive design for the na
environment @ran appreciation for the need for people to connect yathaisticeapproach to an improved

trail system can accomplish the needs of multiple constituents.

There are currently several entrances to Washington Grove, from each direatidiweShergeances are the

most formadasily traversable and umethe general public, while the southern entrance serves mainly residents of

the Highland Heights neighborhood, and the northern entrances are mainly unplanned, steep #ieped and used

adjacent neighbors in the area. This study presents recommendations for the closure of some entrances
improvements to others.

The Grove currently presents both opportunities and constraints via internal and external forces upon its enviror
The advantageous el ements include: the |l ocation w
efforts that have long been underway and continue today, the interesting art ohtar Wetteradh&m edge

of the Groyéhe scenic views within and outward from thar@rthanusually high plant diversity for an urban

park On the other hasdme of the challenges currently present include: the detrimental intensity of use and tre
width creep, conflicting uses withsmall area covered by the Grove, differing views on the best type of restoratior
and the lack of handicap accessibility.

There are several general principles of sustainable trail design that can be applied in choosing which trails to ke
whichto discourageAmong the topics these prin@pidiessarethe slope of the trails (running, cross, and
maximums), tread widths, clearing widths, clearing heights, surfiaee typdheadealrail system should be

able to last far into theréuvithout major maintenance and without detriment to the ecological environment.

Input from the community during the study process indicated a strong desire for accessible trails and entrances
Grove. Therefortee identification of opportufitiesccessible trails was a very important outcome of this study.
These trails require more precise design to stay within standards that allow for all abilities tmewmress the Grove
capacity and ensurérartusive environment for all to enjoyndrsliopes, trail surface selection, cross slopes and
appropriate signage are all imperative for an accessible trailpidvislespamalysisd recommends treel

sections where accessibility standards carbbsedeain existing conditions.
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Wa s hi ngt o rsHibPatkReegmmeéhdatidnsfor Improvement

This study recommetitclosure of selected trails in order to reduceaebgimotect forest habi@értain

trail s ar e r ecommdéehmethively widerwidtle d ooneh é ps i ma $dgaddary meé A s e
trailswouldstill fay an important role in the user experience within the Grove and are deemed to be important, |
they also hawhigher risk of becomingoingnaintenangqaoblems too much usage occurs on them.

The studpresents twalternatives for improveroéthte entrance closest to Reservoir Road, and a conceptual
design for the restoration and improvement of the Nunda Blvd. entrecmanidresahprovementsould

benefithe Grovby clarifying entry points and making them more BetaBlesenir Road alternativesuld

create an accessible entrance at Reservoir Road and a connecting accessititd loompigilvith federal
standards for accessible trails as required by the Americans with Digdtalitiate Acintroduces a peaes

bridge connecting parking on Reservoir Road to the water tank areeoldideteadgsth an accessible route

into the Grove, aamdatewafeature when approached via the old Water Authority service road that passes beneatl
it, possibly coratimg t@dditioal parking off of Norris Drive in the future. This aibeitddieely be more costly
butwoulddisturb less of the shtg allowingn appropriate slope for accessbssvithout requiring as much
earthwork as a switchbackvoaild Alternate 2 replaces the pedestrian bridge with an accessible switchback trail
for a lower cost solution, but more earth disturbance.

This study offers a long list of potential funding sources that the Citnofl RueReisteds of Wagttn Grove
canpursue in ordey improve the Grove ovevdlt an emphasis fanding fdrailsprojectsThe list is by no
means exhaustive, but it offers enough substantive leads to make some early upgradabstmd bri
improvements\ashigton Grove.

Finally,his eport explains simple user guidelines, signage, trail markers and other wayfinding elements to impr
the experience and saféthose who love and ah@ysroves well as basic maintenance practices that should
be integtad to ensure a sustainable trail network for many years to come.

FUTURISTEPS

TheCity of Rochester promotes healthy communities and life styles. This report is a tool which the City of Roch
Department of Parks will use in all stdges delopment, plannidgsignand implementatjmocesss

The recommendations from this study will be prioritized as per the CitypepRdohesterf Parkasterplan.

From soliciting proposathedesign del@pment and construction peas&ruction funding forms an important

part of this process

Ultimatehgsthe funding from various agencies becomes dkailabdlsterplan will-geeermine the hierarchy

of projectsnakinghis document amportamésource.
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INTRODUCTION

Washington Grove, Gokb H & RetomiRemdatons for Improvement

A. BACKGROUND ANDRRODSE OF STUDY

The purpose of tiMashington Grove Trail Evaluationassess thmimber, variend condition of trails in

Washi ngton Grove at Co h#ndtere¢dimrhend appropriate madificatibns to Ensurey
that multipluses, including possible wheelchair access, can continuetibeceshising the impact of erosion
andfoot traffic aregetationThis studgvaluatethe functionality of formal and infofrasiructure throughout

the park (includingilstrailneads, rest areas, focal points, view shed}abdthieispacts of this infrastructure

onplant communities and faiiiter a thoroughsessment of existing conditiiastudy concludes with a series
ofrecommendations for:

A the selectiaf effective existing trails

A removal of detrimental trails

A potential alternative trails

A establishing a hierarchy of trails;

A conceplevel design foritentrances for the NundadBlvdRservoiRoadrailheas] and

A realistic maintenance stratégiessure safety and sustainability for the park trail system.
1. STUDY AREA
As shownirgure A Washi ngton Grove is located within Cobb
The study areaapproximate®pacresand iprimarilyanmsed ofelativelyndisturbe@akHickory foresthe
site includes | ands owned by the City of Rochest ¢
Authority. It also includes Rochester Gas and Electric utilityleasbordetsd by Cobbds Hill R

west, by the Monroe County Water AuthaiityofficacilityandRochester CiBchool #1 to the north, and by
residential neighborhoods on the south a@itg®sttkscoger o hi bi t s t he (Qfféelighavhy bi cy c
Vehicles) throughout the trail network.
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2. STUDY OBJECTIVES
TheWashington Grove Trail Evalua®guided by the following objectives:

A Provide opportiggtfor universal access;

A Maintain user safety;

A Offerm highyuality user experience;

A Protectind enhance existing resources; and
A Emphasize sustainability and maintainability.

B. HISTORY

The area of interest, a remnant old growth forest, was acquired by the City of Rochester in 1912 as public conc
preservation and desire for pulidianmhincreased, and was designated as the Washington Memorial Grove in 1932,
the bicentennial of George Washingtonds birth. A
patriotic values associated with Washington himself,taedrapottance of nature. During much o2e mid

century, the Grove was not actively managed, and developed a thick undetivaghailmmand young trees.

In recent decades, public interest in, and use of, the Grove has incgeasgioleoaeingical impacts such as

trail erosion and trampling of delicate Plaatsas ledtemsiomver the locations, extent, conditions, and preferred
uses of trails, and concerns that the forest may

In 20089, the Gitof Rochester partneredimtghested residetisreate a restoration and management plan for

the Grove. Out of this planning effort came the Friends of Washington Grove, a citizen caretaker group compo
volunteemnainlyrom the surroundingghborhoods. Since that time, restoration has begun in the form of invasive
plant removal and planting of native species.

Furtheinformation on the history of Washingtorcdbréneefouridiin 2 009 Pr oj ect t o Rest 0
Washington Grove Blane me n t Pl ano, N"n2016 Friends of the Was
C o n s u hndatso aithe &ity of Rochestebsite atwww. cityofrochester.gov/washingtongrove/

C. STEERIG COMMITTEE MEETINGS AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The evaluation and recommendations included in this study ihforendddoy local residemtd key
stakeholders through a community involvement process thedti@suloesn comprehensive, padigjpatd
coordinatedlable chronicles the meetings and outreach that were conducted regarding this project.

Table 1. Chronology of Steering Committee and Community Involvement

Date What Purpo®

December 30, 20] Steering Committee Meeting Projectikk-offtoplanthe project

January 27, 2016 Steering Committee Meeting Site walkto analyzexéstingonditions

March 24, 2016 | Steering Committee Meeting Solicit input froepresentatives ohemunitydty

April 12, 2016 Highland Heights Neighborhteading | Solicitriput froradjacenheighbors
Aprill May 2016 | Public Survey (Online & Hard Copy| Solicit publiegut from a widgoup

April 26, 2016 Public Meeting #1 Solicitnput froraurroundingpmmunity
May 13, 2016 Friends of Washington Gkteeting | Solicit feedback frcametakegroup
AugusR016 Public Meeting #2 Presenévaluatioreport; slicicommunitpomments
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INTRODUCTION

Washington Grove, Gokb H & RetomiRemdatons for Improvement

The planning process for this study included outreach to both the general public and to ke
stakeholderfkepresentativeesm the City of Rochester and the Friends of Washington Grove pesjextd on the
steering committee, and provided continuity and studyTihegggbtal public was invited to @permreting

to learn more about the trail project, prabaeKde the commitiad view the recommendatibims steering

committee also reached out foltbeing organizatiorith regard to their use of Washington Grogaragd

properties

A Friends of Washington Grove (FOW@ organization managshington Grove with the goal of
preserving its natural historywadtimportant that the recommendationsedetfiest goals and
complementéideir management practices.

A The Highland Heights Neighborhood Asgodiigioland Heights is a priveighborhood to swmith
of Washington Grove. Currently, there are three entrances into Washington Grove from Highland Heic
Each trail contributes to erosion and habitat degradation, Highland Heights was encouraged to determine
ideal entrancedarthe park.

A Monroe County Water Autfioktgnoe County owns the land to the west of Washington Grove, which
includes some public trails. Simaeofthe study proposals will be on their property, it was important to
solicit their feedback.

A Fleet Eeti This athletic sttgeups locatedacross the street from Cobbs Hill Park. Fleet Feet holds
training sessions and races within Cobbs Hill Park and Washingmp&tmidts effort to reduce
erosion and reduce hazand<City of Rochestan work with Fleet FElging race planniagietermine
where runners can go.

Public Metiﬂg

Finally, a survey was distributed both online and at the publibissetirey. wessignetb solicit information
onwhen and how theo@ s being used and to understandrtberos and desires of the publiegatid to
the @Gove.A total 0f4 individuals respondHak results of this survey can be segn=inices1and?2.

D. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS AND STUDIES

The City of Rodler is actively engaged in a wide range of projects and initiatives to improve the quality of life
residential neighborhoods iacictasénvestment opportunities in commercial disteises projecisclude

changes tstreetscapeenvironmentalgrades, educational progeardhe adoption of new technology. Projects

and initiatived this typgenerally result in improvements in one or more of four key areas: public safety, econom
development, education and customer service.
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The City actiyepromotes the use of its parks, trails, and greenspaces through programs such as the Flower C
Feeling Good Program, River Romance, and others, and also partners with a variety of groups including, but not
to, the Conkey Cruisers, Lower Gangédton, Maplewood Neighborhood Association, Wegmans, and the Friends
of Washington Grove to encourage active outdoor recreation.

The 2009 Management Plan document created by the Project to Restore and Protect \Washington Grov
collaboration betwdlea city and communmiigludes a detailed discussion of the history and ecology of the Grove,
as well as contemporary usage and perceived problems. It contains proposed actions which became the impe
the current study. A 2016 document prgphesBriends of Washington Grove provides detailed information about
the existing trail system, including areas of concern and visions for improvement and restoration. Any changes t
and park entrances proposed should be compatible with gringgtesaand specific projects found in these
planning documents.

For additional information ab@adiganizations and their activities visit their web sites:

www.gvadk.orf wwweityofochestergov/comprehensiveplanupdate
www.cityofrochester.gov/washingtongrove/ www.cityofrochester.gov/projects/
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A. PHYSICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Thissection describes the existing environmental conditions within the study area and in some instances,
surrounding arednformation is presented on topography, soils, ecologicaldchizagteand watelated
issuesandexistingises of the p&

1. TOPOGRAPHY
Information regarding topography and soils was obtained from aeriasituileservations and existing
published sources.

Washington Grove is located at the eastern end of a glacial feature known as the PinnacldI®é&émage, a line of hi
also includes Mount Hope Centdigiand Parnd Pinnacle HAls shown ingures FandG, the topography

is rolling, wisllopes ranging from 6GgercenElevations within Washington Grove range from approximately 546
feet above meaea level (AMSL) to approximately 626 feet AMSL

Changing topography provides interesting and varied terrain for many Wkbsegton Grove, this means
elevated viewpoints along the north side of the padsomadly wietw points tihe southCertain trails are
currently relativetable and gently slopiHgwevemuch ahe terrain may present desige to those requiring
anaccessible pathway. The terrain includes several steep areas that would prevesydamfeotréiai)
accessibleOf particular concern is the fathénatis no current entranteet@Grovevith an appropriate slope
forpeople using wheelchairs or other assistive lexaceesmmodatepaiientidtail usersit least one entrance
tothe traibystenwould require significant redesign.

2. SOILS

Whilehte Soil Survey of Monroe County, New York has mapped general soilrassodifjioes &ithin the
County, all soigthinthe City of Rochester are classifiddbas lamd Washington Growaough largely
undisturbed, is within this, areétherefore its soils have not been mapgpeeticdligescribed by the USDA
NRCS Soil Survey.
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The Pinnacle Rarges been described as having characteristics of both a kaonaiaedvéth thppermost

soil layers being primarily unsorted glacial till. The soils of this formation are generally described as sandy/gr:
well drained, nutripobr, and easily eroded. The soils surrounding thadfillg eagable, lanegenerallgilty

loans. This information, combined with field observation, indicatesvitian tthe Grove traverse both highly
erodible anelatively poorly draiseils

3. ECOLOGICAL CHARACTER

The study area is a forest fragment entioglydad by urban development, and less than ¥4 mile fiame the six
Interstatd90 There is no record of significant cutting or otlremnaatisturband® the Grovejeaning that

it isa rare example of angtulvth forest remnant within anardsan Major marade structures within the study

areaare limited to two large wadubelonging to the Monroe County Water Authority (MCWA); however, the Grove
is bordered closely on two sides byfamiyehomes, and is in close proximity strggetures on the north side

The existingegetation is typical of the Appalachiatickaly Forest ecosystem as described by the New York
Natural Heritage Program inventory, and includes low areas which may function as vernal peets in particularl
years.

Forest Composition

Appalachian Ghlickory Forest is a breddfined natural community. The exact species composition varies among
locations, but the typical overstory of an Appalachi@ko@akorest community is dominated by some
comination of:

A Red OakQuercus rubra) Pignut Hickof@€arya glabra)

A
A White OafQuercus alba) A Shagbark Hick¢@arya ovata)
A Black OatQuercus velutina) A Sweet Pignut Hick{@arya ovalis)

Common canopy associates include:

A Red Mapl@icer rubrum) A White AsfFraxinus americana)

A Su@r MapléAcer saccharum) A Hophornbeaf@strya virginiana

The understory and shrub layers typically include:

A Flowering Dogwd@brnus florida) A Beaked Hazelr{@orylus cornuta)

A Common or American Witch Hazel A Lowbush Blueberifgaccinium angustifolium)
~ (Hamamelis virginiana) A Red Raspberffrubus ideaus)

A Serviceber(Amelancér arborea) A Gray Dogwog@ornus racemosa)

A Comman ChokechéRgunus virginiana) A Mapleleaf Viburn(™Miburnum acerifolium)
The herbaceous latygically includes:

A Wild Sarspari(laralia nudicaulis) A Black CohogActaea racemosa)

A Fal se So l(Maarhendusmn Se al A White Rattlesnake R@wenanthes alba)

~ racemosum) A Silveirad (Solidago bicolor)

A Pennsylvania sed@arex pensylvanica) A MayappléPodophyllum peltatum)

A TicktrefoilgDesmodium sp.) A Roundobed Hepati¢depatica americana)
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A 2009 study of the forest composition at Washington Grove found that the canopy consists of the following sp

in order of dominance:

1. Red OakQuercuaibra) 9. Red Mapl@Acer rubrum)

2. Black Cher(frunus serotina) 10. Americanihden oBasswoofTilia americana)
3. White OafQuercus alba) 11. Shagbark Hickd¢@arya ovata)

4. Black OafQuercus velutina) 12. Common ChokechéRyunus virginiana)

5. Sugar Mapl@cer saccharum) 13. Mazzard or Sweet Ch@rynus avium)*

6. Norway Map{écer platanoides)* 14. White AsfFraxinus americana)

7. SassafragSassafras albidum) *nonnative

8.

Tulip TreéLiriodendron tulipifera)

At that timthe subcanopy compositiasguite differefifomhe canopywith Norway Magieer platanoidéisg

most dominant species, followed by BlackREheuy seroting)ygar Mapl@dcer saccharurapd White Ash

(Fraxinus americanajnongst seedirind saplings, Norway Maplalseasiost commonmagt no recruitment

of oak speciggsapparent, and young aaduenearly absent from the understory, despite the presence of viable
acorns. This lack of regenematierconsidered tolikely due in large part to the heavy shade cast by canopy
treesput other significant factors imkdedd predation, deer browse, and disturbance of the leaf litter by heavy foot
and paw traffic.

Restoration activities since 2010 have dramatically reduced the Norway Maple population in the Grove. Except
the eastern and northern edges, where there are concerns about destabilizing slopes by removing too many tr
one time, there are no longer large individuals or saplings present.

A site visitn May 201®und that the herbaceaposind layevaspathy, and consisted largely of Mayapple
(Podophyllum peltaturity,of the Vall@yonvallaria majalidaple seedlings, and Greater Cel@ldatadonium
majus) Although a complete survey wasnbtctedluring this site visit, seveh@r speciesereobserved
incluchg

Garlic Mustafélliaria petiolata)

Poison Iv§Toxicodendron radicans)
Jumpseed, Woodland knot¢Rsdicaria
virginiana)

Virginia Creep@arthenocissus quinquifolia)
Fal se So l(Maadhendumm Se al
racemosum)

Solomai s (Badygohatum sp.)

White Rattlesnake R@wenanthes alba)
White Trilliu@rillium grandiflorum)
Early Meadow R{#alictrum dioicum)
Pennsylvania sed@arex pensylvanica)
Wild Geraniuf@eranium maculatum)
DaffodiNarcissus)

> > >
T I I 3> > D> D

Young waly plants noted include Sassafras seedlings, Raspberry (Rubus sp.), and Viburnum spp. In some ca
native plants noted may have been planted during restoration efforts.

Invasive Species
Aggressive, noativeplant species are problematic in nthehstiidy area. Species of concern that have been
observed in the Grove include:

A AutumDlive(Elaeagnus umbellata)
A Tatarian Honeysudklentera tatarica)
A Burning Bugguonymus alatus)

A Norway Mapl@cer platanoides)
A TreeotHeaverfAilanthus altissima)
A Common Buckth@Rhamnus cathartica)
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Comman spindlet(Belonymus europaeus) A Greater Celandif@helidonium majus)
Multiflora Ro$RBosa multiflora) A Lily of th¥alleyConvallaria majalis)
Oriental Bitterswé@elastrus orbiculata) A Black swallewort{Cynanchum louiseae)
Garlic Mustafdlliaria petiolata) A English IMHedera helix)

> > > D

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species

According to the NYSDEC online database, no rare, threatened or endangered (RTE) species have been docun
in he vicinity of the study area. Additionally, no RTE species were observed during site visits. However, it is img
to note that the NYSDEC database is limited and should be considered a preliminary indication of the presence
species. i theuture significant construction activity is planned, then detailed plant and wildlife surveys, conduc
during the growing season, would be recommended.

Habitat Assessment

Washington Grove is in better ecological condition than is commordiandd)amaiiias close enough to other

parks and nature preserves to serve as an impedantestop or fAhabi t at -intsribordiddo f or
species tend to nest at least 300 feet from the forest edge. By this standard, WasyncpotaBrevene

degree of appropriate habitat for such species. However, given its small size and heavy human and dog traffi
unlikely that highly sensitive spesidsthere A list of bird species observed within or overhead of the Grove
beween 1979 and 2008dtudedh the 2008anagement Plan

The Grove is currently home to several common mammal specigsyirsduitired, eastern chipmudk, an

raccoon. Whitetailed deer and ragefoeportedly occasional visitors. A fevahspecies which are generally

very common have reportedly declime@&iroviéncluding opossum, woodchuck, cottontail rabbit;fantedhite

mouse. With the exception of opossum, these are ground dwelling species, which may makeltheam more vulner
disturbance by dogs.

In the southern section of the Grove, areas of wet or moist soils suggest that in some years vernal pool habitat r
available for amphibian reproductiomna¢ked salamanders, for example, were reportedly once tbemmon in
Grovebut their status is now unknown.

4. DRAINAGE AND WA'RERATED ISSUES

There are no federal and state designated wetlands in or near the study area based on preliminary review o
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) NatioralliWettorg (NWI) mapping and the NYSDEC
freshwater wetlands mapping database.

For the purposes of this studyassumed that there are underground utilities Githie theugh additional
investigains are warraniédny earthwork or oth&uthance of the soil surface is to be conducted in the future.

Drainage patterns @entified iRigure H

5. EXISTING LAND USES

As part of a public park, Washingtorigarsegbrimarily for recreati@ommon activities reported by park users

are Hting, jogging, bird watching, dog walking, volunteer ecological restoration activities, and botanical observ:
The land use along the eastern and southern sides of the study area is primairilg nesidentatsthod

Grovare its neighbors.
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6. PROPERTY OWNERSHIP

Washington Grove is owned by the City of Rasfdesfeia r t o f  C ofbebafesetwéehn thd Grdvea r k

and the more developed part of théophk west of the Gras@wned by the Monroe County Water Authority,

but is still accessible to the pdtiare is currently no formal agreement between the city and county regarding the
use of MCWA lands within the Grove. It is recommended that the acquisition of these lands by the City of Roc
be considered afoagterm goal, as they are no longer actively used byl M&Z8\6ke also several Rochester

Gas and Electaad other utility easemeiits.the north of the park are Water Authority facilities and a City of
Rochester Public Elementary SahainB. Anderson School No. To the east and the south are primarily
residential properties.

FigureCshows property ownership around the Grove.

7. EXISTING TRAIL NETWORK

The existing trails in Washington Grove are numerous and largely unplanmedf tfdiks dessincreased
rapidly in recent years, as interest in and use of the park has inaeased ndmber of trails is excessive for
a park of only 26 acres, and several paths lie only feet apart from e aricdhewshe currariocations

of trails.

The trails currently suffer from erosion, compaction, and unplanned widening. In some areas erosion is taking
in gullies, but much of it is on slopes below and between trails. Trail surfaces have been eindedryy foot traffic
places, and now function as stormwater gullies. Erosion and compaction are particularly noticeable in the no
section of the Grove, as the tops of ridges are worn bare by foot traffic. Unprotected by leaf litter or ground
vegetatiorgnd compacted by traffic, these areas are vulnerable to scour by rain, and also act as an impervit
surfacegontributing to increaskeetingf stormwater rurdgtvrfromthe hill tops afuttheeroding the slopes

below

Old woashsteps eartheNunda Bdentrance Erosion on southern slope

In the lower section of the park, parts of the trail network become muddy, particularly in spring. This has led 1
widening as users keep to the edgérafi teeskiground wet areas.

There is very little existing signage of any kind in the Grove. The trails are not marked, making it impossible for
to discern which are intended as designated trails and which are not. The lackatdananbkes kieestrail
system unnecessarily confusing.
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