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1. INTRODUCTION

Trails are more than a path to get from one place to another, they are a necessary element for 

many outdoor recreation activities such as hiking, biking, birdwatching, and horseback riding. In 

remote areas, a trail may be a wilderness path stretching for miles to reach a mountain peak. Since 

few people reside near these wilderness areas, and populations o f cities are multiplying, there has been 

an increasing demand on existing trail opportunities in urban areas. As cities expand outward, 

municipal governments are turning to the remaining open spaces, and connecting them with trails to 

create greenways - linear open space corridors.

Only within the last ten years has there been a focus on planning for trails and greenways. 

Why the increased interest in only the last ten years? One reason may be the changes in society and 

cultural values. In the past, America was an overworked industrial society with little time for or 

interest in outdoor activities. Today, Americans are more environment and health conscious, in an 

informational society requiring less physical labor, people are looking for outdoor activities close to 

home. These changes were recognized in a 1987 governmental report which may have sparked the 

interest in planning trail and greenway systems.

Americans Outdoors: The Legacy, The Challenge - A Report o f the President’s Commission 

on Americans Outdoors analyzed these changes to determine the adequacy o f outdoor recreation 

opportunities in America. This comprehensive report was more than an assessment, it was intended 

to be a call to action for improving the state o f  outdoor recreation in America. The influence o f this 

report can be seen throughout the literature - the ideas, findings, and recommendations have been 

referred to repeatedly.

The public’s attitude towards the environment has also influenced the shift towards planning 

for trails and greenways. Tins attitude has changed the perception o f the value o f open space. Rather 

than wasted land that has yet to be developed, open space is considered by many as an asset to a 

community. It is recognized for the multiple benefits it can provide. Alone, open space is a value to 

a community for beautification, flood control, as a property value asset, and wildlife habitat (Little 

1990). Trails and greenways are the recreational transformation o f  linear open space.

As communities continue to grow, urban sprawl is consuming land at the outskirts o f  towns 

while leaving pockets o f undeveloped land behind. These undeveloped properties are often linear
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open spaces, usually along a watercourse, floodplain, old railroad, powerlines, or even roadways. 

The popularity o f trails and greenways in the past ten years is the realization that these open spaces 

can be connected by trails to  allow access throughout the community between neighborhoods, local 

and regional parks, downtown and the urban fringe.

This possibility was realized by the founders o f the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, whose 

mission was to do just that with abandoned railroad corridors. The increased awareness in the 

potential for trail corridors may be attributed to the efforts o f the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy. This 

non-profit organization is the culmination o f a movement begun in the late 1960s, and has numerous 

publications on acquiring and converting rails into trails. The overall trail and greenway movement 

has been greatly enhanced by the planning efforts o f  this organization.

The popularity o f trails is also a result o f population growth in urban areas. Trails that have 

long been used by hiking or equestrian enthusiasts are now attracting a diversity o f trail users from 

mountain bikers to trail runners. In some cities, such as Phoenix, Los Angeles, and San Francisco, 

the increase in trail users is resulting in overcrowding on trails and at trailheads, increasing conflicts 

among users, and a wariness from adjacent landowners. Arizona’s annual population growth rate was 

2.4% in 1994, compared to the national average o f  0.8% (Arizona State Parks 1994). This growth 

is only expected to continue, especially in urban areas.

Tucson and Pima County are no exception to the growth occurring in the Southwest. Sprawl 

is evident as the city spreads to the northwest and east around the mountains. When development 

reaches the mountains (public land), access is often lost because o f  a lack o f planning. The trail 

within public lands may exist, but access to that trail is lost. Since this has been a problem in Pima 

County, there is now an attempt to prevent this from occurring east o f  Tucson in Rincon Valley (see 

Figure 1). The threat o f limited access to public lands has led to the creation o f  a subregional trail 

system in the Rincon Valley. The planning process for an interconnected trail system began in 

October o f 1996 and is expected to be completed within a year. This plan has been incorporated into 

this report as an example for other communities on the issues involved in planning a trails system.

The timing o f the Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan is an important element o f the 

planning process. Development in the valley is imminent and for the trail system to be successful, it 

must be completed while several master planned communities are still in the planning process. Two 

o f  these developments are proposing trails which are integral to the proposed Rincon Valley trail
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system. As many southwest communities 

grow, there is a need to act now to ensure a 

future trail system. What makes the Rincon 

Valley unique is the presence o f public lands 

under a variety of jurisdictions, and the local 

residents interested in preserving access to 

these lands. This is not only why the valley 

would be a good candidate for a trail 

system, but it also provides a lesson in 

planning for a trail or greenway system with 

such obstacles as impending development, 

the involvement o f multiple jurisdictions, 

and the protection o f property rights.

Definition of a Trail 

It is important to first clarify what 

constitutes a trail. Trails are simply travel 

corridors. They may be created by humans 

or animals. It is a route used regularly to get from one place to another. In terms o f planning 

recreational trails, they can be seen as equivalent to roads, another part o f the community 

infrastructure. In addition to recreational use, trails may be used for commuting. Just as a road may 

be paved or dirt, the surface o f  a trail may be dirt, gravel, asphalt, or concrete (American Trails, 

1990). Trails may have a variety o f uses - walking, running, hiking, backpacking, horseback riding, 

road or mountain biking, or cross-country skiing. A trail may be a necessity to other recreational 

activities, such as fishing, hunting, rock-climbing or birdwatching (Birkby 1996). Trails may form 

as officially designated routes, or informally, out o f necessity. Trails that are not recognized or 

sanctioned by the landowner are often referred to as social trails. Often, as in the Rincon Valley, a 

trail system will be a combination o f  many trail types maintained by a variety o f entities for a variety 

o f users. For the purpose o f  this study, trails will be considered multiple-use, non-motorized 

recreational pathways.

Figure 1: Location Map o f Pima County.

Catalina
kts
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II. OUTDOOR RECREATION IN AMERICA 1 9 5 8 -1 9 9 7

It has only been in the last ten years that trails planning has emerged as a subdiscipline o f 

recreational land-use planning (outdoor recreation planning). This trend is perhaps a result o f the 

shift in the management, planning, and funding o f recreation at the federal level. A timeline o f 

influential federal legislation, committees, and significant events to the trails movement is listed in 

Table 1. Starting in 1958, the federal government began to influence recreation in America by 

creating the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC). The objectives o f  the 

Commission were to; 1) determine present and future recreation needs; 2) inventory existing 

recreational resources; and 3) present policy and program recommendations. In 1962, the 

Commission published its report Outdoor Recreation fo r  America which established recreation as an 

institutional program within the federal government.

Table 1: Trails Timeline o f Federal Legislation and Committees

1958 Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC) created 

1963 Bureau of Recreation (BOR) created

1965 Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 

1968 National Trails System Act

1978 Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service created, replaces BOR

1981 Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service abolished

1982 Outdoor Recreation Policy Review Group convened

1985 The President's Commission on Americans Outdoors created

1988 National Trails Agenda Project initiated

1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA)

The recommendations o f  Outdoor Recreation fo r  America resulted in the creation o f  the 

Bureau o f Outdoor Recreation three months later. This was the first (and last) federal agency that 

had recreation as its primary concern. The agency was responsible for the planning, advising, 

coordination, assistance, and stimulation o f recreation resources (Zinser 1995). Three national 

recreation plans were created by the Bureau between 1973 and 1979 (the 1973 plan was titled 

Outdoor Recreation: A Legacyfor America). The Bureau o f Recreation was replaced in 1978 by the
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Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service which expanded the agency mission beyond recreation. 

As a result o f the Reagan era o f shifting responsibilities o f the federal government to the states, the 

Service was abolished by President Reagan in 1981.

Although federal leadership in recreation planning lasted only two decades, it left a legacy in 

the form of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. Created by the Land and W ater Conservation 

Fund Act in 1965, this has been an important source o f  funding for the planning, acquisition, and 

development o f public outdoor recreation areas and facilities. The source o f  the fund comes from 

off-shore oil and gas leases, surplus federal property sales, and marina fuel taxes (Arizona State Parks

1994) . The fund provides financial assistance to federal agencies, and grants to states with recreation 

plans (Zinser 1995). Although state funding has steadily declined, this requirement has had a 

profound affect on recreation planning at the state level. To be eligible for grants, states are required 

to have a Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). Today the fund is 

administered by the National Park Service, as are many o f the programs established by the Bureau 

o f Recreation and Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service.

The National Trails System

A seemingly separate entity to emerge in the 1960s was the National Trails System. In 1968 

the National Trails System Act (Public Law 90-543) was adopted. The purpose o f this Act was to 

expand outdoor recreation opportunities and accessibility in both urban and wilderness areas (Zinser

1995) . While the act was focused on trails on federal lands, funding was available to states and local 

entities to encourage connecting trails into the national system. Since its adoption, four types o f  trails 

have been designated as part of the system: national scenic, national historic, national recreation, and 

side-and-connecting trails. Table 2 shows how the principal trails are categorized with examples o f 

some o f  the trails in the system., and Figure 1 is a map o f the national scenic and national historic 

trails. National Trail status can improve the protection o f a trail and give it greater visibility (National 

Park Service 1991).
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Table 2: The National Trails System

Trail Type Trail Names Authorization

National Scenic 

Trails (8)

Appalachian, Continental Divide, Florida, Ice Age, 

Natchez, North Country, Pacific Crest, Potomac Heritage

authorized by 

Congress only

National Historic 

Trails (11)

California, Iditarod, Juan Bautista de Anza, Lewis & Clark, 

Mormon Pioneer, Nez Perce, Oregon, Overmountain 

Victory, Pony Express, Santa Fe, Trail of Tears

authorized by 

Congress only

National

Recreation Trails 

(801)

All 50 states have at least one trail. California has 77, 

Rhode Island and Maryland only 1, with New York having 

the most trail miles - 751 miles (Zinser 1995).

authorized by 

Secretary of 

Agriculture of Interior
Source: Zinser 1995

The difficulty in obtaining designation, especially as a scenic or historic trail, has brought 

criticism to the National Trails System. It is often assumed that the Act addresses the demands for 

trails, while many argue that it only monopolizes the focus, funding, and importance o f trails at the 

federal level. Criticisms o f the National Trails System Act include: 1) planning, technical assistance, 

and funding are not adequately addressed in the Act; 2) it is unclear what benefits are available to 

designated trails; and 3) the Act is primarily concerned with trails on federal lands (American Trails 

1990). Perhaps most troubling is the lack o f  certainty that Congress will continue to financially 

support efforts to expand or even maintain designated trails (American Trails 1990).

Much o f  the criticism o f  the National Trails System may be attributed to the lack o f 

administrative unity. There is no single office overseeing all aspects o f the system, there is no 

monitoring o f the system, there is no unified constituency, and there is little financial support 

(Elkington 1997). It is simply a collection o f long-distance trails (national scenic), memorial trails 

(national historic), and trails linking to them (national recreation and side-and-connecting). Possible 

revisions to improve the National Recreation Trail Program are currently being proposed by the 

National Park Service Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program (RTCA).
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Figure 2: The National Trails System: Scenic (dotted lines) and Historic (dashed lines) Trails.

Source: Zinser 1995.
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Americans Outdoors  -  The Legacy, The Challenge

The ORRRC issues and recommendations were revisited by the Outdoor Recreation Policy 

Review Group in Outdoor Recreation fo r America - 1983: An Assessment Twenty Years After the 

Report o f the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. The group urged Congress to 

establish another ORRRC with a broader mandate than the 1962 report. The group recommended 

the new commission look at the connections o f outdoor recreation to mental health, indoor 

recreation, leisure time, and environmental resources. The 1983 report did not recommend that 

government expand its role, but cooperate more effectively with the private sector to meet future 

outdoor recreation needs.

The next commission on outdoor recreation was not created by Congress, but by executive 

order of the President in 1985. The President’s Commission on Americans Outdoors hoped to “ignite 

a prairie fire o f local action” (President’s Commission on Americans Outdoors 1987, pg. 73) with the 

1987 report, Americans Outdoors - The Legacy, The Challenge. The release o f this report marked 

the turning point in outdoor recreation policy from being a federal government initiative to that o f  

states, local municipalities and the private sector (Zinser 1995). Unlike many commission reports, 

Americans Outdoors was published in the format o f a popular book rather than a governmental 

report. It included the findings o f the Commission, recommendations, public testimony, and case 

studies on the status and opportunities o f  outdoor recreation in America.

The Commission reported that activities requiring trails increased significantly between 1960 

and 1982. The following is the percent change for each activity: bicycling 382%, hiking and 

backpacking 199%, and walking for pleasure 132% (President’s Commission on American Outdoors 

1987). The commission found that people had become more interested in recreation opportunities 

closer to  home, which was putting a burden on urban trails and recreation facilities. This was a 

significant change for local planners that would need to accommodate increasing numbers o f people 

by improving the availability, capacity, and accessibility o f trails and facilities near urban areas.

The objectives o f most o f  the more than sixty recommendations were to: 1) provide access 

to all Americans; 2) promote conservation; 3) encourage partnerships for recreation; 4) improve the 

quality o f life; and, 5) link urban and rural areas (President’s Commission on Americans Outdoors 

1987). One o f these recommendations was to create “a living network o f  greenways” (President’s 

Commission on Americans Outdoors 1987, p. 142). The Commission encouraged local communities
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to establish greenways as components o f existing parks and recreation facilities. These greenways 

would be accessible to where people live and work, linking rural and urban spaces for recreation and 

commuting (President’s Commission on Americans Outdoors 1987). This marked the origination o f 

the greenway movement in America (Fabos 1995).

Beyond the President's Commission

Following the release o f Americans Outdoors in 1989, the United States Forest Service 

published An Analysis o f the Outdoor Recreation and Wilderness Situation in the United States 

1989-2040. An assessment o f the supply, demand, and projections o f  recreation resources; the 

findings were derived from literature reviews, surveys o f  visitors to public recreation lands, 

landowners and local recreation land managers. The major findings o f this report were that those 

activities dependent on trails (hiking, running, backpacking, skiing) were expected to have the highest 

increases in demand. Participation in these activities was expected to rise more than 30% by the year 

2000 (Cordell 1989). This analysis confirmed the findings, and reinforced the recommendations o f  

President’s Commission on Americans Outdoors.

The first national initiative specifically concerned with trails was Trails fo r All Americans, 

published in 1990. This report was prepared by American Trails, a non-profit advocacy group in 

cooperation with the National Park Service, Forest Service, and Bureau o f  Land Management, all o f 

which formed the National Trails Agenda Project. This report calls for “all Americans to be able to 

go out their front doors and within fifteen minutes be on trails that wind through their cities, towns 

or villages and brings them back without retracing steps” (American Trails 1990). The report 

addressed the benefits o f trails; the local, state, and federal roles in trail planning and development; 

and listed recommendations for legislation, planning, funding, and technical assistance and 

information. The significant points o f  this report were; 1) the need for trails to be seen as a form o f 

the nation’s physical infrastructure; 2) the opportunity for protection o f  corridors; and, 3) the 

importance o f locating trails near the people (American Trails 1990). These recommendations are 

now the foundation o f many trails planning projects.

A  new source o f funding for trails appeared in 1991 with the enactment o f the Intermodal 

Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). This transportation planning bill authorized federal 

spending for transportation projects from 1991-1997. The bill encourages state transportation
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departments to spend a portion o f their federal transportation funds on bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities. Two ISTEA programs have had a profound effect on trails planning - the Transportation 

Enhancements Provision, and the Symms National Recreational Trails Fund Act. The Rails-to-Trails 

Conservancy identified ISTEA as the first federal transportation bill to recognize bicycling and 

walking as viable modes o f  transportation (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy 1997). ISTEA represents 

another shift from the federal government to states, as the states are given the responsibility o f 

appropriating funds to local projects.

The evolution o f outdoor recreation planning in America has moved from primarily a federal 

role to a state responsibility, to a coalition o f  public and private entities working cooperatively in the 

planning, funding, and implementation o f  trail and greenway projects. Today, many projects are in 

their infancy, which began with grassroots support by local citizens. Programs such as the National 

Park Service Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance have been instrumental in providing 

technical assistance and guidance to these coalitions that formed to create greenway or trail systems.
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III. TRAILS PLANNING IN ARIZONA

Recreation planning at the state level developed primarily as a result o f a stipulation in the 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act o f  1968. The Fund mandated that states are only eligible 

for funds if they have a regularly updated State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). 

The SCORP is required to justify which projects will receive funding. At one point, all 50 states had 

a SCORP, but as funds decreased during the 1980s, recreation planning in some states diminished 

(Zinser 1995). The State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan is required every five years, and 

Arizona’s was last completed in 1994. The Arizona State Trails Plan is one o f  several components 

o f the SCORP. The existence of a state trails plan is indicative o f the fact that Arizona is progressive 

compared to some states that do not have a state trails plan, let alone a program within the state parks 

department devoted to trails planning.

The Arizona State Trails Program

Trails planning in Arizona began in earnest in 1972 with the creation o f  the State Trails 

Program and an advisory committee to the Arizona State Parks Board. The committee was originally 

called the Arizona Hiking and Equestrian Trails Committee, and with the inclusion o f mountain 

bicycling became the Arizona State Committee on Trails (ASCOT). The committee is composed o f 

25 members from private and non-profit organizations, and land management agencies. In 1986 the 

program was given added support when the first full-time State Trails Coordinator was hired to 

oversee the program.

The first Arizona State Trails Plan was developed in 1989, and underwent a comprehensive 

update in 1994. Notable accomplishments since the first plan was completed include the passage o f 

the Arizona Trails Act, passage o f the Arizona Heritage Fund Initiative, the publication o f  Arizona 

State Parks Trail Design, Construction, and Maintenance Guidelines, and the publication o f Public 

Trail Access: A Guide to the Protection o f Arizona’s  Trails. The 1994 plan reviews Arizona’s trail 

resources, trail users, and trail managing agencies and identifies planning objectives, strategies, 

actions, participants, and funding opportunities. The plan is an essential resource to those planning 

a local trails project in Arizona.

The State Trails Program and State Trails Coordinator is responsible for coordinating and
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overseeing the following activities (Arizona State Parks 1994).

• The Arizona State Committee on Trails (ASCOT)

• The Arizona Heritage Trails Fund Grants Program

• The Symms National Recreational Trails Fund Program

• The State Trails Conference (biannual)

• The Arizona State Trails System

• education and outreach programs

• updating The Arizona State Trails Plan

• updating the Adopt-a-Trail Handbook

• publication o f The Arizona State Trails Guide

The State Trails Program has provided invaluable support for county and city municipalities in 

Arizona. The program provides technical and financial assistance to local trails planning efforts. 

Each of the activities listed above contribute in some way to local trails planning, with both proposed 

and existing projects.

The Arizona State Trails System is similar to the National Trails System. Trails designated 

as a State Trail are eligible for funding from the State. Designated State Trails are also included in 

the Arizona State Trails Guide, a publication that includes trail descriptions, maps, and directions to 

trailheads. The 1994 edition featured 450 trails, and today there are 569 trails in the system. The 

system has five categories o f trails: urban, recreation, interpretive, cross-state, and historic trails. The 

State Trails Program maintains a database o f  all the State trails. The program is responsible for 

managing only a few o f the trails since most are on federal, county, or other public lands.

The two trails-related funding sources administered by the state are the Arizona Heritage 

Trails Fund Grants Program and the Symms National Recreational Trails Fund Program. The 

Heritage Fund was a voter initiative passed in 1990 that allocates $20 million o f  lottery money to the 

Arizona State Parks and Arizona Game and Fish Departments. Out o f $10 million given to the State 

Parks, $500,000 a year is designated to Arizona trails projects. In order to  be eligible for trail grants, 

the trails project must be included in the Arizona State Trails System, and provide a 50% match for 

the cost o f the project. Trail grants are provided to such projects as; 1) trail corridor acquisition; 2)
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trail design and engineering; 3) trail construction or renovation; and, 4) trail facility development 

(Arizona State Parks 1994).

The Symms National Recreational Trails Fund Program is another source o f ISTEA funding 

in addition to the Transportation Enhancement Program (administered by the Department o f 

Transportation). State funding is based on tax revenue from the sale o f motor fuel used for off- 

highway recreational vehicles. Funding is irregular and has fluctuated since 1991. For example, 

Arizona received funding in 1993, but did not in 1992 or 1994. These funds have been used by the 

state to publish two brochures {Share the Trail and Back-Country Trail Ethics). Funds have also 

been used to develop two trailheads for the Arizona Trail at the Utah and Mexico borders (Arizona 

State Parks 1995). The 1997 Congressional reauthorization o f ISTEA will decide the fate o f this 

source o f funding.

The Arizona Trail

In 1993, the Arizona State Trails Program signed an intergovernmental agreement with other 

state and federal land managing agencies to cooperate in establishing the Arizona Trail. The Arizona 

Trail is a long-distance non-motorized recreational trail that when completed will extend across 

Arizona from Mexico to Utah (see Figure 2). This non-motorized trail will be 780 miles in length 

when completed. Approximately 430 miles o f the trail are complete, and the goal is to complete the 

entire length by the year 2000 - only 15 years after the idea was proposed. A portion o f  the trail is 

proposed to extend through Rincon Valley - connecting the valley with the rest o f  the state, and 

eventually the nation. With the Arizona Trail as the backbone, other trails within the state will be able 

to connect to the trail, forming a statewide network o f trails. It is expected that when complete, the 

Arizona Trail will be designated either a national scenic or national recreational trail.

13



Figure 3: The Arizona Trail. Source: Arizona State Parks 1995.
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IV. ISSUES AND CHALLENGES

Funding

Funding for trails projects is a critical concern and, at times a serious obstacle to completing 

the project. Trails are not always viewed as high-priority, especially when competing for limited 

public monies (Arizona State Parks 1994). Despite the seemingly limited amount o f money available 

to trails, many projects may be sufficiently funded by using a variety o f  sources. This is especially 

important when sources o f  funding fluctuate from year to year and are dependent on the political 

climate (for example, ISTEA). Proposed changes to the legislation may decrease the funds available 

for trails. Another factor that cannot always be relied on for the length o f the project is the 

availability o f  grant monies. Often a grant is used to supplement other funding sources. Most 

resources, such as ISTEA and many grants are matching funds that will provide a percentage o f the 

cost o f the project if  the other portion is provided by the project or acquired from another source.

A trails project in Arizona can take advantage o f  any o f  the funding sources listed below, 

some o f which were discussed earlier.

• Land and Water Conservation Fund

• Symms National Recreational Trails Fund Act (ISTEA)

• Transportation Enhancement Program (ISTEA)

• National Park Service Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance (RTCA)

• Arizona Heritage Fund

Several federal agencies such as the Forest Service, National Park Service and Bureau o f Land 

Management have a Challenge Cost Share program. Municipal funds can be obtained through bonds, 

capital improvement projects, and taxes. In 1997, Pima County voters approved a $36.3 million open 

space bond issue which will appropriate $2 million to trails projects, several o f which are in Rincon 

Valley. In addition to public funds, there are also foundations and other non-governmental 

organizations that offer grants, gifts, and donations.

Some sources of funding also offer non-monetary resources, such as technical assistance, for 

example with real-estate transactions (Trust for Public Lands) and planning assistance (RTCA).
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Volunteers are also an important resource for projects with a limited budget. Volunteers can help 

with planning, construction, and maintenance. The problem encountered by most trails after being 

constructed is the cost o f maintenance. Figure 3 is an example o f a United States Forest Service 

brochure encouraging voluntary trail maintenance. A more formalized arrangement is the Adopt-a- 

Trail Program which operates as an agreement between an individual or organization and the trail 

managing agency. While one source o f funding - non-monetary or financial resources - may not 

provide enough assistance for the life o f the project, utilizing a combination o f  resources can sustain 

a project to its completion.

Figure 4: “Step by Step for Better Trails” - An example o f volunteer assistance. 
Source: United States Forest Service.
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Access: Acquisition and Protection

1 The issue o f access is one o f the most important matters to address in planning a trail system. 

Many of the informal or “social” trails being used today could at any time be closed to the public by 

the landowner. Securing access means acquisition o f the trail corridor which can be achieved in a 

variety o f ways. Trail access protection and acquisition methods are summarized in Table 3. The 

ideal method of securing access is the least-cost, permanent solution. The purpose o f a trail system 

plan, especially in the Rincon Valley, is to guarantee an interconnected trail system for the future.

Table 3: Trail Acquisition and Protection Methods.

Acquisition Acquisition ]>ermanence Funding

Method permanent temporary required

Fee Simple Purchase X yes

Exchange X sometimes

Donation X no

Condemnation X yes

Dedication X no

Covenant or Deed Restriction X no

Easement X sometimes

Right-of-Way X sometimes

Lease X yes

License or permit X sometimes
Source: Arizona State Parks 1992, Flink and Seams 1993

Trail access is a critical issue in Pima County, which is experiencing intensive development. 

While this problem is common across the country, it is especially acute in Pima County. Most o f  the 

trails in the Tucson basin lead into the surrounding mountains, which are primarily in public 

ownership (see Figure 1): the Catalina Mountains (US Forest Service), the Rincon Mountains 

(Saguaro National Park), the Tortolita Mountains (Pima County and the Bureau o f  Land 

Management) and the Tucson Mountains (Pima County and Saguaro National Park). Occasionally 

a trail will cross a portion o f private property to reach these public lands. The growth o f  Tucson has
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spread from the city center outwards, and as the private lands in the foothills are being developed, 

access to traditionally used trails is being restricted. This problem occurred more than twenty years 

ago in the Rincon Mountains, the Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan is proposing a new route 

to the Madrona Ranger Station in Saguaro National Park. Since the publication o f  the Eastern Pima 

County Trail System Master Plan in 1989, access has been secured to several key trails - the Pima 

Canyon and Ventana Canyon trails leading into the Catalina Mountains, and the Sweetwater Trail in 

the Tucson Mountains.

How can planners protect access to existing and future trails? The first step is to designate 

the trail on a formal trails plan. In the Tucson area, this would be the Eastern Pima County Trail 

System Master Plan. Once the trail has been included in the plan, it is much easier to pursue its 

protection or acquisition using the methods listed in Table 3 (Arizona State Parks 1992). Designating 

the trail in an approved plan gives the trail legitimacy and credibility as being part o f  a formal system, 

and legal status if  the plan has been adopted as an ordinance.

Fee-simple dedication at the time o f development can be required as a condition o f  rezoning, 

approval o f a subdivision plat, or specific plan. The local entity such as Pima County, would then 

own the trail corridor. Usually developers are amenable to the idea o f a trail through their 

development. The trail can be a marketing tool as a recreation amenity and a connection to nearby 

public lands. I f  there is an established or proposed trail network, the connection to this system is 

another selling point. In Pima County this method has been used in securing a trailhead to Pima 

Canyon in the Catalina Foothills and will be used in the Rocking K development south o f Saguaro 

National Park in the Rincon Valley.

An easement may be used to secure access without the outright purchase o f  the land. In Pima 

County a recreational trail easement is a legal agreement between the County and the landowner that 

grants perpetual public access for trail users across the property while the landowner retains 

ownership. The drawback is o f course when the landowner refuses, which is not uncommon because 

o f a fear o f liability. However, in Arizona as in many other states, there is a recreational use statute 

that lessens landowner liability (to be discussed). If  the landowner agrees to the trail easement, it can 

be an effective method o f trail protection. The landowner does not lose property and the managing 

agency does not need to use scarce funding to purchase the property.

Determining the method o f protecting trail access depends on many factors - landownership.
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funding, alternative trail routes, and status o f the property (Flink 1993). In implementing an entire 

trail system, such as that proposed for Rincon Valley, each trail may utilize a variety o f different 

methods to secure access. It has been stated that “securing and protecting lan d ... may be the most 

challenging task” (Flink 1993, p. 102). This is why planning a trail system in advance o f development 

is preferable. Once development has begun, there are few, if any options available to the trail planner.

Liability

Liability is one o f many landowner concerns that arise in the planning o f  a trail system. The 

NIMBY (not in my backyard) syndrome comes into play despite the seemingly benign characteristics 

o f a trail compared to a roadway or industrial facility, for example. The concerns are liability, crime, 

lack o f privacy, property values, and maintenance (Flink 1993). Most o f  these concerns can be 

alleviated by educating landowners about the issues and experiences with existing trails. There have 

also been several studies to refute these concerns. The book Greenways - A Guide to Planning, 

Design, and Development and some trails organizations (International Mountain Bicycling 

Association, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy) have fact sheets and guidelines addressing these issues. 

It is best if a planner anticipates these negative reactions to a proposed trail and is prepared to  address 

landowner concerns.

Most common is the liability concern that a trail user may injure themselves on the landowners 

property and hold the property owner responsible. To address this concern, all fifty states have some 

form o f a recreational use statute. The purpose o f these statutes is to persuade private landowners 

to allow the public to pursue outdoor recreation activities on private land (International Mountain 

Bicycling Association n.d.). The recreational use statute in Arizona (Arizona Revised Statute, 

Section 33-1551) was enhanced in a 1993 amendment. The following is an excerpt o f  the statute.
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Table 4: The Arizona Recreational Use Statute.

33-1551. Duty of owner, lessee or occupant of premises to recreational users; liability; definitions

A. A public or private owner, easement holder, lessee, or occupant of a premises is not liable to a 
recreational or education user except upon a showing that the owner, easement holder, lessee or 
occupant was guilty or willful, malicious, or grossly negligent conduct which was a direct cause of the 
injury to the recreational or educational user.

B-3. "Recreational user" means a person to whom permission has been granted or implied without 
the payment of an admission fee or other consideration to travel across or to enter upon premises to 
hunt, fish, trap, camp, hike, ride, exercise, swim, or engage in similar pursuits. The purchase of a state 
hunting, trapping, or fishing license is not the payment of an admission fee or other consideration as 
provided in this section.

C. This section does not limit die liability which otherwise exists for maintaining an attractive 
nuisance, except with respect to dams, channels, canals, and lateral ditches used for flood control, 
agricultural, industrial, metallurgical, or municipal purposes.

Source: ARS 33-1551: Arizona Liability and Duties on Property Used for Recreation.

Studies have shown that most landowner concerns are unfounded, and can be addressed 

through mutual understanding and open communication. Studies such as The Evaluation o f the 

Burke-Gilman Trail fs Effect on Property Values and Crime and The Impacts o f  Rail-Trails: A Study 

o f Users and Nearby Property Owners From Three Trails have found that trails do not increase the 

incidence o f crime in a neighborhood. These studies have also shown that in some cases, property 

values have increased along trails (Ryan 1993). Involving the landowners in the planning process and 

educating them about past experiences with trail development while addressing their concerns early 

in the process will ensure the support o f the community.

Multiple-Use Conflicts

Recreational trails attract a diversity o f users - birdwatchers, hikers, joggers, bicyclists, and 

equestrians. This diversity can lead to conflicts among trail users. This type o f  conflict has been 

defined as “goal interference attributed to another’s behavior" (Moore 1994, p. 1). Multiple-use 

conflicts are a result o f an unexpected outcome from a recreational experience. This dissatisfaction
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is often the result or perceived result o f another user’s actions or presence (Moore 1994). An 

excellent study on the topic is Conflicts on Multiple-Use Trails: Synthesis o f the Literature and State 

o f the Practice by Roger Moore. Moore suggested that it is best to take steps to address conflict 

before it occurs. Trails planners must anticipate this issue and incorporate solutions into the trails 

plan. Potential conflicts must not only be addressed in the planning document, but must be a 

consideration in deciding the trail route, use, and design.

Common causes of conflict are overuse and crowding along trails or at trailheads. The more 

people, the more chances for conflict. Trail users may have chosen the trail for the solitude o f the 

outdoor experience. In this case it will simply be the presence o f too many people that is seen as a 

conflict. Conflicts can arise when the experiences o f different users disrupt another user. It is often 

a one-way perception, for example, hikers may dislike bicyclists, but the bicyclists do not mind the 

hikers. Another phenomenon is that trail users dislike “uses that are faster and more mechanized than 

their own” (Moore 1994, p. 13). Overuse is a difficult issue to resolve. One solution is to provide 

alternate trails to alleviate the pressure by dispersing uses.

A trail’s condition or design can contribute to conflicts such as overcrowding (Moore 1994). 

The trail may not be sufficient to handle the volumes o f  people or the type o f  users. Bicycles and 

horses may have more o f an impact to the trail surface than those on foot. In planning a trail, the 

design should take into consideration the intended type and expected level o f  use. The poor condition 

o f a trail, often caused by erosion, may also generate conflicts. This can be directly related to both 

trail design and overuse. Trail managers and planners can prepare for this problem by ensuring 

adequate design and maintenance o f the trail corridor.

Conflict can be reduced by stated rules and regulations (regulatory/physical), by educating 

trail users on trail etiquette (non-regulatory), and through trail restrictions (managerial). The 

appropriate combination o f  these methods can alleviate safety concerns and conflicts. Regulatory 

methods (some o f which are physical) for preventing conflict include signage, speed limits, 

enforcement, restrictions, and trail ordinances (Ryan 1993; Moore 1994). Obviously, a backcountry 

trail visited by few people will require few if  any o f the above techniques compared to a heavily used 

urban trail. The level o f  use and terrain will dictate the extent o f these regulations.

Behavioral conflicts can often be attributed to a failure to observe proper trail etiquette by one 

or more users (Ryan 1993). Improving user relations and alleviating actual and perceived conflicts
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can be achieved through appropriate trail etiquette. Commonly known as the “share the trail” ethic 

(see Figure 4), the established doctrine is that “wheels yield to heels” (Ryan 1993, p. 158). The rule 

of trail etiquette is that hikers yield to equestrians, and bicyclists yield to both hikers and equestrians. 

Information and education is the nonregulatory or managerial method o f preventing conflict. The 

following strategies can be utilized: presentations, signs, printed material (maps, brochures, 

newsletters, etc ), presentations, and mass media (Ryan 1993; Moore 1994). Figure 5 is a trail sign 

for mountain bikers, and Figure 6 is a brochure given to those purchasing a new mountain bike. As 

with the regulations mentioned earlier, a combination o f strategies is the best method (Moore 1994).

It has been pointed out that conflict can be a sign o f  the success o f  the trail (Ryan 1993). I f  

there are enough people using the trail to cause conflict then people must value the trail and the 

experience. Recognizing potential multiple-use conflicts at the planning stages o f  a trail or trail 

system can prevent conflicts from occurring and make the trail even more o f  a success.

Figure 5: Share the Trail Sign. Source: Arizona State Parks 1995.
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Figure 6: Trail Sign for Mountain Bikers. Source: International Mountain Bicycling Association.
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Resource Protection

Among the many factors in determining a trail route and trail uses are the natural and cultural 

resources found along the trail corridor. Given the opportunity to plan a trail, sensitive ecosystems, 

critical wildlife habitat, and historical or archeological sites can be avoided for their own protection 

(Arizona State Parks 1994). On the other hand, it may be desirable to route a trail near such 

resources if an educational or interpretive experience is desired. In this case it is important to assure 

that the resource will not be adversely impacted.

There are four aspects o f  the environment that may be affected by trails: soil, vegetation, 

wildlife, and water (Smith 1993). Trail impacts may result in, 1) soil compaction; 2) erosion, 3) 

damage to vegetation, 4) disturbing wildlife, 5) introducing non-native species, and 5) habitat loss 

(Labaree 1992; Ryan 1993). The factors affecting these impacts are the type and amount o f use, the 

behavior o f users, and the spatial and temporal distribution o f trail use (Smith 1993). During the 

planning stages, an inventory o f the resources within all proposed trail corridors should be analyzed. 

If  it is determined that there are sensitive resources that must be avoided, an alternate route should 

be selected.

The resource inventory is useful in determining methods to minimize impacts or enhance 

natural resources. Trail may in fact offer further protection to natural and cultural resources. 

Implementing a trails plan can be an opportunity to protect sensitive lands that may otherwise be 

developed. Designating a trail along a wash may prevent future development from altering the natural 

alignment o f  the wash. Trails can encourage the restoration o f damaged habitat. In the Rincon 

Valley, a portion o f  the Rincon Creek is expected to be restored to  its natural state. This will also 

serve as an interpretive opportunity along the proposed trail that will follow this portion o f  the wash. 

There are numerous techniques to address natural and cultural resource issues in the planning and 

design of trails. A description o f these techniques can be found in Greenways -  A Guide to Planning, 

Design and Development, Ecology o f Greenways: Design and Function o f Linear Conservation 

Areas, and Trails fo r the Twenty-First Century.
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V. THE RINCON VALLEY SUBREGIONAL TRAILS PLAN

The following section is a preliminary draft o f the Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan. 

This plan is a subregional component o f  the much larger Eastern Pima County Trail System Master 

Plan, completed in 1989. At the time o f this publication (August 1, 1997), the planning process for 

the Rincon Valley trail system was nearly complete. Only two meetings o f  the Rincon Valley Trails 

Advisory Committee remained. Committee members were reviewing the plan and making 

preparations for its approval and publication. The final approval o f  the plan is expected in September 

or October, 1997.

The plan has been incorporated into this report to serve as an example o f the planning process 

and the issues encountered in the development o f a trail system plan. The issues that have been 

discussed in this report have all been encountered by the Rincon Valley Trails Advisory Committee - 

especially access, liability, and resource protection. The issues that will later become challenges 

during and after the implementation o f the trail system will most likely be funding, and multiple-use 

conflicts. The experiences encountered in Rincon Valley and recommendations to be considered 

when the planning process is complete will be discussed in the concluding section o f this report.

25



T he Rin c o n  Valley S ubregional  T rails P lan

I. Introduction
A. Purpose of the Plan ................................................................................................27

B. Goals & Objectives ..................................................................................................28

II. The Planning Process
A. Advisory & Steering C o m m itte e s ............................................ 29

B. Community Involvement ........................................................................................ 30

III. The Rincon Valley

A. Description of the Planning Area ...........................................................................31

B. Cultural and Natural R eso u rces .............................................................................32

Prehistoric & Historic R eso u rces ....................................................................32

V eg e ta tio n ........................................................................................................... 33

W ildlife............................................................................................  34

C. Related Planning Areas and Management Plans ................................................. 37

IV. The Proposed Trails System

A. Proposed Trails ........................................................................................................ 44

B. Proposed Trailheads..................................................................................................47

V. Management

A. M aintenance................................................................................................................48
B. Law Enforcement & EMS R esp o n se ....................  48

C. Environmental Education and In te rp re ta tio n ......................................................48

D. V olun teers ..................................................................................................................49

VI. Implementation

A. Implementation M eth o d s ........................................................................................ 50

B. Proposed Trail System Implementation S tra teg ie s ............................................ 51

References .................................................................................................................................. 53

Appendix A: Proposed Rincon Valley Trail System M a p ....................................................54

Appendix B: Sample Recreational Trail Easem ent  ............................................ ............. 55

Appendix C: Arizona Law on Private Landowner L iability ...............................................56

Appendix D: Advisory Com m ittee Agency Contacts and Trails O rganizations............ 57

26



RINCON VALLEY SUBREGIONAL TRAILS PLAN

I. INTRODUCTION

This Plan represents the collective effort of valley residents, and public and private landowners to  
create a network of trails in the Rincon Valley. The trails system when completely implemented 
would provide interconnected trail access throughout the Rincon Valley to  Saguaro National Park, 
Coronado National Forest, Colossal Cave Mountain Park, Cienega C reek Natural Preserve, and 
the Pantano River Park. In addition, an off-road corridor o f the netw ork has been designated as 
a part of the Arizona Trail.

The planning area, approximately 77 square miles, is defined by the ridgelines to  the  north and east 
of the Valley, extending into Saguaro National Park and Coronado National Forest The planning 
area boundaries to  the  south and w est are delineated by Cienega C reek and Pantano Wash.

A. Purpose of the Plan

This plan is a subregional com ponent of the Eastern Pima County Trails System Master Plan, which 
was approved in 1989. Amendments to  the  plan have included trails within Rincon Valley. This is 
one of several reasons for creating a subregional plan. It was believed that the amendments did not 
sufficiently address the changes that have occurred in Rincon Valley. A trails plan specific to  Rincon 
Valley could revive interest in the area, attract attention to  the potential for trails, and thus improve 
the chances o f implementing proposed trails.

The need for a subregional trails system plan in Rincon Valley cam e about for several reasons. I) 
Saguaro National Park recently expanded south tow ards Rincon Creek. The expansion area is a 
potential trail corridor that would provide access to  the Madrona Ranger Station, which has been 
inaccessible from Rincon Valley for nearly twenty years. 2) The impending developm ent of the  
Rocking K master-planned community was proposing a trail system which would access Saguaro 
National Park. 3) There was an interest in augmenting the county's regional trails plan. The Plan 
goes beyond the efforts of the  Eastern Pima County Trails System Master Plan and provides 
recommendations for implementation. In creating a plan for a smaller region, it is possible to  
address the specific needs of each trail corridor. 4) There is a growing concern about trail access 
across Arizona State Trust Lands. 5) There is an interest in identifying an Arizona Trail route w est 
of the Rincon Mountains.

The recognition of these many factors affecting the valley led to  this planning effo rt The process 
began when The Rincon Institute (a non-profit conservation organization) with support from Pima 
County, and Saguaro National Park, requested assistance from the Rivers, Trails, and Conservation 
Assistance Program to  facilitate a community-based planning process. The collaboration and 
participation of public agencies and private individuals will be explained in Section II. Section IV of 
this plan will address the proposed trail system, and Section VI will discuss implementation 
methods.
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RINCON VALLEY SUBREGIONAL TRAILS PLAN

B. Goals and Objectives

T he following is a list of the goals and objectives of the  Rincon Valley Trails System Plan. These 
w ere determ ined by the Advisory Com m ittee and have been the guiding force behind the 
determination of the proposed trail system and the creation o f this plan.

I. Provide reco m m en d a tio n s  for creating a multi-use recreational trail system in Rincon
Valley.

a. Identify trail corridors, linkages, and access points.
b. Identify resource sensitive land (vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources).
c. Determine potential uses for trail corridors.
d. Identify alternative Arizona Trail alignments.
e. Identify environmental education and interpretive themes.
f. Examine costs for trail construction and maintenance.
g. Recommend an environmental monitoring program to  assess trail impacts.
h. Identify potential impacts to  residents, wildlife, vegetation, and cultural resources.

2. Facilitate the coordination  of all existing planning projects and landowner agencies within 
the Rincon Valley.

a. Identify all planning projects in the Rincon Valley.
b. Identify all agency mandates and guidelines relevant to  trails in Rincon Valley.
c. Determine maintenance responsibilities of trail segments.
d. Develop unified standards for trail design and maintenance.
e. Identify opportunities between flood control and trail planning.

3. Encourage public invo lvem ent in the  creation of a trails plan for Rincon Valley.

a. Identify the public; residents, trail users, etc.
b. Obtain the recommendations, support and approval of the public.
c. Collect information on existing and potential trails from the public.
d. Involve the public in all aspects of the planning process.

4. Suggest possible im plem entation  strategies for establishing a trail system in Rincon Valley.

a. Examine alternative trail implementation strategies.
b. Determine land ownership along recommended trail corridors.
c. Identify trail corridor and trailhead financing options.
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RINCON VALLEY SUBREGIONAL TRAILS PLAN

II. THE PLANNING PROCESS

A. Advisory and Steering Committee

Planning for a subregional trails plan in the Rincon Valley began in O ctober 1996 with the first 
Advisory Committee meeting. The Advisory Com m ittee is made up of representatives of public 
land managing agencies (Coronado National Forest, Saguaro National Park, Pima County Parks and 
Recreation, and the Arizona State Land Department), private landowners, developers (Rocking K 
and PB Trading Company), non-profit organizations (Rincon Institute, Pima Trails Association), and 
experts in various fields. The Steering Com m ittee is comprised of a representative group of 
stakeholders who provided overall direction for the trails system planning effo rt

Table RV-1: Rincon Valley Trails Advisory and ^Steering Committee.

Arizona State Land Departm ent Dennis Cady*

Arizona Game and Fish Dan Smith

Colossal Cave Mountain Park John Flettre

Coronado National Forest Dale Mance

PB Trading Company Peter Backus*

Pima County Parks & Recreation Steve Anderson*

Pima Trails Association John Dell

Rincon Valley Residents Nancy Osgood-W est* 
Phil W ard*

Rincon Institute Luther Propst*

National Park Service Joe Winfield
Rivers, Trails & Conservation Assistance Cynthia Lovely

Saguaro National Park Doug Morris* 
Paula Nasiatka

The meetings and creation of the plan have been facilitated by the National Park Service Rivers, 
Trails, and Conservation Assistance Program. This is a community based technical assistance 
program that provides support for planning projects throughout the  country. Advisory Com m ittee 
meetings w ere held generally once a month until the plan was completed. The steps in the  year
long planning process were: I) inventory/analyze resources, 2) develop alternatives, 3) select 
action priorities, and 4) take action.

The committee has been responsible for determining the scope of the  plan, and the goals and 
objectives of the plan. It was decided early on that the  scope of the plan would encompass
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RINCON VALLEY SUBREGIONAL TRAILS PLAN

recommendations, coordination, public involvement, and implementation strategies. The Advisory 
Committee meetings discussed the following issues during the monthly meetings.

• scope of the plan; identify stakeholders and experts
• plan recommendations; issues identification and analysis
• public involvement strategies, including community meeting
• information/data gathering, including an inventory of existing trail routes
• land ownership along potential trail corridors
• potential trail corridors, and a preliminary trail system
• meeting with key landowners along proposed trail linkages.

The data gathering, trails inventory, and land ownership provide the  basis for determining the trail 
system. This information was gathered from a variety of sources throughout the  planning process. 
Much of the background information was obtained from existing plans, and is summarized in 
Section III of this plan.

B. Community Involvement

Residents of the Rincon Valley have participated throughout the planning process. In addition to  
serving as com m ittee members, many residents have attended public meetings to  discuss the 
proposed trail system. Starting in June, the committee held tw o neighborhood meetings, and w ere 
guest speakers a t tw o homeowners association meetings. These th ree meetings targeted specific 
neighborhoods in Rincon Valley; Rocking KI Ranch Estates, Camino Loma Alta/Rincon C reek Ranch 
Road, Antler Crest, and the X-9 Ranch. All of which are  expected to  be affected by the  trail 
system, by proximity to  trail corridors, and as potential trail users.

Following the neighborhood meetings, there was a Rincon Valley community meeting, held in Vail, 
intended to attract all residents of the Valley. This meeting was sponsored by the  Rincon Institute. 
After the Rincon Valley residents participated in the  planning process, residents from Tucson and 
Pima County participated in a county-wide meeting the first w eek of August This was held in 
Tucson in an attempt to obtain input from potential trail users throughout the Tucson Basin. Pima 
County Parks and Recreation D epartm ent sponsored this meeting.

The community meetings w ere an attem pt not only to  inform the public, but to  gain information, 
opinions, and suggestions about the proposed trail system. The information gleaned from the  
community was used to revise the proposed trail system and compile the  planning docum ent The 
proposed trail system and accompanying plan w ere then reviewed by the Advisory Com m ittee, and 
made available to  the  public for review.
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III. THE RINCON VALLEY

A. Description of the Planning Area

The Rincon Valley is approximately 77 square miles, located in eastern Pima County, east o f the 
City of Tucson and south of Saguaro National Park - Rincon Mountain District.

The planning area is defined by the ridgelines of the  Rincon Mountains to  the  north and east of d ie  
valley. This area includes portions of Saguaro National Park and the Coronado National Forest. 
The western boundary of the planning area is Pantano Wash, and the southern boundary is Cienega 
Creek.

The topography of the valley varies from the rugged Rincon Mountains, dropping from an elevation 
o f8480' at Rincon Peak to 2800' near the confluence o f Rincon C reek and Pantano Wash. Riparian 
vegetation is found along many of these drainages.

Land ownership in Rincon Valley is made up of a high percentage o f public lands. A majority of the 
land is State T rust Land, which is not open to  the  public. The remaining land is owned privately, 
by Saguaro National Park, Coronado National Forest, and Pima County. The vast tracts of park 
lands makes the Rincon Valley an ideal setting for an interconnected trails system.

T he valley is primarily rural with scattered residential neighborhoods. Subdivisions and m aster- 
planned communities are already being constructed o r are in the  planning stages.

The Rincon Valley area is expected to  be the second fastest growing area in Pima County. 
Population estimates and projections go beyond the  planning area to  include the unincorporated 
areas north of Interstate 10. The estimated population of the Rincon Valley area for 1997 is 15,689. 
Table 2 lists the changes in population for the  Rincon Valley area and Pima County.

Table RV-2: Population o f the Rincon Valley Area and Pima County.

Rincon Valley 
Area

Pima County

1990 census 4,892 666,880

1997 estimated 15,689 799.375

2000 projected 20.341 854.329

2005 projected 28,139 943,795

2010 projected 35.943 1,031,623
Source: Pima Association of Governments 1997.
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B. Cultural and Natural Resources

Prehistoric Resources

The determination of trail routes took into consideration the presence of archeological sites. There 
was an attempt to avoid archeological sites when locating trail routes. The site files a t the  Arizona 
State Museum and the staff conducting field surveys in the  Saguaro National Park expansion area 
w ere consulted. Area plans such as the Rocking K, conducted extensive surveys of the area.

Settlement along Rincon C reek was as common historically as it is today. T he majority of known 
archeological sites in Rincon Valley are concentrated near watercourses such as Rincon Creek. The 
Rocking K survey from 1988 covered m ost of the  area north of the  C reek (the original Rocking K 
properties extended east past Camino Loma Aha). The survey documented 9 1 archeological sites 
in 3680 acres.

Most of the  archeological sites surveyed w ere from the Hohokam period. The sites found 
throughout the valley vary from villages to rock shelters, agricultural features, petroglyph sites, and 
sherd and lithic scatters. (Rocking K Specific Plan, 1989).

Any proposed trail routes south of Rincon C reek w ere found to  have few docum ented sites. The 
fact that many of the trails will follow existing roads reduces the potential impacts to  archeological 
sites.

More recent archeological sites found in the area north of Rincon C reek are  lime kilns left from the 
late 1800s and early I900's when lime was being mined in the valley. The lime was used locally as 
a building material.

Historic Resources

Rincon Creek has historically been the focus of Rincon Valley, and homesteads have persisted along 
Rincon Creek. The road following the creek from the Rocking K to  the X-9 Ranch dates back m ore 
than 100 years. Ranching was the primary occupation of the  hom esteaders, and m ost of the  valley 
was open range (Henry 1991). The remnants of line camps (camps with shelter and water) used 
by catde ranchers can be seen at D eer and Hope Camps.

The Colossal Cave area was another focal point of d ie  valley historically as well as today. La Posta 
Quemada Ranch was a stagecoach stop from 1857 to the 1880s (posta quemada is Spanish for burnt 
station). T he ranch was also the site of a popular hotel, the  Mountain Springs Hotel and Stage 
Station, built in 1878. The ranch was renamed La Posta Quemada in 1933. The ranch has been 
a continuously working ranch for m ore than a 100 years.
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The caves w ere discovered in 1879 by Solomon Lick, the  founder of the  hotel. The first tours of 
the cave began in 1923, led by Frank Schmidt, who continued to  be involved in the  operations of 
the cave until 1956. At this time Joe Maierhauser took  over the  operations, and continues to  this 
day to  run Colossal Cave. In 1944 Colossal Cave became a county park, and the tw o men 
continued operating the park through agreements with the county.

Colossal Cave Mountain Park was listed on the National Register of Historic Maces in 1992. In 
addition #  prehistoric (Hohokam) sites in the park, there are Civilian Conservation Corps (C.C.C.) 
buildings and improvements that w ere constructed between 1934-1938.

Vegetation

Elevation and the presence of w ater determines the type o f vegetation found in the Rincon Valley. 
The vegetation communities described below do not include the  higher elevations such as Rincon 
Peak. The plant communities listed below are taken from those used in the  Rincon Valley Area Plan 
(1988). The categories and plants listed below are  not all inclusive, and only selected species are  
listed to  give an idea of the types of plants found in each category.

S e m id e se rt G rassland
Occurs generally between Old Spanish Trail and Pantano Wash. There are  a variety of grasses with 
scattered trees and shrubs in these sparsely vegetated areas.

velvet mesquite Prosopis velutina 
burroweed Isocoma tenuiscctus 
banana yucca Yucca baccata 
threeawn Aristida spp. 
red brome bromus rubens 
buckwheat Eriogonum spp.

catdaw  acacia Acacia greggi
creosote Larrea trtientoto
soap tree  yucca Yucca d a ta
sidcoats grama grass Bouteobua curtipcndula
Lehmann’s lovegrass E/agrostis khm atn iana
fluffgrass Erioneuron pukhtlh is

C reo so te  D o m inated  S o n o ran  D ese rtsc ru b : 
Generally occurs along Pantano Wash.

velvet mesquite Prosopis vdutina  creosote L am a  tridentata
fishhook barrel cactus Ferocactus wislizenii ocotMo Fouqukria splendent
banana yucca Yucca baccata soap tree  yucca Yucca d a ta

Paloverde-A cacia D o m in a ted  S o n o ran  D e se rtsc ru b :
This community covers the majority of Rincon Valley, roughly north of Old Spanish Trail and south 
of Colossal Cave Road.

catdaw acacia Acacia greggi 
whitethorn acacia Acacia constricta 
ocotiNo Fouquieria splendent 
burroweed Isocoma tenuiscctus

foothill paloverde Cercidkim m kmphyllum  
saguaro Camegiea gigantea 
choHa & prickly pear Opuntia spp. 
creosote Larrea tridentata
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Sonoran Riparian Scrubland:
The woodland o r scrubland type of riparian vegetation is determined by the density of plants. 
Riparian areas are found along intermittent and perennial watercourses and are of d ie  highest value 
as habitat for wildlife. Riparian Scrubland is found along the  interm ittent washes throughout d ie  
valley, in varying degrees of density.

velvet mesqurte Prosopis julifhra catdaw  acacia Acacia greggii -
foothill paloverde Cerddium micropbyllum whitethorn acacia Acacia canstricta

Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest and Woodland:
Riparian woodland vegetation can be seen along Rincon Creek, Cienega Creek, Agua Verde, and 
La Posta Quemada Creek. Riparian woodlands are the highest quality habitat for wildlife.

velvet mesquite Prosopis julifhra 
Arizona Ash Fraxmus w kitina  
Arizona sycamore Platanus wrightii 
blue palo verde Cerddium fhridum  
Gooding w#ow Salix gooddingii 
graythom Zizyphus obtusrfblius 
canyon ragweed Ambrosia ambrosoides

Fremont cottonwood Popukis fremontii 
Arizona W ahut Jugims major 
salt cedar Tomarix aphylla 
catdaw acacia Acocio greggii 
nedeaf hackberry Ceftis reticulata 
seepwWow Baccharis gkidnosis 
woHberry Lydum  spp.

Wildlife

The following animals have been listed as being present in Rincon Valley in either the  Cienega C reek 
Natural Preserve (Management Plan), Colossal Cave Mountain Park (draft Master Plan), and/or 
Saguaro National Park (A Checklist of the Herpetofauna and Mammals). Colossal Cave and Cienega 
C reek areas contain riparian vegetation and sources of w ater - both o f which would attract a 
diversity of wildlife. For a m ore detailed listing of wildlife species, contact the  individual parks.

Mammals

Big Brown Bat Epesticus califomkas
Mexican Free-tailed Bat Tadarida brasiliensis mex.
Pipistrelle Bat Pipistrelkis Hesperus
Coyote Corn's latrans
Kit Fox VuJjpes macrotis
Coad Nasua nasua
Spotted Skunk Spihgale gracilis
Bobcat Felis rufus

Pallid Bat Antrozous pallidas
California Leaf-nosed Bat Macrotus califbmicus
Cave Myotis Myotis velifer
Gray Fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus
Raccoon Procyon to tor
Ringtail Bassariscus astutus
Striped Stunk Mephitis mephitis
Mountain Lion M is  condor

Collared Peccary Tayassu tajacu 
Black-tailed Jack Rabbit Lepus califbmicas 
Arizona Pocket Mouse Perognathus ampfus 
D esert Pocket Mouse Choctodipus pendllatus 
W hite-throated Wood Rat Neotoma albigula 
Haris'Antelope Ground Squirrel Ammo, harrisii

Mule D eer Odocoileus hem tonus 
D esert Cottontail Syhrifagus audubonii 
Rock Pocket Mouse Choctodipus intermedhis 
Southern Grasshopper Mouse Onychomys torrkhis 
Botta's Pocket Gopher Thomomys bottoe 
Round-tailed Ground Squirrel Spcrmophikj teretkaudus
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Rock Squirrel Spemwphikis varigatus 
Cactus Mouse Peromyscus eremicus

Reptiles

D esert Tortoise Gopherus agassizii 
Zebra-tailed Lizard Callisaums draconoides 
W estern Whiptail Cnemidophorus tigris 
Tree Lizard Urosaurus omatus 
W estern Diamondback Rattlesnake Crotalus atrox 
Sonoran Whipsnake M astkophis bilineatus 
Long-nosed Snake Rhinoeheilus kcontei

B irds

Cambers Quail Callipepla gambelii 
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis 
American Kestrel Fako sparverius 
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 
W estern Screech Owl Otus kennkottii 
Elf Owl Micrathene whitneyi 
W hite-throated Swift Aeronoutes saxatalis 
Anna's Hummingbird Colypte anna 
GUa W oodpecker Melanerpes uropygialis 
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus 
Ash-throated Flycatcher Myiarchus dnerascens 
Verdin Auripams flavkeps 
Rock Wren Safpinctes obsoktus  
Ruby-crowned Kinglet Regukis satrapa 
Phainopepla Phainopcpla nitens 
YeBow-rumped Warbler Dcndroka coronata 
Brown Towhee Pipito fuscus

Bailey’s Pocket Mouse Chaetodipus baikyi

Gila Monster H ckxkrm a suspectum suspcctum  
Sonoran Spotted Whiptail Cnemidophorus sonorea 
G reater Earless Lizard Cophosaurus texanus 
Side-blotched Lizard Uta stonsburiana 
Common Kingsnake Lampropeltis getukis 
Gopher Snake Pituophis m ekm okucus  
Black-necked Garter Snake Thamnophis cyrttopsis

Cooper’s Hawk Acdpter cooperii 
Turkey Vulture Cathartcs aura 
White-winged Dove Zenaida osiotka  
G reater Road runner Geococcyx colifbmianus 
Great Homed Owl Bubo virginianus 
Poorwill Pbahenoptikis nuttallii 
Black-chinned Hummingbird Archilochus akxandri 
Costa's Hummingbird Colypte costae 
Ladder-backed Sapsucker Pkoides scahris 
Say's Phoebe Sayomis nigricans 
Brown-crested Flycatcher Myiarchus dnerascens 
Cactus W ren Campyhrhynchus bnirmekapillus 
Curve-billed Thrasher Toxostoma cumrostre 
Black-tailed Gnatcatcher Poltoptila melanura 
Lucy's W arbler Vermimra kidoe  
Northern Cardinal Cardmalis cardinatis 
Hooded Oriole Icterus cucullatus
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Special Status Species

The following is a list of endangered, threatened, o r sensitive wildlife and plant species, compiled 
by the Arizona Game and Fish Department, that may be present in the  Rincon Valley area.

Plant Species:

LE =  Listed Endangered. Species identified by the  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as being in imminent jeopardy o f extinction.

PE =  Proposed Endangered. Species being reviewed by USFWS for listing as Endangered under 
ESA.

W C =  Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona. Species w hose occurrence in Arizona is o r  may be 
in jeopardy, o r with known o r perceived threats o r population declines, as described by the  
Department's listing of Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona (WSCA, in prep.). Species 
included in WSCA are currently the same as those in Threatened Native Wildlife in Arizona. 
(1988)

S =  Sensitive. Species classified as "sensitive" by the  Regional Forester when occurring on lands 
managed by the U.S.D.A Forest Service.

HS =  Highly Safeguarded. Those Arizona native plants w hose prospects for survival in this state  
are in jeopardy o r are in danger of extinction, o r  are  likely to  becom e so in the  foreseeable 
future, as described by the Arizona Native Plant Law (1993).

SR =  Salvage Restricted. Those Arizona native plants not included in the  Highly Safeguarded 
Category, but that have a high potential for theft o r  vandalism, as described by the  Arizona 
Native Plant Law (1993).

S
S
S, SR 
LE, S, HS

Lemmon Cloak Fern Notholacana Icmmonii 
Lyre-leaved Twistflower Strcptanthus carinatus
Needle-spined Pineapple Cactus Echinomastus crcctoccntrus erectocentrus 
Pima Pineapple Cactus Coqrphantha schccri robustispina

Mammals:

PE, WC, S 
W C ,S 
LE, WC, S 
S
W C ,S

Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy Owl Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum 
California Leaf-Nosed Bat Macrotus californicus 
Lesser Long-nosed Bat Leptonycteris curasoac yerbabuenoe 
Northern Beardless Tyrannulet Camptostoma imberbe 
Sonoran D esert Tortoise Gopherus agassrzii
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C. Related Planning Areas and Management Plans

The Rincon Valley encompasses several parks, developments, preserves and o ther areas under a 
variety of jurisdictions. The Rincon Valley Trails Advisory Com m ittee has coordinated with local 
agencies in an attempt to remain consistent with the goals and objectives of planned projects in the 
area.

The following is a summary of those planning areas and the management plans relevant to  the 
Rincon Valley Trails System (in alphabetical order). While many of these plans have yet to  be 
realized, RVTAC has relied on the following planning documents to  create interconnected trails and 
interpretation opportunities.

The Arizona Trail_____________________________________________
Jurisdiction: "Arizona Trail Partners" in the Rincon Valley - Arizona State Parks, Pima

County, Coronado National Forest, Saguaro National Park 
Size: 750 miles proposed, over 400 miles completed
Date Established: 1985 (concept), 1993 Intergovernmental Agreem ent signed
Publication Year: 1995 Management Guide published
Location: Mexico to  Utah

The Arizona Trail is a continuous trail from the  border of Mexico to  Utah. W hen completed, this 
non-motorized trail will extend uninterrupted for 750 miles through Arizona. T he Rincon Mountain 
segm ent o f the Arizona Trail is currently routed along the  eastern side o f Rincon Peak from the  
Empire Cienega Resource Conservation Area south of Interstate 10 to  Happy Valley and Manning 
Cam p in th e  Saguaro National Park. T he route follows Forest Service and County roads near 
Mescal to the existing Miller C reek (hikers only) o r  Turkey C reek (equestrians and hikers) Trails.

A new route for this segment of the  Arizona Trail is desired tha t would not follow a road, and be 
m ore accessible to  the public. The Cienega C reek Natural Preserve Management Plan identifies 
an alternate route for the Arizona Trail along Cienega C reek and Agua Verde C reek to  Colossal 
Cave Park. The segment necessary to  complete this alternate route is betw een Colossal Cave Park 
and Saguaro National Park - Madrona Ranger Station. See section IV - Trails System for the  
proposed trail alignment

The Vision of the Arizona Trail as stated in the Akmagement Guide:
- "Creating a non-motorized, primitive trail connecting deserts, mountains, forests, wilderness, 
canyons, communities, and people;
- Linking existing and new trail segments to form a continuous pathway south to north across 
the state;
- Providing opportunities to experience and reflect upon Arizona's diverse cultural and natural 
heritage along the trail corridor;

37



- Providing high quality recreational and educational experiences for Arizona's residents and 
visitors;
- Promoting land stewardship in the development a id  use o f die trail in a way that cultivates 
appreciation and protection o f the State's natural resources;
- Promoting multiple non-motorized trail use by hikers, equestrians, mountain bicyclists, a id  
cross-country skiers on a shared trail or within a general trail corridor whenever appropriate and 
in keeping with local land management objectives;
- Continuing the existing model public-private partnership to create a id  maintain a long
distance trail."

________________RINCON VALLEY SUBREGIONAL TRAILS PLAN_______________________

Genega Creek Natural Preserve_________________ _________ _
Jurisdiction: Pima County D epartm ent o f Transportation and Flood Control
Size:
Date Established: 
Publication Yean 
Location:

3,979 acres 
1986
1994 (Management Plan)
Cienega Creek from Colossal Cave Road southeast to  Empirita Ranch

The Genega Creek is characterized by riparian woodland vegetation and a perennial stream  flow 
in som e reaches o f the Creek. The Preserve is one o f the  few remaining desert riparian areas in 
Arizona. It is a designated a "Unique W ater of Arizona", and considered valuable wildlife habitat

To preserve and protect this resource, access to  the Preserve is restricted. Permits are required 
for access. The permit system limits the num ber of people visiting the Preserve on one day to  50 
people, in groups of no more than 4 persons (larger groups require special approval). Permits are 
available from the Pima County Parks and Recreation D epartm ent T he Cienega C reek trail, which 
follows the creek bed, is limited to  pedestrians only. O ther designated trails within the Preserve 
do allow for bicycles and equestrians.

Cienega Creek Natural Preserve management objectives as stated in the  Management Plan are:

"/. To preserve and protect the perennial stream flow in Genega Creek.
2. To preserve and protect the existing natural and riparian community along the stream 
corridor.
3. To provide opportunities for public use o f the Preserve for recreation, education, and other 
appropriate activities."

A segment of the Arizona Trail has been proposed in the Genega C reek plan as extending from the  
Empirita Ranch along Cienega Creek, north to  Agua Verde Creek.

A 25 acre county park is proposed within the Cienega C reek Preserve just south of Colossal Cave 
Road. This will also be the site of the first priority trailhead - the Colossal Cave Road Entry. There
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are  plans for a parking area with an information kiosk. Access will be available for pedestrian, 
equestrian, and bicycles. An additional th ree  entries are planned for the  Preserve. Recreational 
facilities, including a campground, are  planned for Empirita Ranch.

Colossal Cave Mountain Park
Jurisdiction:
Size:
D ate Established: 
Publication Year: 
Location:

Pima County, managed by Pima County Parklands Foundation 
2,038 acres
1944 (established as a Pima County Park)
1997 (Master Plan draft)
East of the intersection of Colossal Cave Road and Old Spanish Trail, north 
of the confluence o f the  Posta Quem ada ami Agua Verde Creeks.

Colossal Cave Mountain Park is listed on the  National Register of Historic Races. The Park has 
operated  as a tourist attraction since 1923. in 1944 it became a designated Rm a County Park. 
Since that time, the park has grown to  include the  Posta Quemada Ranch ami o ther lands outside 
of the  original 495-acres. Today the management o f the  Park is under the  direction of the  Rm a 
County Parklands Foundation. The Park operations have been managed by the  sam e individuals, 
the Maierhausers, for nearly 40 years.

T he expansion that has occurred in the  past ten years has increased the  paries resources. This 
change in addition to  the advance of residential growth into Rincon Valley will undoubtedly heighten 
the use of the park. Colossal Cave Mountain Park has attracted a quarter million visitors each year. 
This num ber is likely to  increase substantially as the  proposed improvements to  the  park are 
completed.

T he draft m aster plan calls for a museum and research library a t the  La Posta Quemada Ranch. 
Included in th e  plans for the  expanded park is a trails system that will connect with the future 
Rincon Valley Trails System. The trails system plan for Colossal Cave Mountain Park has not been 
completed a t this time.

Eastern Pima County Trails System Master Plan,
Phase One: Acquisition, Design and Development Priorities________________________
Jurisdiction: Pima County Parks and Recreation D epartm ent
Publication Year: 1989 (Phase One) plan published
Size: The plan covers 2880 square miles, including the  Rincon Valley.

This plan is the basis of the Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan. Since the adoption of the  original 
plan in 1989, amendments w ere approved in 1996. At tha t tim e the  Board o f Supervisors passed 
an ordinance which established the plan “as the  official planning guide for developm ent o f a 
comprehensive trail system for Eastern Pima County” (Rma County Ordinance No. 1996-75).
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The Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan follows the recommendations of the  Eastern Pima County 
Trails System Master Plan with only a few exceptions. N ot included in th e  updated plan are  the 
Rincon Creek Trail east of Camino Loma Alta, and the entire length of the  Pistol Hill Road Trail. 
These and other trails w ere not seen as appropriate due to  sensitive natural and cultural features, 
and land ownership constraints. Alternatives to  these trails have been recom m ended which are 
seen as a m ore realistic option.

The goals of the trail network proposed in the Eastern Pima County Trails System Master Man are:
- "Expand on the existing and planned river parks system to form a trails network that will 
interconnect the major public recreation lands and protected open space in Eastern Pima 
County.
- Provide for Vail recreation in all subregions o f Eastern Pima County;
-  Extend Vail service into focal areas;
-  Accommodate pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle and whole access types o f Vail use within the 
network; and
-  Take advantage o f Vail locations that offer the community multiple benefits such as flood 
control, groundwater recharge, wildlife habitat and migration corridor preservation, and open 
space protection in addition to Vail recreation"

Pima County Comprehensive Plan___________________________ _____
Jurisdiction: Pima County
Publication Year: 1992 (draft plan completed)
Size: The plan covers 1,300 square miles in eastern Pima County (Pima County

is 9,200 square miles).
Location: Throughout the Tucson Metropolitan region,

within the Rincon Valley: Pantano Wash.

T he 1992 Pima County Comprehensive Man supersedes the  previous Rincon Valley Area Plan 
( 1988), although the policies are  based on those in the 1988 plan.

M ost o f Rincon Valley is zoned rural, and despite several planned communities, the objectives 
indicate that the  area is to  retain its rural character. T he general objectives for the  Rincon Valley 
are:

"/. Maintain dark night skies.
2. Protect steep slopes from degradation
3. Identify and protect natural landmarks.
4. Encourage the restoration of Rincon Creek areas."

T he Conceptual Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Man (CLUE) identified eight priority 
programs which guide the strategic action plan. O ne of these CLUE Priority Programs 
recom m ends that, "an interconnected open space and recreation system shall be identified and
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implemented in conjunction with flood protection measures, featuring interconnected natural 
washes, linear river parks, desert belts, and hiking and equestrian trails* (p. 3C-I3). T he regional 
trail recommendations are based on those in the Eastern Pima County Trail System Master Plan. 
Specific policies in the Comprehensive Plan regarding trails in Rincon Valley are:

"The area between Racking K and Vail Valley is an important linkage area and provides an 
opportunity to integrate urban and rural land uses. Trails in this area shall accommodate 
commuter bicyclists, recreational bicyclists, pedestrians, and equestrian linkages. The following 
policies will provide the backbone for a future trail system which will be integrated with any 
proposed development within this area as a condition o f rezoning.
1. Mufti-use path system shall be designed along Camino Loma Alta to create a linkage between 
Rocking K and Vail Valley and any development in between.
2. Bike path along Camino Loma Alta shall be separated from vehicular traffic.
3. A 30-foot wide easement shall be designated by the developer for land adjacent to Rincon 
Creek for continuous hiking and equestrian trails."

River Parks Master Plan_____________ _____________________ _____
Jurisdiction: Pima County D epartm ent o f Transportation and Flood Control
Publication Year: 1997 (draft plan completed, awaiting approval)
Location: Throughout the Tucson Metropolitan region,

within the Rincon Valley: Pantano Wash.

This is a Pima County Flood Control District Plan for utilizing the  urban w atercourses as linear 
parks. This plan was completed in the  Spring o f 1997, and is currently awaiting approval by the  
Board of Supervisors.

The Pantano Wash is the only segment of the  river parks located within the  Rincon Valley. There 
will be a "river trail" along the Pantano Wash extending the length o f the  wash to  Colossal Cave 
Road w here it meets Cienega Creek.

The "river trail" is distinguished in this plan from the "river park" and the  “river path". The river trail 
is a pathway along the existing channel edge. Unlike the o ther designations, there  will be  no 
landscaping, no bank stabilization, o r paving of the  trail.

Rodring K Specific Plan_________________
Jurisdiction: Private developers
Publication Year: 1989 (construction has not begun)
Location: South o f Saguaro National Park and east of Camino Loma Alta

The Rocking K development is a proposed master-planned community that will include residential 
homes, a resort, and golf courses. Rincon C reek bisects the  Rocking K developm ent just north o f
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O ld Spanish Trail. The development spans the area from the Saguaro National Park boundary 
south to  just north of Garigan’s Gulch Road and d ie  Antler C rest development. T he w est side o f 
the Rocking K development is bounded by Old Spanish Trail and the  Rocking KI Ranch Estates to  
Camino Loma Aka on the east.

T he trails and parks proposed by the Rocking K developm ent are  essential linkages in the  Rincon 
Valley Trails Plan. A 40 acre County park is proposed between Rincon C reek and Old Spanish 
Trail. The park will serve as a trailhead for the Rincon C reek Trail. A trail and trailhead is also 
proposed just north o f Thunderhead Ranch.

T he Rocking K Specific Plan goals relevant to  the Rincon Valley Trails Plan are:
- "Provide a balanced community with a variety of cryoyd>le lifestyle options, consistent with the 
Pima County Comprehensive Plan and the Rincon Valley Area Plan.
- Protect and enhance valuable environmental resources, inducting significant natural open space 
areas.
- Integrate open space and recreational opportunities throughout the Rocking K prefect.
- Maintain sensitivity to the environment and to surrounding land uses in all aspects o f planning 
and development.u

Saguaro National Park
Jurisdiction:

D ate  Established: 
Size:
Location:

United States D epartm ent o f the  Interior,
National Park Service
1933 Park established (Rincon Mountain District)
91,327 acres, Rincon Mountain District: approximately 67,000 acres. 
North and northeast o f the  Rincon Valley

N ote : Saguaro National Park was upgraded from National Monument to  National Park in 1994 
(Public Law 103-364).

Saguaro National Park (the Rincon Mountain District) was established in 1933 by presidential 
proclam ation. The proclamation (No. 2032) states that the  "lands are o f outstanding scientific 
in te re s t because of the exceptional growth thereon of various species o f cacti, including the  so- 
called giant cactus". In 1991 and 1994 (Public Law 102-61 and 103-364) 7,000 acres w ere  added 
to  the  park boundaries. Most of these lands are  just north of Rincon Creek, and are  referred to  as 
th e  expansion area.

T h e  National Park Service Management Policies (1988) presents the  servicewide policies on 
planning, natural and cultural resource management, wilderness, park uses, facilities, etc. The 
following is the  policy regarding trails.

- "Trails and walks will serve as management tools to help control distribution and intensity o f  
use a id  to avoid undesirable impacts while providing enjoyable access to a variety o f park areas.
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All trails will be carefully located, designed, a id  mcmaged to allow for a satisfying park experience 
and to protect resources."

The Interim Trails Plan (draft) covers the  southern boundary expansion of the  Rincon Mountain 
District This interim plan outlines a proposed trailhead a t the northern terminus o f Camino Loma 
Alta. There are three trails proposed utilizing existing dirt roads. The main trail, which will be 
important to future Rincon Valley linkages is the D eer/H ope Camp Trail.

Statement for Management, 1995. This docum ent describes the  purpose and significance of the 
Park, influences, issues, and management objectives.

Management objectives of Saguaro National Park relating to  the  Rincon Valley Trails System are:
- "To provide opportunities for recreational use o f the park consistent with the obligation to 
protect and perpetuate natural and cultural resources.
- Be responsive to changing recreational pursuits and interests generated by adjacent urban 
development to the extent that such activities are compatible with protection and perpetuation 
of traditional park values and park resources."

General Management Plan, 1988. This plan predates the  expansion area, and should be amended 
in the near future. The following statem ent is a reference to  w hat is referred to  in the  Rincon 
Valley Trails Plan as the alternate Arizona Trail Route. The Park proposed to:

- "designate a regional recreation trail system linking all or most o f the basin's public lands. 
Such a trail system should include a mountain crest component running north across the Rincon 
Mountains from Pima County parkland at Colossal Cave or Genega Preserve...".
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IV. PROPOSED TRAILS SYSTEM

The proposed trail system listed below corresponds to  the trail system map attached. Shared use 
is recommended on all trails (except Cienega C reek Natural Preserve) which would allow hikers, 
bikers, and equestrians. It is recommended that all trails will be natural surface. Please refer to  the 
Trails implementation for expected implementation strategies, trail corridor ownership status, and 
expected managem ent

Deviations from  tra ils  re c o m m en d e d  in th e  E as te rn  P im a C o u n ty  T rails S y stem  M as te r  
Plan. There are several trails and portions of trails from the Eastern Pima County Plan tha t are  not 
listed below. The Rincon Valley Trails Advisory Com m ittee felt tha t taking into consideration land 
ownership patterns, and natural resource values, it is highly unlikely that these trails could be 
implemented.

A. Proposed Trails

NAME & LOCATION NUMBER TYPE USE LENGTH

Agua Verde Wash 58 wash shared 6.5

Cienega Creek north to Colossal Cave Mt. Park, east to Coronado National Forest.
The portion from Cienega Creek to Colossal Cave Mt. Park is a proposed segment of the Arizona Trail.

Cammo Loma Alta 272 road row shared 5.5 miles

Saguaro National Park boundary south to Colossal Cave Road.
This trail is listed for funding by the 1997 open space bonds.

Cienega Creek 55 wash/cross-country foot, horse 17 miles

Pantano Wash southeast to Empire-Genega Preserve.
A portion of this trail is a proposed segment of the Arizona Trail. As a Natural Preserve, a permit is
required and use is limited to foot and horses only.

Colossal Cave Road 64 road row shared 5.5 miles

Vail west to Old Spanish Trail.

Coyote Wash 246 wash shared 4.3 miles

Rincon Creek southeast to Pistol Hill Road.
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Coyote Wash - South Fork wash shared 1.25 miles

Coyote Wash south to Old Spanish Trail.

Deer-Hope Camp 60b cross-country shared 3.5 miles

Camino Loma Alta trailhead east to Hope Camp.
This trail is currently open to the public, although limited to foot/horse only at this time.

La Posta Quemada A-18 wash/cross-country shared 3.5 miles

Agua Verde Wash north through Colossal Cave Mountain Park to Pistol Hill Road.
This is a proposed segment of the Arizona Trail.

Monument Boundary W est 60a cross-country shared 3 m iles

Rocking K Trailhead at Old Spanish Trail east to Camino Loma Aka Trailhead.
The exact route of this trail is dependent on the status of the State Trust Land and surrounding Rocking K
development.

Monument Boundary East 60c cross-country shared 3 miles

Hope Camp northeast to Madrona Ranger Station.
The exact route of this trail will be determined by the Saguaro National Park planning process.

Old Spanish Trail 67 road row shared 11 miles

Saguaro National Park main entrance southeast to Colossal Carve Road. 
This trail is listed for completion on the 1997 open space bond.

Pantano Wash 5 wash shared 8.5 miles

Confluence with Rincon Creek south to confluence with Cienega Creek
This trail is part of the planned Pima County River Parks System, and will connect to the RiKto River Park
Trail.

Papago Springs cross-country shared 2.75 miles

Trail head at Pistol Hill east to Papago Springs.

Pistol HHI Road 68 road row shared 3.75 miles

Colossal Cave Road northeast to the Papago Springs Trailhead.
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Rincon Creek 62 wash shared 4.5 mites

Confluence with Pantano Wash east to Camino Loma Aka.
The portion of this trail through the Rocking K development will be the Rincon Creek Greenway.

Rocking K East mix shared 5 miles

Rincon Creek south to Pantano Wash.
The exact route of this trail is dependent on the Rocking K development and properties south induding 
the planned Vail Valley Ranch development.

Rocking K Northeast mix shared 1.25 miles

Rincon Creek northeast to Camino Loma Aka Trailhead.
The exact route of this trail will be determined by the Rocking < development.

Rocking K West road row shared 2.75 miles

Rocking K Trail head south and west via Rocking KI Ranch Estates to Pantano Wash.
The exact route north of Old Spanish Trail will be determined by the Rocking K development.

Unnamed Wash - West A-1 wash shared 2.5 mites

Rincon Creek south to Pistol Hill Road.
This trail is in the 1996 amendment to the Eastern Pima County Trails System Master Plan.

Unnamed Wash - East shared 4 miles

Hope Camp south to Pistol Hill Road.
The exact route of this trail is dependent on the status of the State Trust Land. This trail is an integral 
portion of the proposed segment of the Arizona Trail through Rincon Valley.

X-9 Ranch Road road row shared 2.5 miles

Old Spanish Trail north to 'unnamed wash-east'.
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B. Trail heads

Trailheads are the "staging areas" and parking lots for trail users. The trailheads are located often 
a t the intersections of several trails, giving the trail user a choice of routes, and the option of 
returning to  the (railhead along a different route. Amenities such as water, and restroom s will be 
available a t Colossal Cave Mountain Park and the  proposed Pima County Park a t the  Rocking K 
development All trailheads will be paved (for air quality reasons), include an emergency telephone, 
trash cans, and will be gated at night Signage a t the  traiheads will include wayside exhibits with a 
variety of maps, interpretive information, and announcements. T he following recommended 
parking spaces are approximate numbers, the exact numbers will be determ ined a t tim e of 
construction based on factors such as size and shape of the trailhead, and expected u se

TRAILHEAD LOCATION PARKING SPACES CURRENT
CAR HORSE RIG LAND STATUS

Camino Loma Alta Northern terminus of Camino 
Loma Aka

25 5 County ROW

Genega Creek Colossal Cave Road at Genega to be to be County Flood
Creek decided decided Control

Colossal Cave Old Spanish Trail & Colossal existing existing County
Mountain Park Cave Road intersection

Papago Springs Pistol Hill Road at Papago Springs 25 5 State Trust
turnoff Land

Pima County Park North of Old Spanish Trail in 30 5 Rocking K
(proposed) vicinity of Rincon Creek General 

Store
development

Rocking K East of Old Spanish Trail, north 20 0 Rocking K
of Thunderhead Ranch development
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V. MANAGEMENT

A. Maintenance

The maintenance of the trails will be the  responsibility o f the agency managing th e  trail corridor. 
In m ost cases this will be Pima County Parks and Recreation Departm ent. Trails and (railheads 
within Saguaro National Park will be maintained by the Park.

B. Law Enforcement and Emergency Medical Service (EMS) Response

Depending on the jurisdiction of the  trail corridor, the  following agencies will be responsible for 
patrolling sections of the trail system, and (railheads.

• Pima County Parks and Recreation
• Pima County Sheriffs D epartm ent
• Rincon Valley Fire District
• Saguaro National Park

C. Environmental Education and Interpretation

Interpretation and environmental education is an objective o f  the Rincon Valley Subregional Trail Plan. 
Trails can provide the public with an opportunity to  d iscover and exp lore th e  environm ent through 
which they pass. The combination o f  a trail system  and interpretation programs offers th e  chance  
to  experience w hat you are learning about first hand.

T he themes for interpretation include both cultural and natural history. T he following is a list of 
possible interpretive themes.

• wildlife habitat (especially riparian habitats)
• Sonoran Desert
• archeological resources
• ranching
• natural history (geology, etc.)
• environmental ethics (leave no trace, etc .)
• historical changes
• endangered species
• w ater
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This list illustrates the many opportunities for education that exist in the Rincon Valley. Various 
methods of interpretation are possible, such as wayside exhibits a t (railheads and along trails, 
interpretive maps for specific trails, guided tours, and group programs.

The Rincon Institute, Saguaro National Park, and Colossal Cave Mountain Park are  currently 
involved in interpretive programs. The Vail School District is the  primary participants in these 
programs. The Rincon Institute will be constructing a facility near the Camino Loma Aka (railhead 
that will offer interpretive opportunities for children and adults.

Collaboration will be the key to  successful education and interpretation opportunities in Rincon 
Valley. The Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan recommends tha t the  various agencies and 
organizations in Rincon Valley cooperate in this area.

D. Volunteers

The management aspects of the  trails system mentioned above, all represent opportunities for 
volunteer participation. The success of the trail system will depend on the trail users. 
Volunteerism instills a sense of ownership to  those assisting in the management of the  trail system. 
Opportunities for volunteers exist a t all levels of management. Maintenance and law enforcem ent 
may be informally enforced by the presence of trail users.

The Arizona State Parks sponsors the Adopt-a-Trail program. This program assigns a specific trail 
to  individuals o r organizations to  be responsible for the  maintenance of a specific trail.

Volunteers are currently active with interpretation and education. There are several docent 
programs at Saguaro National Park and the  Rincon Institute that offer training to  volunteers.
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VI. IMPLEMENTATION

A. Implementation Methods

The most important aspect o f implementing a trail is the  acquisition o f the right to  access the trail 
corridor. This does not necessarily mean that the trail managing agency (in this case, Pima County) 
must own the land that the trail crosses. Permission to  access the  property may be granted by d ie 
landowner. This could simply be a verbal agreem ent between the landowner and trail user, o r  
betw een the  landowner and the County. The problem with a verbal agreem ent is tha t the 
landowner may change their mind a t any tim e and deny access, o r  the  landowner may sell the 
property and the new landowner may prohibit access. For these reasons, the  County will seek a 
more permanent solution. Tw o options are the  m ost common - outright fee-simple purchase, o r 
a recreational trail easement.

Fee-simple Purchase. This is a permanent solution which would result in the  County owning the 
trail corridor. It will require money, and is often not an option due to  limited County funds. In the 
case of those trails listed on the 1997 Open Space Bond requiring acquisition, these trail corridors 
will be purchased with bond appropriations.

R ecrea tional T rail E asem en t. An alternative to  purchasing the property, a recreational trail 
easem ent is an agreem ent between the  landowner and the County tha t perpetual access will be 
granted to  trail users, while the landowner retains ownership of the property.

Road Right-of-W ay (ROW). A right-of-way is the  strip of land tha t is owned and maintained by 
the County. Since the right-of-way is w ider than the paved roadway, a trail may be constructed 
parallel to the road, within the County right-of-way. The right-of-way width varies with each road, 
and often along segments of the  road. The Old Spanish Trail right-of-way, for example, varies in 
width from 80' to 150'.

D evelopm ent D edication. Subdivided developments, and master-planned communities are often 
requested by the City o r County planning departm ent to  dedicate portions o f the  property for the 
public good. This is often granted in return for a requested rezoning, o r  o ther changes to  the 
comprehensive plan. In Rincon Valley, the  Rocking K developm ent and others will be dedicating 
trail corridors to  the County. T he County will then own and maintain the trail corridor.
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B. Proposed Trail System Implementation Strategies

TRAIL # LAND STATUS IMPLEMENTATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

COST
ESTIMATE*

Agua Verde 
Wash

58 Private, County purchase $1,200,000

Camino Loma 
Aka

272 County ROW existing ROW $20,000

Cienega Creek 55 County ROW n/a $1,400,000

Colossal Cave 
Road

64 County ROW existing ROW $25,000

Coyote Wash 246 private dedication, easement

Coyote Wash - 
South Fork

private dedication, easement

Deer-Hope
Camp

60b Saguaro National Park n/a

La Posta 
Quemada

A-18 County, State Trust Land purchase State Trust 
Land

Monument 
Boundary West

60a private (Rocking K), State 
Trust Land

purchase State Trust 
Land

Monument 
Boundary East

60c Saguaro National Park n/a

Old Spanish 
Trail

67 County ROW existing ROW $25,000

Pantano Wash 5 County, private easement, purchase

Papago Springs State Trust Land, 
Coronado National Forest

purchase State Trust 
Land

Pistol Hill Road 68 County ROW existing ROW

Rincon Creek 62 private
(partially Rocking K)

dedication, easement $140,000
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Rocking K East private
(partially Rocking K)

dedication, easement

Rocking K 
Northeast

private (Rocking K) dedication

Rocking K West private (partially 
Rocking K), County ROW

dedication, existing ROW

Unnamed Wash 
-W est

A-l private, State Trust Land purchase, easement, 
dedication

Unnamed Wash 
- East

State Trust Land purchase

X 9 Ranch Road 72 private ROW existing ROW

* Cost Estimates are only listed for those trails includ ed in the  1997 O pen Space Bond Issue.
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Appendix A: Proposed Rincon Valley Trail System
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A p p e n d ix  B

Sample Recreational Trail Easement

Recreational Trail Easement

THIS EASEMENT, made th is_____ day o f___________ , 199_, by and betw een__________,
hereinafter known as the Grantor, and Pima County, a political subdivision o f the  State of Arizona, 
hereinafter known as the  Grantee.

Grantors, for and in consideration of O ne Dollar ($ 1.00) and o ther valuable consideration, 
hereby convey unto Grantee, its successors and assigns, a perpetual public easem ent for 
recreational trail purposes on the property conveyed to  the Grantors per Abandonment Proceeding
____ recorded in Book__ Page___of Road Maps and m ore particularly identified on the  attached
location map, Exhibit "A" (the "Property").

The grants, covenants and provisions herein shall be binding on and inure to  the benefit of 
the heirs, successors and assigns o f the parties hereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this instrument has been duly signed and executed by the 
Grantors th is____ day o f___________ , 199__.

signature of grantor

STATE OF ARIZONA )
) $s

COUNTY OF PIMA )

This instrument was acknowledged before m e th is____ day o f___________ , 199__,
b y _____________________•

Notary Public

My Commission Expires: _____________

Acquisition approved a t ___________ , 199__, hearing of Board of Supervisors.

Re: tax parcel # ____
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A p p e n d ix  C

Arizona Law on Private Landowner Liability

Section I. Title 33, Arizona Revised Statutes, C hapter 12, Article I, section 33-1551.
Amended by Laws 1993, Ch. 90, 25.

Chapter 12. Liabilities and Duties on Property Used for Education and Recreation

Article I. General Provisions

33-1551. Duty of owner, lessee o r occupant of premises to  recreational users; liability; definitions

A. A public o r private owner, easem ent holder, lessee, o r occupant o f a premises is not liable to  
a recreational o r education user except upon a showing that the owner, easem ent holder, lessee 
o r occupant was guilty o r willful, malicious, o r grossly negligent conduct which was a direct cause 
of the injury to the recreational o r educational user.

B. As used in this section:

1. "Educational User" means a person to  whom permission has been granted o r implied w ithout 
the payment of an admission fee o r  o ther consideration to  en ter upon premises to  participate in 
an educational program, including but not limited to , the viewing of historical, natural, 
archeological, o r scientific sights.

2. "Premises" means agricultural, range, open space, park, flood control, mining, forest o r  railroad 
lands, and any other similar lands, w herever located, which are available to  a recreational o r 
educational user, including, but not limited to, paved o r  unpaved multi-use trails and special 
purpose roads o r  trails not open to  automotive use by the public and any building improvement, 
fixture, water conveyance system, body of w ater, channel, canal o r  lateral, road, trail o r  structure 
on such lands.

3. "Recreational user" means a person to  whom permission has been granted o r implied without 
the payment of an admission fee o r other consideration to  travel across o r  to  en ter upon premises 
to hunt, fish, trap, camp, hike, ride, exercise, swim, o r engage in similar pursuits. The purchase of 
a state hunting, trapping, o r  fishing license is not the  payment of an admission fee o r  o ther 
consideration as provided in this section.

C. This section does not limit the  liability which otherwise exists for maintaining an attractive 
nuisance, except with respect to dams, channels, canals, and lateral ditches used for flood control, 
agricultural, industrial, metallurgical, o r  municipal purposes.
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A p p e n d ix  D

Advisory Committee Agency Contacts & Trails Related Organizations

Arizona Game and Fish 
(520) 628-5376, x 593 
555 North Greasewood Rd. 
T ucson, AZ 85745 
Contact: Dan Smith

Arizona State Land 
Department 
(520) 628-5480 
233 North Main Avenue 
T ucson, Arizona 85701 
Contact: Dennis Cady

Arizona State Parks - 
Arizona Trail Steward 
(602)542-7120 
1300 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Contact: Judy Wolff

Colossal Cave Mountain Park 
(520) 647-7275 
P.O.Box 70 
Vail, Arizona 85641 
Contact: John Flettre

Coronado National Forest 
(520)749-8700 
300 West Congress 
T ucson, Arizona 85701 
Contact: Dale Mance

PB Trading Company, Inc. 
(520)884-9300 
2 15 North Court Avenue 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Contact: Peter Backus

Pima County Parks and 
Recreation
(520) 740-2690 
1204 West SiKzeriake Road 
T ucson, Arizona 85713-2799 
Contact: Steve Anderson

Pima Trails Association 
(520) 743-9060 
2781 W. Carnation Place 
T ucson, AZ 85745 
Contact: John Dell

Rincon Institute
(520)290-0828
7290 E. Broadway Btvd. #M
Tucson, Arizona 85710
Contact Jan Gingold

Saguaro National Park 
(520)733-5110 
3693 South Old Spanish Trail 
Tucson, Arizona 85730-5699 
Contact: Paula Nasiatka

Trails Organizations:

Arizona Trail Association 
(602) 252-4794 
P.O.Box 36736 
Phoenix, Arizona 85067 
www.primenet.com/~aztrail

Greater Arizona Bicycling 
Association 
P.O.Box 43272 
Tucson, Arizona 85733 
www.earthbeat.net/gaba

Sierra Qub Rincon Group
(520)620-6401
738 North 5th Avenue, #214
T ucson, Arizona 85705

Southern Arizona Hiking Qub 
(520)751-4513 
P.O.Box 32257 
Tucson, Arizona

Southern Arizona Mountain 
Bike Association 
(520) 327-3232 
c/o Full Cycle 
3232 East Speedway 
T ucson, Arizona 85716

Tucson Audubon Society
(520)629-0510
300 East University Blvd.
T ucson, Arizona 85705

Tucson Saddle Club 
(520) 825-0587 
P.O.Box 30433 
T ucson, Arizona 85751
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VI. CONCLUSION

How were the issues discussed in this report dealt with in the Rincon Valley planning process? 

Some issues, such as funding and multiple-use conflicts will undoubtedly become greater challenges 

during the implementation phase. The other issues - access, liability, and resource protection will be 

less o f a challenge in the future if addressed adequately in the plan.' What will happen once the 

planning process is complete? In an effort to ensure that the momentum is not lost, several 

recommendations are presented: the creation o f a citizens coalition, and an interagency partnership.

Funding

Funding will be a considerable challenge to implementing the trails plan. The financial 

resources o f most public agencies is especially limited for trail construction and maintenance. For this 

reason, planning is critical to the wise use o f limited funds. The continued cooperation among the 

Advisory Committee members is essential to the success o f implementing the trail system. 

Opportunities for cooperation and cost-sharing exist in all aspects o f  implementation - design, 

construction, maintenance, law enforcement, and education and interpretation.

The most identifiable source o f  funding for much o f the system will come from the county 

open space bonds. Although, the money is not expected to be available for several years. The funds 

are being appropriated to Rincon Valley projects for land acquisition and riparian protection (sections 

o f the Arizona Trail, Agua Verde Creek and Cienega Creek), and trail and trailhead development 

(Camino Loma Alta, Colossal Cave, Rincon Creek, and Old Spanish Trail). These trails are the core 

o f  the system, which trails within public lands will connect to.

Funding from one source, or one agency can be used to  leverage other funding sources. The 

importance o f cooperation among agencies can be seen in the form o f the federal Challenge Cost- 

Share Program, and with other funding sources such as grants in which several agencies contribute 

a percentage o f the required costs. In addition to  financial cooperation, implementation may be 

shared by providing services. For example, if  one agency funds construction, the other agency may 

provide maintenance, and yet another organization may provide interpretation assistance. The 

diversity o f organizations represented on the Rincon Valley Trails Advisory Committee offer a variety 

o f  potential shared resources.
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A ccess

Access is an issue that drove the planning process from the beginning. The threat o f  losing 

access was very real in Rincon Valley. Access to Madrona Ranger Station in Saguaro National Park 

had been lost long ago, and just within the last six months mountain bike access along the Deer/Hope 

Camp Trail was prohibited. While the final plan does not recommend every possible trail in the 

valley, an attempt was made to recommend those trail corridors which seemed essential to complete 

an interconnected system.

The biggest obstacle to access is the acquisition and protection o f  trail corridors within State 

Trust Lands. At the time o f the Rincon Valley planning process, the State Land Department had no 

policy for proposed trails across their land. Leasing the property was an option the State had tried 

in the more rural Pinal County, but a lease is only temporary. It appears as if  the only solution in 

Rincon Valley would be to purchase the trail corridor.

The primary trail corridor located on State Trust Land proposed in the Rincon Valley system 

is the alternative Arizona Trail alignment. Although locating trails across State Trust Lands was 

highly discouraged by the State Land Department, the trail was proposed because o f  the importance 

o f this link for the Arizona Trail. Political support at the state level is expected, and Pima County 

may have funding from the open space bonds available to purchase a portion o f  the corridor. 

Looking beyond state ownership, in the future the property will most likely be sold to a developer. 

If  the developer then subdivides, rezones, or submits a specific plan, a trail listed as part o f  the larger 

system, could require dedication o f  the corridor to the County. The State may be concerned that 

designating a corridor across state land on a trails plan could lessen the value o f  the property, yet this 

may be an acceptable proposition to the future developer.

Liability

In Rincon Valley, liability and other landowner concerns were addressed during community 

meetings, and within the plan. The strategy o f the Advisory Committee was to  ensure education and 

awareness o f the issues before they become a problem. Community residents were made aware o f 

the recreational use statute, which is included in the appendix o f the plan. Some issues arose during 

the public meetings that went beyond the scope o f  trails, such as automobile speeding, shooting, 

trespassing, and vandalizing. The planning process provided a forum which brought the community
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together to address common concerns. Community involvement and awareness o f  issues within the 

valley may be encouraged by the common thread o f  a trail system uniting the community.

M ultip le -use  C onflicts

The potential for conflicts exists where there are too many trail users, different types o f users, 

inadequate trail design, and a lack of trail etiquette. The Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan has 

recommended that all trails within the system be shared-use. The number and length o f trails is 

expected to disperse users throughout the valley and alleviate overcrowding. It is expected that trail 

users will determine appropriate use - for example, equestrians will more than likely not frequent 

right-of-way trails along busy roads. Mountain bikers tend to avoid trails within a wash, and road 

bicyclists will opt for the paved roadway rather than the dirt path along the road. By not prohibiting 

specific uses along trails, the negative reaction o f favoring certain users can be avoided. Designating 

all trails as shared use sends a positive message that encourages stewardship o f  the trail system among 

all trail users.

R esource P ro tec tio n

Sensitive natural and cultural resources such as riparian habitat and archeological resources 

are significant features o f Rincon Valley. During the planning process, an inventory o f these 

resources was compiled before trail routes were proposed. The location o f these resources was at 

times a deciding factor in the location o f a trail route. One key decision was to recommend that only 

the Rocking K portion o f the Rincon Creek become a trail corridor. While landownership may be 

an insurmountable obstacle to gaining access east o f Camino Loma Alta, the presence o f  sensitive 

riparian habitat and archeological sites made this an inappropriate trail corridor. Planning specific to  

an individual park will also take into consideration sensitive resources when determining the exact 

trail route. Specific trail routes within both Saguaro National Park and Colossal Cave will be decided 

by the parks. These entities will be able to  assess the resources within their boundaries in even 

greater detail than the Rincon Valley Advisory Committee.
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Recommendations

• Encourage the creation o f a citizens coalition to promote 

stewardship o f  the Rincon Valley Trail System.

• Establish an interagency partnership to oversee the implementation 

and management o f the Rincon Valley Trail System

The proposed trail system will be considered a success if the trails and trailheads are 

developed to create an interconnected system. The future o f  the trail system once the planning 

process is complete is up to the land managing entities and the community. The Rincon Valley 

experience may be unusual in the level o f cooperation among everyone involved: residents, 

developers, land managers, conservation organizations, and special interest groups.

The concern is that this level o f cooperation may diminish. A  citizens coalition and an 

interagency partnership could ensure success during and after the implementation o f  the trail system. 

The efforts of these groups would be mutually beneficial. A  successful trail system can improve the 

quality o f life for the community, and attract tourists and employers to the region. The decision 

makers must be aware o f the economic development influence o f trails. Political support can 

influence policy and budgets in favor o f trails. Continued cooperation will also ensure that the goals 

o f the Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan are realized.

A citizens coalition could be formed o f  representatives o f local residents and trail users 

(hikers, equestrians, mountain bikers, etc.). This is a common strategy with most successful trail 

projects such as the Arizona Trail Association, the Appalachian Trail Conference, the Bay Area Ridge 

Trail Council, and the Continental Divide Trail Society. The mission o f  these organizations involves 

the development, maintenance, protection, management and promotion o f  the trail project. A 

coalition could build support of the trail system and prevent conflicts by educating users and residents 

o f  trail issues. A coalition would promote stewardship o f the trail system, and ensure its success 

among the trails community.

A representative o f the proposed coalition could be an important link to the land managing 

agencies and the trails community. An additional recommendation is that these land managing
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agencies, and non-profit organizations form a partnership to implement and maintain the trail system. 

This partnership would be composed o f some of the same representative as the Advisory Committee. 

This would encourage the continued cooperation among those implementing the trail system. Cost

sharing, deign standards, management responsibilities, and education programs could be coordinated 

by the partnership.

The coalition and partnership would work in concert for the benefit o f  the trail system and the 

local community. The coalition would be an organization open to all trail users and community 

residents with an interest in trails. The partnership would encourage the cooperation and 

coordination o f the land managing agencies and other organizations influential to the implementation 

o f  the trail system. Together, these two entities would ensure the successful development o f  the 

Rincon Valley Trail System, promote the benefits o f trails, and the value o f the Rincon Valley in the 

nationwide network o f trails.

The Rincon Valley experience may prove to be a model for other regional trails plans. The 

lessons learned in Rincon Valley are expected to be applied in the next subregional trails plan south 

of Tucson in Green Valley. Pima County is already considered a leader in community trails planning 

efforts. In 1996 Tucson was inducted into the Trail Town USA Hall o f  Fame (American Hiking 

Society 1996). If  the region continues beyond the planning and implementation efforts o f the Eastern 

Pima County Trails System Master Plan and the Rincon Valley Subregional Trails Plan, the regional 

trail system may become a model for communities across the country.
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