Trail Restoration in High Park 
Key Objective
(Approved by HPCAC at meeting of Oct. 25/06)

- to repair problem trails

Note: 

- The most serious problem trails are adjacent to Spring Road north of Centre Road, on both sides, including the approved off-leash trail and the multiple trails on the ridge east of Spring Road. The west ravine trails, although not generally in as bad shape, also have some problem areas.

- The longer term vision is to have sustainable trails in good shape throughout the park, for a variety of purposes (interpretive, navigational, general use, etc.)
Trail Restoration Guidelines
(Prepared by HPCAC Natural Environment Committee through email consultation, April 11, 2007; not passed by HPCAC)

Sustainability
- prevent erosion, manage water flow effectively

- address “desire lines” so that trails will be used as intended

- use trail surfaces that will be long-lasting, can be maintained, blend with the natural setting
Protect natural areas and respect the natural character of High Park

- encourage trail traffic to stay on trail
- avoid compaction of areas adjacent to trails
- close off unwanted trails
- reduce some trail widths, narrow intersections

- reroute some trails away from ridge edge, or to have a more gradual slope 

- avoid materials that spread into natural areas or change the soil acidity
- design to blend in natural environment (e.g. where possible, avoid “hard”, “built” surfaces; however, in some cases, structures such as boardwalks may be suitable)
- protect adjacent natural areas

- avoid disturbing wildlife 
Differentiate trail design by intended usage

- high-use trails for pedestrian and dog traffic

- quiet nature trails

- major park entry points, access to major facilities 
- multi-use trails (regular pedestrian, dogs, joggers, etc.) 
- paved trails for multi-use including bicycles, trackless train and service vehicles
Provide public access and circulation routes
- in/out of the park

- through the park 

- to reach key facilities

Provide nature trails

- provide opportunities for quiet, slow travel through quality natural areas

- provide interpretive signage on some designated nature trails

Ensure safety 

- clear directional signage so park users can find their way
- design to deal with conflicting uses (e.g. use designs that discourage bicycle use on pedestrian trails)

- maintain safe surfaces, e.g. stairs in good repair

- give trails names so that Emergency Response can be directed to the location in case of an emergency
NOTE: It is important for trail restoration to:

- include signage, habitat restoration and in some cases, fencing or natural barriers, and 

- be coordinated with ongoing park management and restoration programs.
Background Information (attached)
· High Park - Core Values and Priorities (developed from HPCAC community planning session, Feb. 4-06)

· Trails recommended for IMBA assessment by NEC April 20-06 (note – these trails were selected as examples of certain problems in the park, not meant to be a full list of trails needing work)

· Trail notes for NEC meeting April 20-06

· Fencing Guidelines approved by HPCAC Oct. 25-06
· Trail Inventory and Analysis study, January 1996, prepared by David O’Hara (excerpt attached – full report is available from Helen Sousa)
High Park - Core Values and Priorities 

(developed from HPCAC community planning session, Feb. 4-06)
1. Core values for High Park and the HPCAC:

· Preservation, protection and restoration of the natural environment. 

· Preservation of the historical heritage of the Park

· Restricted commercial encroachment

· Inclusion of stakeholders in park use and planning

· Maintaining a balance of serenity and play

· Political and public commitment to economic stability 

· Promotion of public environmental education in and of the Park 

· Ensuring that the park is safe and accessible 

2.  Improvement priorities for High Park and the HPCAC.

· Establish an interpretive and welcome centre

· Establish an efficient, low impact transit system (to and within the Park)

· Maintain and improve indigenous biodiversity

· Improve the infrastructure with regard to safety, maintenance and access

· Develop and implement fundraising initiatives

· Bring nature to the people

· Improve collaboration among Park programs

· Improve co-ordinated planning in the Park

Trails Recommended for IMBA Assessment

High Park Natural Environment Committee Meeting April 20/06

(NOTE – these trails were selected as examples of certain problems in the park, not meant to be a full list of trails needing work)

	
	TRAIL PROBLEM

/ LOCATION
	Steep slope:
	Major trails, mostly level – subject to heavy use, widening, degradation: 
	Duplicated trails:


	Trails adjacent to prime natural areas
	Areas with illegal mountain biking and jump construction:

	1
	East/west path from south bridge over Spring Creek (also north bridge)
	X

(previously paved)
	
	
	X
	

	2
	Off-leash woodland path west of Spring Creek ravine, roughly north/south (and adjacent unapproved paths)
	
	X

(previously wood-chip surface)
	X
	X

 (esp. north half)
	

	3
	Informal trails east of Spring Creek ravine, roughly north/south with crossovers
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	4
	Slope east of Greenhouse yard
	
	
	
	X
	X

	5
	East/west path from Spring Road to TTC loop on Parkside Dr.
	X 

(erosion channel)
	X
	
	
	

	6
	East/west informal trails east of Grenadier Pond, north end
	X 

(sand erosion)
	
	X
	
	

	7
	North/south trails on both sides of Wendigo Pond (+ “party hangout” area on east bank)
	X
	X

(wood-chip on east side)
	
	
	

	8
	East/west path south of zoo perimeter fence, from Children’s Garden washroom to Spring Creek
	X
	
	X
	
	X

	9
	Major illegal biking area at south end of park, east of Colborne Lodge drive
	X
	
	X
	(now seriously degraded)
	X


NOTES:

· Trails recommended for assessment are organized on the chart by type of problem. The thought was to select at least one trail of each type for assessment and renovation, and later apply the experience gained to other trails with similar characteristics.

· The bold X indicates the principal problem for the particular trail.

Trail Notes for NEC meeting April 20/06

Karyn Morris - Suggestions re: trail assessment

1. Re-route the east /west path through ravine at south bridge over Spring Creek. Possibly switch back. 

2. Assess whole off-leash trail through woodlands.

3. East side of park, east of Spring Creek Rd. there are several parallel trails that run north south parallel to Spring Creek Rd. Consider closing some.

4. Bike area south/east side of park.

5. Bike damage/diggings in area east of Greenhouses in ravine.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

John Cleary - I agree with Karyn, top priority would go to
1. Nature trails in off-leash area (rerouting and resurfacing)

2.  Access to and from nature trails at both bridges, although south bridge is worse off

3. Paths east of Spring road I would also add the path down from the TTC loop. 

Re #3: …there was some serious water erosion in the form of a 1.5 foot gap stretching the entire length of the hill. It looked like the earth had been pulled apart in an earthquake.  There was some talk about perhaps switch-backing the path and adding planting beds/shrubs to prevent people/dogs from walking straight with the water flow.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Mark Ellwood:

In addition to Karyn's list, I was quite keen on the idea of narrowing the fences along the "woodchip" trail [the north-south off-leash path]. We passed one spot near a tree that was quite narrow. Perhaps that ought to be the standard. The "intersection" area was also very wide. That would appear to be another opportunity. If the fences are narrower, and perhaps eventually even lower and more natural than they are now, the trail might become quite pleasant once again.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Kathleen Keefe:

I remember when the sedimentation pond was decided upon, there were some statistics about the sources of sedimentation into Grenadier Pond available from a U of T study.  I think only 20% came from Wendigo Creek and it's probable that that 20% is largely from catastrophic events, like contsruction projects. The rest of the notice. Many of the unofficial east/west trails between West Ring Rd and the pond have been effectively blocked by brush and branches, but a few still need attention. 

- I think the trails that dump out onto the pond path before and just after the Grenadier information sign at the north end of the pond should be considered. When we have a heavy rain, the steep unofficial trails that run east/west towards the pond, serve as chutes for mud…sedimentation that arrives in the pond and hastens succession at an alarming rate was reported to come from the slopes of the pond itself. 

- Also the trails that lead along both sides of Wendigo Creek are problematic, as they serve as conduits to party headquarters, especially on the east bank. Some large fallen trees there provide furniture for the destructive parties. The parties commonly end in destruction to vegetation, littering, broken glass in creek and sometimes in fire. When police respond to calls, the partiers escape on the east/west trails that lead up from the creek to the nature trail. If these areas could be made more difficult to access, the park would benefit. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Karen Yukich - Another trail to consider:

- the path running east/southeast from the Children’s Garden washroom along the zoo fence-line, down the steep hill. This is badly eroded and it looks like a new bike jump is forming over a fallen tree. There are alternate paths adjacent to it that are also eroded.

HIGH PARK FENCING GUIDELINES

How we think about fences in the park relate to four of our core values:

· Preservation, protection and restoration of the natural environment

· Preservation of the historical heritage of the Park

· The park is safe and accessible

· Maintaining a balance of serenity and play

Fencing also relates to two key improvement priorities that we identified as part of the February 2006 planning day process:

· Bring nature to the people 

· Improve the infrastructure with regard to safety, maintenance and access

To that end, we propose the following guidelines: 

1. Use fences only where:

· They are required for safety (e.g. around the swimming pool, zoo, across bridges)

· They contain existing activities (e.g. tennis courts, baseball diamond, off-leash area, allotment gardens)

· They temporarily prevent encroachment on regeneration areas

· They protect key highly sensitive natural areas on a long-term basis
· They have historical value (e.g. around the Howard monument)

· They have been reviewed in advance with the High Park Community Advisory Council (except for temporary fencing needed to deal with emergency situations)

2. Existing fences that do not meet these criteria should be reviewed periodically, with a view to removal. The review should consider whether a fence would be proposed for a site if it had not already existed.

3. Temporary fences should have a deadline and a plan for removal.

4. Fences should be the least intrusive style needed to fit the purpose.

5. Fencing should be selected with a view to ongoing maintenance requirements, including possible vandalism.

6. Emphasize trail redesign and regeneration as a means to preventing human traffic erosion rather than fencing.

7. Employ pleasing design features to direct and control pedestrian traffic at entrance-ways and view lookout points (e.g. shrubs, decorative fencing).
8. All fences will be reviewed every two years, commencing in 2008, with the review coordinated by the sub- committees and then reported to HPCAC. 

Approved by HPCAC Oct. 25-06
Trail Inventory and Analysis study, January 1996
Prepared by David O’Hara, City of Toronto staff 

Excerpt from Methodology, Item 3

· to minimize the impact on the natural environment, especially environmentally sensitive areas

· to make logical and desired connections more accessible and clearly defined (e.g. to various facilities)
· using existing trails as a priority

· developing a clearly identified, connected, and continuous system of trails for safe use

· to expand and enhance educational and interpretive opportunities such as those built into other restoration and management efforts (e.g. oak woodland test plots)

