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EXHIBIT NO. 3

CDP APPEAL NO.
A-1-TRN-20-0069
{City of Trinidad)

Site Photos

Photo 1. September 18, 2019. View looking northeast. Trail closure in September 2019

included fencing that has since been removed.

Photo 2. September 18, 2019. View looking southwest at trail condition at the time of

closure.
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Photo 3. March 23, 2023. View looking northeast at trail. Temporary fencing has been
removed from the site.

Photo 4. March 23, 2023. Close-up of trail near the southwestern part of the trail closure.
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Photo 5. August 11, 2023. Close-up of trail near the northeastern part of the trail closure.

Photo 6. August 11, 2023. Close-up of trail condition near the northeastern part of the trail
closure.
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Photo 7. August 11, 2023. View of Van Wycke Street, looking southwest. Photo taken near the
western end of the trail closure. Note park bench in the background near parked vehicles.

|"Trail closed" sign |

Photo 8. August 11, 2023. Close-up of park bench and view near the southwestern part of the trail
closure. A glimpse of the “trail closed” sign can be seen in the background, left.
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Photo 9. August 11, 2023. View of upper Van Wycke Street (left) at intersection of Edwards
Street (right). Note pedestrian shoulder in relation to passing vehicle.

Photo 10. August 11, 2023. View of roadway and narrowed shoulder along Edwards Street,
upslope of the intersection with Van Wycke Street. Page 5 of 5



EXHIBIT NO. 4

CDP APPEAL NO.
A-1-TRN-20-0069
(City of Trinidad)

YUROK TRIBE i

190 Klamath Boulevard ® Post Office Box 1027 e Klamath, CA 95548
T4 LT - - L e L~ e L e L e T - LT

RESOLUTION
of the
YUROK TRIBAL COUNCIL

RESOLUTION NO: 20-110
DATE APPROVED: October 8, 2020
SUBJECT: Yurok Tribe Support for the Closure of the Van Wyke Trail and

Galindo Trail
WHEREAS: The Yurok Tribe is a sovereign nation;
WHEREAS: The Yurok Tribe is a federally recognized Tribe;
WHEREAS: The Yurok Tribal Council is the governing body of the Yurok Tribe under

the authority of the Yurok Constitution of 1993;

WHEREAS: The Yurok Tribe is eligible for all rights and privileges afforded to federally
recognized Tribes;

WHEREAS: As stated in the Yurok Tribe’s Constitution Article I, Section I, the Yurok
Tribe’s Ancestral Lands of the Yurok Tribe extend unbroken along the
Pacific Ocean coast (including usual and customary offshore fishing areas)
from Damnation Creek, its northern boundary, to the southern boundary of
the Little River drainage basin, and unbroken along the Klamath River,
including both sides and its bed, from its mouth upstream to and including
the Bluff Creek drainage basin;

WHEREAS: As stated in the Yurok Tribe’s Constitution Article 111, Section 2, the Orick
District includes all Ancestral Lands located downriver on the Klamath River
from the Pecwan District and south of the center line of the Klamath River.
Included within the District are the ancestral villages of Turip, Wohkel,
Otwego, Wetlkwau, Osegen, Espau, Sikwets, Orek, Tsahpekw, Hergwer,
Tsotskwi, Pa’ar, Oslokw, Kethkem, Ma’ats, Opyuweg, Tsurau (Tsurai), Sumeg
and Metskwo;

WHEREAS: The Village of Tsurai is home to many members of the Yurok Tribe who are
also specifically from the Tsurai Village and holds many Yurok cultural
resources, sacred items, and burials;

Tl - AESIEIT Phone: (707) 482-1350 o Fax: (707) 482-1377 Sl (willfr-IL it AL i
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WHEREAS: The City of Trinidad, the Van Wyke Trail, and the Galindo Trail are located
within the Village of Tsurai’s boundaries;

WHEREAS: The use, development, and repair of the Van Wyke Trail and Galindo Trail
put Yurok cultural resources, sacred items, and burials at risk of being
damaged or stolen; and

WHEREAS: The use, development, and repair of utilities and drainage systems in and
near the Van Wyke Trail and Galindo Trail may put Yurok cultural resources,
sacred items, and burials at risk of being damaged or stolen.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: That the use, development, and repair of the Van
Wyke Trail and Galindo Trail will harm Yurok cultural resources, sacred
items, and burials and have a harmful impact to the Yurok Tribe, the Tsurai
Village, and Yurok cultural lifeways.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Yurok Tribe supports the closure of the Van Wyke
Trail and Galindo Trail to ensure the protection of Yurok cultural resources,
sacred items, and burials.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the use, development, and repair of utilities and
drainage systems in and near the Van Wyke Trail and Galindo Trail may harm
Yurok cultural resources, sacred items, and burials and have a harmful impact
to the Yurok Tribe, the Tsurai Village, and Yurok cultural lifeways.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Yurok Tribe requests the City of Trinidad consult
with the Yurok Tribe early and often before planning, conducting, and

completing any ground disturbance, construction, or repair work in and near
the Van Wyke Trail and Galindo Trail.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That nothing in this resolution shall be construed as a waiver
of the Yurok Tribe’s sovereign immunity.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Chairperson is hereby authorized to sign this
resolution and to negotiate all matters pertaining hereto and that the Council
Secretary is authorized to attest.
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C*E*R¥TH[*F*[*C*A*T*[*O*N
This is to certify that this Resolution Number 20-110 was approved at a duly called meeting of the
Yurok Tribal Council on October 8, 2020, at which a quorum was present and that this Resolution
Number 20-110 was adopted by consensus in accordance with Tribal tradition and Article V, Section

6 of the Constitution of the Yurok Tribe. This Resolution Number 20-110 has not been rescinded
or amended in any way.

DATED THIS 8% DAY OF OCTOBER, 2020

Joseph L. James, Chairman

Yurok Tribal Council

ATTEST:

Sherri K. Provolt, Secretary

Yurok Tribal Council
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NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
1385 EIGHTH STREET, SUITE 130

EXHIBIT NO. 6

ARCATA, CA 95521
(707) 826-8950
NORTHCOAST@COASTAL.CA.GOV

CDP APPEAL NO.

A-1-TRN-20-0069
(City of Trinidad)
APPEAL FORM Filed Appeal

Appeal of Local Government Coastal Development Permit

Filing Information (STAFF ONLY)

RECEIVED
NOV 30 2020

District Office: North Coast
Appeal Number: 4~ 1- TRAN[-20-0069 CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Date Filed: . Npy 30,2020 NORTH COAST DISTRICT
Appellant Name(s): K mbeylu A.Taus
44 =3

APPELLANTS

IMPORTANT. Before you complete and submit this appeal form to appeal a coastal
development permit (CDP) decision of a local government with a certified local coastal
program (LCP) to the California Coastal Commission, please review the appeal
information sheet. The appeal information sheet describes who is eligible to appeal
what types of local government CDP decisions, the proper grounds for appeal, and the
procedures for submitting such appeals to the Commission. Appellants are responsible
for submitting appeals that conform to the Commission law, including regulations.
Appeals that do not conform may not be accepted. If you have any questions about any
aspect of the appeal process, please contact staff in the Commission district office with-
jurisdiction over the area in question (see the Commission’s contact page at

Note regarding emailed appeals. Please note that emailed appeals are accepted
ONLY at the general email address for the Coastal Commission district office with
jurisdiction over the local government in question. For the North Coast district office, the
email address is NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov. An appeal emailed to some other email
address, including a different district’'s general email address or a staff email address,
will be rejected. It is the appellant’s responsibility to use the correct email address, and
appellants are encouraged to contact Commission staff with any questions. For more

information, see the Commission’s contact page at hitps://coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/).
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Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 2

1. Appellant information1
Kimberly A. Tays

P.O. Box 5047, Arcata, CA 95518
707-630-3170

Name:

Mailing address:

Phone number:

Email address: kimkat067@gmai|-00m

How did you participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process?

Did not participate /| Submitted comment  |¢/|Testified at hearing Other

Describe:

Submitted written comments for the Trinidad Planning Commission’s (TPC) 8-19-20

meeting. Appealed (in writing) TPC approval of CDP 2020-01 on 8-25-20.

Testified at the Trinidad City Council (TCC) appeal hearing on 11-10-20.

If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process,
please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.g., if you did not
participate because you were not properly noticed).

Describe:

Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise identify
why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not follow proper
CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local appellate CDP
processes).

Describe: | appealed the Trinidad Planning Commission’s 8-19-20 approval of CDP 2020-01

to the Trinidad City Council on 8-25-20. My appeal was heard by the

City Council on 11-10-20. The Council voted to uphold the Plannning

Commission’s approval of CDP 2020-01 . 1 exhausted my local remedies.

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation
information. Please attach additional sheets as necessary.
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Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 3

2. Local CDP decision being appealed:2

Local government name: Trinidad City Counil

Local government approval body: Trinidad Planning Commission

Local government CDP application number: CDP 2020-01
Local government CDP decision: v'|CDP approval CDP denials
8-19-20

Date of local government CDP decision:

Please identify the location and description of the development that was approved or
denied by the local government.

Describe: The Trinidad Planning Commission approved CDP 2020-01 on 8-19-20.

The project was for a temporary (up to 3 years) closure of the Van Wycke Trail for unsafe

trail conditions. | appealed the Planning Commission’s approval of the CDP (with

a modified closure of 6 months) to the Trinidad City Council on 8-25-20.

My appeal was heard by the City Council on 11-10-20; the Council denied

my appeal and upheld the Planning Commission’s decision.

2 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the local government CDP decision, including a
description of the development that was the subject of the CDP application and decision.

a Very few local CDP denials are appealable, and those that are also require submittal of an appeal fee.

Please see the appeal information sheet for more information.
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Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 4

3. Identification of interested persons

On a separate page, please provide the names and contact information (i.e., mailing
and email addresses) of all persons whom you know to be interested in the local CDP
decision and/or the approved or denied development (e.g., the applicant, other persons
who participated in the local CDP application and decision making process, etc.), and
check this box to acknowledge that you have done so.

v/ |interested persons identified and provided on a separate attached sheet

4. Grounds for this appeals

For appeals of a CDP approval, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the
approved development does not conform to the LCP or to Coastal Act public access
provisions. For appeals of a CDP denial, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations
that the development conforms to the LCP and to Coastal Act public access provisions.
Please clearly identify the ways in which the development meets or doesn’t meet, as
applicable, the LCP and Coastal Act provisions, with citations to specific provisions as
much as possible. Appellants are encouraged to be concise, and to arrange their
appeals by topic area and by individual policies.

Describe: See attachment entitled: 4. Grounds for this Appeal

4 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the grounds for appeal.
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Appeal of local CDP decision
- Page 5

5. Appellant certifications

| attest that to the best of my knowledge, all information and facts in this appeal are
correct and complete.

Kimberly A. Tays

B SIS/ SP
ignature

Date of Signature // /Z(-Z /ZO

Print name

5. Representative authorizations

While not required, you may identify others to represent you in the appeal process. If
you do, they must have the power to bind you in all matters concerning the appeal. To
do so, please complete the representative authorization form below and check this box
to acknowledge that you have done so.

| have authorized a representative, and | have provided authorization for them on
the representative authorization form attached.

5 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own certification. Please attach
additional sheets as necessary.

s If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own representative authorization form
to identify others who represent them. Please attach additional sheets as necessary.
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Attachment to CCC Appeal Re: Trinidad Planning Commission 8-19-20
Approval of CDP 2020-01 for Temporary Closure of Van Wycke Trail,
Submitted by Kimberly A. Tays

3. Identification of Interested Parties:
City of Trinidad

c/o: City Clerk, Gabriel Adams

P.O. Box 390

409 Trinity Street

Trinidad, CA 95570

I assume the City Clerk will notify the Trinidad Planning Commissioners, City Council
members, City Manager and City Planner of this appeal.

4. Grounds for this Appeal:

I am respectfully asking staff of the California Coastal Commission (CCC) to make the findings
that this appeal raises “Substantial Issue” re: the Trinidad Planning Commission’s (TPC)
8-19-20 approval of an after-the-fact CDP (2020-01) for the temporary (6-month) closure of the
Van Wycke Trail (VWT). I appealed the TPC’s decision on 8-25-20 to the Trinidad City Council
(TCC). My appeal was heard and denied by the TCC on 11-10-20.

Indefinite Closure of VWT; Utilities Project Interference with VWT
I would not typically appeal the 6-month closure of a trail, as that is not an unreasonable amount
of time. I am filing this appeal because the VWT has already been closed for nearly 1-1/2 years
(without a permit or public hearing). With the TPC’s approval of this after-the-fact permit, the
VWT will be closed for 6 more months without any plans to repair or reopen the trail, and there
were no discussions during the TPC meeting about what will happen at the end of 6 months.
Due to my concerns about a lack of plans for the trail, I emailed the City Planner on 11-11-20
and received this reply: “I don’t think the City has a plan for what will happen in 6 months at
this point. [...] [T]he City will have to consider another CDP for continued closure, because
coming up with workable solutions will take time.” 1t is clear from this response that the VWT
closure will not be resolved in 6 months, and the trail will remain closed indefinitely.

Another project has come up that casts doubt about the fate of the VWT. On 11-16-20,
contractors began work on an emergency utilities stabilization repair project (utilities project)
without a permit. The City Planner told me in an email that “The City did not process a CDP,
thinking that the project would be exempt, ” even though it entails excavation work, disturbs the
ground on a sensitive bluff, interferes with coastal access and creates visual blight. The
installation of above-ground water main and storm water drain pipes (utility pipes) causes the
bluff to look like a utility corridor that is off limits to the public. (See Exhibit 1—Above-
ground Utility Pipes on VWT Bluff.) This utility project may seem unrelated to this appeal,

Page 1
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but I believe it is relevant and inter-related because the pipes interfere with public access and are
an obstacle to rerouting the VWT further upslope.

VWT Closure Conflicts with Coastal Acts 30001.5, 30210 and 30214
The problem with closing the VWT is that there is no safe, scenic and quiet alternative route in
this part of town to access the harbor, pier, beaches and Trinidad Head. Closing the VWT
conflicts with Sections 30001.5 and 30210 of the Coastal Act, respectively, because if interferes
with “public access to and along the coast and [...] recreational opportunities in the coastal zone
[...]” and fails to allow the “maximum access [...] for all people consistent with public safety
needs and the need to protect public rights [...].” The VWT’s closure conflicts with Section
30214 of the Coastal Act, as well, because it changes “the time, manner and place of public
access” by closing off the only non-motorized trail in this neighborhood that allows people to
walk right next to the coast with intimate views of the expansive coastline, ocean, harbor, off-
shore rocks and marine life. (See Exhibit 2—Pedestrian Views from VWT.) Instead, the City
plans to route people onto a busy street (Edwards) surrounded by urban development and limited
ocean views. (See Exhibits 3—Pedestrian Views from Edwards.) The proposed pedestrian
path along Edwards—which is a narrow shoulder with a white line—is not wide enough to
accommodate people walking uphill and downhill (possibly with children or dogs) and bicyclists
riding up Edwards, especially if there are large vehicles on the road and they converge in the
same place at the same time. (See Exhibit 4—Pedestrian Path and White Fog Line.) Another
danger to people walking uphill on Edwards is that their backs are turned against traffic. Asyou
can see, there is nothing safe, relaxing or pleasant about walking on Edwards, because people are
vulnerable to the many huge, high-profile vehicles and distracted drivers on the road.

Constraints and Dangers of Edwards Street
Because Edwards is the only vehicular route to the harbor area, it is, not surprisingly, plagued
with traffic and speeding vehicles. Many of the large trucks and SUVs on Edwards have Diesel
engines, and people would have to contend with the unpleasant and unhealthful noises and smell
of exhaust fumes. Due to the harbor, working dock and recreational draws of Trinidad, it is
common to see RVs, motorhomes, commercial semi-trucks, utility trucks and trucks hauling
trailers, boats and flatbeds of crab pots on Edwards. Oversized vehicles often cross the
centerline to avoid hitting parked cars, so pedestrians have to pay careful attention to stay out of
the travel lanes, as there are no sidewalks or physical barriers to separate pedestrians from
vehicles. The bottom line is: Edwards is not a safe, alternative access route—it is an accident
waiting to happen! (See Exhibits 5—Oversized Vehicles Crossing Center Line.) Staff’s claim
that “the Edwards Street route poses less risk than the failing Van Wycke Trail” is
unsubstantiated, because no traffic or parking studies were done to assess the true risks of routing
people onto Edwards, nor were any photos provided to document the traffic patterns on Edwards.
The City’s failure to provide even basic data to prove its claim that Edwards is safer than VWT is
not only reckless, it conflicts with Coastal Act Section 30210, because public safety needs were
not fully and fairly evaluated. Many public members believe, even in its current condition, that

the VWT is safer (and certainly more pleasant) than walking on Edwards. While staff claims

Page 2
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“the City does not have a record of any car / pedestrian incidents [on Edwards],” it is important
to note there have been no documented injuries on the VWT, either. Admittedly, the VWT needs
repairs; however, the City has not made any efforts to perform even low-impact, minor repairs
(such as building wooden steps at each end of the slump) and post warning signs to satisfy
PARSAC’s concerns. The path to least resistance, in this case, was to close the trail without any
plans whatsoever to repair or reopen the trail.

Lack of VWT Maintenance/Repairs; Importance of VWT
Since the City abandoned the Van Wycke Bicycle and Pedestrian Connectivity Project
(Connectivity Project) in January of 2020 (which involved construction of a large, expensive and
intrusive retaining wall), no efforts have been made to maintain or repair the VWT for public
access. It seems to have become an either/or choice. The VWT is obviously not a priority for
the City, as it has been allowed to fall further into disrepair, which led to its un-permitted closure
in July 0of 2019. Initially, the after-the-fact CDP called for a 2- to 3-year closure without any
definitive plans to repair, reroute or reopen the trail, The TPC reduced the closure to 6 months
during the 8-19-20 meeting; however, that time period is likely to drag on indefinitely. I (and
others) are concerned that, unless the CCC reviews the closure of the VWT, the City will
continue with serial trail closures that lead to a de facto permanent closuie of the VWT without
going through an LCP update or scrutiny by the CCC.

In reviewing cases of other coastal cities temporarily closing their trails, I came upon two
closures that impressed me, due to the effort that was made by those cities to repair and reopen
their trails. The first instance is where the City of San Diego had to close a bridge at the Coastal
Walk Trail in La Jolla, as one of the footings was destabilized due to erosion. In that case, the La
Jolla trail was closed in February of 2017 and reopened in late June 2018. In a matter of a 4
months, the City of San Diego managed to repair and reopen a popular coastal path in La Jolla
for public access and use. In the case of San Clemente, a popular coastal trail was temporarily
closed when a portion of the bluff collapsed onto the bridge that was part of the trail. In that
case, San Clemente managed to reopen the trail within 7 months. And so, in a matter of a few
months, both cities managed to reopen coastal trails that faced serious repair challenges for
public use. Such efforts are commendable and appreciated, as it shows a culture of preserving
coastal access in their communities. :

Trinidad’s coastal trails are important to residents and visitors, alike. It is one of the unique
things about Trinidad—people are able to explore and experience the area on foot and immerse
themselves in the wild and rugged beauty of the North Coast. Walking on Edwards in no way
provides that same feeling or experience. People should not have to trade a quiet and scenic
trail, with views of the harbor, ocean/coastline and marine life, for a busy street where they have
to contend with hazardous traffic, noise and exhaust fumes. Even if vista points with benches are
provided on either side of the VWT (which is what the City is considering), that does not make
up for the loss of access to the entire trail. People use the VWT, not just for the ocean views, but
as a way to access the harbor, pier, beaches, restaurant and Trinidad Head without having to drive
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and to get exercise. Most trail users understand there are inherent risks when hiking in these
natural environments, and that we need to be mindful of trail conditions. We accept the risk of
walking on rough, uneven ground so we can escape our urbanized, artificial environments and
enjoy the natural beauty of California’s coastline.

Prescriptive Rights On/Along VWT
Locals have been using the VWT and private property next to the trail for decades, so
prescriptive rights have certainly been established along this bluff. According to the survey map
prepared for the Connectivity Project in 2010, it appears (in gray shading) that approximately
50% of the VWT traverses upslope private property. The red comment on the survey map that
says: “portions of the existing trail [...] are outside City right-of-way” proves that a portion of
the VWT has traversed private property for years—meaning people have been using that same
private property to access the VWT for years. (See Exhibit 6—Survey Map.) Inthe 16 years I
have been hiking the VWT, I do not recall seeing “No Trespassing” or “Private Property” signs
posted along the trail, nor was I ever told that I was trespassing and could not use private
property to access the trail or bluff. In order to protect the public’s coastal access rights, I am
asking the CCC to investigate whether prescriptive rights have been established on and adjacent
to the VWT.

Questionable Closure of VWT; Cumulative Impacts to Trinidad Trails
The public is questioning the need to close the VWT when PARSAC (the City’s insurer) stated in
its 12-10-18 report: “The Citys injury rate is well below the PARSAC average.” The report also
stated: “The City has several trail systems that are used frequently by both residents and tourists.
The condition of many of the trails that were observed during the visit was poor and with limited
signage to warn of potential hazards.” 1t is arbitrary for PARSAC to recommend closure of the
VWT when the Axel Lindgren Memorial Trail (ALMT) and other trails in Trinidad are just as
dangerous and pose equivalent liability risks. (See Exhibit 7—Washed-Out Steps at Bottom of
ALMT.) For example, in reading the warning sign posted at the top of the ALMT
(recommended by PARSAC), it is obvious the ALMT is a big liability risk, due to the intense
number of hazards listed on the sign. (See Exhibit 8—ALMT Warning Sign.) Ifthe ALMT
can remain open with so many hazards, surely the same warning signs could be posted on the
VWT so it can remain open, as well.

Many community members suspect the real reason the VWT is being closed is more about
catering to the wishes of adjacent property owners/residents, who do not want to share their
ocean views and coastal bluff with the public, and less about liability and safety. A review of
public records heightens this suspicion. A Council member that lives adjacent to the VWT wrote
to Trinidad’s City Manager on 3-26-20, expressing an urgent need to close the trail, saying: “7
can easily prescribe a fix which will ultimately prohibit use ....”" Almost 5 months later (on
8-19-20), the after-the-fact CDP was issued to allow for a 2- to 3-year closure of the VWT (on
top of the near 9 months the trail had already been closed) without any plans to repair, reroute or
reopen the trail. Another adjacent property owner to the VWT expressed to me in a couple of
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emails (dated 4-15-19 and 5-3-19) that he was not a fan of moving the trail upslope, because he
did not want to see “passersby at their full height in my backyard.” The same property owner’s
partner submitted a letter to the City on 8-5-20, expressing the same sentiments that her partner
“will not support a trail up on our property at grade.” This sort of attempt by property owners/
residents to close coastal public trails is nothing new in California, but it threatens public trails in
Trinidad now.

This brings me to another threat to Trinidad’s public trails—the cumulative impacts from
interference with trails/coastal access, poor trail maintenance and proposed trail closures. The
following is a list of those impacts: (1) The Wagner Street Trail (WST) is plagued with
interference by a homeowner who has put up “No Trespassing” signs on Wagner Street and at
the entrance to his driveway. The signs threaten trespassers with a citation and are designed to
intimidate and discourage people from using the WST, which is accessed from his driveway.
(Note: Coastal Commission staff are well aware of this ongoing problem.) (2) The City’s above-
ground installation of utility pipes interfere with access to the VWT and plans to repair or reroute
the trail. (3) The ALMT is steep and not well maintained; the steps at the bottom of the trail
continually wash out from wave erosion, making access to Old Home Beach (OHB) difficult. (4)
The Parker Creek Trail (PCT) has erosion problems and a rocky, uneven entrance to OHB;
oftentimes, the upper section of the PCT is blocked by vehicles that belong to occupants of short-
term rentals. (5) The Tsurai Ancestral Society is pressuring the City to close the Galindo Street
Trail (GST); that proposal is being considered by the City. (6) The VWT has been closed since
July 2019 and is now slated for an additional 6-month closure without any plans to repair, reroute
or open the trail. (7) Property owners/residents that live next to the VWT have been putting up
barricades and dumping vegetative debris on the trail to obscure the pathway and block access.
These cumulative impacts must be taken into account when considering the proposed closure of

the VWT, as they are taking a toll on public coastal access and trails in Trinidad.

What Does Temporary Mean? Lack of Traffic and Parking Studies
The staff report claims “the closure is only temporary while the City investigates options to
improve the trail or provide alternative access.” However, as stated above, no one really knows
what “temporary” means, as there are no definitive timelines to reopen or repair the trail. The
City has had years to investigate options to improve the VWT; however, next to nothing has been
done to maintain the trail. The idea that Edwards can be substituted for the VWT is unacceptable
to those of us who have enjoyed hiking along the VWT for years.

Again, to assess the true risks of adopting Edwards as an alternative public access route, the City
must conduct the proper traffic and parking studies. Evaluations should include the number of
vehicles on Edwards, the type of vehicles and their speeds and photo documentation of the
various traffic patterns, especially during the summer tourist season, weekends and holidays.
The City should also evaluate how the convergence of people, children, dogs and bicyclists
might lead to overcrowding of the designated path and impact public safety, including the added
obstacles of oversized vehicles on the road and residents driving in and out of their driveways.
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Conclusion
To protect public coastal access in Trinidad, I urge CCC staff to find that “substantial issue”
exists with closing the VWT, due to the numerous concerns pointed out above and the conflicts
such a closure has with Coastal Act sections 30001.5, 30210 and 30214. I am further requesting
that CCC staff request the City to reopen the VWT, install the appropriate warning signs, and put
together some thoughtful and timely plans to repair or reroute the trail upslope. I am hopeful,
too, the CCC will investigate the prescriptive rights that have been established on and adjacent to
the VWT to protect future public access along this coastal bluff and trail.
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