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6.

Implementation

Background

In addition to serving a3 an implementation toot for the Douglas County Master
Plan, the Tralls Plan also serves as a planning guide for development activities.
This plan will assist the County In the prioritization of acquiring rights of way and
specific parceis of land through various mechanisms for trails and access points.
Most notably will be the use of Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act
funds, which may be utilized to acquire property and easements that meet the
requirements of the Act.

One of the components used by Douglas County in the prioritization process of
properties in Douglas County for acquisition is the dedication of sasements for

traifs and trailhead facllities. The adoption of the Trails Plan will assist Douglas -
County in prioritizing and_ supporting the purchase of conservation easements \
Wit the requirement that various public access trails be dedicated as a condition

of receiving the County sUPPOR fof easement purchasés. A comprenensive Trails -
Plan will also assist the Counfy in the implementation of the public facilities
element of the Master Plan and the Integration and linking of recreational and
public facilities throughout Douglas County,

The first step in the implementation of the Trafls Plan is to identify and build off
the existing trails, bikeways and pedestrian facilities - that currently - exist in
Couglas County. The integration of public Facilities should provide for a greater
level of usage and enhance safety throughout the County as these facilities
recelve greater levels of use. The overall quality of our facilities, type, number
and use Is enhanced as they are integrated in to a8 countywide system. To this
end, the Trails Plan attempts to integrate pubfic access trails, trailheads and
other pedestrian facilities with existing or proposed pedestrian trails, bikeways,
roadways and other plarned development activities or facititles.

The co-location of facilities is desired to reduce the cost of the construction and
maintenance of public facilities as well as to reduce the amount of impact such
facilities have on our natural surmoundings. Co-location of facilities may incdude
not only like facilities, such as pedestrian paths, bike trails, trailheads and park
facilities, but also may incorporate other public facilities that can support similar
activities. This would include the location of water tanks and access roads for
other public facilities, including power substations, power-line easements and
roads, outlying fire stations, the Douglas County Fairgrounds and other simitar
public faciliies as may be appropriate, The integration and co-location of
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