


































































Intersection of McCormick Road 
in the vicinity of Twenty-mile 
House 
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Marsh south of Fort Caroline 
National Memorial 
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A typical vegetative 
community along the 
trail corridor : Slash 
pine, palmetto, and 
wax myrtle 
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Representative soil and 
terrain of trail corridor: 
vegetation dominated by 
scrub oak at this point 
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VIII. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

It is customary in national trail studies to consider project alterna­
tives in order to reach the best possible conclusion for each route 
investigated. Although this study does not find the El Camino Real to 
qualify as a national scenic trail, the following alternatives were con­
sidered. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

Acquisition methods which would provide the necessary land for a trail 
in the area studied are fee title purchase, use easement, and scenic 
easement. Additional acreage would be required at several locations 
along the trail for support facilities and for scenic vistas located 
at areas of higher elevation. The methods described below could be 
used in acquisition: 

Fee-Simple: Fee-simple acquisition allows all land use to be controlled, 
simplifying management. It guarantees the right of public access and 
use and provides maximum assurance against land uses which are not com­
patible with a trail. This type of acquisition would be necessary where 
actual trail construction is planned and at all support facility develop­
ment. Full compensation to the landowner for the value of his property 
is required. 

Use-Easements: Where less stringent control of lands within a trail 
corridor is necessary, easements have been used in the past on projects 
to obtain partial control over corridor lands. However, use easements 
usually approximate the cost of fee-simple acquisition, and the problems 
inherent with easement lands have been found deterrent to management in 
many cases. 

Scenic Easements: Scenic easements would be advantageous along the 
trail route in areas where the elevation affords a scenic vista for 
users. In the case of scenic easements, trail users would not be per­
mitted onto or over the easement lands and essentially the landowner's 
property rights would be limited only to the extent that he could not 
appreciably alter the view or aesthetic experience which his ·land provides 
the trail user. As in other types of easements, however, the cost of 
scenic easements has been found to be high, and the lack of control 
afforded by scenic easements has caused constant management problems in 
enforcement of the agreement stipulations. 

Zoning: Jacksonville and Duval and St. Johns Counties could use zoning 
ordinances to discourage industrial development, high density housing, 
and similar u~desirable land uses, immediately adjacent to the trail 
corridor. 
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NO LAND ACQUISITION 

This alternative most likely would deny any future public use of the 
identified trail corridor between Fort Caroline National Memorial and 
the Castillo de San Marcos. As Jacksonville and St. Augustine continue 
to grow and urbanize, the feasibility of a trail route memorializing the 
area's historic significance would be lost to development. In the 
Duval County portion of the trail, single family unit development 
is already encroaching rapidly into the trail study corridor as the 
population seeks conveniently located homes between Jacksonville and 
the Jacksonville beaches. Due to the low, wet nature of lands in and around 
the trail corridor, development in the past has been in areas of higher 
elevation in both Duval and St. Johns Counties; however, in the last 
5 years population increases and a proportionate demand for housing has 
pushed the urban areas of both Jacksonville and St. Augustine closer 
to, and in some instances· into, the trail study corridor. The highest 
elevation along the trail is immediately south of Fort Caroline National 
Memorial. Approximately 1 mile of the trail study corridor, inunediately 
south of Fort Caroline National Memorial, has been developed since 1970 
with a golf course, country club, and single family housing. Without 
acquisition of a trail corridor, this trend can be expected to continue 
until all potential for a trail has been lost. 

RECOMMENDED ACQUISITION ALTERNATIVE 

State or local governments interested in acquisition of a trail 
corridor in the area considered in this report could seek Federal funding 
assistance in acquiring a trail corridor approximately 200 feet wide 
and 40 miles long. Stated in acres, 25 acres should be acquired in 
fee per trail mile for the trail with an additional 20 acres acquired 
in fee for support facilities and scenic vistas. Thus, a total of 1,020 acres 
would be required for the trail. 

Due to the increasing pressures of the urban community .and its concomitant 
land development and rising costs, expeditious land acquisition would be 
necessary. 

DEVELOPMENT 

Activities--Before a conceptual development plan is prepared, it is 
necessary to determine what activities can best be supported by the 
resource. The trail corridor studied could foreseeably support hiking, 
nature study, historic interpretation, bicycling, sightseeing, picnicking, 
and off-road recreation vehicle (ORRV) us·e. Although the resource itself 
will support some degree of use for each of the above activities, not 
all of these activities are compatible. Each activity is discussed 
below: 

a. Hiking: Section VI. of this report indicates a need for more 
hiking trails in the vicinity of the El Camino Real study_ area. 
A trail such as the potential El Camino Real could satisfy a 
substantial portion of that need. Hiking does not require 



----···-----

acquisition of large tracts of land, sophisticated construction, 
or elaoorate support facilities. Due to the summer heat in the 
area, hiking would be mainly a seasonal activity with most of the 
annual participation during the coolest 6 months of the year; 
however, short hikes, or walks, in the innnediate vicinity of the 
historic sites would be an exception and would continue throughout 
the year. · 

b. Bicycling: Bicycling along the trail route would greatly increase 
the expected number of annual user occasions due to a large 
existing need for bicycle trails in the region. Bicycling would 
extend the season of activity from approximately 6 months per year 
for hiking, to 12 months per year for bicycling. Although the 
climate is not conducive to·hiking during the sununer months~ year­
round bicycling would be entirely practical. By increasing the 
width of the trail tread to acconnnodate both hiking and bicycling, 
there should be little or no conflict between the two types of 
users. 

Bicyclists would enjoy those activities mentioned in paragraph 
(c) both while riding and when making intermittent stops along 
the trail, but to a lesser ·degree than hikers, since some wildlife 
species would be more likely to shy from an approaching cyclist. 

c. Sightseeing, Nature Study, and Historic Interpretation: Each of 
these activities is consistent with, and complementary to, a hiking 
or bicycling experience. Each of these activities c·ould be realized 
within the trail corridor. Future development within and adjacent 
to the trail corridor would result in a decrease in the quality of 
these activities. Participation in these activities would be 
limited by the hiking season if hiking were the primary trail use. 
The quality of these experiences is not dependent on extensive 
development. On the contrary, minimal development or no develop­
ment (in addition to the trail) would best serve these activities. 
The cost of providing such recreation experiences in conjunction 
with a hiking trail would consist of the acquisition costs of a 
limited number of additional acres of land. These additional 
lands might consist of several 2- to 5-acre areas, dispersed along 
the trail·route. 

d. Picnicking: The activity of picnicking would be consistent with 
all of the previously mentioned activities; however, due to the 
trail's relatively short length, extensive picnicking facilities 
would not be necessary. 
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e. ORRV's: The use of ORRV's on the trail would be in direct conflict 
with each of the previously mentioned activities. A common trail 
would not support hiking, bicycling, and ORRV use. The sightseeing, 
nature study and historic interpretation experiences envisioned would 
be adversely affected. Trail tread construction costs and annual 
maintenance costs would be increased. Although controversial, past 
experiences on public lands indicate that adjoining landowners object 
to ORRV use. The need to acquire buffer zones could overburden the 
acquisition problems and prevent favorable acceptance by adjoining 
landowners. Admittedly, there is a valid demand for ORRV areas in 
this part of the State; however, an area for exclusive use by ORRV's 
may be most practical on recreational lands well removed from the 
other activities discussed above. 

NO DEVELOPMENT 

a. With Acquisition: Should the trail corridor be purchased, the 
resource would be preserved. However., without orderly resource 
development and the construction of a trail tread, the public would 
be unable to fully enjoy the trail potential. Undefined paths 
would not be feasible. Justifications for land acquisition expen­
ditures would be negligible unless the projected attendance for 
extensive hiking and bicycling can be realized. 

RECO~ll'1ENDED DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

State and local or private interests may wish to consider a 40-mile 
trail tread which would support hiking and bicycling in conjunction with 
such complementary recreation activities as sightseeing, nature study arid 
historic interpretation. Several areas along the route which afford 
opportWlities for these experiences and for day use and overnight sup­
porting facilities for trail users would have to be purchased in addition 
to the trail corridor itself. Interpretive areas would be limited to 
foot trails. At each terminus of the trail, facilities to support the 
trail users should be constructed to complement those facilities at 
Fort Caroline National Memorial and at the Castillo de San Marcos 
National Monument. In any detailed site planning for this trail, con­
sideration should be given to making the southern terminus adjacent to 
the St. Augustine visitor center and the St. Johns Cotnlty Chamber of 
Commerce. This area could accoIIDilodate facilities necessary to support 
trail users. 

Any detailed site planning to lay out the trail route should also care­
fully consider the existing land use of the area through which the trail 
would pass in order to minimize possible adverse impact and reduce hard­
ship or inconvenience to the landowners along the route. In the urbanized 
areas at each end to the trail corridor, maximum use should be made of 
existing streets and highway rights-of-way. 
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ADMINISTRATION 

1. Federal: Since this report does not find the El Camino Real to 
qualify for national scenic trail status under the criteria of 
Public Law 90-543, administration by the Feder~l Government of 
any portion of a trail that may be constructed in the future by 
State or local agencies in the study area would not be appropriate. 
However, National Park Service personnel at Fort Caroline National 
Memorial and the Castillo de San Marcos could serve in ari advisory 
and consultative capacity to any State or local agency considering 
trail acquisition and construction in the area studied to assure 
a trail theme complementary to their existing historic sites. 

2. State: Administration of a trail in the area by the State of 
Florida is possible and would be in keeping with the current Federal 
efforts to encourage State park and recreation projects which meet 
identifiable needs. State administration could require additional 
State personnel in St. Augustine or Jacksonville. 

3. Local Government: Administration by one or a combination of the 
cities and counties through which the trail passes would be feasible. 
It could require additional local staffing and, as with State 
administration, would necessitate careful coordination with the 
National Park Service staff at Fort Caroline National Memorial and 
the Castillo de San Marcos. 

4. Private Trail Council: Total trail administration under a private 
trails council comprised of members from both the public and private 
sector is feasible. However, such a council would serve best as 
an advisory body to a government agency acting as the administrator. 
A private advisory council· in addition to government administration 
would enable local participation in planning and administering the 
trail. 

RECOMMENDED ADMINISTRATION ALTERNATIVE 

It is suggested that State or local agencies be responsible for adminis­
tration of any future trail in the study corridor. In addition to the 
availability of local BOR and National Park Service assistance, there 
should be established a trail advisory council consisting of members 
from both government and local private trail interests to assist in 
planning and establishing trail policies to assure that the best public 
interests are fulfilled. 

MANAGEMENT 

1. Federal: Since this report does not find the El Camino Real to 
qualify for national scenic trail status under the criteria of 
Public Law 90-543, management by the Federal Government of any 
portion of a trail that may be constructed in the future by State 
or local agencies in the study area would not be appropriate. 
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2. State: .Management by the State of Florida would require additional 
staff an4 equipment and coordination with the National Park Service 
at Fort Caroline National Memorial and at the Castillo de San Marcos. 
Segments of the trail adjacent to areas which the State is currently 
maintaining, such as along and adjacent to U.S. Highway 1, would not 
pose a great additional burden; however, those portions of the 
corridor which are not adjacent to existing roads would require a 
significant additional commitment by the State of manpower, funds, 
and equipment. 

3. Local: With the trail passing through several city and county 
jurisdictions it would be logical for local governmental entities 
to participate in a management program. Additional funding and 
personnel may be necessary. 

4. Private Trail Interest Groups: It does not appear likely that 
a private trail organization would shoulder the burden of trail 
management; however, such a group or groups could assist in trail 
marking, clearing, trash removal from.the interior portions of the 
trail, and other maintenance tasks. 

RECOMMENDED MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE 

It is suggested that the State of Florida manage any continuous trail 
constructed, including all facilities, the trail tread, and the sur­
rounding trail corridor lands. In areas where either Federal or local 
governments are currently maintaining lands, facilities, streets or 
roads, these non-State interests should assist with the maintenance 
effort. Additional help might be solicited by the managing agency from 
local trail users and organized groups to conduct periodic "clean up" 
campaigns and to assist when possible with the overall maintenance of 
the trail corridor. 

If State or local government agencies or the private sector develop 
and manage all or part of the trail suggested, or other trails not 
considered in this report which meet established criteria for National 
Recreation Trails designation, the Secretary of the Interior could 
include such a trail or trails in the National Recreation Trails System • 
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IX. GENERALIZED TRAIL PLAN 

TRAIL PLAN 

Relying upon the experiences and expertise of the National Park Service 
and various State and private trails planning and administering groups, 
·a conceptual plan for a recreation trail through the corridor has been 
developed. Although this report does not reconnnend the El Camino Real 
as a national scenic trail, the information compiled during the field 
study can serve State, local and private interests in meeting the rec­
reation trail needs of the area. 

The study area has been limited to a 2 to 8-mile-wide corridor- between 
Fort Caroline National Memorial and the Castillo de San Marcos. Various 
alternatives have been considered and what is believed to be the most 
feasible single route is presented in this discussion. Consideration 
has been given various loop trails which could be provided by some 
combination of State, local, and private interests. They are ·as follows: 

1. South from the Castillo de San Marcos to Fort Matanzas. 
2. West from the approximate halfway point along Palm Valley Road 

to U.S. Highway 1. 
3. East from the approximate halfway point along Palm Valley Road 

to the Intracoastal Waterway, Ponte Verda Beach, and Palm Valley. 
4. East along Beach Boulevard to the Jacksonville bea~hes. 
5. West along Atlantic Boulevard to the city of Jacksonville. 
6. West along Monument Road to the city of Jacksonville. 

BASIC OBJECTIVES FOR DEVELOPMENT 

Due to the area's low elevation, a major design consideration for any 
future trail constructed in the study area would be drainage. The route 
considered is relatively flat and straight with the elevation ranging 
from 5 feet m.s.l. to 35 feet m.s.l. Several marshy, low-lying areas 
must be negotiated without disturbing the natural drainage. 

Access would be very good to a trail route through existing highway 
arteries. Due to the shortness of the trail, limiting access would be 
a greater consideration than providing sufficient access • 

Day-use visitor service facilities located along a trail approximately half­
way between Fort Caroline National Memorial and the Castillo de $an Marcos 
would assure a distance of no more than 18 miles between public facilities. 
These.service facilities could include a comfort station, drinking water, 
bike service, telephone and parking for cars and bikes. No overnight 
support facilities would be essential because of the relatively short 
length of the trail corridor and the numerous access roads cros,iJ.lg 
east-west through the trail corridor would facilitate day-use by both hikers 
and bikers. 
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A trai~ along the route considered would be essentially urban in 
nature, connecting two urban areas and, consequently, would be a 
recreation trail with two main points of destination. Fort Caroline 
National Memorial and the Castillo de San Marcos are the primary 
points of scenic and historical significance • • 
Additional points of scenic or historical significance could be devel­
oped, possibly as interpretive areas, to permit users to realize greater 
recreation/historical opportunities along the entire length of the 
trail. The trail design should not encourage users to stop at points 
along· the trail where encroachment upon private lands could occur or where 
the surrounding delicate flora would be damaged. Specific locations, with 
additional public lands, could be provided for interpretive purposes. 

BASIC OBJECTIVE FOR MAINTENANCE 

By providing a trail tread wide enough to accommodate both bicyclists 
and hikers, sufficient tread would be available for use by small main­
tenance vehicles. Maintenance considerations should include erosion 
control, trail surface maintenance, care and protection of adjacent 
plant material and trash removal. Local governments and trail groups 
could assist with the necessary general trail maintenance. 

GENERAL STANDARDS FOR TRAIL CONSTRUCTION 

Right-of-Way: A trail ·corridor should be of sufficient width to 
provide an adequate buffer between private lands and the trail, and 
to preserve the natural environment for a quality trail experience. In. 
locations with extensive existing development, the corridor necessarily 

"would be narrow. Areas with higher elevations affording a scenic vista 
should have a wider corridor to take advantage of these opportunities. 

Markings: Uniform signs designating the trail route should be placed 
at all access points along the trail. Directional/informational signs 
directing the public to the trail should be placed in appropriate 
locations. 

Surface: A trail for hiking and bicycling necessitates a surface treat­
ment conducive to both uses. The most feasible surface treatment would 
be asphalt for the entire route with marking to indicate which portion 
of the.trail will be used for each activity. Double lane bicycling and 
two-way hiking would provide for optimum use and enjoyment of the trail. 
A double lane bicycle tread would receive year-round use; however, heat 
and humidity would not encourage long distance hiking for the hottest 5 
to 6 months of each year. 

In swampy areas a raised boardwalk trail should be used to minimize environ­
mental disturbance and to afford access in wet periods without altering 
drainage. Approximately 1.5 miles of boardwalk would be required. The 
use of steps to approach boardwalks can also serve to discourage use by 
motorized vehicles. 
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Drainage: .The trail surface should be crowned to encourage drainage 
to either side and collected along approximately 3 feet of shoulder. 
Because there is little variation in slope, the design should allow for 
drainage runoff to prevent standing water which would encourage insect 
propagation. Since much of the trail corridor is within the natural 
drainage pattern of Duval and St. Johns Counties, careful consideration 
should be given the surface water runoff during wet seasons. Generally, 
runoff would be in a southeasterly direction. The two major drainage 
concerns would be (1) prevention of standing water and (2) care not to 
alter natural runoff. 

Grade: Applying a standard for maximum grade of bicycle paths, which 
~s 5 percent slope, there should be no grade problem on the entire trail. 
There is only 25 feet difference in elevation from the lowest to the 
highest point along the studied corridor with slopes being very gradual. 

Curvature: The trail would be essentially straight with gentle curves 
to take advantage of scenic areas and topography and to avoid natural 
or manmade obstacles. 

Clearance: Vertical clearance would not present a problem with trees, 
predominantly slash pine, void of low hanging branches. Where oaks 
and hardwoods do exist, the overhead clearance and location of the tread 
should allow for a mounted bicyclist. Horizontal clearance would need 
continued maintenance as undergrowth in the region grows rapidly. 
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X. TRAIL COSTS 

Land: To acquire a trail corridor 200 feet in width and 40 miles in 
length, 25 acres of land per linear mile of trail ~orridor would be 
necessary.. To allow for acquisition of additional lands along the 
trail for scenic vistas, and to allow for support facility development, 
an additional 20 acres would be necessary. Land costs in fee have been 
estimated to average $1,350 per acre along the interior 27 miles of trail, 
dependent upon access, elevation, and existing development.16/ The 
remaining 13 miles of corridor studied (urbanized lands) are now esti­
mated to average $4,500 per acre.16/ Therefore the total estimated costs 
of fee lands for a trail within the.corridor studied would be at least 
$2,400,000 at 1976 prices. Due to the highly speculative nature of real 
estate in northeast Florida, the above-mentioned land costs are considered 
conservative. 

Construction: Table 9 presents a breakdown of construction costs as 
estimated using 1974 unit cost furnished by the National Park Service, 
Florida-Carribbean District Office, updated through December 1976.17/ 

Total construction costs for the entire 40-mile hiking and bicycling 
trail are estimated to be approximately $2.7 million, which includes 
10 percent contingencies and 25 percent for planning, design, speci­
fications and supervision. The cost per mile for a dual purpose trail 
is estimated to be approximately $67,500. Construction of only a hiking 
trail would reduce the estimated costs per mile to approximately $45,000. 
The primary cost difference in a "hiking only" or dual purpose trail is 
attributed to paving costs needed for an adequate bikeway. Problems 
resulting from wet, swampy areas along the trail cause construction costs 
estimates for either the dual purpose or single purpose trail to be higher 
than trail costs on many similar projects.18/ 

Operation and Maintenance: The annual cost of .operation and maintenance 
on a trail in the study corridor will vary considerably depending upon 
such factors as the quality of the original trail construction, number of 
paid operations and management staff, standard of trail maintenance main­
tained, amount of vandalism and littering, availability of local volunteer 
maintenance assistance, concessionaire arrangements and others. A con­
servative procedure for estimating total annual operation and maintenance 

16/ 
17/ 

18/ 

Based on Jacksonville Area Planning Board estimates, December 1976. 
Original National Park Service detailed cost 1974 data were revised 
to December 1976 by applying construction cost indices reported in 
The Engineering News Record, December 1976, published by McGraw-Hill 
which reported a 26 percent incre~se in construction costs between 
January 1974 through December 1976. 
Both land and construction costs might be somewhat less than pre­
sented above through use of highway rights-of-way at each urbanized 
end of the trail corridor. 
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costs is to apply 10 percent of the total original construction costs. 
It could, therefore, cost roughly $270,000 per year to operate and 
maintain the 40-mile biking-hiking trail and associated facilities or 
roughly $180,000 per year to operate and maintain the 40-mile hiking­
only trail. The actual annual operating and maintenance costs could 
be less, howeve~, especially in the first few years of operation. 
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TABLE 9 
Estimated Average Construction Costs 
El Camino Real Biking-Hiking Trail 

Fort Caroline National Memorial to Castillo de San Marcos 

Trail 40 miles long = 211, 200 linear f e·et x 8 feet paved 

A. Dual Purpose Hiking and Bicycling Trail: 

1. Site Preparation 
(Cleaning, grubbing, excavation & grading) 

2. Trail Tread - Base Preparation & grading) 

3. Asphalt Surface 

4. Culverts, bridges, drainage 

5. Elevated trail (pier type) 

6. Signing 

7. Rest-Stop & Support Facilities (1 primaty) 

B. Gross Total of Trail & Rest-Stop 
Gross Total of 10% Contingencies 
Gross Total of 25% P, D, S & S 

Gross Total 

9. Land Acquisition 

10. Grand Total 

{Annual Operation and Ma~ntenance Costs will 
probably run at 10% of construction costs) 
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ESTIMATED TOTAL COST 

$322,000 

$415,000 

$590,000 

$186,000 

$322,000 

$51,000 

$115,000 

$2,001,000 
200,000 
500,000 

$2,701,000 

$2,400,000 

$5,101,000 

$270,000 
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TABLE 9 {Cont'd) 

B. Hiking Trail Only: 

ITEM 

1. Site Preparation 

2. Trail Tread 

3. Culverts, bridges, drainage 

4. Elevated Trail 

s. Signing 

6. Rest-Stop & Support Facilities 

7. Gross Total of Trail & Rest-Stop 
Gross Total of 10% Contingencies 
Gross Total of 25% P, D, S & S 

Gross Total 

8. Land Acquisition 

9. Grand Total 

··------ --·-- ----- --

ESTIMATED TOTAL COST 

$264,000 

$414,000 

$185,000 

$322,000 

$44,000 

$101,000 

$1,330,000 
133,000 
332,000 

$1,795,000 

$2,400,000 

$4,195,000 

(Annual Operation and Maintenance Costs will probably 
run at 10% of construction costs) $180,000 
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• Trail length · 
Trail corridor width - fee 
Trail corridor - fee 

TABLE 10 
~mated Average 

Land Costs 

UNIT 

miles 
feet 
acres 

Vistas and support facilities acres 

Total fee· 

Fee land (interior) 
Fee land (urban) 

Grand Total 

acres 

J!!!!!. 

acres 
acres 

45 

AMOUNT 

695 
325 

AMOUNT 

40 
.200 

1,000 
20 

1,020 

COST/UNIT TOTAL COST 

$1,350 $ 940~000 
$4,500 $1,460,000 

$2,400,000 
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• Comments by Federal Departments and the State of Florida • 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF" THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON,D.C.20250 

Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Secretary 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 202·40 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
El Camino Real Study Report. 

. ·I I . ' 

We concur with the findings that the El Camino Real fails to 
meet most of the established criteria for a National Scenic 
Trail. We also agree that the recreation potential and 
historic s_ignificance associated with this route is sufficient 

· to encourage State and local governments. to consider trail 
development in their fut~re plans. Such trail development 
could be considered for designation as a National Recreation 
Trail. 

Sincerely, 



--------------------------------- -· -- --·-·· --- ------

State of Florida 

REUBIN O'D. ASKEW 
Governor 

BRUCE A. SMATHERS 
Secretary of State 

ROBERT L. SHEVIN 
Attorney General 

GERALD A. LEWIS 
Comptroller 

PHILIP F. ASHLER 
Treasurer DEFART/Y\ENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

-lfARMON W. SHIELDS 
Executive Director 

CROWN BUIU>ING / 202 BLOUNT STREET /TALLAHASSl.m 32304 

DOYLE CONNER 
Commissioner of Agriculture 

RALPH D. TURLINGTON 
Commissioner of Education 

,, 
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Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Secretary 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. c. 20240 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

March 24, 1977 

Reference is made to Governor Askew's letter of 
March 1, 1977, regarding the El Camino Real Study, and his 
request that the Department of Natural Resources comment 
on behalf of the State of Florida. 

Generally speaking, we found the study to be very well 
done and complete in factual detail. We concur that the 
trail route does not fully satisfy criteria for inclusion 
in the National Scenic Trail System. For the same reasons 
the El Camino Real Trail would not be appropriate as a national 
trail, it probably would not qualify as a state trail--as 
suggested in the study. 

The study clearly identified problems associated with 
establishing the El Camino Real Trail, giving us important 
direction and preventing any wasted efforts on our part. 

Jincer 
N!:tt. and rum 
Director 
Division 

NCL/pmb 

you for allowing us this opportunity to comment . 

cc: Governor Reubin O'D. Askew 




