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Public Meetings

Visitor Center

Tuesday, June 25, 2:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m.

Attendance:  2

· What do we mean by seamless?

· Will I know where you allow dogs and don’t allow dogs?

· The Colorado National Monument Association Board will also develop long range plans and priorities.

· NPS should talk with state parks – they have 11 million visitors

· Mountain biking on the Eagle trail, in the No Thoroughfare Canyon area, people cut in about 1/8 mile on NPS land.

Glade Park

Glade Park Community Center

Tuesday, June 25, 6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m.

Attendance:  10

Discussion:

· Access to Glade Park through the first 4 miles of the monument

· Mix of traffic – residential, commercial, visitors, bicycles

· Drought increasing water, cattle, hay trucks

· More construction trucks

· Make commercial trucks use Little Park Road?  Too steep for hauling cattle.

· Bicycles are not following the rules

· No identification

· Have been passed by bikes (in a vehicle)

· Enforce rules

· Make them wear ID bib

· Eliminate bicycles

· Bike land on Little Park Road

· Reflectors for bikes in tunnels

· Safety issues of road, such as guard rails

· Glade Park people want to keep good relationship with monument personnel

· Removal of NPS residences at the east entrance

· Concern with increased response time, security and safety

· Vandalism at east end

· Install video camera at east entrance?

· Consider rebuilding houses for safety, security, life /health issues, preventing vandalism.

· More homes are being built around the upper end of No Thoroughfare Canyon, wilderness and fire issues.

· Noxious weeds – NPS already doing a good job, but keep active management.

· Wild fire issues

· Educating public about fire prevention and mitigation

· Better coordination between agencies

· Site bulletins about fire rules and consequences

· Entrance gate issues – waiting to get through gate, i.e. person in front being issued Golden Age passport delays locals

· Maybe issue stickers – voluntary, issued locally – would also be a help to fire department to determine residents during emergencies

· Second lane for residents – scanner, key card

· Waiting not that long (5 minutes)

· Any delays for fire or emergencies?  Staff works well to get emergency vehicles through quickly.

· Any singling our will be met with opposition from residents.

· Keep trails primitive

· Provide place for dogs

Map:

· Area adjacent to BLM: connect trails, allow for dogs

· Manage first 4 miles of Rimrock Drive for the safety of all, access, security, and character retained

· Encourage commercial traffic to use Little Park Road

· Manage area in park adjacent to new home development to minimize wildfire hazards

Visitor Center

Wednesday, June 26, 10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.

Attendance:  1

· The Colorado National Monument Association Board is following the NPS mission and will match its planning

· More partnerships with Mesa State College 

· Biological sciences assist with inventory and monitoring

· Social sciences, marketing – internships?

· Geology

· Identify trail heads better

· Vistas will be more and more impaired – maintain air quality.  Winter views are more spectacular, clearer.

Fruita

Fruita City Hall / Civic Center

Wednesday, June 26, 4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.

Attendance: 8

Discussion:

· Keep remaining open land along edge of monument open – county or conservancy?

· Fruita proud to be Gateway Community

· Planning for 340 corridor, including for bicycles

· Keep vistas

· Regulate subdivisions – density in foothills less

· Redlands plan nearly done

· No pole signs

· Provide needed services – camping, lodging, food, housing, ambulance, structural fire protection

· Want well managed gateway

· Dinosaur museum area good place to consolidate visitor experience – BMP, NPS, State Parks.  Nearby Colorado Welcome Center is biggest, most visited in state.

· All people trying to use the road at the same time – commercial, bikes, visitors, etc.

· COLM one of the best places in the world for road bicycling.

· Not aware that park rule is single file – put up a sign

· A shoulder is not realistic

· Special events 

· More

· Have a day in the spring and the fall where road is closed to cars

· Place for larger vehicles with horse trailers

· Come with 3 vehicles and trailers

· There used to be a road to Liberty Cap

· Horses on Liberty Cap trail, Monument Canyon, Black Ridge

· Roadways – need a place for visitor with trailer to turn around at the gate area.  

· Roundabout?

· Parking area to leave trailers and RVs at entrance?  Maybe not a good idea visually.  Fruita has good places to park.  Maybe parking in town, with a shuttle.

· Could information center be downtown rather than on the highway?  People don’t walk far.

· Be sure existing facilities are open during peak periods.

· Expand dinosaur museum into public lands visitor center for “one stop shopping.”

· Extend existing building

· Moab has good combined information center

· Fruita has promoted mountain bikes like Moab, but don’t want that to be their sole attraction.

· Monument trail head parking inadequate.  Swap land with BLM to expand.

· Old Gordon Trail for horseback riding?  Inadequate parking and dead end.

· Link Fruita trails to COLM and NCA

· Biking

· Warning signs to let vehicles know about bike use

· “Share the Road” signs

· Light the tunnels

· Give people verbal information at the entrance station

· Much of bicycle problems is educational component

· Consolidate highway signs near Fruita with agency logos

· Greenways from canyons to river

· Dogs – varied ideas

· Keep out – no – plenty of other places

· Accommodate some – limited areas – provide bags for droppings

Map:

· Connect trails from Fruita  - Kings View to Dugway

· Expand Dinosaur Museum for interagency center

· Best accommodation of horses – Black Ridge, upper Liberty Cap, Monument Canyon and bench. 

· Provide visitor turn-arounds at each entrance with information kisok and parking

· Corridors and access to new subdivisions, not just for homeowners

· Each canyon exiting the monument should have a thoroughfare to the Colorado River

· Provide adequate parking at trail heads.

Redlands / Grand Junction

Redlands United Methodist Church

Thursday, July 27, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.

Attendance:  15

Discussion:

· Rim rock road – bike issues

· One way for vehicles?

· Tunnels are dangerous

· Section to Glade Park the worst

· Entrance station should tell people with mirrors to be careful

· Transportation study – ask whether people would ride transportation to the trail heads.

· Air quality is a concern.  City of Grand Junction has wood burning restrictions.  Not much to control traffic.

· Trail heads

· Better access and parking at Monument Canyon trail head

· Easement or access at swinging fence drainage

· Parking on Broadway is a safety hazard

· Improved signs on 340

· Protect and retain Serpent’s Trail (preserve)

· Recommend full wilderness designation

· Continue working with adjacent property owner to retain scenic easement access at Echo Canyon

· Encourage county to zone for environmental and resource values

· Fences

· Interpret the buffalo fence

· Keep fences

· Construct different fence around drainages for wildlife

· Wildlife does get through current fences when it needs to 

· Identify boundary

· Concern about law enforcement on east end during off-peak hours

· Vandal resistant signs

· More staff

· Educational outreach

· Vehicle conflicts on road

· Work with county to divert commercial traffic to Little Park Road

· Law enforcement on east side – enforce speed limit

· Study feasibility of one-way traffic on Rim Road

· Alternative transportation – buses

· Conflict between vehicles and bicycles is primarily just the 4 miles on the east end

· Educate all users

· Improved restroom facilities at Monument Canyon trailhead?

· What should canyon experience be like?  Err on the side of preservation.

· Explore feasibility of using existing transit system to get people to trail heads

· Air quality is a concern

Map:

· Monument Canyon trail head – turning lane, better signs, restroom, NPS boundary adjustment for BLM land

· Monument Canyon – err on the side of preservation

· Boundary fence – retain – explore alternative fencing for wildlife

· Provide corridors outside of park for wildlife

· Encourage city / county to keep large lots on adjacent land

· Protect and preserve Serpent’s Trail

· Resolve Echo Canyon access issues

· NPS housing needed to protect east entrance.

Newsletter / Web Comments (20 received)

1. Do you agree with the range of issues and opportunities identified during scoping?  Are there others that should be considered?

· Yes

· Yes 

· Yes – we agree with the range of issues.  However, we would prefer “flora and fauna” not be identified as a “resource.”  It is our understanding that for and fauna are protected in National Monuments except where specifically indicated by Congress.  Resource implies usage or “taking.”

· I think the most important issue at the CNM is the escalating and inappropriate fee structure at the admission gate.  Those users receiving no services such as restrooms, camping, or visitor center should not be obliged to pay admission.  Fees should be charged only for special services, not entry.

· I’m not sure all have been covered yet.

· No.  

· Limiting access where needed for preservation.  

· Prioritizing tourism above all other uses except preservation 

· I did not see any mention of buffer areas / restrictive zoning of new neighborhoods.  The rapid growth in the valley must be well planned and coordinated with the NPS.

· Yes

· Preserve Park Resources.  I travel through the east entrance to and from Glade Park on a daily basis. This gives me a pretty good idea of the use and abuse of this part of the Monument. The security people do a good job but I still see people pulling over to park in places where there isn't room to get off the road or they pull off onto soft areas and leave tracks. Obvious vandalism seems to be down but I see vegetation knocked down and run over. Large animals such as big horn sheep, deer, bear and mountain lions pass in and out of the Monument seasonally and probably daily. These animals seem to be the focus of the staff's protection efforts but I am more concerned about those creatures that are not as visible. The disregard for frogs and toads in the canyons such as the heavily used No Thoroughfare Canyon is a concern for me. People are either ignorant about disturbing the pools below the falls or they do not care. Either way, education or enforcement of protection for the amphibians in the Monument is warranted.

· I agree with the concerns mentioned with respect to the urban interface on the north boundary. I think it is critical that the NPS maintain their 2-way communication with the county planning/zoning department to address these issues. Other items to be considered are the wildlife viewing opportunities within the monument. Lastly, several species of reptiles/amphibians within the monument are on the T&E list.

· Generally, yes.  Modest trail development would be desirable: Link Devils Canyon with Black Ridge Trail, show trail to Otto’s bathtub, maybe Red Canyon trail.  Otto’s trail could be wheelchair accessible.

· It's difficult to disagree with what’s listed in the section titled, "Issues and  Opportunities." However, I do not believe that this section does a particularly good job of articulating the true issues and opportunities needing to be.analyzed and addressed in a General Management Plan (GMP).  I've always considered an issue to be a controversial question or topic needing resolution and which is normally viewed from two or more perspectives.  Most of what I see listed as Issues and Opportunities are in reality a listing of "facts" and "management concerns" as viewed by the NPS. It appears to me that this listing of issues and concerns is much too general and all encompassing and does not provide an appropriate foundation for conducting the resource analysis and developing a set of realistic alternatives which address the issues and opportunities in different ways. Furthermore, I believe that a GMP for Colorado National Monument (CNM) should restrict itself to issues over which the NPS has, or can reasonable expect to have, control. For example, I doubt that CNM can expect to affect zoning on adjacent private lands nor do I believe there is much that the NPS can do to affect air quality problems arising outside of the Monument boundary.  A valid issue is illustrated by the conflicts and differing opinions associated with use of Rim Rock Road. This is an illustration of an issue that can and should be analyzed and addressed in a reasonable range of alternative ways of resolving the question.

· There is little emphasis placed on the protection of the CNM’s reptiles, amphibians, and small mammals (a former superintendent told me that “amphibians were not warm and fuzzy and the public has no interest in them therefore neither did the CNM!”)  Restricting access to No Thoroughfare Canyon during amphibian breeding season would boost population of fragile species.

· Installing a rough cattle guard at the CNM fenceline would force people to slow down before  the entrance and reduce the near-misses of prairie dogs and gambel quail.

· Agree with range of issues as far as they go.  I am a horse person and would like to see the old trails put back to use.  It’s not a lot of fun riding into an area then turning around and riding back the same way you just came by.  There were “lots” of loop trails before and they were enjoyable to ride. Also, parking areas for trucks and trailers.

· An issue is the lack of adequate and well-placed bathrooms, and adequate and well-placed sinage for those bathrooms, whether entering from the east side or the west side.  The park service / Department of Interior have inadequate sinage and bathrooms at the Colorado National Monument.

2. Do you agree with the mission goals?  If not, what would you change?

· Yes

· I would like to see wording such as “visitors so CNM safely enjoy and understand the availability….

· Yes

· The Mission Goals are O.K.  It would be better to expound upon for and fauna issues.

· They are purposely so vague as to avoid all contention, not to mention substance.

· Basically.  Need to keep in mind your people who live here.

· Don’t know what they are, but preservation should be paramount.

· Yes

· How about expanding the monument’s boundary and recognizing its full National Park status?

· Yes

· I generally agree with the mission goals. However, I would like you to emphasize the preservation of the Monument ecosystem over the multiple-use philosophy practiced on other public lands.

· I agree with the mission goals. From the DOW's perspective, opportunities for cooperative interagency management activities will be considered a high priority.

· It's difficult to disagree with any of the mission goal statements presented. However, I do not find these statements to be particularly helpful to someone such as myself in trying to understand where Colorado National Monument is really headed in the future. My overall impression is that the Mission Goals are written in a fairly obtuse, sometimes self serving, and often bureaucratic format.  For example, I have difficulty seeing the relationship between the statement: "Visitors to Colorado National Monument safely enjoy and are satisfied with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of park's facilities, services and appropriate recreational activities" and the sub-statement, "Provide consolidated, consistent inter-agency information for public lands in the region."
· Another “desired future condition:”  reduced vandalism

· Another:  reduced littering!!

· Better (not necessarily more) enforcement / ranger visibility!

· More use of volunteers;  better defined volunteer opportunities.

· Adequate funding and staff (!) to protect the CNM on the ground (instead of funding planning phases only) 

· Add better riding and hiking trails.

3. What do you think about the general alternative concepts?  Are there others you would like to add?

· Dogs on trails – no – instead identify alternatives nearby

· Science and knowledge – proactive – alternative A and B is best

· Trails and trail heads – Alt. B best

· I prefer alternative C

· In some respects, Alternatives “B” and “C” are similar, or at least not mutually exclusive.  Perhaps you could create Alternative “D” which would group the best aspects of “B” and “C.”  Three issues stand out:

1) Rim Road – Alternative “B” conflicts with the Mission Goal regarding the integrity of the Rim Road.  In this case we think “B” trumps the Mission Goal.

2) Keep the campground – improve but do not expand.  One of the great pleasures of visiting smaller parks is the possibility of camping there.  Very intimate.  We think most users of these smaller park campgrounds are a little less likely to create “impact” on the resource.

3) Dogs should be allowed on some trails, on a leash and a hefty and enforced fine for failure to keep dogs controlled.

· The Alternatives B and C could easily be integrated into one proposal.  They are not contradictory in most respects.  The fact that the “additional attributes” of B and C just reinforce each other.  It sounds like you have created alternative plans only for the sake of using that format and not because you have different concepts.

· Alternative C preferred.

· Alternative C has good provisions for ecological management and scientific monitoring.  These are prime concerns for the NPS and need strong emphasis.

· I am concerned that the park road is being used as a commuter route, bike / exercise course.  It should be used primarily for scenic enjoyment by users.

· Good

· The inter-agency ideas are probably good to a point. Encouraging more traffic on the roads and back-country trails leaves me cold. Steering visitors to State Parks along the Colorado River or to BLM and Forest Service lands might provide the experience sought by some who are now abusing the Monument.

· The preliminary alternative concepts follow the mission statement. Resource management (flora/fauna) caught my attention. I would prefer to see a proactive approach to management (alternative C), focusing on ecosystem management by working with BLM, private landowners etc. might provide more opportunities on a larger scale. Although it may be difficult to staff the proposed interagency center with a DOW representative, we would consider some options for Information/Education to visitors.

· Certainly in the off season, camping should be continued. I’ve biked and driven the Rim drive – I don’t see a problem with co-existence.  Aggressive action against tamarisk.  I wouldn’t go to any effort to make horseback riding more available.

· My overall impression is that the three alternatives outlined are too conceptual and too generalized to be of much help for public understanding and meaningful comment.

· Explore availability of $$ (foundations? government? land trusts?) to purchase adjacent lands, especially those threatened by commercial zoning. (or, perhaps, establish a conservation easement)

· Improvement / restoration of ecosystem should be at the core of all alternatives.  Otherwise, what’s the point? ! 

· OK as far as they go.

4. What alternatives would you like to propose for specific goals, issues, or opportunities?

· Really enjoy the interpretive “walks and talks” program.  Education is empowering and will help with goals of conservation and resource protection.

· I think that vehicular traffic from visitors and commuters will increase dramatically and a traffic management plan should address this.  Most importantly, I would like to offer an alternative to the current fee program which is clearly exclusionary, inflationary, commercial, inconvenient, unfair, wasteful, and has been little supported in this state.

· There used to be other horse trails that are not being used (old buffalo trails).  Trails are now dead ended.  Limited parking at trail heads for large rigs with trailers.

· I am concerned that the campground is being considered for closure.  As a camper to this and other NPS parks, this is draw for me and is a vital part of the experience.  The other camping options in the Fruita / Grand Junction area for tent campers is very poor.  You have the most scenic, private, appropriate camping sites in the area.  Please do not close your campground – it is a gem (and what a great view!).

· Suggestions for Visitor Experience/ Rimrock Road Conflicts, from a cyclists perspective: Signage especially at Park entrance and at tunnels warning of cylists (we really need this). Close Rimrock Road to commercial traffic (use Little Park Road). Lighting in tunnels so cyclists can be seen (and don't die of fright from wondering if they will be run over or hit a pothole or trash in the dark). Wider shoulders on road up to Glade Park turn-off.

· If additions to the Monument are politically and financially possible, I would like to see the southern boundary expanded toward Little Park Road. When you look at the map boundary, there are several places where private lands protrude into the park boundary. Purchasing these lands and adding them to the Monument before they are developed would provide a more secure wildlife corridor along the south rim of No Thoroughfare Canyon and would make a more defensible boundary to encroachment.

· The management alternatives under the C column appear to be the most proactive approach. I am concerned, however, that some management options will become more difficult to accomplish if the NPS pushes for congressional wilderness designation. If most of the monument is managed as wilderness already, it may not be necessary to have this "official" status. Consider water developments for wildlife as an example. Wilderness designation may hinder these types of improvements.

· Maybe jointly with Fruita State Park have a shuttle once or twice a day so campers would have a chance to visit Monument.

· An adequate response to this question would require far more time and effort than I am prepared to commit.

· Greater protection of reptiles, amphibians, and small mammals!

· More aggressive grant writing to fund additional interpretive personnel (and projects) and roving personnel.

· Get rid of dogs on the trails!!

· More input on equestrian people and those who rode that area a few years ago – Better parking areas for horse people.

5. Other comments.

· Is there the option Colorado Canyons Conservation Area will be added to Colorado National Monument to make it all one large National Park?

· 4 out of 5 of the community meetings scheduled in June are during normal business hours – therefore, I and many other people cannot attend these meetings.  I was especially interested in 6/27, 6/25, and 6/26 meetings.  Bummer!!

· I am very much in favor of pursuing wilderness designation for much of Colorado N.M. as proposed on map page 4. 

· Keep the people informed of problems and any changes in land use.

· If these answers are in the wrong area, put them where they belong.  Thank you.

· Thank you for all you do in managing this beautiful resource and requesting public input.

· RE: traffic - vehicle / bicycle / enforcement conflict, I think adding signs at both entrances advising cyclists to ride single file and yield to vehicles as well as advising motorists to watch for bicycles would help. Also if there were some places (reasonably cost effective) on the west (east side seems ok, but may look at this also) downhill section that could be made wider for safer passing of slow or erratically braking vehicles may make it safer for cyclists descending. Alternative would be for rangers at entrance stations to advise people using park of these issues. There is still the issue of passing on double yellow areas, both cars and bikes must conform to these regulations, but most cars cross the line by at lease 5 feet to pass bicycles. On one hand this is safer for the cyclist, but in giving the cyclist a larger safety zone, the motorist is subject to getting a ticket. On the other side descending behind an erratically braking tourist can be dangerous for the cyclist, so the dilemma of riding the brakes and heating the brake pads may pose more danger than the choice of passing and risking a ticket. Is there a way to establish some parameters for the law enforcement personnel that take some of the safety issues from both perspectives and include / inform the local cycling community in establishing/ educating us about the laws / concerns that they have to conform to? There is at least two local groups of riders that would be good avenues to do this through. There must be some middle ground that can be reached to end a lot of the constant conflict.

· An overall observation about the content of this Colorado National Monument Newsletter #2. It appears to reflect more of an Agency bias and perspective rather than the actual results of public scoping. Perhaps the planning team has tried too hard to lump the various issues identified through the public scoping process into predetermined categories. I suspect that many of the various aspects or facets of issues and concerns identified by the public have not been adequately captured in Newsletter #2. In addition, I think the excessive Agency jargon and bureaucratic phraseology is befuddling the planning process and making it more difficult for the public to focus in on the really important aspects of the General Management Planning process.  I've always understood that there is a difference between a National Park and a National Monument. The June 2002 planning document does not clearly articulate this difference.

· Consider putting bicycle racks out front of the visitor's center.  This would be nice, but one important issue of concern is theft and visibility.  It would be key to have it close to the front doors and highly visible to the rangers at the front desk.  Practically all the riders do not carry locks, and some of the bikes cost upwards to $5000.  The owners are quite nervous about leaving them out of site, so if the rack were placed in an unsecured area away from the water and bathrooms (which is what most riders stop to use) they may not use them.

· Are you looking to increase the usage of the monument and draw more people to the park?  If so, I have some ideas that you could put on your web site and market to the more active crowd.  You might consider using a different approach, much like the cycling guidebooks to describe the rim drive.  I don't know what guidelines you have to follow, but some of these are descriptive with elevation gains, distances, etc.  Also, with the increase and popularity of running, describing the running possibilities (both trail and rim drive) would help increase the draw to the monument.  I know that most runners and cyclists also hike so, this might overlap into more campers, etc.
· On the car / bike issue, one solution on the west side might be to have some passing areas (such as below the tunnels?) that the road might be widened (to the right?) and the speed limit for bikes only increased to 35 so they could safely pass and not have to do the complete descent riding the brakes.
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