Appendix A: Summary of Scoping and Public Participation

A. Formal Public Participation Activities.
The following scoping activities related to the Trail Management Plan and EIS have occurred.

September, 2009

September, 2009

January, 2010

February, 2010

April, 2010

September, 2010

September, 2010

January, 2011

May, 2011

October, 2011

Environmental Impact Statement process begins. NPS initiates
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) through Notice of Intent in
Federal Register.

Stakeholder Letters. Scoping letters with requesting input on issues and
ideas for the EIS are mailed to approximately 60 agencies, governmental
entities and organizations.

Newsletter 1 is distributed to stakeholders, media and interested
individuals. Provides information on public scoping process and
scheduled workshops.

Public Scoping Meetings. Three meetings in an Open House format
were held at the Happy Days Lodge, Peninsula, Ohio. The Open House
format provided a brief presentation on the planning process and
invited to the public to provide ideas at Topic Stations in the meeting
facility. Press coverage included an article in the Akron Beacon Journal
and Cleveland Plain Dealer. Approximately 150 people attended the
meetings. ldeas were also accepted through Plan’s PEPC website and in
letter format.

Newsletter 2 is distributed to stakeholders, media and interested
individuals. An email list is assembled from public scoping participants
and interested parties for distribution. The newsletter provides a
summary of the issues and ideas generated during the public scoping
meetings.

Trail Management Plan Workbook. An interim Workbook introducing
initial conceptual Alternatives based upon public scoping input.
Workbook is provided to general public through the PEPC project
website and printed copies. Press release and distribution of notice of
availability for public comment occurred.

Conceptual Alternatives Public Meetings. Three public meetings were
conducted at Happy Days Lodge to invite the public to learn about the
Conceptual Alternatives developed. Approximately 122 people attended
the meetings. Comments were received by written correspondence or
through the PEPC project website.

Public Scoping Period Closed. Public input was accepted until January,
2011.

Newsletter 3 is distributed to stakeholders, media and interested
individuals by mail, direct email distribution and available on the
project’s PEPC website. Information is provided on input received
during public scoping and review of Conceptual Alternatives.
Newsletter 4 is distributed to stakeholders, media and interested
individuals by mail, direct email distribution and available on the
project’s PEPC website. The newsletter provided an update on the
status of the Planning process and updated schedule for Draft Plan.
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June, 2012

DEIS Notice of Availability. The U.S. EPA Notice of Availability of the

Draft EIS is published for the 60-day public review and comment period.

July, 2012

DEIS Public Meetings. Three public meetings are conducted to present

the Draft EIS to the public, answer questions to clarify content of the
plan, and for the public to submit written comments.

B. Groups Contacted During Public Scoping Activities

Akron Metroparks Hiking Club

Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study
American Whitwater

Appalachian Outfitters

Army Corps of Engineers

Bath Township

Blossom Music Center

Boston Mills/Brandywine Ski Resorts
Boston Township

Botzum Farm

Blimp City Bikes

Buckeye Trail Association

Camp Manatoc, Boy Scouts of America
Carriage Trade Farm

Century Cycles

City of Akron

City of Bedford

City of Brecksville

City of Cleveland

City of Cuyahoga Falls

City of Fairlawn

City of Hudson

City of Independence

City of Valley View

Cleveland Area Mountain Bike Association
Cleveland Audubon

Cleveland Hiking Club

Cleveland Metroparks

Cleveland Museum of Natural History
Cleveland Sight Center

Conservancy for Cuyahoga Valley National Park
Cornell University

County of Cuyahoga

County of Summit

Crown Point Ecology Center

Cuyahoga River RAP (CRCPO)

Cuyahoga Soil & Water Conservation District
Cuyahoga Valley Communities Council
Cuyahoga Valley Countryside Conservancy

Cuyahoga Valley Trails Council
Cuyahoga Valley Adopt-A-Trail
Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Echo Hills Neighborhood Association
Friends of Crooked River
Girl Scouts of Northeast Ohio
(Camp Ledgewood)
Green City Blue Lake Institute
Greenwood Village Community Association
Greater Akron Audubon Society
Inn at Brandywine Falls
International Mountain Bike Association
Keelhaulers Canoe Club
Kent State University
Metro Parks, Serving Summit County
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
National Parks Conservation Association
NPS- Water Resources Division
Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency
Norheast Ohio Hiking Club
Northfield Center Township
Ohio and Erie Canal Corridor Coalition
Ohio and Erie Canalway Coalition
Ohio Canal Corridor
Ohio Department of Agriculture
Ohio Department of Natural Resources
Ohio EPA
Ohio Historical Society
Ohio Horseman’s Council, Cuyahoga, Medina
and Summit Chapters
Old Trail School
Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma
Phyllis Wheatley Association
Public Employees for Environmental
Responsibility
Rails to Trails Conservancy
Richfield Township
Sagamore Hills Township
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Second Sole

Seneca Nation

Seneca —Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma

Sierra Club — Portage Trail Group

Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

Spicy Lamb Farm

Summit Athletic Running Club

Summit Soil & Water Conservation Group

The Nature Conservancy

Tri-County Independent Living

U.S. EPA

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

United Disability Services

U.S. Senator Portman

U.S. Senator Brown

U.S. Representative Marcia Fudge

U.S. Representative Dennis Kucinich

U.S. Representative Steve LaTourette

U.S. Representative Jim Renacci

U.S. Representative Tim Ryan

U.S. Representative Betty Sutton

Vertical Runner

Village of Boston Heights

Village of Peninsula

Village of Richfield

Village of Walton Hills

West Creek Preservation Committee

Western Cuyahoga Audubon Society

Western Reserve Land Conservancy

Western Reserve Historical Society

Western Reserve Resource Conservation and
Development
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Appendix B. Resource Issues Identified During Public Scoping

Resource Issues

Erosion and drainage problems are recurring issues on some trails.
Current trails bisect seasonal or recurring sensitive habitat areas.
Consider trail design standards that minimize resource impacts.
Invasive plant proliferation on disturbed sites exist in the Park.
Existing trails are located in floodplains and wetland areas.

Visitor Use Uses

User conflicts between user types and level of experience are a recurring issue on particular trails.
New uses, including designated mountain bike trails and water trails are suggested.

Trail connections within and outside of park are limited both off road and on-road.

Accessibility and degrees of trail user experience level do not meet wide variety of current trail users.
Non-designated social trails are being use by visitors and unauthorized recreation users in the Park.
Develop policies and trail designs for multi-use on existing or new trails.

Trail user etiquette and multi-use education has diminished and needs to be enhanced.

Disperse trail use to less congested trails.

Existing trails loops are limited in distance.

Existing trails are limited in standards of difficulty.

Some trails in the 1985 Trail Plan have not been implemented.

Facilities Use Issues

Parking in high use areas is inadequate.

Larger horse trailer parking needs are unmet in high use areas.

Trail support uses including camping, picnic areas and horse posts, are desired.

Signage and visitor information could be enhanced to assist the trail user.

Support facilities for water trail are desired such as portage paths, boat launches or canoe livery for river
access and operation.

Expanded trail head facilities for trail user needs.

Maintenance Issues

Current NPS staffing and operating budget cannot fulfill existing trail maintenance.
Trail and trail support facilities infrastructure continues to age.

Bridge infrastructure on some park trails is deteriorating.

Administrative Issues

Trail information to visitors is not adequate.

Utilize and expand existing trail stewardship partners.

Utilize new technology to inform trail users and provide interaction of trail conditions.

Expand the opportunities for trail network to enhance economic vitality of the region and local
communities.

Current trail improvement projects are backlogged for funding.

Annual and recurring maintenance is inhibited due to workload of park maintenance and park budget
limitations.
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Appendix C. Sustainable Trail Guidelines.

(Detached: Sustainable Trail Guidelines)
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Appendix D. Responses to Comments on the Draft Plan/EIS

The NPS has compiled substantive comments and responses to those comments received during the
public comment period for the Draft Trail Management Plan and EIS as outlined in section 5.1.3 of the
Final Trail Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. If multiple comments were received that were
commenting on similar topic issues in the Plan, the NPS established a concern statement to respond to
those issues collectively. The comment and response section begins with any correspondence received
from local, state or federal government agencies or jurisdictions, and follows with comments received
from organizations and the general public. The comments and responses are organized by subject areas
in the order they occur within the Plan’s format.
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Correspondence from Agencies and Tribes

AED STy,
. J;(I?

Y =+ I UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
m 3 REGICN 5
1 & 77T WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD

8t g EHICAGO, Il B0604-3580
AUG 1 5 2012
BEPLY TO THE ATTENTEIN 0
E=19]
Lynn Garrity
Cuyahoga Valley National Park
15610 Vaughn Road
_chluv'ille\. Ohio 44141

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [or the Trail Managemeni Plan for Cuyhaoga
Valley National Park, Brecksville, Ohio - CEQ # 20120196

Dear Ms, Garrity:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the above-referenced document
provided by the National Park Service (NPS). Our comments are provided pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality's NEPA Implementing

Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act

Cuyahoga Valley National Park (Park) is a 33,000-acre park between the metropolitan areas of
Cleveland and Akron, Ohio. Over 3 million people reside within 25 miles of the park. As a
designafed urban gateway park, the Park provides visitors the opporiunity 1o experience the cultural,
scenic, natural, historical, and recreational resources of the Cuyahoga River Valley and the Ohio
and Erie Canal Corridor.

NP8 is proposing to update their Trail Management Plan (Plan) to guide the expansion, restoration,
management, operations, and use of the Park's trail system and its associated amenitics over the
next 15 vears, The current Plan is outdated. Trails are no longer in desired configuration. Goals and
objectives used to develop the updated Trail Management Plan are:

+ Goal 1: A trail network thar provides experiences for a variety of trail users,

«  Goal 2: A trail network that shares the historic, scenic, natural, and recreational significance of
the Park.

s (oal 3; A trail network that minimizes its footprint on the Park's historical, scenic, natural,
and recreational resources.

+  Goal 4 A trail network that can be sustained.

» Goal 5: Cooperative partnerships that contribute to the success of the Park trail network.

RecycizaRecyciadis « Proed wih Vepersb's 06 Dagagd miy on 130% Facyrisd Pmpar i 30 Poe T oneures
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The Drafl EIS states that the prefemrsd altemative is Alternative i3 (Rellse, Recreation, and
Deestination), which mcludes an increasc of 37 miles of trails from existing conditions, including 10
miles designasnd fmmhﬂmmww;ﬂhhﬁmwl—dﬁuh
water tail aceess, and expansion of hike-in and paddle-ie campsites.

Based on our review of tns document, FPA bas sssigned the Draft FIS 2 mting of “Lack af
Objections™ (LO). However, we nofe soveral measures we belisve wosld further reduce impacts o
hemman health and the environment over the werm of the Plan and improve the quality of the
docament. These measures chould be commitied 1o in the Record of Decision (RUD). Please see the
encloged summary of the mting sysem used i the evaluation of the document.

Low-Impact Desipn

Aliemative #5 includes approximaisly 7.45 acres of new or expanded parking lot area and new
paddle launch sites and campsites. EPA recommends that all new of expanded Seilities, including
bat not limited o parking Jots, shelters, builldings, and roads, are constructed following low-impact
design dtandasds, incloding programs such as Leadership in Energy and Exvircamental Design
{LEED), Energy Star appliances, EPA"s WaterSense Program, or other similer programs. New
parking lots snd other paved sorfaces chould nse permeable or porous pavemnen! lechnology o
ensure increased stormwater infiltrstion and redeced nunoff to adjaceni waierbadics. FPA also
recommends. vegetated buffers and inlets around and in paved areas o fisther increase infiltraoon.
Any such efforss Mhmnmhdsts Fudimmuhmmmpm

Aquatic Resources

Plzsse be aware thit the Cuyahoga River is an FPA -designased Great Lakes Area of Concern based
on depraded fish populations, cutrophication, =nd heavily polluted sediments (resrictions on
dredging). Therefone, any actions tsken in the Cuyahoga River walershed should not exacerhate
existing envisonmental issees, nor detract from remodiation effonts s parsned by EP'A or other
governmenial resource agencies. All itgaion measures detaled in this letier are muended w0
minimize potential impects o the Cuyahoga River walershed.

The forthcoming weiland delincation (page 163 of the Drafl EIS) should tzke place during the
growing scason, and pot during drought conditions. Please include the delincation in the Final EIS
and any jurisdictional determination correspondence from the U.S. Army Corps of Enginesrs.

Alemative #5 includes construction activity within the 100-ycar floodplain of the Cuyahoga River,
within 25 to 125 fect of wetlands, and includes 84 new stream crossings. Some boandwalks are
already included as part of this alternative. EPA strongly encourages boardwalk trail systems be
porsued, as opposed 1o Gl or cul verting, at all sream crossings and in wetlands. Boardwalk
crossings should span the channe] of the siream and any bosndwalk posts of fill shoold be kept
abowe the ordinary high waler mark of stream channels. Fleave note thes trail design resulting in 511
could be subject to Clean Water Action Section 404 permitting as well 2 the Clesn Water Act

2
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404(b) 1) Cuidelines. Finally, EPA recommends a protected buffier of 50 feet around wetlands and
streams; no new campsites, parking facilities, or other structures shoubd be sited within 50 feet of
wetlands or streams,

During construction of new trails or removal of existing trails, EPA encournpes that work not be
dims i wetlands, ineluding equl pment aaging, 11 any work needs to be done in or nenr wetlands or
streams, EPA recommends the following measures to minimize inpacts 1o &quatic resources;

Construct during winter, if fensible.
Minimize width of temporary access roads for construchon secess,
Use enasily-removed materials for construction of temporary access roads (e.g., swamplimber
ks I liewof materlals tht sivk (e, stone, dp-rap, wood chips),
= Use swamp/timber mats or other altemative matting to distrbute the welght of the
eopstrsction equipment, This will minimize s0il nitting and compaction,
= Llse wehicles and constniction equipment with wider-tired or rubberized tracks or use of low
ground pressure equipment to further minimize impacts during construction access and
staging.
»  Lise long-reach excavators, where appropriate, to avoid driving, traversing, or stnging in
wetlands, _
s Place mats under construatien equipment (o contain any spills or leaks.
Diesel Emissions
Per the National Ambient Air Quality Stundards [or crilera poliutams, te Park is within counties or
areas that are in om-attzinment {8-hour ozone, annual PM; 5, and 24-hoar PMaz:) and in
maintenmnee (1 <howr veone, PM g, and 505}, Further, the National Institute for Oceupational Safety
anid Health [NIDEI-I} has determined that dissel exhauet iz a potentiol occupational carcvinogen,
based on & combination of chamical, genotoxicity, and carcinogenicity data. Acuic exposures to
diesel exhmust huve been linked to health problema such as eye and nose irrtation, headaches,
nrusea, pathma, and other respiratory svstem lasues. Based on this information, EPA recommends
the following measures are implemented by NP3 and its contractors to further reduced impacts to
hirman hanlth from diesel emissions during constraotion or removal of wails and other facilities,

s TUlse ultra low-sulfur diegel fuel,

»  Retrofit engines with an exhiust filiration device to capture diesel purticulate matter before it
enters the construction sile,

»  Position the exhavst pipe so that diesel fumes are directed away from the operator and nearby
workoers, therehy reducing the exposure of personnel to comgentrated fumes,

+ Use catalytic converters to reduce carbon monoxide, aldehydes, and bydrocarbons in diesel
fumes. These devices must be used with low sulfur foels,

s Attach a hose to the tullpipe of diesel vehicles running indoors and exhaust (the fumes cutside,
where they cannot reenier the workplace. Inspect hoses regularly for defeets and damage.,

i
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¢  Use enclosed, climare-comtrolled cabs pressurized and equipped with high efficiency
particulate air (HEPA) filters to redsce the operators’ exposise to diesel fumes. Pressurization
ensures that air moves from inside to outside. HEPA filters ensurc that any meoming air is
filtered first.

*  Regularly mainmin diesel engines, which is essentis b keep exhaust emissions low. Fallow
the manufschurer's recomimended maintenance schedule and procedures. Smoke color ean
gignal the need for maintenance, Fo: example, blusfhlack smoke indicates that an engine
TEQUITES Servicing or Duning.

s  Roduce cxposure through work praciices and treining, such as taming off engines when
vehicles are stopped for more than & few minuies, training diesel -equipment operators to

o Purchase new vebicles that are equizped with the most advanced emission control systems
available.

*  With older vehicles, usc clectric stacting aids such as block heaters 1o warm the cagine reduce
diese| emissions,

# Usc respirators, which are only an iaterim measure to control exposure to diess] emissions. Lo
miost cases, an N93 respirator is adaquate. Workers must be trained and fis-tested before they
wear respimiors. Depending on work being conducted, and if ol is present, concenmations of
pariiculates prescat will determine the effliciency and type of mask and respirator. Personnel
familiar with the sslection, cane, snd use of nespirators must perform the fit testing.
Respirators must bear a NIOSH apgroval number,

Tn the Final EIS, please indicate whelher recommended mitigution measures were included in the
anniysis. Again, any mitigation measures should be committed to in the ROD,

Thank you in advance for your consideraion of-our comments. If yon have any questions, please
contuct Elizabeth Poole of my stail at (312) 353-2087 or puoleslizabethidepa poy.

Sincerely,

Cothlsenorraf

Kenneth A. Westlake
47 Chief, NEPA Implemenssiion Scction
Office of Enforcement and Complinnce Assurance

Enclosure:  Summary of Ratings Definitions

oc: Melissa Terasiewicz, U.S. Amy Corps of Enginecrs
Bill Zawiski, Ohio Enviroemental Protection Agency
Ed Wilk, Ohis Environmental Protection Agency
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Low Impact Design

Concern Statement: Best management practices are recommended to minimize the impacts of parking
lot development and expansions.

Response: These recommendations have been included in the FEIS Sustainable Trail Guidelines
(Appendix C, p.32) as they relate to best management practices for design and construction of newly

developed or expanded parking areas within the Park.

Aquatic Resources

Concern Statement: Any actions taken in the Cuyahoga River watershed should not exacerbate existing
environmental issues nor detract from remediation efforts. The forthcoming wetland delineation should
take place during the growing season and not during drought conditions. Please include the delineation
in the FEIS and any jurisdictional determination correspondence from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Response: The FEIS includes recommendations for wetland delineation on p. 28 of the Sustainable Trail
Guidelines. Because of the conceptual and park-wide scale of the Plan, no specific delineations were
conducted. Each trail project will undergo the delineation process if wetlands are within the proximity of
the proposed trail. Therefore, no jurisdictional determination correspondence from U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers was received as part of the FEIS.

Concern Statement: Best management practices are recommended for trails within proximity of water
resources.

Response: We have included additional recommendations for trails within proximity of water resources
in the FEIS Sustainable Trail Guidelines on p. 31. The Sustainable Trail Guidelines will set forth best

practices throughout the trail development process.

Diesel Emissions

Concern Statement: The Park is within counties or areas that are in non-attainment for Ambient Air
Quality. Recommendations are set forth to further reduce diesel emissions during construction or
removal of trails and other trail facilities.

Response: We have included these recommendations in the FEIS on p. 39 of the Sustainable Trail
Guidelines.

Concern Statement: Indicate whether recommended mitigation measures were included in the analysis.
Any migitation measures should be committed to in the ROD.

Response: Mitigation measures are set forth within the Sustainable Trail Guidelines, Appendix C of the

Plan and within Chapter 4, for each resource issue. The Record of Decision will include any mitigation
measures set forth in the Final EIS.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Feological Sarvices
425 Mosae Road, Suite 104
Crlumbis, Ohio 43230
(6147 416-8993 | FAX (614) 416-8994

July 17, 2012

Lynn Gatrity TAILS: 03E] 5000-3F 2-TA- 1400
Cuvahopa Valley MNational Park D3E] S000-301 2-CF A 0631
13610 Vaughn Road

Brecksville, OH 44141

Drear Me. Garrity:

This letler is in response (o the Cuyahoga Valley Mational Park Draft Comprehensive Trail
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Staternent (Plan), The purpose of the Plan is to guide
the expansion, redoration, management, operations, and use of the trail system for the next 13
yeurs. Cuyshoga Valley Mational Park (Park) is located between Cleveland and Akron in Cuyahoga
and Summit Counties, Ofrio and consists of over 33,000 acres of bottomland foresis, upland forests,
open areas, wellands, and riparian habitat along the Cuyvahoga River. Implementation of the Plan
will inelude restomtion of the existing trail network such as rehabilitation of trails, relocating or
realigning trails, or removal and closure of trails. It will also include construetion of new teails and
trail facilities such as parking lots, benches, and campsites,

The goals of the Fan include & trail network that minimizes impacts to park resources and can be
sustained for futwe generations. Sustainable trail guidelines will be established by the Mational Pack
Service and will be adopted under all proposed alternatives. Site planning and design of the trail are
impartant to avoicing impaets to natueal resources and the Service supports appropriate siting to
reduce impacts to wildlife and the habitats thev depend on.

The Plan includes five differcnt aliernatives, Altemnative 1 ig the no action alternative, Alternatives
2, 3 and 4 cach inelude an option A and an option B, Al alternatives with option A do not include
mountain bike use, All alternatives with option B do include mountain bike use. Altemative 5
includes componenis of all the aliernatives and mountain bike use and has been identified as the
preferred alternative,

There are no Federal wildlife refuges, wilderness areas, or Critleal Habitat within the vicinity of this
site.

Sustainakle trail gridelines will be established by the Netional Park Service. Site planning and
design of the trail are important to avoiding impacts to natural resourees. The Service supports the
use of neighborhoad connectors to encourge local residents to access the Park without the use of
an automobile,
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The Plan considers impacts to water resources including water quality wetlands, floodplains ard
riparian areas. The plan will include stream crossings as well as canoe launch areas along the
Cuyahoga River. The Service recommends that impacts to streams and wetlands he avoided, and
buffers surrounding these svstems be preserved, Streams and wetlands provide valuable habitat for
fish and wildlife resources, and the ilering capacity of wetlands helps to improve water gquality.
Buffers of native vegetation surrourding these systems are also important in preserving their
wildlife-habitat and water quality-eahancement propertics. The Park has established a minimum
bufter sround wetlands of at least 25 feet with greater buffers for higher quality wetlands,

Stream crossings will be located at riffle areas as these arcas arc relatively stable. The Plan
indicates that trails sited near wetlands or within floodplains may wtilize 2 boardwalk system. The
Service supports the use of boardwilks to avoid impacts to aquatic resources. We recommend that
eadmium chromium arsenate and creosote ireated lumber not be used for segments of boardwalk
structures that are in-contact with witer. The Sustainable Trail Guidelines indicate that elevated
erossings are preferred over culverts. The Service recommends that if eulverts are used they are
designed and placed to adeguately smulate the natural stream morphology and substrate. This will
help to maintain connectivity for orzanisms that use the streams to move between vital habitt

My pes,

The Plan includes the expansion of parking lols to accommodate areas of high visitor use,
Additional trails and parking lots oftea involve the addition of a significant ameunt of impervious
surfaces which can lead to increased runof. Increased runofl levels create higher temperatures in
receiving streams, greater downstream flooding and erosion, and reduce the recharge of aguifers.
The plan addressed concerns about the potential inctease in impervious surfaces. The Service
recnmmenids thar the use of asphalt be minimized as much as possible for both trails and parking
lots. The Service supparts the use of limestone gravel materiel as a trail surface instead of other
impervious surfaces such as asphalt.

Fumaff can be reduced through the 1se of permeahle pavement or by reducing the amount of
impervious surface by clustering development and decressing the area of parking lots, roads, and
sidewalks. Increased infiliration theough the reduction of ground disturbance, especially in forested
areas, will also reduce levels of runof. [ncreased detention time through the increased length of
conveyance will also reduce runoff flows, While the main objective should be to reduce runofT as
much as possible, protection and erhancement of riparian buffers cun mitigate some inypacts from
the rumofT that does accur, The Service recormmends that the project should fully address impacts e
stormrwater quantity and guality. The Plan indieates that the fomal amount of impervicus struclures
does not significantly affect the overall percentage of impervious surfaces of the Park’s tributary
watersheds. [n addition, the Sustainable Use Guidelines will minimize the disturbance of natural
HITES

The Plan identifies concems abou soil suitability amd slope gredient, The Plan indicates that the
visitor use carrying capacity will be established for each designeted treil. Seasonal closures can be
implemented to reduce impacts to park resources and minimize the risk of tread widening. We
recommend that any proposed projects use best construction techniques Lo minimize erosion,

The Plan addresses impacts to vegetation sueh as trampling, fragmentation, and proliferation of
exotic species. Prevention of non-native, invasive plant establishment is critical in maintaining
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quality habitats, The Plan sddresses the increased threat of invasive species due to the development
of trails in primitive areas. [t indicates that exotic plant management activities and habitat
resipration actions that are focused on disterbed aveas will have long-term heneficial impacts. The
restoration of trails through the consolidation of duplicate trail segments and the elimination of non-
designated or ‘social” trails will result in improved impacts to pative vegetation. The potential threat
of exolic aquaiic specics should also be considared. The Plan includes ten sites which are being
considered a5 paddle access sites. Paddle launch sites and riverside campsites have the poatential to
becoms introduction sites for aquoatic invasive species as equipment that may have been used in
other impacied streams could carry seeds or larvae of exotic species, These areas of access should
be considered high priovity areas for monitoring so that invazive species can be addressed before
they become well established.

The Plan considers impacts o wildlife throogh habitat fragmentation and disturbance by human
noise, The Horseshos Pond perimeter loop trail a1 Tree Farm Unit will be located around Horseshog
Pond. A trail directly along the entire perimeter of the pond would make wildlife using this resource
highty susceptible to human disturbance. The pond should not be completed enclosed by trails o
the trails should be located some distance from the pond so that aquatic wildlife is not continuously
disturhed by visitors on the wrail. The Sustainable Trail Guidelines indicate that tree clearing will he
minim'zed as much as possible and that native vegetation will be retained as much as pogsible, thus
limiting impacts to wildlife habitat

MIGEATORY BIRD COMMENTS:

The Park has heen designated at an Tmportant Bird Area and contains significant habitat for a
diversity of hird species. The Park contains many large blocks of comiguous forest hakitat, These
areas provide suitable habitat for a variety of forest interior nesting birds, Three trails are pear
known bard nesting areas, In addition, there are several great blue keron rookeries locoted within the
area. Previously the Service recommended estehlishing a buffer of 200 meters from Great Blue
Heron rookeries. This recommendation remains valid. The Colizeum Trail is sited along the
perimeter of the grassland to minimize impacts (o grassland birds nesting at the site.

The praject lies within the range of the bald esgle { Halizeetus feacocephalus). Bald eagles are
potected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act{16 U.5.C. T03-712; MBTA). and are afforded
additional legal protection under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 1L8.C, 668-668d,
BGEPA), BGEPA is the primary federal law protecting bald eagles and prohibits, among other
things, the killing and disturbance of eagles, "Disturh™ is defined by regulation (50 CFR 22.3) as,
™o #gizate or bother a hald or golden eagle to g degree that causes.. injury 1o an eagle, & decrease in
produdivity, or nest abandonment.” The Service recently issued a final rule that autherizes
issuance of cagle take permits, where the take 10 be authorized i3 associated with otherwise lawful
activities, Further information on eagle take permits and assessing your project's potential effect on
hald eagles can be found at: hitpd e, fvs govimidwest MidwesiBind/Eagle Permitaindex. himl,

A bald eagle nest iz located in the Pinery Marrows area of the Park, The plan indicates thal portions
of the Towpaih Trail are closed seasonally to avoid impacts (o this species. In order to avoid take of
hald eagles, we recommend that no tree clearing oceur within 660 feet of the nest or within the
wondlet supporting the nest tree, Further we request that work within 660 feet of the nest or within
the direct line-of-site of the nest be restricied from mid-JTanuary through July, This will prevent
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disturbance of the eagles from the egg-laying period uniil the young fledge, which encompasses
their moat vulnerable times, W ask that vou consull with thiz office il any tree removal is required
within the buffer args to confirm that the eagles have left the nest.

If these recommendations canned be implemented and take of bald eagles is likely, based on the best
information available, a bald eagle take permit for this project will be necessary. As noted earlier,
undler 50 CFR § 22.26, hald cagle teke penmits can be issued where the faking is associated with but
mot the purpose of an otherwise lawful activity and cannot practicably be avoided. Eagle take
periiits may require monitoring ( pre, during, and post constmction), avoidines and minimization to
the fullest extent practicable, as well as mitigation. If you would like to pursue this option or
diseuss it in more detail, please contact Matt Stuber, in the Service's East Lansing Field Office, at
517-351 -B469, or at Matthew _Stuberiifws.gov, Additional information on eaple ake permils is
also available at: hitpstfowan, fus. govimidwest M idwest Bird EaglePermits/index him].

ENDANGERED SPECIES COMMENTS:
The proposed project lies within the range of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), a Federally-listed
endangered species. Since first listed as endangered in 1967, their population has declined by nearly
60%, Several factors have contributed to the decline of the Indians bat, including the loss and
degradation of suitable hibernacula, hunan disturbance during hibemation, pesticides, and the loss
and depradation of forested habitar, partenlarly stands of large, mature trees. Pragmentation of
forest habitat may also contribute to declines, Swmmer habitat requiremants for the species are not
well defined but the following are considered important:

{17} desd or live trees and snags with peeling or exfoliating bark, split tree trunk andor
branches, or cavities, which may be used as matermity roost areas;

(2} live trees {such as shagbark hickosy and oaks) which have exfoliating bark;

(3} stream corridors, riparian areas, and upland woodlots which provide forage sites.

With the significant amount of forested habitat and the multitede of sireams and wetlands the Park
gppears to provide a significant amount of potential habitat for this species. The Indiana ban, along
with six other hat species, has been detected within the Park. At this time no hibernacula or
maternity roosts for the [ndiana bat have been identified. The Sustainable Trail Guidelines indicate
that all healthy trees with a DBH of 12 inches should remain, The Plan indicates that site-specific
evaluation will sccur for campsites, trails, water trail focilities, porking areas, and trail shelters, Due
to the lemgth of the proposed Flan and the lack of site specific information on tree cleating available
at this time, the Service recommends that coordination occur between the Mationel Park Service and
the LS. Fish and Wildlife Service on any projects that require tres clearing when site specific plans
are finalized. Mo tree removal should be scheduled during the summer roost season of April 1 to
September 30,

Pleaze be aware that thve northemn long-cared bat ¢Ayoris seprentrionalis) and the castern small-
footed bar (Myoris leibify have been petitioned for Tisting under the Endangered Species Act, These
gpecies may be proposed for listing within the next few years, Cnes such a proposal has been
published in the Federal Register, conferencing with the Service may be required under se¢lion 7 of
the ESA for projects that may affect these species. The status of the little brown bat (J iv
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Fuclfisgecs) is currently being reviewed by the Service, Both the northern long-eared bat and the little
brown bat have been documented within the Park.

The proposed project lies within the range of the Kirtlands warbler (Setophaga kirtlandii), a
tederally lsted endangered species. The Kirtland's warbler is a small blue-gray songhird with a
bright vellow breast. This species migrates through Ohio in the spring and fall, reveling between
its breeding grounds in Michigan, Wisconsin, and Ontario and its wintering grounds in the
Bahamas, While migration occurs in a broad front across the entire state, approximately half of all
ohservations in Ohio have occurved within 3 miles of the shore of Lake Ene. Duning migration,
individual birds usually forage in shrub/serub or forested habitat and may stay in one ares for 2 few
deys. Due te the project type, location, and onsite habitat, this project is not expected to result in
impacts 1o Kirtland"s wachler, Belative to this species, this precludes the need for additional
consultation al this ime.

The project lies within the range of the piping plover (Charadriug melodies), a federal by listed
endangered species. Due to the project type, location, and onsite habitat, this species would not be
expected witiin the project ares, and no impacts w this species are expected. Reletive to this
gpecies, this wecludes the need for further action on this project as required by the 1973
Endangered Species Act,

The proposed project Hes within the range of northern monkshood (Aconitum movehborocense), a
fiederally Hsted threatened species. The plant 18 found on eool, meist, talus stopes or shaded cliff
faces in wooded ravines. The Sustainzble Trail Guidelines require the svoidance and setbacks form
endanpered, -are, and special status plant species. The Plan indicetes that no appropriate habitat for
this species Fas been found.

This technics] assistance [etter is submitted in accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife
Cooedination Act (48 Sl 401, as emended; 16 U.5.C.661 ¢ seq ), the Endangered Species Actof
1973, as amended, and 15 consistent with the infent of the Nationel Environmental Folicy Act of
1969, amd the LLS. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Mitigation Policy,

If you have my questions regarding our responze or if vou need additional information, please
contact Jennifer Finfera at extension 13,

Sincesely,

.-'.' G __fl;l ‘.a

f'j?/ L TR f‘?‘“
Mary .PhD. '

Field Supervisor

ce: ODNE, DOW, SCEA Unit, Columbus, OH
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Concern Statement: The Service recommends that impacts to streams and wetlands be avoided and
buffers surrounding these systems be preserved. The Service recommends additional practices be
included within the Sustainable Trail Guidelines of the Trail Plan related to boardwalk systems and
culverts. (pg2, paragraphs 1 and 2)

Response: \We have established guidance to protect and minimize impacts to wetlands and streams
through the lifecycle of a trail. NPS has incorporated the USFWS recommendations for boardwalks and
culverts into the Sustainable Trail Guidelines (Appendix C; p 31).

Concern Statement: The Service recommends additional best management practices for parking lot
design and construction, and stormwater quantity and quality. (pg 2, paragraphs 3 and 4)

Response: The Sustainable Trail Guidelines set forth parking lot design best management practices and
will continue to identify design solutions to minimize any impervious surface expansion for parking
facilities within the Park. Additionally, NPS will identify and prioritize parking lot expansion based upon
park user patterns to limit overdevelopment of facilities where visitor use demands are not present, as
described on p.32 of the Sustainable Trail Guidelines.

Concern Statement: The Service recommends best construction techniques to minimize erosion. (pg 2,
paragraph 5)

Response: We identify minimizing erosion as a primary design goal of future trails and provide best
practices within the Sustainable Trail Guidelines.

Concern Statement: The potential threat of exotic aquatic species should be considered in relation to
the expansion of facilities for canoes and kayaks on the Cuyahoga River. (pg 3, paragraph 1)

Response: We have included development of best management practices and monitoring of exotic
aquatic species in the FEIS on p. 56 as part of the Park’s operating procedures for future river use.

Concern Statement: The Horseshoe Pond perimeter loop trail at the Tree Farm unit should consider the
disturbance of aquatic wildlife by visitors on the proposed trail. (pg 3, paragraph 2)

Response: We will consider existing and potential future aquatic wildlife in the final layout and design of
the Horseshoe Pond perimeter trail to minimize its impacts. The Trail is considered a low use trail during
the summer months and high use for cross-country skiing during the winter months. Visitor use will
continue to be monitored to address disturbance potential. NPS will utilize its Sustainable Trail
Guidelines to minimize clearing of native vegetation for the trail design.

Concern Statement: The Service recommends buffer distances for tree clearing for bald eagle habitat.
(Migratory Bird Comments)

Response: We currently have a policy for bald eagle protection during nesting based upon
recommendations set forth by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for non-motorized recreation and human
entry. Since the first bald eagle nest attempt within the Park in 2008, NPS has instituted an area closure
at a radius of 330 feet from the nest between approximately February 1 (at observation of mating/ egg-
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laying) and July 15 (post-fledging) annually. The Park will adhere to the Service’s recommended buffer
distances to the extent that land ownership permits. Tree clearing during nesting and fledgling periods
within the 330’ buffer area only occur under hazardous or emergency conditions pertaining to the active
railroad and Towpath Trail. These recommendations have been updated in the Sustainable Trail
Guidelines on p. 27.

Concern Statement: Consultation with USFWS for Indiana bat impacts for each trail project site during
implementation is recommended. (Endangered Species Comments)

Response: \We have revised the Sustainable Trail Guidelines (Appendix C p. 28) to include this
recommendation as part of the trail development process.

Ohio State Historic Preservation Office

The Draft Trail Plan and EIS were submitted to the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on
August 6, 2012. NPS received SHPO comments on November 21, 2012. A letter of concurrence of no
adverse effect pertaining to the guidance measures set forth within the Trail Management Plan and
guidance for future consultation between NPS and SHPO on all individual projects of this Plan during
implementation was received from SHPO on January 22, 2013. The SHPO’s comments and NPS
responses are included.
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November 8, 2012

Superintendent

Cuyahoga Valley National Park
Mational Park Service

ATTN: Paulette Cossel, Lynn Garrity
15610 Vaughn Road

Brecksville, OH 44141

Re; Trail Management Plan: Draft EIS (PEPC 27315
Cuyahoga and Summit Countlies, Ohio

Dear Paulette Cossel, Lynn Garrity,

This is in response to correspondence from your office recelved June 22, 2012 (documentation
made avallable on web site), and August 8, 2012 (hound, hard copy, of Plan with Assessment of
Actions Having An Effect On Cultural Resources form), regarding the above referenced project. The
comments of the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPOQ) are submitted In accordance with
provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (18 U.8.C. 470 [36 CFR
800Y).

Cuir comments present a critique of the EIS document as part of a formal review process. We
recommend reinfarcing the document to give more emphasis to planning principles, We recommend
a more direct prasentation of real world allernatives with less emphasls on the semewhat academic
distinctions between the someawhat abstract and thearetical alternatives, For instance, in our opinion
thera is too much emphasis on the number of miles of frails. It is almost as though the alternatives
ara quota based. Itis difficult for most readers to readily grasp the differences between the total
miles. We recommend incorporation of specific applications in describing the planning process.
And, we recommend basing analysis on empirical data.

| have hiked and blked on CUWA tralls, | have greatly enjoyed my experiences. There have been a
couple of days when it was cold, windy, and rainy, but | guess any such complaints should be
directed to a different federal agency. The tralls offer a range of experlences, destinations, and
opportunities. Adding to my faverable experiences, | found signage with interesting information.

The EIS documents present a trall management plan. We are not sure how conclusions were
reached. Forinstance, we are told that the implementation of the trail management plan will result in
negligible impacts, or na maore than minor impacts, to cultural resources. How much damage has
occurred In the past 10 years? How much damage s expected during the next 10 years under the
trail management plan? In sum, we are |eft with the impression that the conclusions are already set
and we don’l have a sense that information s logically analyzed to reach and support conclusions.
Clearly we see thal there are sections within the documents whera the analysis of information is
presented. We recommend that much more emphasis needs to be placed on generating information
specific to meaningful analysis.
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Paulette Cossel, Lynn Garity
MNovermnber 8, 2012
Page 2

The EIS Includes the CUWVA Sustainable Trail Management Guide. This guide contains valuable
information, The guide includes ferms to record situstions and conditions along trails. Although we
see the guide as a valuable and useful document, wa are not sure that we understand how the usa
of the guide will be integrated into planning and consultation.

Whe will try not to overwork the analogles for management plans, In one sense management plans
are like roadmaps in that they guide us from where wa are to where we are going along establishad
routes. The trail management plan seems to take pizces and parts from many different maps, Our
overall impression is that we aren't sure of the route. That is, as decision pointz are reachad it isn't
clear to us how the Mational Park Service will determine which route it is following. It isn't clear to us
how decisions will be made to prioritize frail expansion projects. For instance, how will the National
Fark Service balance increasing need for maintenance of a surface good for biking along the tow
path trail with the need for extending miles of upland hiking trails?

We do not undaerstand how the MNational Park Sarvice reached the conclusion that Alternative 5 is
the preferred alternative. In part this is because we are not sure we understand what Altemative §
is. We do not understand how Alternalive 5 is integrated into a single trail management plan.

In the analysis of the use of a place by people it can be useful to distinguish nodes from
connections. One of the consequences of adding more tralls will be the construction of more
trailheads with parking lots and facllitizs, However, when compared to Alternatives 3 and 3A, it
seems o us that although Alternatives 4 and 44 rescit in more access points that each of these
nedes will be smaller than the developmeant and expansion of mostly exlsting nodes urder
Aiternatives 3 and 34, It isn't clear to us if the cumulative impacts from more trail expansion and
more, but smaller, trailhead additions would be greatar than the cumulative impacts from the larger
scale developments af existing nodes with less added trails and increased emphasis on maintaining
axisting trails, We belleve that it is vitally important for the management plan to provide clear
direction in obtaining meaningful data and analysis fc allow informed decision making.

We believe that there are real world banefits in makirg distinctions amang different kinds of trails
within an integrated planning process. In planning ths appearance and design of trails and parking
lots, it's clear that they will be read by visitors as being "Park” If they follow a standard design
ansthelic, 15 it possible to clarify whather another accaptable design scheme can be established and
followed in the less natural settings of the park, in proximity fo above ground resources? The need
for consistent visual cues is understood, but the more natural areas of the park will not require the
same level of intensive hardscape as might ultimately be selected to reduce impacts that might
occur from more rustic amenities placed in proximity fo historic regources. In summary, we
recommend less emphasis on creating numbered alternatives and more emphasis on astablishing
the utilitarian basls for the preferred management plan,

Turning to considerations of cultural resources, we have questions about the goals of the trail
managemeant plan and about how the conclusions of negligible impacts were reached. There are
several distinctly different kinds of cultural resources and distinctly different kinds of archaeological
gites within the Park. There are some cultural resources that are already considersd destinations
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Paulette Cossel, Lynn Garity
MNovember 8, 2012
Page 3

and there are other kinds of cultural resourcas that we seek to protect, However, the sole criterion
for analysis seems to be whether the property is already lisled in the National Register of Historic
Flaces. The trail management plan provides for a comprehensive review of new frails but it doesn't
tell us how decigions about the starting and ending points end the route will be decided. The plan
geems to presume that all trails will always avoid important archaeological sites. We agree that a
good deal of weight should be given to avoiding effects at important archaeological sites. But thers
are important archaeological sites that should be shown to the public. How will the National Park
Service make decisions about which cultural resources are destinations, which cultural resources
should be accessible along paths, and which cultural resources should be avoided?

Ag one example, we are concerned that some of the known projects (like the trail at Virginia Kendall
SP Histaric District) rely heawily on Mational Register data ragarding the status of individual
landscape elements (like the "social trail"). Transportation networks are typically incrementally
designed and constructed as specific local resources are accessed or as human activities occur that
are related to certain features of a site. Is it the expectation that trails currenily used, but deemed
unnecassary to the park's visitors, will afl be of medern origin and not be related to previous
occupational patterns of use? Many NR nominations do not provide a sufficient level of analysis to
support that assumption, In our opinion the process of selacting individual future trail sagments
needs to have a deliberative step that assesses the likely age and significance of existing pathways,
before they are selected for elimination or replacement.

Planning should be based on real time data. What is the current status? How many different kinds
of situations requiring trail maintenance have been reported in the past 10 years? Does the Park
systematically and systemically record thase kinds of situations? What difference does the Park
expect aver the next 10 years with the implementation of the trail management plan? Will there be
fewer situations? Will situations be more rapidly recognized and thus more quickly contained?

It ism't clear to us how the trail managemaent plan will assess effectivensass, use, and condition. The
Sustainability guide includes a form for reporting trall conditons. This is a good first step but doesn't
provide clear responsibility for analyzing this information.  Itwould be helpful to establish
standardized measurements so that the assessment of effectiveness is more transparent. It would
be halpful to separate analysis of effects by different kinds of trails and different kinds of effects. For
instance, erosion along the tow path trail should be evaluated differently from erosion along an
upland hiking trail or along an upland mountain bike frail. Erosion along the tow path trail affects a
cultural resource, but it would seem to us that it would take a great deal more erosion along the tow
path trail to result in an adverse effect to a cultural resource than erosion in an upland setiing near
an impertant archagological site.

Itisn't clear to us how the plan will connect with the requirements for conducting and completing
consultation for undertakings. The Advisory Council emphasizes the need for early consultation, but
consultation early in project development needs to involve discussions that broadly consider
preservation concerns and are not narrowly restricted to the presentation of findings of eligibility and
effact, These findings will come near the end of the consultation process.
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Too often, National Park Service consultation is too narrowly restricted to a blanket finding of ‘no
adversa effect.” Making a "no adverse effect” finding with no clear conditions listed for coordination
with OHPO and other consulting parties, éven in the event that historic properties ars known to be
present and will be affected by trail development, is too often out of step with Advisory Councll
guidance and too often not helpful, From the standpoint of ‘oliowing the standard 106 consultation
process, which is described in the Plan, concurrence is faciitated when a NAE finding Is conditioned
with a clear statement specifying exactly how coardination necessary to fulfilling the condition would
oEEUr,

Also we too often find that the timing of coordination during consultation is at odds with the overall
objectives of the planning process we see as necessary for frail development and management, For
instance, while MAC is avallable to assist with any necessary surveys, that practice of calling on
MAC has already been problematic in regards fo the timing of the submission of their research data
with the concomitant submission of individual projects to OHPO for review. Reports come after
consuliation is already assumed fo have concluded. From our perspective, it would seem practical
that a sel planning process be followed allowing possible trail segments for a particular area to be
systematically studied by MAC, then that data be made available to CUVA and OHPO early enough
that it is clearly supparlive of their apparant intent to praciica avoidancs, If the intent is te reach
concurrence on avoidance prior to creating a commitment to a specific trail segment, then CUVA
needs to befter link the Plan with the consultation process, At this fime we can'f tell what they're

gaing to do.

Finally, regarding the Assessment Of Actions Having An Efiect On Cultural Resources form attached
to the August 8, 2012, correspondence, especially under Part 5, we do not understand the basis for
checking yes or no for several of the fields. For instance, in the ninth field "Begin or contribute to
deterigration of historic features, terrain, getting, landscape elements, or archaaclogical or
ethnographic resources, in our view this should be checked as "ves” rather than "no" and needs to
be consistent with other fields. Moreover, It is simply not possible to determine that no deterioration
of historic features will begin or be exacerbated from the trall planning activities. That's just not a
supported conclusion, given the types of resources that are already present within the environment
that are proximal to existing trails, as well as the fact that new trails will be locatad in proximity to
known historic properties and districts.

Parnaps wa are reading too much into this. But, from our parspective it well illustrates a
fundamental discord. Section 108 consultation procedures are founded on an assessment of effect.
When planning for changes in proximity to cuftural resources we recommend that early coordination
and planning documents should at least convey a noted concem for the protection of significant
cultural resources and leaving open the possibility of adverse effects. Throughout the Plan we find
explicit assertions that trail planning and trail management cannoi consider adverse effects, Thus i
becomes impossible for the National Park Service to complete an analysis that it Is required by its
own policies to complete. We recommend revising the Plan to establish standards for planning,
acquisition of data, analysis, and consultation, and to logicaly keep open the possibility that trail
management can result in adverse effects.
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Any guestions conceming this matter should be addressed to David Snyder at (514) 288-2000,
hetween the hours of 8 am. to § pm. Thank you for your cooperation,
Sincerely,

Duil Ao

David Snyder, Ph.D., RPA, Archaeology Reviews Manager
Resource Protection and Review

[DMSds (OHFO Serlal Mumber 1044818, 1045478)
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Cuyahoga Valley National Park
15610 Vaughn Road
Brecksville, Ohio 44141-3097

IN REPLY REFER TO:

H4217
January 16, 2013

Mark J. Epstein

Resource Protection and Review
Ohio Historic Preservation Office
800 East 17" Avenue
Columbus, Ohio 43211-2474

Project Name: Trail Management Plan [PEPC 27315]
OHPO Serial Number 1044818, 1045478

Dear Mr. Epstein:

This is in response to correspondence from your office dated November 8, 2012 regarding
Cuyahoga Valley National Park's draft Trail Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft EIS) received by your office on August 8, 2012. The intent of this plan is to guide the
expansion, restoration, management, operations, and use of the trail system and the associated
amenities over the next 15 years. The Draft EIS is a lengthy and complex planning document and
we truly appreciate the time and effort of your staff to review this submittal. We have synthesized
the comments received and have provided a response to each concern.

As this document is a conceptual plan, it is understood that as individual elements are designed
NHPA Section 106 will be completed for each undertaking which has the potential to impact
resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. This includes
formal consultation with OHPO — Standard 36 CFR PART 800 — when appropriate. The goal of the
National Park Service is to implement this plan in a manner which will have no adverse effects on
cultural resources. While we acknowledge, as with every project, that there may be unforeseen
developments which could result in an adverse action, this definitely is not the intent. If this were to
happen the appropriate official process would be followed. If implemented as planned, however, we
find that the proposal will have no adverse effect on cultural resources. If you concur with this
determination please sign below and return a copy of this document to my office.

Thank you for your office’s comprehensive review of our planning document. As always your
knowledge and insight is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Paulette Cossel

Historical Architect

If implemented as planned, | concur with the finding of no adverse effect.

7 - [ 213

" Mark Epsteif, Re;b’urce Protection and Review Department Head Date
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Ohio State Historic Preservation Office

SHPO Comment: In our opinion, there is too much emphasis on the number of trails. It is almost as
though the alternatives are quota based. We recommend incorporation of specific applications in
describing the planning process.

Response: The alternatives are not quota based. The alternatives were developed to explore the impacts
at varying levels of trail development and location of trails. We found that the through the impact
analysis process that when trail miles of any alternative exceeded 135 miles within the Park, there were
unacceptally higher adverse impacts. The methodology for the planning process and determination of
trails included in the Alternatives is described in Chapter 2, 2.1, Development of Alternatives
(Methodology).

SHPO Comment: We are told that the implementation of the trail management plan will result in
negligible impacts, or no more than minor impacts to cultural resources. How much damage has
occurred in the past 10 years? How much damage is expected during the next 10 years under the trail
management plan? How is information logically analyzed to reach and support conclusions.

Response: NPS evaluated existing trails and their use through past condition assessments, information
from park staff and level of use collected through trail and parking use count data. NPS conducted
research on best practices for sustainable trails to minimize impacts in the future. As part of the Trail
Management Plan Sustainable Trail Guidelines, NPS recommends the use of future condition
assessments and carrying capacity evaluations in establishing evaluation and monitoring methods to
identify thresholds for changes, adverse or beneficial, that may occur.

SHPO Comment: How will the use of the Sustainable Trails Guidelines be integrated into planning and
consultation?

Response: The utilization of the Sustainable Trail Guidelines for planning and consultation are described
in the Plan, 2.4.1, Sustainable Trail Guidelines and within Appendix C. The Guidelines are intended to be
incorporated as the Park’s Standard Operating Procedures for trail management.

SHPO Comment: How will the National Park Service decisions be made to prioritize trail expansion
projects and also balance the increasing need for maintenance of the various types of trails?

Response: The Plan outlines the development of tasks for implementation in section 2.2.9,
Implementation. A Trail Implementation Committee that include all divisions of the Park will work
together to identify and prioritize projects and their balance with ongoing maintenance.

SHPO Comment: How was the conclusion that Alternative 5 is the preferred alternative? How is
Alternative 5 integrated into a single trail management plan?

Response: The methodology for the development of Alternative 5 is included in section 2.5.8,
Alternative 5 within the FEIS. Alternative 5 is integrated with Actions Common to All Alternatives and
Actions Common to All Action Alternatives described in Chapter 2 to establish a Trail Management Plan
for the Park to implement.
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SHPO Comment: It is not clear if the cumulative impacts are greater from more trail expansion and
more, but smaller, trailhead additions or from the larger scale developments at existing nodes with less
added trails and increased emphasis on maintaining existing trails.

Response: The cumulative impacts are dependent on a variety of variables including location, proximity
to sensitive resources, level of use and trail development levels including both trail miles and trail
facilities.

SHPO Comment: It is recommended that less emphasis on creating numbered alternatives and more
emphasis on establishing a utilitarian basis for the preferred management plan occurs, regarding the
appearance and design of trails and parking areas depending on their setting within the park. The need
for more visual cues is understood, but the more natural areas of the park will not require the same
level of intensive hardscape as might ultimately be selected to reduce impact that might occur from
more rustic amenities placed in proximity to historic resources.

Response: As a result of the findings of public scoping and goals established for the Plan, the
Alternatives were developed. Specific placement and any particular trail features or trail facility will be
determined during project specific planning and design, of which its physical setting will be considered
in its placement and design.

SHPO Comment: How will the National Park Service make decisions about which cultural resources are
destinations, which cultural resources should be accessible along paths, and which cultural resources
should be avoided?

Response: The Sustainable Trail Guidelines include procedures for cultural resource assessment in
section 3.1.3 of Appendix C, Sustainable Trail Guidelines, during all phases of the trail planning and
design process to determine a trail’s relationship to a cultural resource and the associated local
conditions.

SHPO Comment: The process of selecting individual future trail segments needs to have a deliberate
step that assesses the likely age and significance of existing pathways before they are selected for
elimination or replacement.

Response: Section 3.1.3 Cultural Resources of the Sustainable Trail Guidelines, Appendix C will adhere to
the evaluation of the trails identified for restoration within the Preferred Alternative and their
associated cultural resources significance.

SHPO Comment: It would be helpful to establish standardized measurements so that the assessment of
effectiveness is more transparent. It would be helpful to separate analysis of effects by different kinds of
trails and different kinds of effects.

Response: The recommendations set forth within the Sustainable Trail Guidelines, Appendix C include
the development and application of standardized measurements including condition assessments
(Appendices J & K) and carrying capacity guidance measures (Appendix H). Additionally, Appendix G of
the Sustainable Trail Guidelines outline a Trail Condition Management System to set forth guidance on
park decision-making regarding trail management within the Park based upon the effects of each
individual trail’s setting and level of use.
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SHPO Comment: Concurrence is facilitated when a No Adverse Effect finding is conditioned with a clear
statement specifying exactly how coordination necessary to fulfilling the condition would occur.

Response: The Trail Management Plan outlines the actions common to all proposed actions for
coordination to achieve no adverse effects in section 4.6.4.1, Impacts Common to All Alternatives. In
addition, the Sustainable Trail Guidelines, Appendix C, provide procedures to meet these conditions for
each trail project (3.1.3, Cultural Resources). The NPS has completed further consultation and
concurrencewith SHPO on how coordination and consultation will occur. The correspondence is
provided within this section on page 307.

SHPO Comment: It would seem practical that a set planning process be followed allowing possible trail
segments for a particular area to be systemically studied by the Midwest Archeological Center. The Park
needs to better link the Plan with the consultation process. It is unclear to SHPO on the consultation
process.

Response: The consultation for cultural resources is outlined in section 3.1.3, Cultural Resources within
the Sustainable Trail Guidelines, Appendix C. Furthermore, compliance consultation is described in
Section 4.6.4.1, Impacts Common to All Alternatives for cultural resources.

SHPO Comment: The Form attached to the August 6, 2012 correspondence “Assessment of Actions
Having an Effect on Cultural Resources” is recommended to check “no” for the ninth field “begin or
contribute to deterioration of historic features, terrain, setting, landscape elements, or archeological or
ethnographic resources. It is simply not possible to determine that no deterioration of historic features
will be or be exacerbated from the trail planning activities, given the types of resources present within
the environment that are proximal to existing trails, as well as the fact that new trails will be located in
proximity to known historic properties and districts.

Response: The analysis conducted for the Trail Management Plan and described in Section 4.6, Cultural
Resources identifies the proximity of cultural resources to existing and proposed trails in the Preferred
Alternative. With this general information and through trail specific planning, cultural resource
evaluation and design, and the steps set forth within the Sustainable Trail Guidelines, Appendix C, the
proposed actions will not contribute to the deterioration of historic features, terrain, setting, landscape
elements, or archeological or ethnographic resources.

SHPO Comment: When planning for changes in proximity to cultural resources we recommend that
early coordination and planning documents should at least convey a noted concern for the protection of
significant cultural resources and leave open the possibility of adverse effects.

Response: Chapter 4, section 4.6 outlines the conditions and compliance actions that will be
implemented under the actions of the Trail Management Plan. A review of cultural resources and their
proximity and potential effects from proposed actions under the preferred alternative were analyzed
and described in this section of the Plan to provide a basis for further review and study for each trail
project. As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.6 and under the overall goals (1.1.3 Goals and Objectives) of
the Plan, to minimize impacts on the Park’s cultural resources will occur in all actions set forth in the
Preferred Alternative of the Trail Management Plan/FEIS.
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Ohio Department of Transportation
Email correspondence received 7/26/2012
Heather Bowden, Bike and Pedestrian Planner

Concern Statement: The Trail Plan should consider the current legislation for transportation
enhancements funding, MAP 21, regarding bike lane improvements and federal land ownership. MAP 21
may set restrictions and use of funds if roadways are under federal jurisdiction.

Response: None of the roads recommended for bike lane improvements are under federal jurisdiction.
Each bike lane project will be evaluated, in full cooperation with local jurisdictions, in regard to any
new federal legislation, policy or law prior to implementation. NPS has included a statement on p.69
identifying evaluation of federal transportation legislation.

Concern Statement: The new 2012 AASHTO (American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials) Guidance for Development of Bike Facilities may assist to determine the bike facility that is
appropriate for road conditions.

Response: The Plan, on page 69 identifies the utilization of AASHTO guidance, when working with local

jurisdictions and the proposed multi-use connectors recommended in the preferred alternative of the
Trail Plan. The Plan has included the reference of the 2012 Edition of the AASHTO guidance on p. 69.
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Angust 10, 2012
Superintendent
Cuyahoga Valley Mational Park
15610 Vaughn Roed
Breckswille, Ohio 44141
Afn:  Lynn Garrity
Re:  Cuyahogs Valley National Park DRAFT Trail Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement 2072,
Dear Ms. Garmity:
The Summit County Engineer’s office appreciates the opportunity o review the Cuyahoga
Valley Wational Park DRAFT Trall Management Plan and Povironmental Impact Statement
2012, We do not feel that it is proper for our office to recommend which of the eight alternatives
should be implemented.
We do wang to notg that our office is pursuing a long-term goal of providing a more wser-friendly
environmeni for “pedestrians and cyvelisis along the Summit County maintained roadway
facilities. To that end in recent years, we have added paved shoulders to Kemndal Park Road, and
portions of Everett Road and Akron Peninsula Road. We will continee to provide paved
shoulders with consiruction we start scon on 8 second section of Akron Peninsula Road and &
portion of Riverview Road south of the Village of Peninsula, Additional sections of Riverview
Road are on the five-vear plan to receive paved shoulders,
Owur office continues in our desire to cooperate with the CVINP to further define fishuee teail
access points and to provide a proper degree of highway user access to reach these destinations.
If there are any questions regarding this matter, please contact our office,
Sincerel
Alan Bryhaker, P.EL..T‘E.\
Summis County Engineer
ce: file
538 E, Sowth Sraet # Akvon, hio 443107843 # Tel: 330-543-2550 & Fag: 1N-762-7420
Website: wWiww.Swmimil BEr el
e W WL ALl bengn el
CVNP Trail Management Plan & Environmental Impact Statement, FINAL 312



NPS RESPONSE TO SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS

General: The term mountain bike in the Draft EIS was changed to off-road single-track bicycle use to be
consistent with the Code of Federal regulations (36 CFR Part 4) on bicycle use within the National Park
Service.

Purpose and Need: Park Purpose and Significance

Concern Statement: Public Law 93-555 cited in the Plan as the “legislative mandate” governing
recreational use in Cuyahoga Valley National Park, is an unwise basis for the Plan. Part of the update to
trail use in 2012 should be the recognition that Cuyahoga Valley is now a national park. Natural and
scenic values should now be given the highest priority, with “maintenance of recreational open space”
relegated to a much lower management activity.

Response: The changing of the park designation to a “National Park” did not change the underlying
mission of this park unit, which is built on the 1974 law creating the unit. The Trail Plan’s preferred
alternative meets the purpose of the Park as established by its founding legislation as discussed on p. 31
of the FEIS. Impacts to park resources and their values were taken into account for all proposed actions
and included in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, of the FEIS, as required under NEPA.

Concern Statement: Land should be saved for its original purpose.

Response: We believe the Trail Plan’s Preferred Alternative meets the purpose of the Park as established
by its founding legislation as discussed on p. 30 of the FEIS.

Concern Statement: The sharing of trails between equestrian users and hikers as a result of the removal
of duplicate trails is in conflict with Goal 4 of the Trail Plan.

Response: The trails that are proposed for consolidation are low use, primitive trails with minimal user
conflict risks that, when combined would provide a more effective and sustainable trail system by
reducing the miles of primitive trail for management and maintenance, therefore meeting Goal 4. The
Plan has been updated on p.52 to reflect that proposed duplicate trail removals are priority target areas
for field evaluation to determine whether maintaining the specified trails will have no adverse impact to
Park resources.

Concern Statement: The utilization of trails for mountain bike use on hiking trails appears to be in
conflict of the objectives of Goals 1, 2 and 3 of the Trail Plan.

Response: After our environmental impact analysis, we believe that off-road bike trails do not provide
any more impact on park resources than existing trail uses and in some cases fewer impacts. The park
considered visitor use conflict, congestion and current and future visitor use patterns to determine a
trail system for off-road bicycle use to meet the Trail Plan Goal 1 of providing experience for a variety of
trail users. The proposed location also meets Goals 2 and 3 of the Trail Plan by providing the entire
proposed trail system in the appropriate locations, without diminishing the park significance and
utilizing the Sustainable Design Guidelines to minimize the trail network’s footprint of all trail uses,
which includes the proposed off-road bike trails.
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Concern Statement: Park operations needed to provide law enforcement and safe environments for trail
use with the addition of mountain bike use is in conflict with Goals, 3 and 4 of the Trail Plan.

Response: The proposed location of the off-road bike trail in the preferred alternative is located in a
new area with the utilization of the Bike & Hike trail as its primary access point. The proposed location
and its nearby trail uses currently have low visitor use and will have vehicular access to the area for park
operations. The proposed location and the utilization and expansion of volunteer trail patrol user groups
will limit its contribution to Park operations needs and therefore not in conflict with Goals 3 and 4 of the
Trail Plan.

Concern Statement: It is unclear how the park determined that it did not need to increase equestrian
trail miles within the Park.

Response: This determination is outlined on p. 80 of the FEIS, Section 2.5.9. Given current use,
limitations of land ownership and resource conditions, and current, planned or projected regional trail
systems available to these user groups, significant expansions were not included in the final alternatives.
This conclusion was developed as a result of the public scoping process and through the consensus of
the Interdisciplinary Team for the Plan, including the Park’s regional partners, Cleveland Metroparks and
Metro Parks, Serving Summit County.

Affected Environment
Visitor Experience

Concern Statement: In the Plan, Table 23. Special Use Permits, does not reflect the equestrian events
that hold a Special Use Permit.

Response: The Plan identifies the seven Equestrian events held in 2010 on p. 136. We have revised the
FEIS to also include this information on p.128 associated with Trail Special Use Permits of the FEIS.

Concern Statement: The trail counts for equestrian trail use do not reflect actual use due to the counting
locations, seasons and times of day.

Response: The purpose of our trail counts was to provide a snapshot of trail use during peak visitor use
of the Park based upon 2010 monthly visitor data collected by NPS. We recognize seasonal use may
differ, especially with no data collected for cross-country ski users. The Valley Bridle Trail counters were
electronic infra-red counters that collected data 24-hrs for the counting period, hence the data
collection period is much larger than the manual counts conducted which were limited to 2-hour periods
on designated days of the week. The electronic counters were an additional data set that was not
utilized for other trail uses, hence more data was collected for equestrian trails than for other uses
during the counting periods. The Park will continue to monitor use on a wide variety of trails through a
variety of counting methodologies and seasons to gauge trail use within the Park.
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Concern Statement: The inclusion or exclusion of equestrians in the 2005 Visitor Use Study on p. 136
should be identified in the Plan.

Response: The 2005 Visitor Use Study was a survey at particular trail locations within the Park that had
some locations where equestrian access occurs (Station Road, Boston Mills Parking Lot, Hunt Farm) but
limited. NPS has included a statement to clarify equestrian inclusion in the Visitor Use Study on p.134 of
the FEIS.

Concern Statement: Description of available equestrian trails within State Parks without similar
information for all trail use types (hiking, cross-country skiing, mountain biking, multi-use) is
discriminatory.

Response: We do not believe that collecting more information on specific topics is discriminatory.
Since equestrians requested additional miles of trail for their use during public scoping but equestrian
use is observably lower than hiking/walking, bicycling and running uses (Table 37, p.138), additional
information was collected on available trails in Ohio’s State Parks and the regional park systems within
20 miles of the Park to provide a regional context to these requests. We also provide the same analysis
of trail miles within State Parks for mountain bike use on p. 139 of the Plan to evaluate similar requests
for new trail mileage and to characterize the regional context.

Common to All Alternatives

Concern Statement: The bridges on the Old Carriage Trail should be replaced and should be a high
priority for the Park.

Response: The Park identifies the restoration of the Old Carriage Trail for visitor use within the Trail Plan
and a park priority for FY2013. The Park continues to seek funding for the design, engineering and
construction work required for this restoration.

Concern Statement: Updates to the public should be more often than five years as stated in the Draft
Plan.

Response: We have included a statement on p.51 to include park review to consider additional interim
updates to the Public on the progress of the Trail Plan implementation. The format and frequency of
those interim updates will be determined as part of the implementation strategy of the Trail Plan.

Concern Statement: The layout of individual trails is unclear and may have issues pertaining to local
conditions.

Response: The alignment of trails proposed in the Trail Plan are conceptual and provides only a general
location for them as described on p. 64 of the Plan. The Plan identifies general park resources within 50’
of the proposed trail. The Sustainable Trail Guidelines set forth procedures we will follow to ensure the
best design is brought forward, adverse impacts to park resources are minimized, and trail user group
expertise is involved where necessary.
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Concern Statement: What will happen if funding to implement the Trail Plan is not available?
Response: The Trail Plan is intended to set a vision for implementation for the next 15 years.
Implementation will be conducted as funding becomes available and projects are prioritized. This Plan
will require us to seek a new approach for funding than traditional NPS base and capital budgets. The

creation of a portfolio of funding sources is necessary to accomplish the recommendations set forth in
the Trail Plan and will be part of the Implementation Strategy identified on p. 50 of the Plan.

Common to All Action Alternatives
Concern Statement: Do not allow street motor bikes into the park system.

Response: Street motor bikes are not permitted on current or proposed park trails. We indicate this on
p.80 of the FEIS. Off-road bike trails are proposed for non-motorized bicycles.

Sustainable Trail Guidelines

Concern Statement: The public and trail user groups should be included in the trail development
process as many have trail use expertise that would be valuable to trail implementation.

Response: We have included a statement regarding public and trail user groups in the FEIS on p. 7 of the
Sustainable Trail Guidelines and on p. 50 of the FEIS under Implementation.

Concern Statement: Definitions and concepts used in the Sustainable Trail Guidelines should be
included.

Response: We have included definitions as part of the Sustainable Trail Guidelines within the FEIS.

Concern Statement: Mountain bike trails in current trail-less areas should adhere to the Sustainable Trail
Guidelines, given the unknown severity of their impacts.

Response: The Sustainable Trail Guidelines will apply to all trails and trail uses with the understanding
that best management practices may differ for each trail use, level of trail use activity and specific
location attributes. Impacts of off-road, single-tract bike use on park resources were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

Concern Statement: The Sustainable Trail Guidelines should include an established schedule for
Guideline updates, a review of additional compliance prior to construction, visitor use evaluations, and
an outlined protocol for taking action on user issues and conflicts.

Response: We have included additional statements in the Sustainable Trail Guidelines, under General
Site Assessment (p. 7), regarding additional compliance needs. Monitoring visitor use will be part of the
development of User Carrying Capacity guidance set forth in Appendix H of the Guidelines. We have
also included a statement in the Trail Guidelines on p. 5 providing for a review of the utilization of the
Trail Guidelines within five years and to determine the need for updates and future schedule for updates
as deemed necessary.
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Concern Statement: \Water Trails are not represented in the Sustainable Trail Guidelines to the degree
necessary to guide water trail design and use within the Park.

Response: We have included a statement on p. 12 of the FEIS Sustainable Trail Guidelines to identify the
need for further expansion of sustainable design practices for water trails and have provided references

to current available resources. We have updated Appendix B of the Guidelines to include Water Trails as
a designated trail type.

Concern Statement: Avoiding bank hardening of river and riparian areas during Trail Plan
implementation is not specifically addressed within the Sustainable Trail Guidelines.

Response: The Programmatic Riverbank Management Environmental Assessment addresses riverbank
erosion which threatens historic and cultural resources including the Valley Railway, Towpath Trail and
archeology sites. It defines techniques which limit hydromodification to the greatest extent possible
through the use of natural materials, vegetation and the minimization of hardening. It also provides for
the relocation of sections of the Towpath Trail if feasible. While some downstream erosion can be
expected from hardening, the park’s projects focus on incorporating bank “roughness” into the design
with the inclusion vegetation and in-stream features which slow the flows and captures debris and
sediments. The Park does not undertake bank hardening projects to protect infrastructure which are
not historically or culturally significant resources such as trails or roads. Other entities such as utilities or
road authorities do construct such projects and we actively work with them to encourage design similar
to those used by the National Park Service. We have included a statement in the FEIS Sustainable Trail
Guidelines in section 3.1.2 Natural Resources, p. 27 that trail planning will include utilization of the
Park’s Streambank Stabilization Plan guidance as part of the design and construction process.

Concern Statement: Clarification is requested regarding reference to Carrying Capacity Guidance,
regarding its application for implementation.

Response: NPS has included additional statements on p. 49 of the FEIS regarding reference to carrying
capacity guidance and its application during implementation of the Trail Plan.

Concern Statement: Past policies regarding trail sustainability have been that if a trail is in existence and
crosses a stream, it stays. Trails identified for removal or restoration in these cases should remain and
not subject to the CVNP Sustainable Trail Guidelines or riparian rules. It has been utilized for almost 20
years without damage to the landscape from the usage.

Response: The goal of the Sustainable Trail Guidelines and the Trail Plan is to provide an update to how
to best sustain the trails within the Park. Trail design, construction techniques and trail use has evolved
since the last Trail Plan. NPS will utilize the Sustainable Trail Guidelines on all trails within NPS lands and
will work with both Metroparks on partner lands within the CVNP boundary to determine best design
practices for individual trail conditions. NPS will utilize field evaluations to determine the best
management approach to ensure adverse impacts are minimized or do not occur.
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Concern Statement: Equestrian facility design measures such as mounting blocks and water access need
to be considered in the design of equestrian trails within the Park.

Response: We have added a statement in the Sustainable Trail Guidelines, p. 16 of the FEIS regarding
additional facility design measures for equestrian trails.

Restoration
Concern Statement: Clarification of definitions for social trails and duplicate trails is requested
Response: We have clarified and added definitions for these terms within the Glossary 5.5.3 of the FEIS.

Concern Statement: The removal of duplicate parallel and/or social trails should be reconsidered. The
proposed trail removals will affect visitor experience of hikers and equestrian users causing potential for
increased conflict between trail user groups. Trails are in good condition or best management practices
can be applied to improve them.

Response: The Trail Plan process included general evaluation of existing trails and their conditions
related to sensitive park resources and the best management practices proposed in the Trail Plan’s
Sustainable Trail Guidelines. These conditions included proximity to known rare plant species, wetlands,
and slopes greater than 15%. Additionally, trails that currently possess low trail use that when combined
would assist in meeting the Trail Plan goal of the trail network minimizing impacts on park resources
were considered.

We have added a statement on p. 52 of the FEIS that the areas identified for restoration, including the
proposed trail removals, are priority areas for field evaluation. The field evaluation will follow the
Sustainable Trail Guideline procedures to assess the condition of the trail and its future use. If the field
evaluations identify that these trails (if allowed to remain), will contribute no new impacts to the trail
system, then the NPS can consider foregoing closures or reroutes.

Concern Statement: The removal of trails, particularly on the Buckeye Trail and Perkins/Riding Run Trail
system, will diminish visitor experiences and some areas identified may have alternative design
approaches to examine prior to removal.

Response: A goal for the Trail Plan is to create a trail system that can be sustainable for future
generations. As part of the Trail Planning evaluation process, trails were identified where landscape
scale conditions exist that do not meet this goal of the Trail Plan. Conditions include slopes greater than
15%, wetlands, floodplains, and sensitive and rare plant species. Additionally, areas where parallel trails
exist and low visitor use were identified for restoration or evaluation for removal to meet the goals of
the Trail Plan. The Plan has been updated on p.52 that identified restoration areas as priority target
areas for field evaluation to determine whether maintaining or realignment of the specified trails will
have no new adverse impact to Park resources. The park will utilize the Sustainable Trail Guidelines to
fully evaluate conditions and determination of trail restoration management actions.
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Trail Facilities — Camping

Concern Statement: Some proposed camp sites and parking lots could impose “unacceptable impacts”
on park resources, as defined by NPS Management Policies (2006).

Response: Our impact analysis does not find campsites to have unacceptable impacts to park resources.
Generally, the analysis finds some minimal impact possible on vegetation and soils due to increased
trampling in remote areas of the Park. The campsites will be implemented incrementally, utilizing
sustainable best design practices, to further determine visitor use patterns and any management actions
necessary to avoid or mitigate unacceptable impacts on park resources from proposed campsites.

Concern Statement: More equestrian campsites should be evaluated and include consideration of the
proposed Old Orchard site.

Response: The Trail Plan focuses on hike-in, paddle-in, bike-in or ride-in campsites, where motorized
vehicles are not permitted. Equestrian camping requiring additional facilities that may include parking
and use of motor vehicles for overnight use (e.g., full service campgrounds) is beyond the scope of this
document. We may further evaluate other camping needs in a separate comprehensive planning
document.

Concern Statement: Multiple comments were received regarding the level of development of campsites.
Some comments discussed more developed campsites with less primitive conditions including water and
sewer and others discussed campsites with limited development to retain the “serene” setting of the
Park.

Response: The campsites proposed are primitive with no facilities associated with them. Our intention
was to retain a more “remote” visitor experience and limit development. Other primitive campsites with
some added facilities (toilets and water) are available at Stanford House and are proposed for expansion
in the Boston Mills Area Conceptual Development Plan and Environmental Assessment.

Concern Statement: Operations procedures and conditions for campsites including fires, registration
and fees, and human waste management are not characterized in the EIS.

Response: Prescriptive guidance for campsite operations will be developed as described under
Guidelines for Campsites, General Campsite Regulations, on pp. 58-59 of the FEIS as part of the
implementation of the Trail Plan. Guidance for use of fire pits, fees and human waste management are
identified within the Plan to be included in those operating procedures

Concern Statement: Location of campsites should accommodate access for new trail use of mountain
bike.

Response: Three of the proposed campsites (Buckeye-Dugway, Towpath-Red Lock, Towpath-Frazee) will
be accessible by bicycle via the new proposed off-road bike trail and the Towpath Trail.
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Trail Facilities - Paddle Launch Sites

Concern Statement: Siting of the Ira Paddle Launch Site did not consider the physical and socioeconomic
impacts to the fullest extent, including increased noise by river use to adjacent neighborhoods,
proximity to potential prime agricultural lands and access to existing park facilities.

Response: The Ira paddle site was selected due to its location and access to the river and evaluated
conceptually. It does not include agricultural lands for its use or facilities and is greater than 1,800 feet
from residential areas of concern. Additionally the use of the river is limited to non-motorized vessels,
which cause negligible noise pollution. NPS will identify the general area between Ira Road and Bath
Road for a paddle launch site and determine the best site during detailed site design work for the site
and have revised the FEIS to reflect this broader general area for the paddle launch site. Additionally,
NPS will establish carrying capacity use limits and management actions for river use as part of its
management program, including collecting river use data as paddle launch sites are implemented as
outlined on p. 64 of the Sustainable Trail Guidelines to minimize adverse impacts of this facility.

Concern Statement: Does the Park intend to specifically address low head dams in this plan?

Response: The Park identifies the impacts of low head dams in Chapter 4, Visitor Use and Experience, p.
225. The FEIS has included additional statements on low head dams and how the NPS will address the
issues associated with them on p. 56, under Guidelines for Water Trails.

Concern Statement: Skill classification for the Cuyahoga River has been identified as Class | with
additional measures such as moving water for its use. Management of hazards, facilities and signage are
significant safety issues which the Plan does not identify.

Response: We have included additional statements on p. 56 in the FEIS to identify an updated River
Hazard Evaluation as part of the implementation strategy for river use.

Concern Statement: Does the Park intend to consult with paddling experts when implementing site
plans?

Response: We have included an additional statement in 2.2.9 Implementation of the FEIS to include user
groups in the site planning where applicable.

Concern Statement: Does the Park intend to develop a River Use Management Plan as a prerequisite to
water trail implementation? Prior correspondence with the Park indicated that a water trail could be
implemented through the Trail Plan and not require a River Use Management Plan.

Response: A River Use Management Plan will be necessary to identify the needs and opportunities
required to institute park operations and management with regards to managed river use within the
Park. The River Use Management Plan will establish the Standard Operating Procedures for water trail
use within CVNP which are identified on FEIS pp. 55-56, (Guidance for Water Trails). The paddle launch
sites under the Trail Plan establish general planning locations which can be prioritized as part of the
Implementation Strategy of the Trail Plan. NPS has identified the initiation of a River Use Management
Plan as a FY 2013 priority.
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Concern Statement: The Plan does not identify specific statements regarding portages around dams in
the Park.

Response: We have revised the FEIS to include recommendations on p. 56 and 57 for portages where
are necessary due to existing dams.

Concern Statement: Distances between primary access sites for paddling access (pages 57-58) are
greater than 10 miles in some locations which does not follow ODNR guidelines and the practices of
current liveries on the Cuyahoga River. We recommend Boston Mills be added as a Primary Access Site.

Response: Implementation of all access sites will include consideration of distance between launch sites
in conjunction with visitor safety and experience. We have included statements on p. 56 of the FEIS that
identify that distance between access points and current conditions in other locations on the Cuyahoga
River outside of park boundaries will be a consideration in the implementation phasing of the access
sites. The Boston Mills access site will remain as a Secondary Site, subject to it becoming a Primary
Access Site, if evaluation of detailed site conditions and the goals of the water trail system within the
Park and beyond park boundaries will be accomplished. ODNR Water Trail Guidelines are identified
within the Sustainable Trail Guidelines on p. 27.

Parking

Concern Statement: Equestrian trailer size should be considered for new equestrian parking facilities.

Response: NPS has included a statement on p. 33 of the FEIS Sustainable Trail Guidelines that relates to
equestrian parking design which includes trailer size considerations.

Concern Statement: The expanded parking lot development will contribute to congestion and pollution
and may cause unacceptable impacts.

Response: The Trail Plan provides a framework for the next 15 years of the Park. The Sustainable Trail
Guidelines (Appendix C; p. 32) outlines the NPS policy on parking area development and recommends
that monitoring of user demand and the utilization of best management practices be part of any parking
area improvements to minimize adverse impacts. The development footprint of the parking areas and
associated impacts are described in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. The Trail Plan further
introduces non-motorized access through connector trails and access to Scenic Railroad stations to
provide alternative transportation options for park visitors.

Concern Statement: Clarification is needed for Table 4, p. 71 Additional Parking Areas 3A regarding
inclusion or exclusion of equestrian parking areas for Alternatives.

Response: We have revised information for Table 4 on p. 70 of the FEIS.

Concern Statement: Clarification and additional statement is needed regarding Old Orchard Parking area
replacing the Everett Covered Bridge Equestrian parking to emphasize that Old Orchard will replace
Everett as the Equestrian parking area for this Trail Unit Area.

Response: A statement regarding this replacement is on p. 61 of the FEIS.
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Concern Statement: The expanded parking area at Cancasi for the Mudcatcher Trail should not be
considered since the intersection is dangerous with accidents frequently occurring there.

Response: Vehicle accidents at the intersection of Chaffee and Route 82 occurred with a frequency of3
in 2010, 6 in 2011 and 2 in 2012 (Sagamore Hills Township Police Department, 2012). This parking area

and associated trail has been revised as a conditional trail upon additional public involvement and
community planning. A statement has been included noting this conditional status on p. 76 of the FEIS.

Alternatives

Individual Trails

Concern Statement: Some individual trails that were included in one or more Alternatives, but were not
included in the Preferred Alternative should be added to the final Selected Alternative. (Suggestions
included: West Rim, Tree Farm Extension, Boston Run Reroute, Riding Run Extension, Northern Trails,
and Sagamore Hike Trail).

Response: As required under NEPA and NPS policies for implementing NEPA, we evaluated a wide range
of different alternatives to consider and evaluate, and acknowledge that there are innumerable
numbers of alternatives that could be considered in this type of plan. Trails included in the final selected
alternative are a result of evaluating how trails helped meet the Plan’s goals and objectives, the result of
environmental impact analysis in Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences), and input from the public
during the preparation and review of this document. We believe the Selected Alternative focuses on the
trail system best suited for the Park and its resources. Some proposed trails are located on lands under
regional park jurisdiction and would require approval and their agency design process for
implementation.

Concern Statement: The Plan is unclear on why a few specific trails are included in the Preferred
Alternative and their overall benefits (i.e., Columbia Hiking Trail, Mudcatcher, Howe-Everett Connector).

Response: The NPS evaluated over 100 trail elements within the Environmental Impact Statement.
Based upon the Environmental Impact Statement, the Preferred Alternative and the trail elements
included within it best fits the Park’s mission and resources and the specific goals and objectives of the
Trail Plan.

Alternatives Eliminated

Concern Statement: The NPS should reconsider the expansion of equestrian trails, including the
proposed routes identified during public scoping that included from Pine Lane along Route 303 to Hike
and Bike trailhead, heading south east of the Virginia Kendall trail system and linking back into the
Wetmore equestrian trail system.

Response: The expansion of equestrian trails was dismissed for further analysis and consideration as
described on p. 80 of the FEIS.
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Concern Statement: The NPS should consider land acquisition for future trail development of individual
trails that were not included in the Preferred Alternative.

Response: We discuss land acquisition for trails on p.80 of the FEIS under 2.5.9 Alternatives Considered
but Dismissed, Property Ownership. We considered trails that required significant acquisitions to be
non-viable, but that we did consider some trails with limited private land acquisition needs in the Plan.
Specifically in the Preferred Alternative, the East Rim trail has potential private land acquisition
requirements.

Alternatives New Individual Elements

Concern Statement: Introduction of mountain bike use on additional existing trails is recommended to
expand trail miles available for this recreational use and enhance visitor experience for this user group.

Response: Expansion of off-road bike use on existing park trails in various trail systems of the park was
examined. The utilization of additional existing trails from the Preferred Alternative will not be a viable
option within the Park, due to high visitor use, the types of users and the current trail use patterns. As
trail use continues to be evaluated and monitored, the Park will continue to evaluate feasibility and
perform any additional compliance requirements for shared use trails regarding off-road bicycle use on
existing trails.

Alternatives: New Hybrid Alternative

Concern Statement: The Preferred Alternative proposes mountain bike trails but does not exhibit the
fullest potential in design and visitor experience for this use. The NPS should create a new hybrid
alternative that would include establishing the 2B mountain bike trail on the Buckeye Trail as
unconditional, include the South Carriage, Five Falls and the Highland Connector, maintaining the
proposed loops in Alternative 5, and include the southern route to Little Meadow trailhead identified in
Alternative 4B. Additionally, the South Carriage Trail should be included specifically because it is
currently has “unofficial” mountain bike use.

Response: Each of these possible additions to the Preferred Alternative was evaluated during the impact
analysis process. We concluded that 10-miles for off-road, single-tract bike trails was an acceptable
mileage based on scoping and examples in the regional trail network.

South Carriage Trail and Five Falls Trail will not be included as off-road bike trails in the Preferred
Alternative due to unacceptable impacts on adjacent private property owners, minimal access for
facilities such as parking, and trail design sightlines crossing at Highland Road.

While these social trails may already be present and utilized illegally today, our analysis on a variety of
topics indicate that these locations do not provide the best off-road bike trail experience for the off-road
bike user and create environmental impacts.

The extension of the off-road bike trail identified in Alternative 4B will not be considered as this
proposed trail would have adverse impacts to park resources and increased potential for trail user

conflicts as outlined in Chapter 4.
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Trail Development

Concern Statement: No new trails should be developed and future development should be limited. Such
development has potential adverse effects.

Response: As stated in Section 1.1.2 Need for Action, the Park has experienced significant changes in
visitation, programs and operations since the establishment of a trail system and initial Trail Plan in
1985. Additionally, outdoor recreation trends have continued to evolve the past 25 years on how visitors
use or would like to use the Park. The additional development of trails and trail facilities will assist in
meeting the needs of current and future visitation to the Park’s trails. The majority (57%) of trail
expansion exists in already developed areas of the park or adjacent to existing facilities. Three newly
developed areas, High Meadow, East Rim and Mudcatcher, where no trails currently exist , are identified
and an analysis of wildlife and habitat disturbance was conducted. Due to the proposed locations and
siting of the trails, and the ecological conditions within these locations, any adverse impacts are
expected to be minimal. The analysis of potential adverse effects of trail elements is provided in Chapter
4 of the document. Additionally, the use of the Plan’s Sustainable Trail Guidelines will utilize best
practices to minimize the adverse impacts of new trail development.

Impacts to Park Resources

Concerns about Water Resources

Concern Statement: The paddle site near Ira Road is located within 100-yr floodplain.

Response: All proposed paddle launch sites are proposed within the Cuyahoga River 100-yr floodplain as
described on p. 166 of the Plan since such facilities are functionally dependent upon access to the water.
The Plan and Sustainable Trail Guidelines (Appendix C) outline best management practices to minimize
impacts to floodplain functions. As indicated in section 4.2.3, full compliance with DO 77-2: Floodplain
Management will be completed prior to implementing any development in floodplain areas. This may
include the preparation and public review of a Statement of Findings to evaluate floodplain impacts.

Concern Statement: Water quality will continue to pose a threat to river use within the Park, due to
upstream pollution sources.

Response: \We agree that water quality improvements need to continue to be pursued outside of park
boundaries. Currently water quality monitoring is described in Section 3.6.7.3 of the Plan. We
recommend within the Trail Plan on p. 55 expanding monitoring of river conditions within the Park to
provide additional information to inform decisions on river uses.

Vegetation
Concern Statement: All trails and specifically mountain bike trails will contribute to habitat

fragmentation, wildlife disturbance, negative impacts to rural landscapes, degradation of landscape
values and interruption of scenic views.

CVNP Trail Management Plan & Environmental Impact Statement, FINAL 324



Response: The impact analysis results for these subject areas regarding off-road bike trail use is
provided in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. The preferred alternative will best meet the purpose, need, and goals
of the plan while minimizing resource impacts.

Concern Statement: The Buckeye Trail section proposed for mountain bike use is a high quality forest
with a high population of bird species.

Response: NPS agrees and identified the high quality habitat conditions in Chapter 3, Wildlife section of
the FEIS.

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Impacts

Concern Statement: Habitat fragmentation and its relationship to trails are unclear.

Response: Habitat fragmentation is a consequence of adding trails to forested areas and is discussed in
the Trail Plan in Chapter 4 on pp. 177 and 189. The specific methodology and impacts for all trail uses is
described in these sections of the Plan. Each Alternative causes some habitat fragmentation, but the
Preferred Alternative was found to best meet goals of the plan while not posing unacceptable levels of
impact.

Concern Statement: New and expanded trails will increase disturbance to wildlife and diminish the
available areas for habitat within the Park.

Response: We evaluated the impacts on wildlife and habitat, in relation to disturbance and habitat
conditions within Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. While some impacts may occur, the
locations of the proposed trails, current habitat conditions and level of use on primitive trails are not
likely to have major adverse impacts on park resources.

Threatened and Endangered Species: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives

Also see comments received and response from U.S. Fish and Wildlife on this topic.

Concern Statement: Endangered pileated woodpeckers are present in areas proposed for new trails.
Response: The pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus) is not a species of concern listed under the
Federal or State lists of threatened or endangered animal species. We evaluated wildlife impacts in
Chapter 4. The Sustainable Trail Guidelines also consider wildlife impacts in the final layout and design of

proposed trails.

Concerns about Soils

Concern Statement: The introduction of mountain bike use on CVNP trails may impact soils and slopes
and cause degradation of the resource.

Response: The Plan identified soils as an issue for all trail uses proposed in the Trail Plan. The impact

analysis conducted included data and research on the impacts of all trail uses and any comparative
differences. The analysis is presented on p. 199 of the Plan. The Sustainable Trail Guidelines have set

CVNP Trail Management Plan & Environmental Impact Statement, FINAL 325



forth additional planning, design and construction measures to minimize adverse impacts to soil
resources in the Park.

Concern Statement: Without provisions in place for best management practices for dispersed trailside
campsites, these additions will increase soil erosion, unnecessarily disturb park flora and fauna and
diminish the “remoteness” values of the Buckeye Trail. Additionally, utilization of “green pavement” to
minimize soil compaction and erosion for parking areas is recommended.

Response: Our preferred alternative identifies designated trailside campsites (p. 78) and not dispersed
campsites, due to the potentially greater impact of dispersed campsites on park resources. The
Sustainable Trail Guidelines identify best management practices for parking areas and the continuation
of incorporating emerging sustainable practices to minimize impacts to soil resources for these facilities.

Visitor Experience

Trail Uses - Bike Lanes

Concern Statement: Bike lane improvements on Riverview and Akron-Peninsula Road should be a
priority.

Response: The NPS does not own the roadways identified in the Trail Plan for bicycle use improvements
and only provides recommendations within its plan for bike improvements on local roads within the
Park boundary. We will work with local and state government agencies to build cooperative efforts in
prioritizing and implementing road improvements for bicycle use.

Trail Uses - Connections

Concern Statement: Connectors between Towpath Trail and Hike and Bike Trail are not clear in the Plan
and loops between the two trails should be included.

Response: Each connector between the Towpath Trail and Hike and Bike Trail is identified in the plan as
multi-use connectors. The NPS identifies four multi-use connectors between these two regional trails.
Loops between these two primary trails are created through the proposed multi-use connector trails
and existing trails. In its implementation, the Park will introduce route options for visitors and various
visitor experiences.

Concern Statement: The Preferred Alternative reduces neighborhood connector trails that will limit
opportunities for residents of adjacent neighborhoods to the Park to have less non-motorized options
for access to Park trails.

Response: The Trail Plan does not eliminate neighborhood connectors and actually increases
opportunities for neighborhood connectors through the increase of multi-use connectors,
improvements of roads entering the park for short-distance bicycle access and three neighborhood
connector hiking trails as described on p. 78 of the Plan. Two of the proposed neighborhood connectors
are located on Cleveland Metroparks and Metroparks, Serving Summit County lands. Those entities will
determine the implementation of these proposed neighborhood connectors on their lands.

CVNP Trail Management Plan & Environmental Impact Statement, FINAL 326



Concern Statement: Create connections to adjacent Metroparks and make them a high priority.

Response: The Trail Plan identifies connections to both Metroparks trail systems to assist in creating a
wider trail network and continue to build the cooperative partnerships between both Metroparks and
NPS. Prioritization of these connections will be part of the implementation strategy development of the
Trail Plan.

Concern Statement: The Plan does not include enough long-distance trails and instead adds more short
distance trails thereby diminishing visitor experiences.

Response: Because we provide three long-distance trails currently, (Towpath Trail, Buckeye Trail, Valley
Bridle Trail), our design approach for expanding long-distance trails within the Park was to not just
create new long-distance trails but instead to focus on connecting existing trails systems to create new
long-distance trail opportunities. This approach meets the Trail Plan goal to minimize the footprint of
the trail system in the Park. The long-distance expansion includes connections in the southern portion of
the Park between the Towpath near Howe Meadow and Plateau-Oak Hill System and the introduction of
the South Carriage and Five Falls trails for hiking creating linkages to the Towpath and other Park
features north and south. It is our understanding that park visitors seek a variety of experiences that
includes both short and long distance experiences.

Concern Statement: The preservation of the Original Boy Scout Trail should occur.

Response: We agree and have continued to work in partnership with the Great Trail Council Boy Scouts
to provide signage markers along the trails within NPS that follow the original Boy Scout trail.

Concern Statement: Increasing mountain bike trail miles over 20 miles will increase the opportunities to
make the Park a destination, increase visitors, and benefit the local economy.

Response: The NPS intent for the Trail Plan is not to increase visitation, but to provide valuable visitor
experience to a variety of trail users. While 20 miles of off-road bike trails may expand opportunities
for the local economy and increase the Park as a mountain bike destination, the Park intent is to provide
a quality off-road bike trail experience, with the necessary mileage to meet the variety of goals set forth
for the Plan. Page 139 of the Trail Plan outlines some of the information collected related to distance
traveled to use a trail and the distance of the trail the user travels to enjoy.

Concern Statement: Increase access for the public to view the beauty of the Cuyahoga River on foot.

Response: We believe the Preferred Alternative provides for increased access to the Cuyahoga River on
foot for viewing the river. The Cuyahoga River is the centerpiece of the Park and the NPS agrees access
to the river is important. Hiking-only trails that provide access to the river include the CVC Boardwalk
Trail, Hunt Farm Trail and the Ira River Trail. Additionally, the Park will introduce paddle launch sites and
riverside campsites to explore the river through a variety of outdoor recreation experiences.

Concern Statement: The Buckeye Trail is a state-wide recognized trail system and the segment between

Boston Mills Road and Station Road provide a unique visitor experience. This experience should be
preserved. Introducing new uses on the trail would adversely affect this value.
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Response: The Park will retain the segment of the Buckeye Trail between Boston Mills Road and Station
Road for future off-road bicycle use with conditions as stated as part of the Preferred Alternative.
Conditions under which implementation could occur upon evaluation of conditions described on p. 78 of
the Plan. The Park will continue to work in full cooperation with the trail stakeholders groups in
partnership with the Ohio Trails Partnership throughout the planning and design process for all trails
within CVNP.

Concern Statement: Comments were received supporting the use of the Buckeye Trail for mountain bike
use citing high visitor experience value for that particular use.

Response: The Park will evaluate the use of the Buckeye Trail between Boston Mills Road and Station
Road for off-road bicycle use upon actions described in p. 78 of the Plan.

Equestrian Trail Design

Concern Statement: An equestrian trail system must consider the length due to the riding speed of an
equestrian trail rider, therefore requiring more trail miles than hiking trails. Typically equestrian trail
rides have the duration of 1 to 5 hours at a rate of 3-4 miles per hour. If the removal of equestrian trail
miles proposed in the Trail Plan occurs, new bridle trails will need to be considered to meet the demand
for equestrian trail use.

Response: The information provided in Chapter 3, Sections 3.6.3 and 3.6.4 outlines the estimated trail
use by the variety of trail user groups and the network of trails available beyond CVNP boundaries for
each use. Based upon local, state and national data, equestrian use is lower than other trail uses. The
rate of travel for trail users of 3-4 miles per hour for 1 to 5 five hours is also typical of an active hiker,
which is typically the most frequent user group on trail systems. The Park utilized the available data to
establish the proposed trails and their uses. The Park will continue to evaluate and monitor trails to
consider the use of trails and the needs of trail user groups.

Concern Statement: Clarification of equestrian trail miles defined as new or rerouted in Actions
Common to All Alternatives is needed.

Response: The Plan has been revised for the Perkins/Riding Run reroutes as Common to All Action
Alternatives since they are included in all Action Alternatives (p.53). The trail areas identified are
conceptual. Specific trail miles for rerouting and/or removal will need to be field evaluated. The Perkins
and Riding Run reroute trails may not be the same amount of trail miles as removed, due to new
alignments, therefore, there may not be a no-net change in trail miles for these trails. The proposed
reroutes for equestrian trails will remain in the Plan as proposed new trails. Removal of trails does not
necessarily require replacement of reroutes, hence, removal and reroute are two separate actions of the
proposed alternatives.

Concern Statement: The Plan is unclear on the design of proposed equestrian trails and the use of a loop
system.

Response: The Trail Plan is conceptually identifying general areas for trails and their designated uses.
Layout and design of trails, including the loop systems, will be further developed during implementation

of the Trail Plan for each trail element through the utilization of the Sustainable Trail Guidelines and any
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additional best practices for equestrian trail design. The Park will work with user groups and trail design
professionals to ensure a trail is designed to provide a desirable visitor experience while protecting park
resources.

Concern Statement: The proposed mileage for mountain bike trails within the Park is not sufficient.
Equestrians have more mileage and fewer users. Mountain bike user groups should get more miles than
equestrian users.

Response: The Park utilized the information provided during public scoping and evaluated all trail uses
as part of the impact analysis of Chapter 4 of the FEIS in conjunction with the goals of the Trail Plan. The
preferred alternative limits increase of new trail miles for equestrian use and consolidates some
equestrian trails with a compatible use, hiking. Trail mileage for off-road bicycle use was developed as
part of the overall visitor experience for all visitors to the Park and the land available for a well-designed
off-road, single-tract trail for bicycle use.

Off-Road Bicycle Trail Design

Concern Statement: There are four main concerns regarding the design of the proposed mountain bike
trail system in the Trail Plan’s Preferred Alternative, Alternative 5; length, layout, location and
connections. These concerns will diminish visitor use experience for mountain bike use.

Response: The layout of off-road, single track bicycle trails drawn on the Alternatives maps are intended
as conceptual, and only identify general areas for off-road bike trails. Detailed site evaluation, layout
and design will be conducted for the designated area, in accordance with the recommendations of the
Sustainable Trail Guidelines, NPS Sustainable Guidelines and guidance of the International Mountain
Bike Association (IMBA). Expertise from IMBA and local and regional mountain bike users and trail
designers will be utilized as part of the implementation process. Best design practices for off-road bike
trails with consideration of present site conditions will be implemented to create a valuable visitor
experience while minimizing adverse impacts on park resources.

The Trail Planning process evaluated numerous options for off-road bike trails within the Park during
public scoping. Due to a variety of issues identified and evaluated during the impact analysis including,
property ownership, other trail uses, natural and cultural park resources, current park use trends, and
visitor use conflicts, a 10-mile trail designated specifically for off-road bike use with availability for use
by hikers and runners, in the location proposed was included in the Preferred Alternative. The proposed
location of the off-road bike trail within the Preferred Alternative was part of the recommendations
submitted by Cleveland Area Mountain Bike Association (CAMBA) during public scoping. The location of
the trail will also provide the opportunity to provide a physical link, via the Hike and Bike trail, to other
emerging off-road bike trails in both Metroparks systems to establish a regional off-road bike trail
system that is larger than what NPS can provide while still meeting its mission.

Concern Statement: The proposed mountain bike in the Preferred Alternative is located on the Krejci
Dump site. Because of its environmental conditions, it is not a good location for a mountain bike trail
and limit visitor experience due to poor conditions to implement a well-designed system.

Response: Placing trails near the former Krejci dump site on Hines Hill Road in Boston Township will not
have an adverse impact on the off-road bike experience or public health and safety. The site was

recently (August 2012) declared clean of toxins and is in the process of being restored. There is minimal
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siting of new trail on the site. The remote location of the trail will assist the Park in meeting the goals of
the Trail Plan associated with visitor experience for all park users.

Visitor Use Conflicts

Concern Statement: Some commenters indicated that the sharing of trails between user groups will
increase visitor conflicts and diminish visitor experiences. Alternatively, comments were received
indicating the desire for more shared trails among trail user groups and that visitor conflicts were
overblown in the document.

Response: Public scoping provided a variety of ideas regarding trail sharing among different user
groups. The Park utilized data and research available on a variety of trail systems to evaluate visitor
experience of trail uses, as outlined in Chapter 4. The information indicated that some trail uses are
more compatible with each other than others. The Preferred Alternative provides opportunities for
increased trail sharing among compatible trail uses and limits sharing between less compatible trail user
groups. The sharing of trails among compatible user groups will assist the Park in meeting goals of the
Trail Plan to minimize the footprint of trails within the Park to protect its resources.

Concern Statement: Equestrian and mountain bike trails cross each other and will cause visitor safety
concerns.

Response: The Trail Plan presents a separate trail system between the equestrian and off-road bike trail
uses. There is a limited instance where off-road bike trails and equestrian trails may cross paths, near
the Dugway Trail and its connection with the Akron-Peninsula Connector Trail. The use on Valley Bridle
Trail is projected to be low for equestrian users and visitor use conflict will therefore have minimal
adverse impacts.

Socioeconomic

Concern Statement: Some trails are close to private residential or institutional areas and that may
impact private properties, particularly near Mudcatcher Trail and the Highland Road Connector Trail.

Response: The Park evaluated each trail element and its proximity to private property in addition to
other adverse and beneficial impacts that trails may have on the Park and resources outside of the Park.
For trail elements identified in the preferred alternative with adjacent private property concerns, we will
conduct additional public outreach to adjacent property owners in coordination with the local
jurisdictions as part of additional planning described on pp. 76 of the FEIS. This coordination will help
determine if the trail can be designed and implemented without adverse impacts to adjacent private
property owners. If this planning effort concludes that a trail cannot be realized without undesirable
impacts, the trail element will not be implemented.

Concern Statement: The Park should not be concerned about business opportunities available in regards
to the Alternatives of the Trail Plan.

Response: The effects of trails and trail users on local businesses were identified as an issue during
public scoping. The Park’s location within multiple jurisdictions clearly indicates a potential for impacts

and therefore this topic was considered in the analysis.
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Park Operations

Concern Statement: Inadequate mountain bike trails do little to reduce operations, law enforcement
problems or user conflict. This is particularly true in the South Carriage Trail areas where mountain bike
use has been an ongoing activity prior to the parks creation. Because of that, and it's location near a
large user base, this activity is likely to continue. Any resource impacts would be greatly offset by a
reduction in operations and law enforcement impacts. Since the adverse effects have already been
considered as minimal in option 3B it is highly recommended area be included in whatever plan is
eventually selected.

Response: The Trail Plan considered a variety of issues for proposed off-road bike trails within the Park
as outlined in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences of the Plan. Previous unauthorized use as a
substantial reason to permit use was not considered a viable justification to consider as part of the Plan.
Issues considered included access, adjacent private property, trail mileage available for a desired off-
road bike trail experience and park resource conditions.

Concern Statement: Designation of a stewardship coordinator and groups and individuals to enhance
the use of volunteers for the implementation of the Trail Plan is recommended.

Response: We agree that staffing to coordinate and engage groups and individuals for the
implementation of the Trail Plan is essential. This action is identified on p. 50 of the FEIS, Use of
Volunteers.

Concern Statement: Please provide clarification on designation of hiking anywhere in the park and the
guidance to stay on established trails.

Response: Park policy generally permits open use of its lands by the public (except where closures have
been designated by the Superintendent). In keeping with the goals of the Trail Plan and the mission of
the NPS and Park, to minimize human impact to park resources, the Park recommends the use of
designated park trails for visitor use.

Concern Statement: Mountain bike riding should be available during the night to disperse use and
expand visitor experience opportunities.

Response: Determination of off-road bike trail use hours will be part of the implementation of the Trail
Plan.

Concern Statement: To enhance the visitor experience of hikers, the park should consider alternative
use days on mountain bike trails that would include designated hike-only days to hike mountain bike
trails without bikers.

Response: Hiking is permitted on all existing and proposed trails within the Park. Off-road bike use will
be permitted on a particular trail system within the Park, therefore, less mileage for off-road bike use
will be available than to hikers Since hikers have numerous options for trail use within the park and off-
road bike use will be limited in designated areas, further restrictions of off-road bike use is unlikely due
to these conditions. However, operations and regulations for trail use on new use trails will be fully
determined during implementation of the Trail Plan.

CVNP Trail Management Plan & Environmental Impact Statement, FINAL 331



Coordination & Consultation

Concern Statement: One of the equestrian stakeholder groups involved in the public scoping of the Plan
was not identified in Section B of Appendix A.

Response: We have revised Section B of Appendix A to include all equestrian stakeholder groups that
were involved in the public scoping of the Plan.

Concern Statement: The comment period was not widely known. More direct mailings or publicity on its
availability would provide more time to review and comment on the Plan.

Response: We believe we were diligent in letting the public know this document was available for
review. We followed all federal requirements for public notice and involvement of the public throughout
the two-year planning process. A notice of the Draft EIS availability for public review and comment was
provided through the two major regional newspapers (Cleveland Plain Dealer and Akron Beacon Journal)
and also carried in several other local newspapers. Additionally a notice was published in the Federal
Register, letters were sent to all local jurisdictions, agencies and organizations, and emails were sent to
over 250 individual stakeholders and interested parties. All notices included an invitation to three public
meetings during the 60-day comment period.

CVNP Trail Management Plan & Environmental Impact Statement, FINAL 332



