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Introduction and Background

The National Park Service (NPS) is in the early stages of developing a Visitor Access and
Experience Plan (the plan) at Arches National Park (the park) to address vehicle congestion and
crowding at the entrance station and key sites along the scenic drive corridor.

Providing quality and conflict-free access to the park has been a consideration since 1993, with
the initiation of the Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP) planning effort. In
2012, the NPS completed the Arches Alternative Transportation System and Congestion
Management Study, and in 2013, it completed the Parkwide Road Maintenance and Modification
Environmental Assessment (EA). In October 2017, the NPS released a Traffic Congestion
Management Plan (TCMP) and EA to the public that proposed reducing vehicle congestion in
the park through a reservation system for entry. Based on stakeholder and public feedback, the
NPS decided additional data collection and a feasibility analysis for suggested strategies would
be helpful prior to a final decision. Consequently, the NPS terminated the TCMP EA process in
2019 and continued to analyze conditions in the park, intensify visitor use monitoring, and
collect additional socioeconomic data using visitor surveys to identify the best options to
address concerns related to visitor access and experience in the park over the long term.

The NPS has continued to gather information and data relevant to visitor access management
through public and stakeholder meetings (2021 and 2022); the Visitor Use, Access, and
Experience Study (2020); and other ongoing data collection efforts. In 2022 and 2023, the NPS
implemented timed entry pilot programs at the main entrance station to study the effectiveness
of timed entry into the park. These pilot programs provided an opportunity for the park to test
temporary actions and learn from systematic evaluation of the actions through data collection
and monitoring. Additionally, operational changes were made to see how visitor access and flow
could be improved at the entrance station.

In fall 2023, the NPS conducted an additional public engagement period to gather feedback on
the timed entry pilots program and on long-term management strategies the park may consider
to balance visitor access with resource protection and quality experiences. The park issued a
news release on October 24, 2023, with a link to the project website, which initiated a public
comment period that ended on December 1, 2023. The project website provided a newsletter
and a summary of key issues, the history of visitation and visitor use management in the park,
and instructions for how to formally submit comments. The park encouraged the public to
submit comments through the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC)
website at: https://parkplanning.nps.gov/ArchesVisitorAccessOctober2023. Comments were
also accepted by US mail and email.

The NPS considered all comments from members of the public, including comments received
directly by the park through US mail or email, and those entered in PEPC. A total of 221 pieces
of correspondence were received during the public comment period. This Comment Summary
Report summarizes the concerns expressed during the public comment period.
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Comment Analysis

Definition of Terms

Correspondence: A correspondence is the entire document received from a commenter and
includes letters; written comment forms; comments entered directly into the PEPC database;
and any other written comments provided either at the public meetings, by postal mail, or in
person at the park.

Comment: A comment is a portion of text within a correspondence that addresses a single
subject such as “purpose and need” or “other management suggestions.” The comment could
also question the accuracy of the information provided in the newsletter, question the adequacy
of any background information, or present reasonable alternatives other than the potential
actions presented in the newsletter.

Code: A code is a grouping centered on a common subject. The codes were developed during
the comment analysis process and are used to track major issues. In cases where no comments
are received on an issue, the code is not identified or discussed in this report.

Comment Summary: The comment summary is a grouping that is centered on a common
subject. Comment summaries combine similar comments.

Comment Analysis Methodology

Correspondences were submitted electronically into the NPS PEPC system. Once all
correspondence was entered into PEPC, each was read, and specific comments within each
unique correspondence were identified. When identifying comments, every attempt was made
to capture the full breadth of substantive comments submitted. Substantive comments raise,
debate, or question a point of fact or analysis. Comments that merely support or oppose a
proposal or that merely agree or disagree are not considered substantive and were not
considered during this analysis.

To categorize comments, each comment was given a code to identify its general content and to
group similar comments. An example of a code developed for this project is Strategies: Timed
Entry Reservation. Once every correspondence was broken into comments, all comments were
categorized and summarized with similar comments and comment summaries were created.

Correspondence Received

The following tables were produced by the NPS PEPC database and provide information about
the numbers and types of correspondence received, organized by code and various
demographics. The tables present data on the number of correspondences received by
correspondence type, organization type, state, and country. One table provides information on
which organizations commented during the comment period.

Also included below is a table detailing the number of comments identified by code. A total of
186 substantive individual comments were derived from the 221 correspondences received.
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TABLE 1. CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION BY CORRESPONDENCE TYPE

Web Form 221
Letter 0
Other 0

TABLE 2. CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION BY ORGANIZATION TYPE

Unaffiliated Individual = 212

Business = 4

Recreation Equipment, Inc.

Garn Development

Up the Creek Campground

Western Spirit Cycling

Conservation/Preservation = 2

BlueRibbon Coalition

National Parks Conservation Association

Recreational Groups = 1

Bonneville Shoreline Trail Committee

State Government = 1

Utah Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office

Non-Governmental = 1

Project Eleven Hundred

TABLE 3. CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION BY COUNTRY

United States 220

Germany 1
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TABLE 4. CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE

State

Number of Correspondences

Utah

120

Colorado

31

California

13

Florida

ul

Virginia

Unknown

Texas

Arizona

Michigan

Pennsylvania

ldaho

Ohio

Connecticut

Minnesota

Missouri

Washington

North Carolina

New Mexico

New Jersey

Wisconsin

Kansas

Indiana

Maine

NININININININININ NN NN NN W W W | u,

Louisiana

Maryland

New York

Rhode Island

lllinois

Oregon

Tennessee

Massachusetts
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Comment Summaries

Prompting Questions and Comment Summary Structure

Four questions were posed to commenters to receive targeted feedback for the development of
the Visitor Access and Experience Plan.

1. What issues, objectives, and goals should the NPS consider when evaluating the
management of visitor access at Arches National Park?

2. What do you like or dislike about the strategies presented in this newsletter and why?

What other strategies should be considered and why?

4. What did you learn from the two years of managed access pilots at Arches National
Park? What worked well for you? What could have been better?

ot

Public comments submitted in response to these prompts will inform the planning process and
will be instrumental as the park builds a set of potential future management strategies that would
be subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other environmental
compliance requirements. Within the comment summary that follows, major concepts and
unique perspectives are represented from the comments received during the civic engagement
period.

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Public Engagement

A commenter encouraged the NPS to complete and implement a long-term strategy as quickly
as possible. The commenter noted that the strategies listed in the newsletter have been
presented in the past and have been thoroughly considered. Commenters stated that examining
strategies that have already been considered and determined unfeasible is inefficient and
unnecessary.

DATA NEEDS

Data Requests

Commenters requested additional data and information to inform their comments, including a
visitor and vehicle capacity analysis; the methodology used for capacity analysis; no-show rates
during timed entry pilots and the effects of no-shows on actual versus projected visitation; the
areas of the park that remained “overcrowded” versus “underutilized” during pilots; and data
gathered on visitor perceptions and visitor movement. Commenters requested the NPS use
recreation.gov data regarding public use, visitor demand, demographics, and numbers of visitors
unable to secure a reservation to inform future planning.

Specifically, commenters asked:

1. Whatis the “capacity” of Arches National Park in terms of people and vehicles, and
how is that capacity calculated?
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2. What was the percentage of no-show reservations each day, and how did that affect
actual visitation versus projected visitation?

3. During the timed entry pilots, were certain areas still overcrowded while other areas
of the park under-utilized?

4. What were the results of the Visitor Use Surveys (2021) and the Visitor Use Patterns
on Federal Land (Bluetooth Data Collection 2021) and how do those results impact
the planning process?

Visitor Survey Data

Commenters stated that the Arches National Park 2022 Pilot Timed-Entry Visitor Experience
Survey Technical Report (2023) is flawed and should not be used. Other commenters
questioned the methodology and results of the study and recommended a professional
organization review the methodology.

FEES

Raise Entry Fees

Commenters had various suggestions for raising the entrance fee. Some commenters supported
raising the entrance fee for all visitors to the park (e.g., to $200 per carload or $75 per person).
Commenters questioned why entrance fees for international visitors are the same as US
taxpayers and suggested creating a higher price structure for international visitors.

Support of Additional Fees

Commenters supported the addition of fees to cover various park expenses. Commenters
suggested charging an additional fee for visitors to allow the NPS to create and administer a
shuttle system and associated parking lots for park visitors. Commenters noted that it would be
feasible for visitors to pay an increased reservation fee of $5, rather than $2, to cover other park
expenses (i.e., park management, staff pay, credit card fees).

Opposition to Additional Fees

Commenters expressed frustrations with having to pay an additional fee for a timed entry
reservation and opposed the park continuing to collect an additional fee on top of the current
entry fee. Commenters suggested that reserving a timed entry slot should be free.

Place a Cap on Current Fees

One commenter suggested capping a timed entry reservation fee at $2 to keep the fee low.
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Visitation Levels

Commenters emphasized that timed entry should not be used to reduce visitation but to
distribute visitation evenly. They expressed concerns that the NPS would seek to “freeze”
visitation at 2019 levels and encouraged the consideration of options that would allow for
manageable and steady growth while providing great visitor experiences, protecting the features
that make the park special, and protecting public safety.

Park Capacity

Commenters requested further clarification regarding park capacity. Commenters indicated that
the NPS cannot establish an advanced reservations requirement for an entire national park
without first establishing the capacity of the park. Commenters stated that using 85% of parking
capacity at the Windows, Delicate Arch, and Devils Garden is unacceptably low and does not
reflect the total capacity of the park, which has 13 parking lots. Commenters suggested
identifying a “natural holding capacity,” the maximum number of vehicles and persons the park
can reasonably sustain at any given moment. Commenters recommended the NPS calculate that
capacity and limit the number of vehicles and persons at any given time to provide optimal
quality visits for everyone who visits the park.

Efficiency at Entrance Station

Commenters suggested collecting the entrance fee at the entrance station and handing out maps
and answering questions elsewhere in the park to keep the entrance line moving.

Coordination Between Parks

Park staff were encouraged to work with other parks and the government contractors who
manage recreation.gov to develop systems that streamline and coordinate reservations at other
parks while maintaining functionality for achieving the park’s own objectives and goals.
Commenters noted that coordination between parks could provide a smoother experience for
visitors planning multi-park trips, especially international visitors.

ISSUES: TRAFFIC CONGESTION

Queues at the Main Entrance

Commenters indicated that prior to the timed entry pilots, there was too much uncertainty
about entering the park due to long wait times and queues that interfered with their ability to
visit the park.
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ISSUES: CROWDING

Crowding Within the Park

Commenters stated that overcrowding and congestion, especially at key sites and on trails,
degrades visitor experience. They noted that accessibility and scenic quality are reduced when
key sites are overcrowded. Several commenters indicated that they tried arriving at different
times, such as early in the morning, on weekdays, and in early parts of the season during the
timed entry pilots, and still experienced issues with crowding. Commenters requested the NPS
consider visitor access improvements while addressing overcrowding. Other commenters
expressed concern that there is no proof or evidence to back up statements made by the NPS
about visitor conflicts resulting from overcrowding (e.g., “fist fights” in parking lots). These
commenters requested that the NPS provide law enforcement documentation that these types
of conflicts did occur, and that they occurred in such numbers as to necessitate drastically
limiting visitation to the park.

ISSUES: PUBLIC INFORMATION

Availability of Information

Commenters expressed concern about the availability of information presented by the park
regarding current park operations. Commenters indicated they would like to see more
information regarding visitor center hours, traffic conditions, and timed entry, including
information on how to obtain a reservation. Specifically, commenters mentioned:

» Visibly posting visitor center hours on signs or maps.

* Providing more education on how to obtain a timed entry reservation or individual
permit for Fiery Furnace.

= Revising the Travel and Tips page on the park website to make traffic updates more
apparent.

» Offering more communication regarding when timed entry is in effect.

Signage

Commenters requested the park install more signage (i.e., on US Route 191) to better inform
visitors about traffic conditions and parking availability and suggested a series of signs at the
entrance station to alleviate queuing by directing those seeking information to the visitor center.
Commenters indicated that better signage, more amenities, and education could mitigate any
user conflict.
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ISSUES: LOCAL AND REGIONAL ECONOMY

Economic Impacts

Commenters expressed concern that the pilot timed entry systems resulted in changes to
visitation levels that negatively affected the local economy. Commenters noted that a reduction
in tourism harms local businesses and that businesses may be forced to shut down as a result.
Commenters indicated that the NPS needs to consider the effects of pilot timed entry systems
on the community as a whole. Commenters noted that restricting access to recreation and
dispersed camping hinders economic opportunity. Other commenters stated that the pilot timed
entry system had significant impacts on the local economy of Grand County based on reported
decreases in the transient room tax revenue from 2021 to 2022.

Economic Impact Analysis

Commenters requested that the NPS thoroughly study the economic impacts on the local
economy of each of its potential decisions, including a permanent reservation system.
Specifically, commenters indicated that any evaluation of whether the timed entry reservation
system is having a net positive impact should be included as an essential component of a detailed
economic and cost-benefit analysis. Consideration of the quality of the visitor experiences must
also be considered alongside overly restricted capacity and park entry plans. Commenters stated
that the economic success of the area depends in large part on the success of the park’s timed
entry pilot. Commenters expressed interest in assisting the NPS with data collection to assess
the potential economic impacts of alternatives that may be evaluated in a future NEPA analysis.

Factors Affecting Tourism

Commenters expressed concern that the timed entry pilots decreased visitation at the park.
Commenter indicated that visitation to the park decreased at a greater rate than visitation to
Zion National Park during the period when the 2022 timed entry pilot was in effect, which
commenters attribute to the timed entry requirements. In contrast, other commenters stated
that NPS reports, including the Pilot Timed Entry System at Arches National Park in 2022 and
2022 Arches National Park Visitor Spending and Experience Study (Final Report and
Appendices on 2022 Data Collection), refute the point that the timed entry pilots led to
downturns in business. Commenters requested that the NPS make all data available related to
the timed entry pilots.

Local Gateway Region

Commenters noted that when the NPS publishes data on the economic benefits of park units, it
defines the Local Gateway Region as all counties within a 60-mile radius of the park boundary.
Commenters expressed concern that the NPS is only engaging with Grand County Commission
and not with the eight counties that make up the Local Gateway Region of Arches National
Park.
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OTHER ISSUES

Commercial Buses and Tours

Commenters requested the park address issues related to commercial buses and tours.
Specifically, commenters expressed frustration over the influx of large numbers of visitors and
noted that buses occupy a large number of parking spaces at key sites. Commenter suggested
prohibiting commercial groups in the park.

Accessibility

Commenters indicated that the park was not accessible for mobility-impaired visitors and does
not meet the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Commenter suggested that at
least one arch should have a short, paved, relatively level path from the parking lot. Other
indicated that the creation of new trails and recreational opportunities could increase
accessibility for those with differing physical abilities by offering a wider array of hikes and
features for visitors to experience.

Equitable Access

Commenters expressed concern that current park management share similar perspectives and
biases that do not reflect a framework that considers racial and ethnic diversity, equity, and
inclusion. Specifically, managing for a desired condition of solitude is not representative of all
visitors, considering that not everyone is seeking solitude. Many racial and ethnic groups “value
the strengthened bonds of family and friendship forged on group trips together into the majestic
and spiritual landscapes of our National Parks.” Commenters noted that the NPS should
manage parks to allow for a diversity of recreational experiences, including group experiences,
to achieve social justice and acknowledge differences.

Resource Impacts from Visitor Use

Commenters stated that the impacts presented by the NPS resulting from potential projects or
visitor use do not rise to the level of impairing biological soil crusts or other natural or cultural
resources. Commenters requested that the NPS provide detailed documentation, including
photographs and square footage calculations, of the impacts along trails and roadways to justify
statements that visitation has resulted in impacts to natural or cultural resources.

NEPA PROCESS

NEPA Approach

Commenters noted that the NPS could be subject to potential legal ramifications if it does not
follow through with an EA under NEPA for any advanced reservation or timed entry
requirements at the park. Commenters noted that the NPS only conducted a categorical
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exclusion (CE) for the 2022 and 2023 timed entry pilots and stated that an EA is legally required
for the 2024 pilot proposal.

STRATEGIES: TIMED ENTRY RESERVATION

Availability of Reservations

Commenters expressed concern that big groups may hoard reservations to allow for flexible
itineraries, resulting in unused reservations and “no-shows,” which greatly limit the availability
for others. Some commenters suggested the park work with Recreation.gov to address the issue
of visitors reserving multiple time slots for a single day. Commenters suggested that the park
could limit vehicles to one reservation per day or use no-show reservations by making them
available to visitors without reservations. In addition, local businesses expressed concern that
their guests complain about the difficulty of obtaining a reservation to the park, which has
impacted the guests’ experience. Several business indicated they have stopped recommending
park visitation as a result.

Timeframe

Commenters had multiple suggestions related to timeframes/time of year during which timed
entry could be in effect. Some commenters encouraged expanding timed entry from March
through October. Conversely, others proposed that timed entry only be required on certain
dates, like holidays or weekends, rather than seven days a week.

Daily Hours

Commenters had various suggestions related to the daily hours during which timed entry would
be in effect. For example, some commenters preferred that timed entry be in effect earlier in the
day. Others suggested that if someone wants to come in at a time that they did not schedule, they
should wait until the end of that time period before being allowed entry. In addition,
commenters stated that the park should establish a time limit for visits and require visitors to
leave once their time is up. Commenters suggested hourly windows during which timed entry
should be in effect for consideration:

» Two timed entry windows from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m., and from noon to 2:00 p.m.
= 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

Online Booking

Some commenters expressed concerns related to obtaining a reservation on Recreation.gov.
Specifically, commenters stated that tickets sell out quickly, trying to get tickets the day-of is a
gamble, and navigating the recreation.gov site can be frustrating or difficult for someone who is
not “tech savvy.” Commenters also expressed frustration with mobile booking due to a lack of
service or inadequate application functionality. In addition, commenters encouraged allowing
reservation bookings a week in advance, rather than a day, to accommodate changes in trip
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schedules. Commenters recommended that the NPS work with recreation.gov to give visitors
the ability to purchase an entrance ticket and reservation at the same time.

Trip Planning

Commenters expressed concern that the reservation system reduces spontaneity and limits
access to visitors, specifically international visitors or spur-of-the-moment visitors who are
unable to plan far in advance. Several commenters suggested opening a portion of daily
reservations to self-guided international tourists in a larger reservation window (e.g., 6 months,
12-18 months). In contrast, others suggested that reservations do not become available so far in
advance. Commenters also requested that visitors have the ability to purchase their passes at the
time of their reservation. Others suggested visitors should be able to purchase short-term passes
(day or week) online at the time of their reservation.

Exemptions

Commenters provided suggestions regarding exemptions from timed entry reservations. Some
commenters felt that the timed entry pilots limit access for locals and expressed frustration
regarding the reservation fee. Commenters requested that local residents be allowed to enter the
park at any time, regardless of timed entry. Similarly, commenters expressed frustration that
those with annual passes are required to make a reservation and pay the additional fee. Other
suggestions for exemptions to timed entry included:

e Alocals-only pass for a season that would guarantee access or parking on specific days
and times.

¢ A Grand County resident pass that would allow for a set number of “non-reservation”
visits with proof of residency (i.e., punch pass, QR code).

e Entry into the park at any time for elderly or those with handicap tags.
¢ Continuation of Commercial Use Authorizations (CUA) exemptions.

o Waiving the fee for the disabled, senior citizens, and annual passholders.

Adaptive Management

Commenters emphasized the need for adaptive management and adjusting the timed entry
window based on future visitation patterns. Commenters encouraged monitoring visitor use
patterns outside timed entry to inform changes in the timed entry requirements. Commenters
suggested keeping the timed entry system in place for a few years and then reevaluating the
results against other alternatives.

Secondary Roads

Commenters recommended the park continue to allow access on secondary, unpaved access
roads without a timed entry permit. Commenters noted that the secondary roads provide a way
for people who cannot obtain entry permits to visit the park that does not undermine the

12| Page



success of the permit program. Commenters noted that many visitors do not know about these
roads or may not be able to use them, so most visitors would continue to be subject to the timed
entry permit requirements.

STRATEGIES: INTERIM TIMED ENTRY PILOTS

Positive Effects of Timed Entry on Visitor Experience

Commenters indicated that the timed entry pilots improved overall visitor experience by
effectively managing crowds and traffic congestion. The timed entry pilots spread visitation out
throughout the day, alleviated crowding at key sites and at trail heads, shortened wait times and
queues at the main entrance, and allowed visitors to find parking spots more easily. Commenters
emphasized the importance of protecting park conditions and supported the continuation of the
timed entry system. Lastly, commenters noted that parking seemed more available during the
timed entry pilots, compared to 2016 for example, and questioned if visitation patterns had
changed.

Negative Effects of Timed Entry on Visitor Experience

Commenters stated that the timed entry pilots negatively affected visitor experience, noting that
the timed entry requirements reduced spontaneity for visitors because it was difficult to obtain a
reservation. Despite the park knowing how many reservations to expect every hour and how
many visitors would be arriving at the park, commenters indicated that the entrance station was
still not properly managed.

Continuation of Pilots

Commenters indicated that the continuation of timed entry pilots beyond 2024 is unnecessary
and creates uncertainty among visitors. Instead, commenters encouraged the park to implement
along-term plan.

STRATEGIES: MANDATORY SHUTTLE SYSTEM

Additional Infrastructure

Commenters noted that even with a shuttle system similar to the one at Zion National Park, the
park would still need to manage parking considering how frequently a remote parking lot for the
shuttle could fill up. Commenters emphasized the need for additional infrastructure to support
shuttle usage, such as water bottle filling stations.

Shuttle to Major Attractions

Commenters noted that a shuttle system is a sustainable solution because it moves more people
than personal vehicles and would alleviate overcrowding on roads, which causes unsafe
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conditions. Commenters suggested providing a shuttle specifically to major attractions and sites
throughout the park, including Delicate Arch and other main trailheads.

Potential Sites for Shuttle Infrastructure

Commenters provided their input and ideas on where potential sites for the future development
of shuttle parking could be located (e.g., in the town of Moab, at the old mill site) to alleviate the
need for constructing parking areas inside park boundaries. Rather than constructing a parking
lot at the entrance of the park, commenters encouraged coordinating with Moab hotels to use
existing parking lots as shuttle stops. In addition, commenters suggested having businesses in
Moab pay for the parking in Transient Room Taxes (TRT) to support the operation of the buses
and to coordinate with Grand County to secure future potential sites for shuttle parking.

Shuttle Service with Reservations

Commenters recommended supplementing a shuttle system with timed entry or daily
reservations. Specifically, commenters suggested coupling timed entry with a shuttle system that
provides regular routes throughout the park to reduce traffic and parking congestion or
implementing daily reservations in combination with a voluntary shuttle service. Commenters
suggested that those without timed entry reservations be able to access the park on a first-come,
first-service shuttle system. Commenters recommended managing shuttle frequency based on
park capacity. Other commenters suggested requiring reservations for a shuttle that runs from
the visitor center to major destinations, such as Delicate Arch. However, commenters
acknowledged that the park cannot absorb an unlimited number of visitors arriving via a shuttle
system.

STRATEGIES: VOLUNTARY SHUTTLE SYSTEM

Voluntary Shuttle Suggestions

Commenters provided suggestions and asked questions related to the voluntary shuttle strategy.
Commenters emphasized incentivizing use of a shuttle (e.g., discounted entrance fees, inclusion
of a tour). Commenters also questioned where shuttle infrastructure would be located were this
strategy implemented. Several commenters suggested that shuttle stops be created outside the
park.

Test Case

Commenters suggested that a voluntary shuttle should be used as a test case to gauge shuttle
usage by visitors, with peak hours running from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
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STRATEGIES: SITE-SPECIFIC RESERVATIONS

Analysis of Site-Specific Reservations

Commenters requested a thorough analysis of site-specific reservations, stating that the action
could have a greater impact on spreading visitation throughout the park. Site-specific
reservations would allow visitors to experience key sites and under-recognized destinations.

STRATEGIES: BUILD FOR DEMAND - EXISTING HOTSPOTS

Support for Additional Parking

Commenters supported the construction of additional parking lots. They indicated that
additional parking was feasible and would not cause impairment to natural resources,
specifically biological soil crusts. Commenters provided specific suggestions related to the
acreage and layout of the lots and the number of parking spaces. For example, commenters
suggested tripling the size of the parking at Delicate Arch, and expanding the Windows lot
farther west. Commenters also encouraged pay-to-park systems at key sites through mobile pay
or pay machines.

Devils Garden Parking Suggestion

Commenters encouraged infrastructure improvements to make the Devils Garden parking lot
more efficient. Commenters questioned the efficiency of the current lot layout, specifically
related to the ratio of oversized vehicles to standard vehicles. To improve efficiency on existing
asphalt surfaces, commenters recommended decreasing oversized capacity and creating more
spaces for standard and compact vehicles. Efficiency could also be improved by making the
donut-shaped parking lot double-loaded with parking spaces on both sides, rather than single-
loaded. A cul-de-sac with parking along the sides was also suggested.

Opposition to Additional Parking

Commenters opposed expanding parking and visitor capacity. Commenters encouraged
enhanced management of crowds, rather than transportation-related solutions, so that the
natural quality of the park does not deteriorate as a result of additional development.

Trails

Commenters encouraged creating new hiking experiences, specifically a one-way loop trail at
Delicate Arch or improvement of the trail to Delicate Arch from the Delicate Arch Viewpoint
parking lot. Commenters emphasized that creating additional trails and expanding access to
different areas of the park could alleviate congestion by dispersing visitors over a larger area. For
example, commenters suggested creating a long hike departing from each of the parking lots to
disperse visitors. Commenters questioned why the park only provides access to 19 arches.
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STRATEGIES: BUILD FOR DEMAND - ENTRANCE STATION

Entrance Station Suggestions

Commenters offered various suggestions for improving the main entrance station, including;:

= Express lane for passholders or pre-paid visitors
» Automated entrance booths/scanners

»  Multiple lanes with more staff to check passes

» Turnaround points

Commenters noted that redesigning the main entrance station is not a sufficient strategy on its
own for achieving the park’s goals related to congestion, so it should only be pursued in tandem
with timed-entry reservations.

Commercial Use Authorizations (CUA) and Tour Buses

Commenters stated that a CUA/bus lane could help expedite wait times and alleviate congestion
at the main entrance. In contrast, other commenters indicated that a lane should not be reserved
solely for CUAs or tour buses.

STRATEGIES: BUILD FOR DEMAND - SECONDARY ROADS

Infrastructure Impacts

Commenters expressed concern that improvements to secondary roads would affect solitude
and opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation by directing traffic to an alternative
entrance. Commenters stated that this would not alleviate congestion within the park, and
visitors would continue to seek out key sites.

Secondary Entrance Road Suggestions

Commenters offered suggestions for a paved secondary entrance road, including adding various
entrance booths and designating special access lanes for emergency and commercial vehicles.
Specifically, commenters suggested the NPS consider a second entrance at the Willow Springs
Road connection that would allow for an abbreviated park experience at a discounted entrance
fee. Other commenters recommended that the old bridge/road at the main entrance, which is
currently used as a bike lane, be repurposed as a special access lane for emergency vehicles and
commercial vehicles. Commenters noted that biking up the main entrance road is dangerous,
and bikers should enter on Willow Springs Road.

Utahraptor State Park

Commenter requested a thorough consideration and analysis of improving the secondary
entrance through Utahraptor State Park. Others expressed concern about having to pay an
additional State Park fee to drive through Utahraptor State Park to get to Arches National Park.
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OTHER/NEW STRATEGIES

Biking

Commenters requested that the park improve access for bicyclists. Suggestions included
designating bicycle-only days, expanding shoulders, or creating designated bike paths.
Commenters encouraged the park to analyze a bike path through the main entrance station of
the park that would bypass the current switch-backed roadway, possibly going up past the water
tank. Commenters stated that the park should promote the option to bike and clearly articulated
this on the website.

Lottery System

Commenters encouraged a lottery system as a solution to congestion in the park. Suggestions
included a day-of lottery and a lottery that prioritizes Utah residents. In contrast, other
commenters discouraged a lottery system for Delicate Arch, like those for Angel’s Landing or
the Cables in Zion National Park. Rather, they suggested implementing strategies to address
crowding, such as a having staff manage those waiting in line to stand under Delicate Arch.

Gondola

Commenters asked the park to consider building a gondola.

Infrastructure Removal

Commenters encouraged the removal of infrastructure, including parking lots. Commenters
emphasized reducing or eliminating parking lots if a mandatory shuttle system were in place.

Visitor Management Plan

Commenters encouraged the park to consider a Visitor Management Plan specifically for
Delicate Arch.

Park Information

Commenters recommended analyzing timed entry data, user surveys, and staff observations to
identify groups or communities that are underrepresented in park visitation or that have had
difficulty obtaining a reservation under the timed entry pilots and develop outreach strategies
for these groups. Commenters also suggested that the park partner with local hotels and
restaurants to give people easier access to the booking information with QR codes and links in
their reservation confirmations. Commenters noted that these strategies would allow guests to
be better informed and enhance their visitor experience. In contrast, other commenters
opposed advertising the park.
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