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General Comments 
 
The overall outline and organization of the plan is good.  Plan provides a good explanation for 
the value of parks and open space and the value of master plans.  Also the assessment fairly 
well describes the existing situation and condition of park amenities and facilities.  I thought the 
Levels of Service rating system analysis was good and accurate.   
 
 The goals, objectives and recommendations often lack specificity, e.g., recommendations for 
trail routes/locations. Note that the RFP called for “…maps at several scales that 
display…potential sites for future park, trail, and open space development.” Noted. 
 
As an example the RFP called for “Identify(ing) opportunities for trails, trailheads, and trail 
connections to public lands.”  The response to this in the plan is to recommend that the town 
“identify locations where the town trail system can connect to external trail systems or other 
amenities…”(TG 4.3).   In other words the plan just repeats back to the town what the town 
asked for.  Not adding any value. To be further strengthened/identified at community meeting.  
 
Some objective and recommendation statements include items that are not applicable to HSS 
and  to a reader might reduce the credibility of the plan as it would seem the writers weren’t 
familiar with the town. Non-applicable statements were removed. Specific Hot Sulphur Springs 
language was added. 
 
The RFP called for validating and updating the goals established in the 1999 Community Master 
Plan through public involvement.  There is no mention of the 1999 plan in this document. 
Having said that, it is evident that many of the recommendations in the draft plan are drawn 
verbatim from the 1999 plan.  The relationship of the draft plan to the 1999 plan should be 
explained. The Community Master Plan is now mentioned in the vision/mission statement as 
well as with some of the goals/objectives/actions. 
 
I was surprised and disappointed that the there was not a second public meeting prior to 
issuing the draft plan as called for in the RFP.  A second meeting was intended to provide an 
opportunity for those who could not attend the first meeting to express their ideas.   It was also 
intended for the planners to feed back to the community the findings of their assessment, first 
public meeting and written survey in order to validate them.  In addition, a second public 
meeting would have been an opportunity to present some of the planner’s initial thoughts on 
recommendations to see if they were on track with the community’s interests and values.  RGA 
feel this was done and will be added to with the community meeting this Tuesday. We 
conducted two meetings: 1) Kick-off meeting and 2) Community meeting. The community 



meeting this Tuesday will allow citizens to work with maps and identify more social trails that 
already connect the town to surrounding open space. This will allow for more specific 
recommendations in the plna.  
 
The plan could be strengthened by including the land status map showing the location of town 
owned land (this map is already prepared), adding the public land (BLM, National Forest, and 
CPW) that is adjacent to town and then adding the location of recommended trail routes and 
access points, utility and RR ROWs and other sites mentioned in the plan.  Several versions of 
this map may be necessary focusing on different subjects. Map now included.  
 
Specific Comments 
 
P.6   Replace this picture with one from the HSS area. Replaced. 
 
P. 7, 4th para.  Revise to  “acres of BLM, National Forest and other scenic…” Revised. 
 
P. 11   I would remove this quote; it’s obscure and odd. Removed. 
 
P. 12    Add a site map of the whole town showing location of both Pioneer and Town parks in 
the same figure.  Added. 
 
P. 13  Figure Pioneer Park.  Enlarge the figure of Pioneer Park to focus just on the park and it’s 
features.  Enlarged. Can you provide the town with a digital file of Pioneer Park showing more 
detail of the campground, golf course and other features that the town could use to make a 
stand alone map and to be used on a kiosk sign? This is unfortunately outside our scope of 
work. 
 
P.  13  Figure Pioneer Park – Trails (social) actually are all through the river front area of Pioneer 
Park beginning at its entrance, not in one spot as map indicates and none are marked. Social 
trails were added.  
 
P. 15 last para.  Figure missing? The text indicating there was a figure was removed.  
 
P. 16 Figure numbers don’t correspond with text. Figure numbers now correspond with text. 
 
P. 18  See table.  Parking  -- what is "northern half"? Changed to read “Limited parking north 
Pedestrian Bridge”.  
 
P. 18   Did you receive some public feedback indicating that there is a conflict with disc golfers 
and walkers and campers?  If not, I wouldn’t include it.  In my opinion the greater conflict is 
with dispersed campers and those interested in more passive recreation experiences – walking, 
and contemplating nature. Yes, there was public feedback. 
 
P. 19   Parking is now provided and popular on south side of pedestrian bridge. Added. 



 
P. 19   In the main campground, enforcement of the rule to camp only in designated campsites 
and not in day use sites (adjacent to the river) has been weak or nonexistent.  Added. 
 
P. 23  Something missing? Added in missing text. 
 
P. 24 Pioneer Park 3rd bullet.   Here and anywhere else this is mentioned eliminate the focus on 
the $1 lease and instead emphasize that the town manages the park in partnership with the 
CPW as a State Wildlife Area. Changed here and reflected throughout document. 
 
 P. 25.  4th bullet.  I would add “…on a main, transamerica, bicycle route..”  “Some of the cyclists, 
camp in the park. Added. 
 
P. 25 5th bullet   On previous page it states that the town has done a better (than what?) job at 
monitoring camping activities but here it recommends that we should more closely monitor 
camping.  Explain the apparent contradiction. This statement was removed. 
 
P. 25 6th bullet “ Identity… is nature”  Explain or clarify this. Removed. 
 
P. 25. Other.  Clarify that the skating rink is a collapsible facility (really it’s just a very large piece 
of plastic along with hay bales) that could be used. We don’t want to imply it is a permanent 
structure.  Rather than refer to the idea that we have a skating rink, just recommend that the 
town could provide one. States that town has a temporary ice rink that could be used.  
 
P. 25 Other.    Pioneer Park could certainly be a place for interpretive exhibits about HSS history, 
but it probably has greater potential for interpretation focused on environmental education – 
water, wildlife, vegetation… . This potential should be mentioned.  The Plan should note the 
opportunities for historical interpretation in Town Park and in the town itself – walking tours, 
interpretive signs at significant building sites, and so forth. Potential is mentioned. 
 
P. 26 Campers do not generally stay too long, it is a problem with a few, occasional campers. 
Restated to read “A few, occasional campers can stay too long”. 
 
P. 26.  CPW partnership is listed as both a strength (p. 24) and weakness, please explain. Noted. 
 
P. 26 Pioneer Park – What is a state wildlife station? This statement was removed. 
 
P. 26  Park being in a floodplain is limiting only for few weeks  in late May and early June during 
spring runoff. Noted.  
 
P. 26 “Update pedestrian crossing on Highway 40…”  Make this change for clarity. Changed. 
 
P. 26 Focus areas 8th bullet “.. expand ROW on roadway”  To what roadway does this refer 
where a trail could be accommodated.  Show recommended site on map. Was rephrased to 



state “…expand use of ROW on sides of existing roadways to provide opportunities for the 
development of trails”. 
 
P. 26.  “Work on more hiking access…”  Be more specific. Where do you recommend?  Show on 
map. Will gather more information at community meeting.  
 
P. 27  “Develop Trails and(?) public land on south side of town.”  Be specific – where do you 
recommend; show recommended trail route on map.  What is meant by “Develop…public 
land”? Will gather more information at community meeting. 
 
P. 27  “Purchase an easement by cemetery”  Be more specific, show on map. Explain location 
and purpose of the proposed easement. Removed. 
 
P. 27  “Work on trail connection at CR 20”  Be more specific , show on map. Will gather more 
information at community meeting. 
 
P. 27 “ Tennis court status as an eyesore and as being dysfunctional” Edited. 
 
P. 27.  Eliminate the prioritization of the two items – “landscaping around signs and screening 
wastewater plan”.  None of the other items have any priority assigned so not clear why these 
two were chosen for prioritization. Eliminated.  
 
P. 28. Operational Statements.   Eliminate this quote – too long and dense, and many would 
object to the notion of  being subjected to  “..intended moral lessons.” Eliminated. 
 
P. 28  Mission/Vision – Appears mission and vision are combined in one statement—unclear as 
to which is which. Separated mission statement and vision. 
 
p. 29  “Identify new sources of funding…”  This is what we hoped this plan would do. This is 
addressed in Implementation section.  
 
P. 30  PR 2.1  Adjust neighborhood park sizes to fit HSS – these numbers are too high for our 
situation. By definition, a neighborhood park is 1-20 acres. It is on the bigger size, but we are 
just providing the standard definition. 
 
P. 30 PR 2.3   Not sure what specifically is recommended for HSS beyond what we have already.  
Where, specifically would this park be located and what additional facilities are recommended.  
Did some ideas for this come from the public input?  This seems like a generic objective that 
might be more suitable for other places.  20 – 100 acres – really?  Where? On the outside of 
town if a land swap were allowed with BLM to assist with trail connections.  
 
P. 31  PR 3.  This objective should be eliminated unless you heard a lot of desire for this in your 
public comments.  The recommendations for developing a regional park, golf course, moto 
cross site are not appropriate -- no obvious location for them other than the adjacent ranch 



properties which residents believe to be an aesthetic asset (see 1999 Coummunity Plan) and 
would oppose that level of development.  Not relevant to HSS. Removed. 
 
P.32 PR 4.2  We already do this, so what is this referring to?  This statement was removed. 
 
P. 32, PR 4.  I think a more useful objective would be to “Provide improved services and 
management to the current campground.”  I would eliminate PR 4.1 and 4.2 as irrelevant and 
add recommendations related to:  providing potable water, clearly posting campground rules, 
enforce requirements for camping only in designated sites, -- host idea is good. Objective was 
edited. 
 
P. 32 PR 5.2 – Why and how to “redevelop and expand”.  Such as …? Suggestions on how to 
redevelop and expand Pioneer Park were added to the plan. 
 
P. 32  PR 5.2.1  …walk-in camping…?  Are you proposing closing the road? Noted. 
 
P. 34 PR 6.   We just recently installed this fence and dedicated this site for storage.  Probably 
not practical.   Signing along the fence directing people to Pioneer Park might help.  There is not 
an alternative storage site north of the intersection of Park and Grand.  Are you thinking of 
somewhere else? Statement was removed. 
 
P.34  What is a state wildlife station? Statement was removed.  
 
P. 34 Goals – what sidewalks? Noted. 
 
P. 35. T. G. 1.1.1 a..  Spelling correction should be “Arapaho” and “Heimbaugh” Also, anywhere 
in this plan when encouraging access via Heimbaugh Gulch (see T.G. 1.1.3) need to make it very 
clear that we understand this is currently private land and easements or purchase would be 
required.  We do not want to be encouraging people to use that property without permission.  
In addition, the issue of what kind of easement access would be appropriate – non motorized 
(my preference) or motorized. Spelling was corrected throughout document of Arapaho and 
Heimbaugh. It was also made clear it was private land. 
 
P. 35 T.G 1.1.2  We don’t have any RR corridors except adjacent to Pioneer Park.  What utility 
corridors are you referring to – show on a map. Statement was removed.  
 
P.36   TG 1.1.3   Change from “Some” to “An example”  Need to include recognition that the 
Heimbaugh Creek area is private land encouraging access without a ROW, easement or 
purchase would be a problem. Changed. 
 
P. 36  TG 3.2 Lots of hypothetical recommendations for trails in the plan and nice standards, but 
no specific recommendations for trail locations/routes.  Be more specific as to recommended 
trail locations/routes. At community meeting this will be asked for via aerial maps and sharing 
maps we have currently. 



 
P.37 TG. 3 What sidewalks? Noted.  
 
P. 38 TG 3.4 Is there really any land between HSS and the SWA that would accommodate a trail 
-- this is a very steep and narrow canyon.  What specific land did the planners have in mind for 
this?  Show on a map. Will gather more information at community meeting. 
 
P. 38 TG 4 and 4.3  Any specific recommendations? Will gather more information at community 
meeting. 
 
P. 38 TG 4.5.  There are no RR rights of way except on north side of Pioneer Park.  Unless the 
planners had something other than that in mind, this should be dropped or risk lack of 
credibility. This statement was removed.  
 
P. 39 OS 1.1  Eliminate those characteristics not present in HSS -- canals, old growth, irrigation 
ditches, avalanche, abandoned mines, etc. This makes it seem that the planners do not know 
HSS and just pulled from other plans. Eliminated. 
 
P. 40   Limited Development policy -- eliminate this to avoid stirring up unneeded controversy.  
County zoning provides this to an extent. Removed. 
 
P. 40 Eliminate OS3.2   Implies this is not happening when it is. Removed. 
 
Eliminate OS 3.3   Why list all these businesses that are not in HSS (feed lots?) again this makes 
it appear that the planners do not know our town and just pulled boiler plate items from other 
plans. Removed. 
 
P. 41  Eliminate OS 3.4  -- not a priority for the town. Eliminated. 
 
P. 41 CRSE 2  Should be Grand County Historical Association.  Here and in other references. 
Changed here and reflected throughout document.  
 
P. 42  CRSE 2.1  Change from focus of Pioneer Park to “locations in both parks and historically 
significant sites throughout the town”  Pioneer Park  provides opportunity for environmental 
interpretation. Changed. 
 
P. 46 Funding strategies   I thought the fellow from Greenplay told us at our meeting that he 
would provide a list of specific funding/grant sources that he was familiar with that would be 
appropriate for our needs. Please see Funding Sources, located within the Appendix. 
 
Appendix  What Focus Groups did you meet with?  Plan indicates that the complete survey 
results will be included, but not listed here. Survey results will now be included.  
 
Other comments: 



 
Somewhere note that east side of Pioneer Park is closed to motorize traffic in winter. Noted. 

Provide clearer direction for the town on management of different park areas such as: 

Town Park – Appropriate for more developed facilities (playground, ball fields, gardens, 

pump tracks, tennis courts, and so forth) and larger public activities (sports, festivals, 

gardening,…) Noted. 

Pioneer Park (West) – Appropriate for developed nature based facilities and activities 

(campground, picnic area,…). Noted. 

Pioneer Park (East) – Appropriate for more passive, low impact, less intrusive nature 

based facilities and peaceful activities (disc golf, trails, fishing, environmental education, 

picnic sites, non-motorized (winter), and minimal (if any) camping) Noted. 

 

 


