
Appendix E. Public input on draft Lathrop State Park Management Plan 

The draft management plan was released via CPW’s website on April 19, 2021. A public 

comment period from April 18 – May 18, 2021 included an online comment form and a 

Facebook Live Q&A session on May 11, 2021 at 5:30 p.m. The comment period was advertised 

via the website, a press release and social media. 

The Q&A had several hundred views including a few people participating with questions a 

comments during the live session. Fourteen responses were received via the comment form.  

Screenshot of Lathrop State Park’s website during the comment period: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comment Form (available via Google Forms)





 



Results and Management Implications 

The input received via the comment form is greatly appreciated. The comments were very 

positive and supportive of CPW, Lathrop State Park and the draft management plan. A change 

to the final management plan as a result of this input is to clarify the intent of fencing the 

State Land Board parcel and that “wildlife friendly fencing” will be used to not limit wildlife 

movement between the park and surrounding habitat (see Q4 below). 

 

Q1. Natural Resources 

One person submitted the following comment: 

 Keep duck and geese hunting during season to where we are today. 

 

Q2. Priorities for visitor experiences 

Eleven responses were received for each option except “maintain natural character” which 

had 12 responses.  

 

 All 12 respondents selected moderate or high priority for maintain natural character. 

Of those, a third selected “high priority” for this option only. 

 A majority of respondents said that all options were a priority to some degree except 

for “redesigning the visitor center lot”. 
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Q3. Yucca and nonelectric camping options 

Twelve responses were received for all options.  

 

 A majority of respondents indicated all options are a priority to some degree with 

improvements to Yucca and adding nonelectric sites elsewhere in the park 

overwhelmingly supported by respondents. There is also some support for converting 

Yucca to an electric campground.  

Q4. Ideas for recreation opportunities for the SLB parcel 

Five respondents provided thoughts and questions about this portion of the park. Most agreed 

that a trail allowing additional access from the hogback is a good idea. However, three 

people raised concerns about the impact of a fence to the wildlife and their movements. One 

person living on the north side of the park would like to have walk-in access for residents. On 

person expressed a strong desire for CPW to “do nothing” including no trail or fence.  

CPW response:  

 We appreciate the concerns raised over fragmenting habitat for wildlife. For this 

project, as with all of our fencing needs, we use “wildlife-friendly fencing” to ensure 

large and small mammals can maintain movement corridors and access to year-round 

habitat and resources. This is clarified in the final report. For more information please 

see: 

https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/LandWater/PrivateLandPrograms/FencingWithWil

dlifeInMind.pdf 

 CPW and SLB are concerned about allowing walk-in access from a remote section of 

the park. While it is close to some neighbors, it is not easily accessible for limited staff 

patrolling to park to ensure there are no fire and safety risks nor the development of 

unmanaged/social trails. 
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Q5. Overall response to draft plan.  

All 14 respondents submitted answers to all options in this question.  

 

 A majority of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with all statements indicating 

high satisfaction with the management plan. 

Q6. Additional comments 

 More bridge style piers for fishing further from the shore. 

 I am a huge fan of Lathrop State Park. It is one of the few places in the La 

Veta/Walsenburg area that allows public access to the natural beauty that surrounds 

us here. I don't always personally agree with the “improvements” to the park, for 

example, the completion of the concrete trail around Martin Lake. To my thinking, it 

erased some of the natural charm of the walk, the feeling of the ground under your 

feet as you strolled through the woods. However, the trail now is accessible to those 

in wheelchairs, to elderly using walkers, and to bicyclists who can enjoy it as well as 

those on foot. I understand that the park's access must serve the entire community. 

That community must include all residents, regardless of their species. After all, our 

intrinsic yearning to connect with our fellow creatures drives both the interest in and 

economy of all of our state parks. 
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Q7-Q9. Information about respondents 

 

* Other: Denver metro, Rye, Denver but building a house in Walsenburg 

 

* Respondents could check all that apply 
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