











INTRODUCTION

Colorado's state parks serve as invaluable recreational assets, drawing millions of visitors annually and
significantly contributing to local economies. However, increased visitation to state parks in recent years
has resulted in challenges to maintaining the access infrastructure within a park’s surrounding community.
Colorado Senate Bill 23-059 State Parks and Wildlife Area Local Access Funding (SB23-059) was created
in response to these challenges and prompted the initiation of this study. The bill designated the Colorado
Parks and Wildlife Commission and the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW) to detail the local
infrastructure and services used by visitors to access state parks and to provide appropriate funding
mechanisms to support, maintain, and improve access routes. This report represents the culmination of
this work and was done in collaboration with RRC Associates, Fehr & Peers, and SE Group (the Consultant
Team), from late 2023 to the fall of 2024.

The approved SB23-059 bill primarily focuses on establishing a mechanism to help local governments
manage increased demand for state park access within their jurisdiction by allowing the request of an
additional fee of up to $2 on daily vehicle passes to fund access route maintenance. Revenues from this
fee can support infrastructure such as roads, bicycle lanes, and shuttle operations used by visitors to
access state parks. The bill also places several obligations on CPW related to this new fee program,
including establishing the process for local governments to apply it, formalizing criteria for evaluating
applications, setting and adjusting fee amounts, collecting and administering the fees, and ensuring that
the revenue supports local access routes.

In addition to the implementation of this fee program, the bill required CPW to collaborate with local
governments to conduct a study to better understand the underlying access concerns that led to the
development of SB23-059 and investigate additional ways of addressing them. This requirement prompted
the Local Access Funding Study project and the work of the Consultant team, who integrated extensive
data collection, stakeholder engagement, and rigorous analysis alongside CPW leadership to deliver
insights that will guide future legislative and funding decisions.

As directed in SB23-059, this report addresses the following key topics:

1) Local transportation infrastructure and services used by visitors to access state parks,
including:

a. Determination of past issues such access routes have faced, as well as current existing and
potential future deficits

b. Evaluation of resources currently dedicated to developing and maintaining these routes,
including fees, assessments, taxes, and payments made by CPW in lieu of taxes

c. ldentification of new funding sources or partnerships to maintain these routes and address any
identified deficits

2) Relationships between state parks and their local areas, including:

a. ldentification of opportunities for collaboration between CPW and local jurisdictions, both
during the establishment of a park and throughout its operation

b. Assessment of the impacts of use by visitors traveling to and from state parks on local
transportation infrastructure and services

c. Analysis of infrastructure costs incurred by local governments in supporting state parks

d. Economic and community benefits and/or negative effects of state parks on local economies

3) Methods for determining which local access routes should be eligible for funding under the
fee mechanism established by the bill
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This report outlines the findings from site visits, stakeholder meetings, and analysis of secondary data,
including county budgets and state park visitor cell phone data, resulting in a comprehensive overview of
the current state of Colorado state parks’ access routes. It also includes strategic recommendations for
collaborative funding approaches to enhance infrastructure, ensure safety, and improve overall visitor
experiences. As will be discussed, the relationship between state parks and their surrounding communities
is multifaceted, each with their own specific characteristics. Ideally, this research allows for increased
effectiveness in the management of Colorado’s increasingly popular state parks and their corresponding
access routes, ensuring that the natural beauty and recreational opportunities of state parks remain
accessible to all without placing undue maintenance burden on local jurisdictions.

OVERVIEW OF SB23-059

Colorado Senate Bill 23-059, which evolved out of Colorado
Counties, Inc.’s 2023 Legislative Agenda, was introduced in
January 2023 and signed into law on May 19, 2023.

The bill begins with several legislative declarations
emphasizing the importance of Colorado’s natural
resources and the challenges faced by local governments:

A. Colorado's great outdoors and wildlife are among
the state's most treasured resources, enhancing
Coloradans' quality of life, bringing prosperity to the
state and its residents, and representing the fabric
of the state;

SENATE BILL 23-059

BY SENATOR(S) Baisley and Roberts, Rich, Bridges, Cutter, Danielson,
Hansen, Hinrichsen, Marchman, Priola, Winter F.;

also REPRESENTATIVE(S) Catlin and McLachlan, Bradley, Holtorf,
Joseph, Taggart, Velasco, Weinberg, Wilson, Amabile, Bacon, Bird,
Boesenecker, Brown, Dickson, Duran, English, Frizell, Froelich,
Gonzales-Gutierrez, Hamrick, Herod, Jodeh, Kipp, Lieder, Lindsay,
Mabrey, Marshall, McCormick, Michaelson Jenet, Ricks, Snyder, Story,
Titone, Valdez, McCluskie.

B. Rapid increase in demand for outdoor recreation is
challenging local governments' ability to maintain
access;

CONCERNING PROVIDING FUNDING TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS TO SUPPORT

ACCESS TO STATE-OWNED OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL AREAS, AND, IN
CONNECTION THEREWITH, MAKING AN APPROPRIATION.

C. Despite tremendous growth in outdoor recreation,
existing funding to support the variety of ways
Colorado families access our state parks is
insufficient;

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

SECTION 1. Legislative declaration. (1) The general assembly

D. This leads to increased barriers for families and can
deter visitors from accessing state parks;

E. Local governments share the access goals of the

finds and declares that:

(a) Colorado's great outdoors and wildlife are among the state’s most
treasured resources, enhancing Coloradans' quality of life, bringing
prosperity to the state and its residents, and representing the fabric of the

slate;

state and rely on a financial partnership with the

state and other partners to help meet the demand Capialers or bold & lc ombers f...f.}u.@ new matral added 10 eisinglow d.m.-{-}
. through words or numbers indicate deletions from existing law and such material is not part o

and ensure Colorado's outdoors are accessible to

all;

F. Establishing a new fee on daily vehicle passes may provide local governments with the tools to
manage the access demands that continue to increase with the growing enjoyment of Colorado's
outdoor spaces.

The bill instructs CPW to establish a program by which local governments (defined as a city, county, or
special district of the state) can request an additional fee to be charged on daily motor vehicle passes for
state parks located within their boundaries. CPW must also establish a set of criteria for evaluating such
requests. If a request made by a local government meets the criteria established by CPW, the fee will be
collected and transferred directly to the respective local jurisdictions. The bill sets a timeline for CPW to
create this fee program throughout 2024, with the earliest collection of the fee to begin in January 2025.
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CPW Local Access Funding Study

The Draft Criteria & Process Development section of this report provides further details on the fee program
as outlined in the bill and the steps taken by CPW to develop the application and approval process.

However, the establishment of the state park access fee is only one component of the bill. In sum, SB23-
059 outlines a comprehensive framework to enhance state park access through fee-based funding
mechanisms, a collaborative study, and strategic recommendations, all aimed at improving and maintaining
the infrastructure that supports Colorado’s state parks. This report serves to provide an inclusive study on
access to Colorado’s state park system as required by the bill and address the issues that led to its creation
alongside potential solutions for the future.

STUDY DESIGN & RESEARCH OVERVIEW

The Local Access Funding Study was designed to comprehensively address the objectives outlined in
SB23-059 summarized above and focuses on understanding and managing access to Colorado's state
parks and the associated impacts on local infrastructure. To achieve this, the Consultant Team developed
a multifaceted approach that combined local government engagement, extensive data collection, and
thorough analysis to ensure a well-rounded examination of the relevant issues. Table 1 highlights the
study's schedule and major tasks.

Several core goals guided the study's design. First, local government engagement was identified as a
critical component, given the concerns that led to the passing of SB23-059. Many of the local governments
involved were smaller counties experiencing increases in state park visitation, particularly following the
COVID-19 pandemic. Increased visitation puts additional strain on local infrastructure, raising concerns
about the condition of access routes to state parks. Engaging with these local governments was essential
to understanding their perspective on these challenges and identifying potential solutions.

The study also sought to build a comprehensive understanding of state park access through a combination
of secondary data collection and analysis. The Consultant Team utilized mobile device data from Azira to
gain insights into travel patterns to state parks across Colorado. The Mobile Location Data section of this
report provides more information about the data source and methods used in this analysis, which provided
valuable information on visitor home locations, the distribution of trips among various park access roads,
and whether visitors were using
park roads to access the park or
simply passing through. The
mobile device data helped
generalize visitor home locations
by county, offering a system-wide
perspective on park visitation
patterns across the state. The data
was also analyzed in greater detail
to examine specific access routes,
trip origins, and the proportion of
passthrough traffic for six parks
that were selected for more in-
depth case studies.
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TASK TIMEFRAME

Task 1: Project kickoff meeting October 2023
PH?SE Task 2: Project management plan development Early November 2023
Task 3: Presentation of project management plan November 2023
Task 1: Draft criteria/process development, review, and approval December 2023 — March 2024
Task 2: Meet with CDOT and DOLA to discuss study plan Winter 2024
Task 3: Local government engagement and data collection Winter/Spring 2024
PH';\SE Task 4: Stakeholder data standardization and consolidation Spring/Summer 2024
Task 5: Additional secondary data collection and analysis Spring/Summer 2024
Task 6: Develop Draft Study Summer 2024
Task 8: CDOT and DOLA comment period and Draft Study revisions | Summer 2024
PHASE Task 1: Finalize study Fall 2024
3 Task 2: Presentation of the Final Study to the Commission Fall 2024

Table 1. Local Access Study Schedule

Additionally, the study collected and analyzed data from local governments, including road and bridge
budgets, existing agreements, and other relevant documents, to better understand the financial and
operational challenges faced by these communities. A literature review was also conducted to assess the
economic impact of outdoor recreation in Colorado, specifically focusing on the benefits of state parks to
local communities. One key finding that emerged throughout the government engagement process was
the need for more diverse and collaborative funding approaches, as some local governments struggle to
identify and secure alternative funding sources. To address this, the study includes a thorough Grant
Roadmap designed to assist local governments in navigating available funding opportunities.

The study's key outcomes include the development of an application process and evaluation criteria for
local governments to apply for funding under SB23-059, a system-wide analysis with a two-page park
access summary for each of 42 state parks across Colorado, in-depth case studies on six state parks, a
Grant Roadmap to support local governments in securing additional funding, and a set of conclusions and
legislative recommendations to guide future efforts in managing state park access and infrastructure.

The combination of local government engagement, comprehensive data collection, and targeted analysis
provided a robust foundation for the study. The findings and recommendations presented in this report
reflect the insights gained from these efforts and offer a path forward for managing state park access in a
way that balances the needs of visitors with the capacities of local communities. The detailed methodology
and results of the data analysis are discussed in subsequent sections, along with the broader implications
for state park infrastructure management.
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DRAFT CRITERIA & PROCESS DEVELOPMENT

As a core component of implementing SB23-059, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) was required to
establish, by July 1, 2024, a formal process by which local governments could request an additional fee to
be charged on daily vehicle passes for state parks within their jurisdiction. This process needed to be
transparent, resulting in clear criteria which aligned with the intent of the legislation.

To achieve this, the resulting application process for local governments involves more than simply
requesting the fee. Justification must be provided that the selected access route meets the bill’s definition
of a “local access route”, which is a right-of-way, including bike or pedestrian paths, typically used to travel
to or from a state park. In addition, the local access route must be within a three-mile radius to a state park
entrance within the petitioner’s jurisdiction and at least 50% of its traffic must be directly tied to state park
visitation during one week of the year that does not include a major holiday weekend. The jurisdiction can
use the funds generated by approved and enacted fees for constructing and maintaining city or county-
owned roads leading to state parks, as well as for other eligible infrastructure and services, such as bicycle
lanes, shuttle operations, and multimodal access routes.

Local governments can propose a fee
amount in their applications, though
i@l CPW’s ruling must ultimately determine
the final fee amounts, which cannot
exceed two dollars. The fees must be
¢ rounded to the nearest dollar, limiting the
current options to $1 or $2. Every five
years, CPW is required to review the fee
for potential adjustments based on
inflation or deflation, using the Colorado
Department of Transportation’s
Construction  Cost Index.  These
> s w.wams - adjustments could allow the fee to exceed

~ SRR SRR T0Cs SRS two dollars if necessary. The bill also
speC|f|es that if a state park has multiple access routes malntalned by different local governments, and
more than one jurisdiction applies for the fee, these governments must agree on how the fee revenue
would be apportioned. CPW will then distribute the resulting funds according to the agreement reached by
the local governments.

Once a fee is approved and established, CPW will administer it annually. To cover the costs of collecting
and administering the fee, CPW is authorized to retain a portion of the fee, capped at three and one-third
percent of the total amount collected. The remainder of the fee revenue, after covering administrative costs,
will be transferred to the State Treasurer and credited to the Local Access Route Cash Fund. This fund is
continuously appropriated to CPW for the purposes outlined in the bill and is designated exclusively for
improving local access routes to state parks, ensuring that the revenue generated benefits both the parks
and the surrounding communities. Notably, the bill includes no provisions to sunset the additional daily
vehicle fees once they are implemented.

In summary, SB23-059 directed CPW to develop a comprehensive and transparent application process for
local governments, establish clear criteria for fee approval, and implement a system for the collection,
administration, and distribution of fees to support the maintenance and enhancement of local access routes
to state parks. Due to the timing of CPW’s regulatory processes and the deadlines set in the bill, the criteria
for the application and necessary review had to be developed before the completion of this study. The
following section summarizes the process undertaken to do so in late 2023 and early 2024, as well as the
resulting outcomes.
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Criteria Process & Timeline

The process of developing the criteria required under SB23-059 began in late 2023, with the Consultant
Team and CPW collaborating closely from the outset of the project. Given the deadlines imposed by CPW’s
regulatory processes, it was crucial to begin this work early to ensure that the criteria could be reviewed
and approved by the Commission prior to the July 1, 2024, statutory deadline. This deadline enabled an
application and review period, with the first round of fees to begin January 1, 2025. Table 2 provides the

timeline established to guide the criteria development process.

CRITERIA STEP TIMEFRAME

Draft Criteria Created

November 2023 - January 2024

Draft Criteria Submitted for Commission Review January 2024
Draft Criteria Presented to Commission March 2024
Draft Criteria Finalized by Commission May 2024
Final Criteria Implemented July 2024

Table 2. Criteria Process and Timeline

Creation of the Criteria (November 2023 - January 2024)

The creation of the criteria was a collaborative effort between the Consultant Team and CPW. Recognizing
that these criteria would be binding for the application process, a series of reviews was implemented to
ensure that the process would be navigable for local governments of all sizes. The creation of the criteria
immediately identified two major topics that local governments would need to address:

1) Route Qualification

Whether the roadway/access route qualifies under the definitions of SB23-059. Local governments
must establish whether their access route fulfills the geographic and jurisdictional requirements

outlined in the bill.

2) Funding Justification

Justification that the qualifying local access route requires additional funding for maintenance. Local
governments are required to provide a variety of internal data sources, as well as justification for

imposing this fee on park visitors.

At the onset of drafting the criteria, CPW’s regulatory experts provided initial guidance and gathered
feedback about which metrics would be appropriate and necessary to include. These criteria were
developed to align with the requirements of SB23-059 and related to the primary issues identified. The
criteria were initially kept broad, with the understanding that some points would likely be refined during

subsequent reviews.

The Consultant Team reviewed the draft criteria after CPW’s initial outline. The purpose of this review was
to assess whether the criteria were acceptable and feasible for local governments to implement. The
Consultant Team used a color-coded scale to evaluate each criterion: green for feasible and ready to
implement, yellow for mostly feasible but potentially challenging, and red for likely difficult to implement.
Following this review, most criteria were deemed feasible with minor or no revisions, while a few were

identified as potentially too onerous for the application process.

After incorporating the Consultant Team’s feedback, CPW revised the criteria and shared them with the
broader team for additional vetting and feasibility checks. By this stage, the criteria were ready for

presentation to the CPW Commission.
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SUGGESTED INFORMATION &
STANDING REQUIREMENTS EVALUATION METRICS ~ DATASOURCE(S) |

“Iocal access route” Photographs of the local access
1) ltis responsible for an existing pursuant to SB23-059 is route(s).
Igrc:\l/ligggiscsc;c;zt?o(sa) ;?::e f:ieflneq asa !'lght-of-way, ' e Detailed description of the local
park within the petitioner’s including a bike or pedestrian access route(s) (Ilength of
geographic boundaries path, which is normally used to route(s), location of route(s), etc.).
travel to or from a state park. e Map(s) of the route(s)

2) The existing local access
route(s) is located within a 3- GIS layer displaying local access
mile radius to a state park N/A route’s distance from the nearest
entrance within the state park’s entrance(s) and total
petitioner’s geographic length.
boundaries.

3) 50% or more of the traffic on
the existing local access
route(s) in the petitioner’s Visitor surveys, mobile location
geographic boundaries is N/A data analysis, and/or traffic count
directly tied to park visitation monitoring plans.
during one week not including
a major holiday weekend.

Table 3. Standing Requirements to File a Petition

If CPW staff determine that a petition meets the standing requirements to file a petition outlined above, the
following steps will be undertaken:

1) The petition will be presented to the Commission at the August or September Commission
meeting of the same year

2) Based on the totality of the information provided by the petitioner, the Commission shall
grant or deny the petition

3) Ifthe Commission grants the petition, the Commission will approve the state park access fee
at the November Commission meeting of the same year

4) Any approved state park access fee will then go into effect by January 1st of the following
year

Granting the petition and imposing the fee is at the discretion of the Commission and is not legally required.
However, the Commission shall not unreasonably withhold approval of a request to create the fee. The
Commission will consider granting the state park access fee if the petitioner can meet the Standing
Requirements outlined in Table 3 and is able to meet one of the two following Petition Requirements. CPW
will coordinate with the petitioner to provide access to relevant information and/or data as appropriate to
meet the evaluation metrics.

Petition Requirement 1.

Identify the existing local access route(s) within the petitioner’s geographic boundaries in need of funding
for maintenance, including the current and anticipated costs and benefits of such route(s), and prioritize
the existing local access route(s) in terms of most urgent need of funding. Suggested information to
support Petition Requirement 1 is outlined in Table 4.
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SUGGESTED INFORMATION / DATA SOURCE(S)

Photographs of the local access route(s).

Description of the conditions of the local access route(s) based on existing Level of Service assessments.

If Level of Service assessments are unavailable/not applicable, petitioners may rate their local access route(s)
using the rating scale outlined below:

POOR: extremely deteriorated roadways, may only be passable at reduced speeds; deep cracks, large
potholes, and other signs of distress cover 50-75% of the route.

MEDIOCRE: Noticeably inferior both in ride quality and appearance; distress and defects are obvious.
FAIR: Mostly smooth ride, few signs of distress, some cracks and patches, small potholes visible.
GOOD: New or nearly new roadways, smooth ride, distress-free, minimal cracks and patches.

Table 4. Suggested Information to Support Petition Requirement 1

Petition Requirement 2:
Identify the need for financial assistance to support additional access to state parks within the petitioner’s
geographic boundaries (supporting access may include maintaining and constructing local roads, bicycle
lanes, shuttle operations, and multimodal access routes) through a state park access fee.

Petitioners may provide information and/or data on any combination of the evaluation metrics outlined in
Table 5 to demonstrate the need for financial assistance:

EVALUATION METRICS

Existing infrastructure costs incurred by the
petitioner in supporting access to the state park.

SUGGESTED INFORMATION &
DATA SOURCE(S)

Quantitative data on infrastructure costs available to
support this criterion.

fees, assessments, and taxes (including
payments in lieu of taxes (PILT)) that are
available to (1) develop and maintain
transportation infrastructure; or (2) provide
transportation services related to recreation,
within the petitioner’s geographic boundaries.

2. Existing deficits with local transportation Quantitative data and/or detailed descriptions of existing
infrastructure and services within the petitioner’s | deficits available to support this criterion (existing
geographic boundaries to the state park. roadway funding, current maintenance budgets, etc.).

& Quantltatlvg c_lata demoqstrat!ng e Etieen Quantitative financial data available to support this
state park visitors negatively impacts the local o

criterion.
access route(s).

4. A brief narrative description of the economic and | Brief descriptive narrative on the economic and
community benefits provided by state parks to community benefits provided by the state park based on
businesses and communities within the available information. If quantitative data is available to
petitioner’s boundaries. support this criteria, include as appropriate.

5. A comparison of the petitioner’s financial
demands of maintaining transportation
infrastructure and services needed to access Quantitative financial data available to support this
state parks in relation to the financial demands of | criteria (existing roadway funding, current maintenance
maintaining other local transportation budgets, etc.).
infrastructure and services within the petitioner’s
geographic boundaries.

i : . Federal PILT financial data

6. Existing local government revenue, including

Impact Assistance Grants financial data (Colorado’s
equivalent of PILT)

May include an evaluation in coordination with CPW of
the costs incurred by CPW to maintain internal state park
roads that are being used by local, non-park visitor traffic
as a pass-through to get from one side of a park to the
other.
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EVALUATION METRICS SUGGESTED INFORMATION &

DATA SOURCE(S)
7. Current resources available for and dedicated to
local transportation infrastructure and services Detailed descriptions of current resources available
for a baseline of existing maintenance budgets (existing roadway funding, current maintenance budgets,
and the predictability and reliability of these etc.).
sources.

8. Any existing sources of funding, agreements,
and/or partnerships with CPW and/or other
government agencies to provide maintenance
for local transportation routes and the type(s) of
maintenance performed on an annual basis. If
any such sources of funding, agreements, and/or
partnerships exist, outline the amount of
money/resources CPW and/or other agencies
allocate towards maintenance of the local
transportation route(s) on an annual basis.

Funding agreements, partnership agreements, etc.

9. If applicable, detailed examples of past issues
with providing local transportation infrastructure
and services used to access state parks within
the petitioner’s geographic boundaries.

Brief descriptive narrative of past issues.

Table 5. Evaluation Metrics and Suggested Information to Support Petition Requirement 2

Petition Overview

Application cycles will be available on an annual basis. If a new state park is established after the application
period, the petitioner with the new state park within their geographic boundaries must wait until the next
application period to petition for the fee. The state park access fee shall apply to the entire state park within
the petitioner’s geographic boundaries and shall not differ in price based on park entrance station location.
When a daily vehicle pass is purchased at a state park, it is valid at any state park until noon the following
day. However, any state park access fee revenue will be tied to the park where the daily vehicle pass was
purchased.

If a state park has multiple local access routes that are maintained by multiple local governments, all of
which request the state park access fee, the petitioner shall determine by agreement in writing how the fee
revenue is to be apportioned if the state park access fee is granted; this agreement shall be provided to
CPW prior to any fund disbursal to the petitioner(s). If a local government that was not a party listed in the
initial petition or in the fee apportionment agreement wants to apply for the state park access fee after it
has been approved by the Commission, the local government may enter into discussions with the local
government(s) who were part of the initial petition and fee apportionment agreement in order to revise the
fee apportionment agreement to attain a portion of the originally approved fee. CPW must be provided with
the revised fee agreement before any funds will be disbursed to the additional local government.

Reporting Requirements

The Commission shall adjust the fee every five years to account for inflation or deflation. The first fee
adjustment will occur in 2030 and will repeat every 5 years. Reporting is required to be submitted by
September 2nd at the end of every 5-year cycle.
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CPW Local Access Funding Study

Reporting should include at a minimum:
1) Expenditure details

2) A description of the project(s) that the local government is currently or is planning to use the
disbursed funds on.
The local government should demonstrate how the disbursed funds are being used or will be used to
support access to state parks within their geographic boundaries, which may include maintaining and
constructing local roads, bicycle lanes, shuttle operations, and multimodal access routes

3) A description of how state park access has benefited or will benefit from the existing or
proposed project(s)

Inflation Adjustments

Any local governments that petitioned for and were granted the state park access fee prior to the first fee
adjustment will automatically receive the inflation-adjusted fee at the start of the next 5-year cycle, rounded
to the nearest whole number. Any local governments that petition for and are granted the fee after the first
fee adjustment period will automatically receive the inflation-adjusted fee.

Fund Disbursements

CPW shall disburse any funds collected to the appropriate local governments on a quarterly basis from the
Local Access Route Cash Fund, minus the administrative cost of collecting the fee, which is not to exceed
3.33% of the fee. There is no deadline within which the local government must utilize the disbursed funds.
However, the local government’s five-year report must demonstrate how the local government anticipates
using the disbursed funds to support access to state parks within a reasonable period.
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CPW Local Access Funding Study

State Park Managers Meeting

The Consultant Team first met with the majority of CPW’s State Park Managers at their monthly meeting
and held a separate meeting with Deputy Regional Managers. The purpose of these meetings was to
introduce state park leaders to SB23-059 and the study process, which would require the Consultant Team
to contact many of the managers throughout the study. During these meetings, the team discussed possible
local governments to engage with, as well as whether any existing discussions around SB23-059 were
already taking place. These initial conversations helped lay the groundwork for the engagement process
and ensured that state park leaders were informed and prepared to collaborate on the study’s objectives.

State Park Manager Questionnaire

Following the presentation at the December 2023 State Park Managers Meeting, the Consultant Team
distributed an online questionnaire to all state park managers to gather preliminary insights on issues
related to park access and infrastructure. The questionnaire aimed to assess awareness of SB23-059, the
perceived strain of park visitation on local infrastructure, and the extent of engagement between park
managers and local governments.

The Consultant Team received responses
from 22 of the 34 Colorado state park
managers  (with some  managers
overseeing multiple parks). The feedback |
from this questionnaire provided valuable
insights  into the challenges and }
opportunities associated with managing
park access and infrastructure from the
park’s perspective. The responses helped
identify parks that were potentially
complex and experiencing issues, which in
turn shaped the subsequent engagement
efforts.

Summary of Key Results:

o Awareness of SB23-059
The maijority of state park managers were aware of the legislation, with most respondents familiar with
its implications.

e Perceived Strain on Local Infrastructure
Responses varied, with many managers reporting a "Low" to "Moderate" strain on surrounding non-
park infrastructure due to park visitation. A few parks reported "No Strain," indicating variability based
on location and visitor volume.

o Costs to Local Governments
Opinions were divided on whether local governments incurred additional costs due to park visitation.
Some managers acknowledged this issue, while others were uncertain or believed the economic
benefits outweighed the costs.

o Engagement with Local Governments
Engagement levels with local governments were mixed, with some managers having initiated
discussions or partnerships to address infrastructure impacts, while others had not.

o Potential Funding and Partnerships
The need for further exploration of potential funding sources and partnerships to support local
infrastructure was evident, though responses indicated this area remains underdeveloped.
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Site Visits & Meetings with Local Officials

In January 2024, the Consultant Team began in-depth local engagement, focusing on parks and their
interactions with local jurisdictions. Based on the questionnaire responses, site visits and meetings were
prioritized for parks with access routes eligible for the daily vehicle fee under SB23-059, particularly those
where local governments showed interest in the legislation. This assisted with identifying specific parks for
deeper analysis and case studies while also beginning to shape the study's overall findings.

Overall, every state park in Colorado received an in-person site visit and/or some form of remote
engagement, regardless of SB23-059 eligibility or perceived interest. During site visits, the Consultant
Team toured parks, observed access routes, and discussed the relationships between parks and
surrounding communities. Key discussion points included the impact of park visitation on local
infrastructure, jurisdictional responsibilities for maintaining access routes, and the potential need for
additional funding mechanisms. These engagements also facilitated follow-up with local governments to
collect data on transportation budgets, projects, spending, and funding sources, further informing the
study’s recommendations. Multiple diverse collaborative arrangements were revealed from these
discussions, which are discussed further in the later Notable State Park Access & Infrastructure Case
Studies section.

Mobile Location Data Source & Methods

Mobile location data was a key component of this project, used to identify travel and visitation patterns for
state parks across Colorado. This data consists of anonymized information identifying specific devices,
their locations, and timestamps. The data is passively collected from personal cell phones and other app-
enabled devices for which users have opted to allow location services. The sheer volume of participating
apps (currently more than 250,000 different apps provide location data) coupled with the near ubiquity of
smartphones enables researchers to capture a broad range of users across different demographics and
geographies. Moreover, because this data is passively collected, it allows for retrospective analysis of travel
patterns going back to 2019, providing valuable insights into visitation trends over time.

For this report, the mobile location data was derived from the Azira Pinnacle dataset. This dataset was
selected to help understand where visitors to state parks in Colorado live and where their trips to state
parks originate. The analysis focused on data from the 2023 calendar year (January 1st to December 31st).
The results of this analysis are presented in the Park Access Summaries section for each park.

While high-level home location data was analyzed for all 42 parks, the Consultant Team also selected six
state parks for in-depth case studies, which are presented in a subsequent section of this report. These six
parks were identified based on a variety of factors, including strong interest in SB23-059, complex access
routes, previous discussions about park access issues, and engagement with local governments during
the study. The case studies delve into the specific access issues faced by these parks and explore the
collaborative efforts between park managers and local governments to address these challenges.

Home Locations Analysis

The analysis to determine the home locations of visitors was conducted using a data source known as the
Common Evening and Daytime Locations report. This report identifies where a device typically remains
during evening and daytime hours, which can be used as a proxy for the likely home and work locations of
the device owner.

To map the home locations of state park visitors, the Common Evening Location data was used as a proxy
for the home location of each visitor. The analysis involved filtering all trips that either started or ended at
a state park and identifying each device's most frequent evening location as its home. If a device had
multiple common evening locations, only the most frequent location was considered in the analysis. This
methodology provides a broad understanding of where state park visitors are coming from.
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STATE PARK VISITATION | POSSIBLE FEE POTENTIAL APPLICANT(S)
TOTAL REVENUE
Barr Lake 199,000 $17,500 | Adams County
Boyd Lake 569,000 $46,500 | Larimer County
Castlewood Canyon 168,000 $29,600 | Douglas County
Chatfield 2,194,000 $118,500 | Douglas County
Cherry Creek 1,682,000 $124,300 | Arapahoe County
Eldorado Canyon 506,000 $32,800 | Boulder County
Eleven Mile 204,000 $24,300 | Park County
NORF:ELI-:S':ST Golden Gate Canyon 1,543,000 $33,200 | Gilpin County
Jackson Lake 213,000 $16,400 | Morgan County
Lory 230,000 $29,800 | Larimer County
North Sterling 190,000 $6,000 | Logan County
Roxborough 173,000 $21,400 | Douglas County
Spinney Mountain 70,000 $3,900 | Park County
St. Vrain 250,000 $18,000 | Town of Firestone
Staunton 300,000 $21,500 | Jefferson County
Elkhead Reservoir 220,000 $2,800 | Moffat & Routt counties
Harvey Gap 70,000 $5,800 | Garfield County
Highline Lake 255,000 $17,800 | Mesa County
James M. Robb 542,000 $28,100 | Mesa County & City of Grand Junction
Pearl Lake 30,000 $4,100 | Routt County
Rifle Falls 155,000 $19,400 | None
NOI?I;I'(I;II\(I)VEST Rifle Gap 270,000 $11,500 | Garfield County
Stagecoach 273,000 $9,900 | Routt County
State Forest 344,000 $10,300 | Jackson County
Steamboat Lake 457,000 $10,400 | Routt County
Sylvan Lake 109,000 $6,200 | Eagle County
Vega 217,000 $4,200 | Mesa County
Yampa River 156,000 $2,000 | Moffat County
Arkansas Headwaters 1,132,000 $16,900 | Multiple
Cheyenne Mountain 193,000 $16,200 | City of Colorado Springs
Fishers Peak 14,000 $1,000 | None
SOUTHEAST | John Martin Reservoir 218,000 $7,100 | Bent County
REGION Lake Pueblo 3,072,000 $77,400 | Pueblo County & City of Pueblo
Lathrop State Park 117,000 $10,800 | Huerfano County
Mueller 121,000 $13,900 | Teller County
Trinidad Lake 222,000 $9,900 | Las Animas County
Crawford 264,000 $3,500 | Delta & Montrose County
Mancos 25,000 $3,500 | Montezuma County
SOUTHWEST | Navajo 278,000 $5,100 | Archuleta County
REGION Paonia 15,000 $500 | Gunnison County
Ridgway 966,000 $29,400 | Ouray County & Town of Ridgway
Sweitzer Lake 43,000 $4,600 | Delta County

Table 7. Park Summary Overview
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CPW Local Access Funding Study

Barr Lake State Park Visitor Residency
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Figure 1. Home Locations of Visitors to Barr Lake State Park

As shown in Figure 1, local residents of Adams County account for approximately 75% of annual visits to
Barr Lake State Park. This share rises to nearly 80% during the summer and drops slightly to around 70%
during the winter.

Weld County contributes fewer than 10% of visitors annually, though this percentage increases to 11% in
the winter. Visitors from all other counties and out-of-state locations each account for fewer than 10% of
trips year-round, with little seasonal variation.
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CPW Local Access Funding Study

Boyd Lake State Park Visitor Residency

Figure 2. Home Locations of Visitors to Boyd Lake State Park

As shown in Figure 2, residents of Larimer County account for approximately 70% of annual visits to Boyd
Lake State Park. The share attributed to Larimer County residents increases during the winter months
(exceeding 80%) and drops slightly during the summer (just above 60%). These results indicate a strong
local presence at Boyd Lake State Park throughout the year, particularly in winter.

Weld County follows as the second most common home location of park visitors, contributing around 10%
of trips across all seasons. Visitors from all other counties and out-of-state locations each account for fewer
than 10% of trips year-round, accounting for higher shares of total visits in summer than in winter.
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