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APPENDIX C – PUBLIC OUTREACH
1.1

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT MEMO

The Public Engagement Memo outlines the purpose of this effort, targeted audiences, types of
engagement activities (which includes the Technical Advisory Committee and Community
Meetings), surveys, and additional outreach/communications efforts.
The purpose of the public engagement program is to inform and educate the community about
the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park (CHWP) Master Plan. The program also includes
opportunities for community members to provide input into the Master Plan. The targeted
audience includes Claremont residents, CHWP visitors, adults, children/youth, and
environmental/conservation groups.
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) provides feedback into the public engagement
process; reviews and comments on technical data presented by the project team; provides
feedback into the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan on topic specific issue areas such
as parking, resource protection, etc.; and reaches consensus on elements of a preferred
conceptual site plan. The TAC meetings also include a facilitated discussion.
Community Meetings include a presentation followed by a discussion section. Comments will be
graphically recorded and summarized following each meeting.
Additional outreach and communication efforts involve the use of city websites, businesses, city
manager’s update, sanitation bill, kiosk at the park, email distribution list, city facilities, and
newspapers.

1.2

MEETING SUMMARIES

1.2.1 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting – March 7, 2014
The purpose of the session was to introduce committee members to the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) purpose and charge; provide an overview of the Master Plan Project; discuss
outcomes and expectations for the TAC; collect public comments; and discuss potential visitor
intercept survey questions for the Master Plan process.
The goals, scope of work, and schedule for the Master Plan was outlined in this meeting. See
Table C-1.
Table C-1: Goals, Scope of Work, and Schedule of CHWP Master Plan
Goals
• Preserve sensitive
environmental resources

Scope of Work
• Review of existing
documentation

Schedule
• January 2014: Project
launch

• Manage for passive use

• Public engagement plan

• November 2014: Master
Plan tasks completed

• Minimize impacts to the • Inventory of existing conditions
surrounding
• Carrying capacity
neighborhoods
• Environmental baseline
• Fully engage interested
• Resource Management Plan
parties, users and the

Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan

• December 2014: Review of
the draft Master Plan by the
Community and Human
Services Commission,
Planning Commission, and
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Goals
Scope of Work
community at large in the • Usage, amenities, and operations
planning process.
• Parking evaluation and options
• Site maps

Schedule
City Council
• January 2015: Master Plan
Adoption

• Final Master Plan
Several themes surfaced from the committee discussion on desired outcomes and expectations,
including sanitation, safety, stewardship, balance, equity, and education.
This meeting also addressed some of the considerations and questions for the visitor intercept
survey. See Table C-2.
Table C-2: Considerations and Questions for the Visitor Intercept Survey
Considerations
• Making the survey available in
multiple languages

Questions
• With what frequency is the area used? At what times of
day?

• Identifying and reaching the
different Claremont Wilderness
Area user types

• Were users hiking in other areas prior to the expansion
of this wilderness area?

• Collecting/ utilizing parking
data
• Determining actual use data
• Recognizing completion of the
survey will be voluntary

• Do hikers visit the city of Claremont? Will wilderness
area users shop in Claremont?
• Where do users park? Why do they choose to park there
in particular? What is the pricing?
• What are users’ thoughts on sustainable practices?
• Are users using social media to learn about wilderness?
If so, what user types?
• What are the opportunities for using other trails/ parks?
• How can the Claremont Wilderness Area mission be
affirmed?
• To what extent, if any, will local resident displacement
occur?

During the public comment period, participants expressed expectations they hoped would be
addressed in the Master Plan by the technical team, and discussed with the committee and
community throughout the planning process. The topics discussed include:
Planning Process: meeting format, communication logistics, role of the community in
process, using existing planning documents, and knowledge sharing with planners outside
of Claremont
Research: investigate recreation impacts on wilderness, flood control, methods for
behavior modification, allowing periods of park non-use for the benefit of wildlife and
residents
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Community: maintaining access to residents, provide public education, balancing needs
of wilderness areas and those of residents, addressing stakeholder concerns

1.2.2 Community Meeting – March 24, 2014
On March 24, 2014, the Claremont community gathered for the first Community Meeting to
discuss the preparation of a comprehensive master plan for the Claremont hillside wilderness
area. The purpose of the meeting was to 1) provide an overview of the Master Plan project, 2)
review the existing conditions, 3) and discuss issues and opportunities that may be addressed in
the Master Plan.
The review of the existing conditions includes historical background information of the
Claremont wilderness area, protection efforts that have been implemented over time, and the
growing visitor use of the area. This discussion also included key current conditions in the
wilderness area, including the area’s fire propensity, sensitive plant and animal habitats, and its
role adjoining other protected areas.
A summary of oral comments presented by community members during the facilitated discussion
included the following:
Master Plan – need for stakeholder involvement, information sharing, funding
Parking – issues during weekend parking, improved parking policy and enforcement
Trails – existing need to manage different user types: biking, hiking, and equestrian, possible reconfiguration of trails
Preservation – restoration efforts, prevent overuse, improved management systems
Education – increased youth engagement, creating and developing volunteer/interpretive
programs, developing regional consortium
Sanitation – waste disposal/cleanup methods, natural method of vegetation management
Safety and Enforcement – traffic/pedestrian/cyclist circulation, dog policies, improved lighting,
and car theft
Fire Safety – increased management of wildlife urban interface, precautionary closures during
high danger periods
Definitions of stewardship, sanitation/safety, enforcement, equity, education, and balance.
A wall graphic was created during this meeting. See Figure C-1.

1.2.3 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting - May 19, 2014
On May 19, 2014, members of the Technical Advisory Committee of the Claremont Hills
Wilderness Master Plan met for a second meeting. The purpose of the session was to 1) review
results from initial community feedback, and 2) review existing conditions reports. Community
members also had the opportunity to ask questions and provide comments on items not on the
agenda.
During the meeting, there were suggestions for improving and modifying the Visitor Intercept
Survey. Some of these suggestions include changing surveying times to increase response
captures, including better definitions for terms on the survey, and using TAC members to
conduct surveys.
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In addition to a review of existing conditions and priority issues, this meeting also discussed
areas of the park where human waste was an issue, and ways to target and address this issue
(signage, restrooms, and education). The remainder of this meeting covered trail etiquette
between conflicting uses – hiking and cycling.

1.2.4 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting – October 11, 2014
The purpose of the session was to 1) review the results of data collected regarding park usage
levels, environmental conditions, user intercepts, and management examples from other parks; 2)
discuss neighborhood impacts and management policies and 3) confirm the Guiding Principles.
The first staff report covered the historical background, which includes history of the hillsides,
estimated annual usage, baseline environmental data, intercept questionnaire results, and
examples of parks comparable to CHWP and their policies. The second staff report covered
management and policy considerations for CHWP and the surrounding area, including
neighborhood impacts and how to preserve the park as an environmental resource.
The TAC confirmed the guiding principles for the CHWP following a discussion of the staff
reports. The principles are as follows: 1) Preservation 2) Stewardship 3) Access 4) Trail Network
5) Education and 6) Participatory Management.

1.2.5 Community Meeting – October 20, 2014
On Monday, October 20, 2014 the Claremont community was invited to participate in a
community meeting to review a summary of findings from analysis conducted for the Claremont
Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan process. Some of the questions and concerns raised during the
meeting include:
Re-evaluate park capacity and create region-wide solutions as means to alleviate to
overcrowding
Emphasis on preservation element in the master plan
More accurate visitor counts (in all seasons vs. select seasons)
Next, the audience was e-polled for their city of residence and management options.
Lastly, some of the common topics mentioned in the comments cards submitted include guiding
principles, preserving the park as an environmental resource, managing the park as a passive
recreational opportunity, and minimizing impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods.

1.3

SURVEY

1.3.1 Park Intercept Surveys
Park intercept surveys occurred at multiple access points to Claremont Hills Wilderness Park.
The surveys focused on the visitors’ experiences while at the park, and their perceptions of
crowding along the trail(s) and at parking lots and access points. In addition to conducting
intercept surveys, visitor counts were conducted by MIG staff.
Key findings indicate the most used access point, park user’s visit frequency, weekday vs.
weekend use, reasons for visiting, primary activity, park user’s location of residence, what
detracts from CHWP experience, what makes an enjoyable CHWP experience, amount of people
they encountered along the trail(s), mode of transportation, parking lot utilized, suggestions for
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improvement, level of support for each suggestion, and how visitors initially found out about
CHWP.

1.3.2 Survey Monkey Survey
Preliminary results from the Intercept Survey were used to refine the Survey Monkey survey and
solicit feedback on topics that may require further clarification. Survey content included selected
questions from the park intercept survey for visitors who did not participate in the intercept
surveys but wanted to provide input on their park visit experience. Additional content focused on
identifying the most important topics that should be addressed in the Master Plan.

1.3.3 General Public Comments
Organization of Topics
City staff and MIG initiated the public outreach program in order to garner the input of
Claremont residents, visitors to the park, as well as different interest groups in the region.
Community responses were collected from the four TAC meetings, two community meeting, as
well as a series of open-ended communiqués through interpersonal emails, comment cards, email
blasts, discussions at the park kiosks, and public announcements in the newspaper.
Responses from community members were collected during the entirety of the Master planning
process and are attached to the following appendix. Rather than simply organizing responses
from specific meeting dates (e.g. TAC meetings), or in sequential order, community comments
were categorized by specific issues, such as neighborhood impact or natural resource conditions.
By systematizing them this way, replies could be organized in order to signify the magnitude of
response for certain topic areas. Included in these responses are comment cards, emails to City
personnel, and other messages exchanged in the public outreach process. The five topical areas
and the number of letters/comments received are:
Topic
Neighborhood impacts
Visitor management
Natural resources and conditions
Park resources and amenities
General questions and concerns

Letters
17
16
4
2
12

Comment Cards
2
9
1
5
16

Total Letters/Comment Cards Received

Total
19
25
5
7
28
84

In some cases comments were submitted that covered multiple topics and these are placed in the
“general” category. The remainder of this document contains verbatim comments submitted
through the above mentioned venues. Personal identifying information has been removed from
these comments (e.g. last names, phone numbers, home addresses, email, etc.). Responses to
letters are not included in the “letters” column.
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1.3.3.1 Neighborhood Impacts
Pam D. Letter

Ms. Turner,
I too live on Deep Springs. As Carolyn mentions below, we have become the alternate parking
lot, aka amusement park on weekends. Our streets are lined with cars, with early morning car
alarms "beeps" - a street that I moved to that was originally quite quiet. I also intentionally chose
not to live by a school with traffic, or other highly populated area. Others close by (Alamosa,
Mills, etc.) apparently complained early and often and succeeded in moving the problem into our
neighborhood! We respectfully request that this be stopped. We would like our neighborhood
back!
Thanks!
Pam D.

Carole and Russ K. Letter

Hello Anne,
I would like to be included on emlail list regarding parking plans for Blaisdell Ranch parking for
Wilderness park visitors. Like many residents we are concerned about the feasibility of our
narrow streets being used as a parking lot for visitors. It can be quite dangerous when the streets
are lined with cars. It varies from weekend to weekend on how crowded it gets, but at times
making the turn on Peninsula ave from Grand ave. is dangerous. I'm certain the city is aware of
these concerns, I would like to be notified on your email list as this is addressed and as a resident
in the Blaisdell Ranch neighborhood.
Thank you, Sincerely Carole and Russ K.

Terry C. Letter

Dear Councilmembers and City Leaders,
I am a 19 year Claremont resident. The back of my property borders N. Mills Ave. between
Pomello and Mt. Baldy Road. I am absolutely terrified that you may be considering adding
parking in this area.
As visitation to the park has increased, there has been an increase of foot traffic behind my
home. Last year for the first time since moving to Claremont, I was a victim of crime. I am
certain that this was a crime of opportunity due to pedestrians walking to the park being able to
see into the rear of my home. I went to Vons and left a back window open. When I came home
a few minutes later, I found the screen had been pried off and my front door was wide open.
Apparently, I surprised the burglars by coming home quickly and they ran out the front door as I
pulled into the garage.
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The Claremont Police were very helpful and professional, although the burglars were never
apprehended. I was fortunate in that I did not lose anything of value but nothing quite describes
the feeling of finding your underwear drawer on the floor after a stranger has gone through it
looking for cash.
I love Northern Claremont and the Wilderness Park. I no longer go to the park on weekends
because it has become so overcrowded. I would love to see the park preserved and the number
of daily visitors be limited. I love my home too and hope that you will not implement any plan
that endangers my safety by increasing foot traffic along N. Mills.
Respectfully,
Terry C.

Hugh W. Letter

Dear John,
You invited direct contact and I appreciate that. I don’t have your e-mail, couldn’t find it on
documents or website, so will send this via Bill Pallotto. I will copy other folk who might be
interested in this exchange.
I write about format for the next meeting, with shared interest that it be as fruitful for all as
possible. I did find last night’s meeting rich, certainly in exposing interests and issues. I, and
most on the TAC, would know those issues already. What impressed me, what was new, was the
history of the struggle to deal with these shifting issues.
What is important about my impression is that I am new to the struggle, and likely some who
come to the next meeting will be also, if we are successful in getting a good turn out. What
calms my frustration over feeling alone in some of my concerns (a feeling expressed by many
last night) is gaining a feel for the history of the struggle. Butch Henderson has made that point
to me several times, as also did Marilee Scaff, “you just don’t know the history here.’ They are
right. The more I know the history, the more I am ready to deal with the issues more
realistically.
So my suggestion for the public meeting is that a brief, but lively, recounting of what brings us to
this meeting be used to set the stage.
What I offer below is not the story, but it is what I am beginning to tell myself. I would be
enormously helpful if someone from the city, staff or elected or appointed offical, do as the
Mayor began to and would tell a brief version of how this land came to be something the mayor
now wants to call a “preserve.” Such a story would probably locate each of us there in a drama
larger than the one we come as the center of. .
This is my unedited version, with unconfirmed facts, constructed in part what from I heard last
night, and what I’ve picked up as I’ve protested over the past months what I felt was over
zealous enforcement (obviously not a universal feeling),.
Once there was mining in those hills, presumably roads made to serve those, and older people
remember hiking freely in what really was “wilderness,” uncivilized. Pomona College had
ownership of much of that land when owning it was pennies an acre, and use was thought to be
Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan
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for…. (I don’t know). In the 19050s and 60s Claremont had a boost of growth, as was
happening all along the foothills, and there began a movement to preserve the hillsides, as open
space, undeveloped. Over time there were arrangements that permitted development in some
parts of the hillside in return for maintaining other parts undeveloped.
Meanwhile the population of the valley grew, and more people found their way onto the old
mining roads. The bicyle culture that simply did not exist until 20 years ago came to the valley,
off road riding began to be popular, and these roads were there to be explored. The mountain
was not being managed, except for fire danger, and roads bulldozed to permit massing of trucks
if needed for a fire. But advocates for the pleasures of the views and the air and the feel of
testing ones body against the mountain saw this area as one to be preserved for use for future
generations, and the pergola was built on the loop trail to celebrate this. When a parcel adjoining
the land that Pomona had contributed (and added to other sources of the Wilderness Park that
brought in county and state funds), Claremonters organized and in a campaign 10 years ago got
72% of the vote to tax themselves to buy ----- acres, to preserve it from development, and make
it accessible for enjoyment.
The sheer numbers of persons using the park and the thoughtlessness of some, have created
problems for neighbors, affecting quality of their lives.. More recently regulations were argued
and tested and these worked somewhat and failed also to satisfy other needs and interests of
neighbors and users of the park and city agencies responsible. A parking lot was constructed,
fees set for parking that would pay for the lot, hours established for its use, pleasing some,
irritating others, and parking prohibited in front of homes on nearby streets that had not been
constructed for wide use. We are now at the stage of reviewing how to manage this area for the
future, how best to meet needs of land and water and animals and neighbors and taxpayers and
residents of the valley. The responsibility belongs to the elected officials of Claremont, but
decisions they are asked to make on our behalf become more feasible to carry out if they have
some clearer vision and support from the people.
Then, you two the consultants could introduce in a very short version this process that you are
responsible for. This is what you did last night, but I expect you will want to tailor it. This is
how I hear your message with the ears of an outsider. You are telling us that we are here in this
meeting to have our interests and needs heard. Telling us that you are doing this hearing not
only through this meeting, but also in other ways, with surveys, with studies, and with review of
the history, and through exploring what options are feasible based on your technical
competence. But this evening is about hearing, you hearing us, but also that we hear each other.
For the product you finally take back to the city government wants to be as much as possible
something that we who take the trouble to work with you understand, and that many of us will
also feel because we’ve looked at the issues from many sides is the best we can do at this time.
Esmeralda also made this kind of caveat last night, and I think it worth saying again, that no one
is denied their right to disagree and campaign for other solutions, but whatever the particular
outcome, it is hoped that this experience in taking part in governance will encourage all of us to
support the care of this resource in ways appropriate for you.
My desire for your work next meeting is that those who come feel as connected as I did after last
night’s meeting. This in order to be helped working at bullet points 2 and 4 of our charge
A further thought about how the dynamics of last night’s meeting contributed to this. What left
me feeling empowered was not just being heard, which I was, nor hearing other people who
spoke something I agreed with, but that people who had a different angle on the issues were
Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan
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willing to talk with me in the plenary and afterward. Having some exchange between people
builds the community needed to have a product that is supported
Tell a story that locates us in a process, and leave us feeling welcomed to stay with that process.
Big order
Now waiting for the flyer for the meeting to help get distributed.
Best wishes,
Hugh W.

Al M. Letter

Hi Anne,
Long time no see. I hope this email finds you well. I wanted to reach out and ask for some help
or direction regarding Higginbotham park and some concerns in my neighborhood. As the
wilderness park trail has become more popular, we are noticing a significant increase in people
coming to use Higginbotham Park as an entry point into the trail. I live next to the park and have
been overwhelmed by the overflow of people and traffic from folks that will not use the
designated parking lots. It is gotten to the point, where it is safety issue on Mt. Carmel drive as
the street nor the park was not designed to accommodate the volume of people and cars that we
routinely see now. On any given day, the streets are lined bumper to bumper with cars parked on
both sides of the street. It has gotten to the point, where I won’t even let my boys bike or
skateboard unless they go to an adjacent cul-de-sac because we have had so many close calls
with cars and people scrambling for parking spots. This is something that is going to get worse
unless the residents and the city does something about it, and I would really appreciate your help.
How can we get this topic listed as a concern on the master plan going forward? Is this a
discussion I can have with you sometime soon?
Thanks,
Al M.

Susan E. Letter

Could the following note be taken under consideration for the wilderness park master plan. It us
from Susan E.
A little issue (that you probably know) that I wanted to vent about. It's been bugging me for a bit,
but it's getting progressively worse. I just had to circle the Von's parking lot for a space (you'd
have thought it was the day before Thanksgiving). It seems all the weekend bike riders have
decided it's a great place to park while they ride. Normally I'd agree, but like everything else
related to the Wilderness Park, it's just exploded. I'm not sure what a reasonable and viable
solution is, but I wanted to see if you or staff had any ideas. I mentioned it to the manager, but
she sort of shrugged. I would suspect that eventually it will adversely effect business. Appreciate
your thoughts on this, even if it's that I need to get over it. ;-) Susan
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Sent from my iPhone

Ivan L. Letter

Question or Comment:
The Wilderness Park Master Plan
The huge success of the Wilderness Park shows how desperately the region needed the additional
outdoor recreation and fitness space. But assuring recreational access for all is more than
Claremont needs to solve. That problem is regional, and rightly belongs on the agenda of the LA
County Board of Supervisors.
Submitted by:
Ivan L.
Response to Ivan L. Letter

Good morning, Mr. Light. Thank you for your comments regarding the Claremont Hills
Wilderness Park. The popularity of our hillsides has certainly grown through the years, as it has
with other open space areas elsewhere in the County. Enjoying nature with friends and family
while exercising represent beneficial activities that are part of a healthy lifestyle. However, there
is no doubt that the popularity of the CHWP has certainly caused local impacts, particularly to
the neighborhoods adjacent to the Wilderness Park. As you may be aware, the City is in the
midst of developing a master plan for the wilderness park to address a variety of concerns and
issues, not the least of which is traffic and parking impacts to local neighborhoods. I’ve included
a link to the City’s website page related to the master plan process as there is a significant
amount of information posted about both the park, our master planning process, and
opportunities to participate in this community dialogue. In addition, the City Manager’s Office
staff is in regular communication with officials at neighboring cities and with the County to
discuss a variety of issues associated with preserving our local mountains while also providing
public access across the San Gabriel Valley.
City of Claremont -- Wilderness Master Plan
Thank you again for your comments.
Sincerely,
Kathleen

Bill and Jud M. Letter (Petition)

Grand Avenue Residents
8 names, addresses, and signatures from Grand Ave. Residents – see Figure C-2.
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Response to Bill and Judy M. Letter

Dear Mr. and Mrs. M.,
Request for Permit Parking on Peninsula Avenue
This letter is in response to the potation you recently submitted to the City Manager’s office,
which requests the installation of residential permit parking on Peninsula Avenue. The petition
request has been forwarded to the City’s Engineering Division for response.
In the past year, the City Council has reviewed numerous requests for the installation of
residential permit parking, due to the overflow parking associated with the Claremont Hills
Wilderness Park (CHWP). Most recently, at the Jun 10, 2014 meeting, the City Council reviewed
a request for permit parking on Mills Avenue, south of Alamosa Drive. At this meeting, the
Council issued a moratorium on the installation of any future residential permit parking zones
related to the overflow parking from the Park, until such time that the CHWP Master Plan in
completed.
As you may be aware, the City is in the process of preparing a Master Plan for the Claremont
Hills Wilderness Park. Major components to the Plan include the evaluation of the “carrying
capacity” of the Park (in terms of the number of visitors), and the evaluation of parking options
for the Park, based on available and potential parking locations. The Master Plan will work
towards finding the balance on providing adequate parking for the Park, while ensuring that the
traffic congestion and safety issues do not negatively impact the surrounding neighborhoods.
The moratorium was issued to allow the Master Plan process to be completed, which will better
address potential solutions with respect to the overflow parking (as opposed to continuing to
install signs on a growing number of streets). Although the residential permit parking addresses
the situation on the street where it is installed, we have found that installing permit parking
results in the relocation of the overflow parking to adjacent streets, and subsequently leads to
further requests for permit parking. As this overflow parking continues to spread out through a
variety of neighborhoods, a more thorough and comprehensive approach needs to be taken,
which is the goal of the CHWP Master Plan.
Based on the Council-issued moratorium, no additional residential permit parking requests will
be reviewed and considered by the City Council until the Master Plan process is completed.
Therefore, your request for permit parking on Peninsula Avenue cannot be considered at this
time.
As the preparation of the CHWP Master Plan moves forward, a great deal of the background
information on the Master Plan has been posted to the City of Claremont website, at
www.ci.claremont.ca.us, under “Wilderness Master Plan” (located along the left side of the web
page). This information includes summaries from past meetings,, as well as the dates for the
upcoming Master Plan meetings, and the accompanying staff reports. As demonstrated in these
materials, the issue concerning the parking conditions at the Wilderness Park, and the resulting
overflow parking occurring on streets adjacent to the Park, is a major component within the
Master Plan.
If you have any further questions regarding your request for residential permit parking, please
feel free to contact me at (909)399-5464. Also, if you would like to have a hard copy of the staff
report for the upcoming Master Plan meeting(s) forwarded to you, please let me know and a
copy will be provided.
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Sincerely,
Loretta Mustafa
City Engineer

Harry and Maria B. Letter (Petition)

Mrs. Brown dropped off the attached petition requesting Permit Parking on Peninsula Avenue
because of the visitors to the Wilderness Park.
See Figure C-3
Response to Harry and Maria B. Letter

Dear Mr. and Mrs. B.,
Request for Permit Parking on Peninsula Avenue
This letter is in response to the potation you recently submitted to the City Manager’s office,
which requests the installation of residential permit parking on Peninsula Avenue. The petition
request has been forwarded to the City’s Engineering Division for response.
In the past year, the City Council has reviewed numerous requests for the installation of
residential permit parking, due to the overflow parking associated with the Claremont Hills
Wilderness Park (CHWP). Most recently, at the Jun 10, 2014 meeting, the City Council reviewed
a request for permit parking on Mills Avenue, south of Alamosa Drive. At this meeting, the
Council issued a moratorium on the installation of any future residential permit parking zones
related to the overflow parking from the Park, until such time that the CHWP Master Plan in
completed.
As you may be aware, the City is in the process of preparing a Master Plan for the Claremont
Hills Wilderness Park. Major components to the Plan include the evaluation of the “carrying
capacity” of the Park (in terms of the number of visitors), and the evaluation of parking options
for the Park, based on available and potential parking locations. The Master Plan will work
towards finding the balance on providing adequate parking for the Park, while ensuring that the
traffic congestion and safety issues do not negatively impact the surrounding neighborhoods.
The moratorium was issued to allow the Master Plan process to be completed, which will better
address potential solutions with respect to the overflow parking (as opposed to continuing to
install signs on a growing number of streets). Although the residential permit parking addresses
the situation on the street where it is installed, we have found that installing permit parking
results in the relocation of the overflow parking to adjacent streets, and subsequently leads to
further requests for permit parking. As this overflow parking continues to spread out through a
variety of neighborhoods, a more thorough and comprehensive approach needs to be taken,
which is the goal of the CHWP Master Plan.
Based on the Council-issued moratorium, no additional residential permit parking requests will
be reviewed and considered by the City Council until the Master Plan process is completed.
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Therefore, your request for permit parking on Peninsula Avenue cannot be considered at this
time.
As the preparation of the CHWP Master Plan moves forward, a great deal of the background
information on the Master Plan has been posted to the City of Claremont website, at
www.ci.claremont.ca.us, under “Wilderness Master Plan” (located along the left side of the web
page). This information includes summaries from past meetings,, as well as the dates for the
upcoming Master Plan meetings, and the accompanying staff reports. As demonstrated in these
materials, the issue concerning the parking conditions at the Wilderness Park, and the resulting
overflow parking occurring on streets adjacent to the Park, is a major component within the
Master Plan.
If you have any further questions regarding your request for residential permit parking, please
feel free to contact me at (909)399-5464. Also, if you would like to have a hard copy of the staff
report for the upcoming Master Plan meeting(s) forwarded to you, please let me know and a
copy will be provided.
Sincerely,
Loretta Mustafa
City Engineer

Robert G. Letter

Good morning all. Thank you to the City of Claremont and to everyone for all the hard work that
was put into this document. My big concern is the proposed expansion of any parking lots. The
quality of life for all the. Surrounding neighborhoods has already been affected in a negative way
for all of us. Expansion of any existing parking lots would further reduce our quality of life in
our surrounding neighborhood. Enforcement and safety have always been my main concerns.
The CHWP and parking lot hours continue to be broken on a daily basis. Why are we willing to
reward behavior with proposed additional parking lots??? Thank you for allowing me to share
my comments with you. Have a great day.
(from Robert G.)
Vice-President WFG Title.

Juli M. Letter

Dear Mayor Lyons, Councilmen Calaycay, Nasiali, Pedroza, Schroeder, and City Planners,
We were extremely discouraged to hear at the Taylor Hall meeting and read in the City Letter
that (after all of the feedback that you have been given from residents in the surrounding
communities at multiple meetings and through petitions), one of the “Possible Management
Solutions” for wilderness trail parking is the expansion of parking lots and removal of signs
along Mills in front of block walls “where there are no houses.” Mills is OUR BACKYARD and
the months where people were using Mills for parking were miserable.
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Can a possible solution be to say that the city of Claremont has done enough to provide parking
to allow trail access to all of the Inland Empire? You are already providing more parking than
any other surrounding city, and Claremont residents are having to pay the price by having to put
up with an exponential increase in traffic and people traveling through our community (88% of
which are from outside our community and use the trail 5 days a week). Shouldn’t the final
Management Solution be to protect the neighborhoods surrounding the trail (and to avoid
creating a bigger draw by providing more parking)?
We never would have bought our home if we knew that it would back to a parking area. You
have heard the multiple concerns of people from communities surrounding the trail about the
increased traffic, noise (from people, dogs, and car alarms), trash, dog waste, people urinating
along their back walls, and people looking over their walls. If you remove the signs, all of this
will return
Why not give signs to whoever petitions for signs (If you lived in any of the affected areas,
would you want people parking along your front or backyard at all hours of the day and night?).
Other cities have completely closed trails because their communities were being adversely
affected by the influx of people (ex. Sapphire Falls Trail in Etiwanda). La Verne provides zero
designated parking for the Marshall Canyon trail and has “no trail parking” signs throughout the
surrounding neighborhoods.
We are extremely frustrated that our city will not provide our neighborhood the same protection.
We complain, our concerns are verified by your city planners, and you still want to open up our
community to more parking. I simply don’t understand the logic. We live here, and we have to
sacrifice for 88% of people who don’t live in our city.
For goodness sake, the people above the south parking lot have placed fluorescent orange
fencing around the east side of Mills to protect them from people trapesing through their bushes
(when you have spent thousands of dollars to create a walkway on the west side of Mills)…yet
you want to provide more access to more people?
Please stop the madness! It is not Claremont’s responsibility to provide unlimited trail
access to all of the Inland Empire. You have already been quite generous by building a parking
lot and your communities are already being adversely impacted. PLEASE DON’T INCREASE
PARKING. If the rumor spreads that there is limited parking, people won’t continue to depend
on the trail as their 5-day-a-week outing, and the trail will be used more sustainably. If you build
more parking, more and more people will continue to come! Also, if parking for Claremont
residents is a problem, make the south parking exclusively for city residents (don’t offer the
annual pass unless people can prove residency).
Our family has lived in Claremont for over 10 years. We love our home and our community, but
we will choose to move rather than live in continual frustration if you remove our signs. Please
make the residents of your city your priority.
Sincerely,
Juli M.
Response to Juli M. Letter
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Good morning, Ms. Morwood. Thank you for sharing your concerns regarding some of the
possible solutions that staff evaluated as part of the Wilderness Park master planning process. I
would like to assure you that the options evaluated and presented to the public last fall were not
staff recommendations. We received a number of suggestions from a variety of sources regarding
options we should consider and evaluate as part of developing a master plan for the CHWP.
Those options were presented last fall in order to gather additional community input.
We anticipate presenting draft recommendations for the actual master plan later this winter, after
the consultants have completed the draft Resource Management Plan, which is part of the overall
plan.
We have included your contact information on our interested residents list so you will receive
updates on the master plan as we move forward. Thank you for taking the time to share your
concerns.
Best regards,
Kathleen

Sharon G. Letter

Hi Kathleen:
Just wanted to pass along this comment from a resident, who spoke with DeLisa about the
parking for the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan (among several other topics).
Sharon G. lives just north of Contra Costa, and said that she has observed increased curbside
parking outside her house. She indicated that she didn’t have a problem with this, however, she
doesn’t understand why the section of Mills with the block walls on the east and west side of
Mills is RPP parking, when there are no homes fronting on Mills in these sections. She felt that
this parking should be open to park users.
Thanks,
-Loretta

Willard T. Letter

Hello City Leaders
I'm writing concerning the CHWP parking overflow into our adjacent rural neighborhoods. The
City has worked diligently with the local residents by installing "Parking By Permit Only"
signage, which by the way is working great and needs to become a permanent fixture. This
signage has greatly helped to reduce the impact of additional people and traffic in our
neighborhoods. Thank-you for that.
Any future additional parking should be developed adjacent to the CHWP not in our
neighborhoods. There is a huge open space to the east of the CHWP lower parking lot that can be
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utilized for additional parking. I'm sure you have looked into that as a possible parking area ?
Thank you
Willard T.

Hugh W. Letter

Dear Kathleen,
Thank you very much for the time and careful thought last Tuesday. I realize that what I wanted
most of all from involving myself in this process I’ve gotten from you: your personal attention
to my concerns, and through you from the city respectful , thoughtful attention to concerns of
park users. (including making sure all that survey data got deal with!) Thanks much!
The issue that got us together Tuesday was parking. We talked about much more. I want to send
you something about some of that. But I write to say again that I hope in the plan more parking
will be an option to be considered ‐‐ not for decision now ‐‐ but later during first years of
implementation.
The closure of Mills to parking has shrunk access to the park. I don’t know how this has affected
others who have been coming to the park, nor if this has made neighbors feel less impacted. I do
know that I find the park less accessible because of this new limit on parking. This will be a
particular problem as it heats up. If we could hike into dusk we could come at the end of the day
and expect to find parking, but the closure rules don’t permit this. I’ve a working wife that can’t
hike during weekday mornings, and afternoons, in spite of being “retired” often have claims
from here on us. So Saturday mornings are precious. More parking feels like it would help, and
we would be glad to pay for this. Reservations could also be a help. A Saturday and Sunday
morning shuttle would work. But more parking is the simplest, because once done, it’s done.
I hope all of these “solutions,” including keeping the status quo, are written into the master plan
as options to be considered later though a mechanism for their review (oversight committee &
advisory groups). I think you are prepared to do this. It seems too early in the process of paying
attention to the park to decide now, but I fear the forces that will want to keep the parking as we
have it now and feel that solves everything.
The best argument against that simplistic solution is to show ‐‐ as you are preparing to ‐‐ that
minimizing the impact of park use on neighborhoods takes more than rationing. Not rationing by
itself, but more staff will change the experience of neighbors. With more staff there will be more
ways of insuring compliance with rules, more ways of communicating, fuller understanding of
wants and needs, and with experience the possibility of tweaking policy for managing access to
the park in ways that do succeed in minimizing impact on the neighborhoods. At some point
because of the impact of having staff adding addi onal parking could be seen as improving both
access for users like me and but also livability by calmly confines parking on high use days.
Thanks again,
Hugh W.
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Response to Hugh W. Letter

Thank you, Hugh, for your comments. I’ve copied the team so they are aware. We’re in the final
stages of outlining the master plan so I suspect there will be much dialogue on the horizon for the
coming months.
Best regards, Kathleen

Tamara A. Letter

Dear Ms Trepa,
I am writing to voice our concerns as a spokesperson of a group of neighbors along Mills in the
area above Baseline in Claremont. I met you and spoke with you briefly after the April 28th
meeting outside the doors of City Chambers. Thank you for your time.
I am writing to re-express my concerns. For years this was a considered "the place" to buy a
home in a quiet, respectful, secure neighborhood in all the Inland Empire. The most recent report
out regarding the Wilderness Park indicated that 88% of the visitors are from outside of
Claremont. It is urgent that you maintain parking limitations on the street of Mills in front
of the block walls which are my backyard. We live on the corner of Mills and Miramar at
429 East miramar Ave. Claremont is known to be a sustainable comment and this is one of the
primary goals of the Master Plan. Sustainability means limiting use of a park, pollutions and
noise- not increasing the potential for further outside visitors to be accommodated in our
backyard.
Over the past 2 years the amount of foot and car traffic has increased substantially as a result of
the park. Prior to the parking limits on Mills, when I sat in my backyard on Saturdays to relax
there is constant car noise, car alarms, and chatter which has really disrupted our weekend
tranquility. Also, in December 2013 on one of these busy days we had a robbery. A package
delivered was stolen off of our footstep, and the Claremont police was contacted. Instead of the
wonderful community we paid additional money for to be above Baseline and "away from it all",
we are filled with fear of what will happen next. We are concerned this has seriously devalued
our home, which we chose specifically for historically high maintenance of property value in
this area of Claremont.
Our home is filled with noise, slamming of car doors, loud voices, and trash. Unfortunately, this
is NOT the foothill serene community we pay dearly for on our mortgage and in our
City/property taxes. My family has lived in Claremont since 1982. Please insure the safety and
serenity of our neighborhood and street by maintaining permanent residential parking on
Mills and adding it for Miramar Ave. I do not want my city taxes paying for the ruin of this
special community nestled in the foothills that is now becoming a part time parking lot filled
with crime, trash and lewd behavior. It is not Claremont's responsibility to provide limited access
in a very unsustainable way to the entire IE. Instead, I urge you to do what other local cities
have chosen- severely restrict parking or close the park due to adverse affects of the influx of
too many people and crime. The parking lot is still half empty while visitors (88% nonresidents) choose to park in the free spaces on the street, that are still available. Every week I
read the police blotter in the Courier and someone else's car has been broken into in the
parking lots (4 a few weeks ago). The growing unrest and increase in crime in this community
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requires immediate attention. Please make the residents of your city the priority. We hope the
you will understand the concerns of our neighborhood and address them accordingly.
Sincerely,
Dr. Tamara A.
Response to Tamara A. Letter

Good afternoon, Ms. Ackerman. Thank you for your comments. I have copied Director of
Human Services Anne Turner so that she may include your contact information in our
distribution list for updates on the master plan. I recommend that you and your neighbors remain
informed and engaged in this process, and review the master plan recommendations when they
are released in the next month or two. Public review and engagement is vital as we finalized the
plan. The draft master plan will be considered at a variety of public meetings throughout the
spring, and we will keep you informed as we go. There is also a significant amount of
information regarding this process on the City’s website, which you may want to peruse. City of
Claremont -Wilderness Master Plan
Best regards, Kathleen

Veronica C. Letter

Good afternoon,
I am writing as member of the Claremont community and homeowner on Adirondack Lane in
Claremont.
I have recently been informed that there has been discussion regarding possible expansion for the
parking lot and parking sign removal for the Wilderness Park Master Plan.
We purchased our home on Adirondack Lane (just 6 months ago), not only because the beautiful
location- but also because we felt that the street was protected from the many hikers going to the
Wilderness trail.
I must urge you to reconsider expanding the parking lot and removing the no parking signs on
our street, and on Mills. I promise you that I see the trail -every single day- and there does not
appear to be a problem with parking or overloaded parking lots. Should you remove the signs
from our street, our home values will certainly plummet, and the serenity will be removed. I have
heard horror stories of before the no parking signs were present and I cannot imagine living on a
street where people are free to park in front of my home- walking on my lawn, etc.
I love the hike- and I do believe everyone should have access to it. I believe the parking
situations is great, and there truly is no need for more parking lots and extra street parking.
Should you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me:
Veronica C.
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Barbara and Mike B. Letter

Dear Ms. Turner,
Thanks you for taking time to read this email . My husband and I live at 644 Mount Carmel
Drive directly across from Higginbotham Park with it's direct access to Thompson Creek Trail
that leads to the Greater Wilderness Park trail. We have enjoyed our long term residence here (
since 1998)in Claremont and have enjoyed the beauty of this park and its trails. In the last 2-3
yrs we have seen a drastic increase in the use of the park by other non Claremont residents.
Although we are happy to share this lovely park with those that respect and appreciate the beauty
and obey the rules posted at the park, we cannot help but be concerned over the severe increase
in people, traffic, noise and chaos with often groups of 50 people or more arriving at a time on
any given weekend. Since the park does not have adequate parking for all these people , people
are often parked so close to our driveway that we have a great deal of trouble backing out as cars
are lined along the entire length of the street in both directions and many driving by looking for
an available space.
We feel that this added traffic and backups in and around our driveway pose a very serious safety
issue to pedestrians, bikers and drivers who are our local residents. An added challenge are the
children, and adults going in and out of the park on bikes, skateboards, etc. We have seen some
pretty close calls, where the cars moving down the street are not expecting a ball or kid to come
out from behind a car . Another potential safety hazard is that these groups of people many
times are bringing their own grills with them and have them set up under the trees, and dry
brush, increasing the fire danger.
Large heaps of trash can be seen overflowing from garbage cans on most Saturday and Sunday
evenings inviting our animal life down from the hills. We see a huge increase in Coyotes in the
area as well. . Alcohol is being brought in and empty bottles and cans carelessly discarded in
the park out in the open in plain site. We have witnessed many times huge trucks driving up the
concrete walk way that is blocked off by removing the center pole that restricts vehicle access so
that they can load people and their supplies after a party. They even pull right up to picnic
tables, causing deep ruts in the grass, damaging sprinkler heads, and turf. Trash is left at the
curbs in front of our homes. And last we worry a great deal about the safety of our homes as
there has been a sharp increase in burglaries in this area over the last several months with the
influx of non local people and cars . We have even witnessed an accident where a car has
directly hit a neighboring vehicle trying to squeeze into a too small parking space.
We are concerned that we have not noticed an increase in police presence or park rangers
patrolling the area and issuing citations and we fear the problem especially the safety issue will
get worse as the season progresses . It has been brought to our attention by nearby residents
there have been use and overuse mitigation through parking restrictions and parking permits that
would help with safety issues for other neighborhoods' in Claremont with nearby access to the
Wilderness Park trail.
Although Higgenbotham's increased use is likely one of the unintended consequences due to
permit parking restriction mitigation in these other areas, we feel that this issue needs our
immediate attention
We have discussed this with several other concerned neighbors and have come up with a list of
possible solutions that could improve the situation .
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1) Instituting a 2 hr parking limit for areas on Mount Carmel Drive
2) Review of "passive" Park status and require permits for larger groups that would make the
group holding the permit accountable, or more responsible for the conduct of the group and the
condition for which they leave the park or make it appear that way.
3) Add more caution and speed limit signs, maybe a watch children or children playing sign
4) Add more red painted curb area to reduce parking
5). Parking on only one side of the street on different days in order to reduce the volume of
parked cars.
6) Direct over site and enforcement of our park rules by park rangers at the busier times (
afternoon, evenings )on the weekends, so that people can see that the we take these rules serious
and that they will be enforced through the issuing of citations for any violations to the
established rules of the park.
We and our neighbors greatly appreciate your consideration so that these concerns can be
addressed with the City's review of the Master Plan.
Being proud citizens of Claremont we welcome any ideas that we could employ to make our
streets safer for all.
With great appreciation ,
Barbara B.
Mike B.

Comment Card #8

The most important issue is…
Parking permit at Residential area, will the installation be overtaken the property line into
private property?
I am one of the vacant land owners in the city of Claremont (located north of Baseline,
south of Mt. Baldy, east of Mills, West of Padua)
Comment Card #14

The most important issue is…
Parking on residential streets surrounding the wilderness park
How should this issue be addressed…
Residential permit parking and/or fees for park users
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1.3.3.2 Visitor Management
Mark Letter

(Mark) Called to voice his concerns with the parking on his street due to visitors of the
Wilderness Park. He said especially in the last 2-3 months, it’s gotten really bad, making it
difficult to put out his trashcans, people park in front of the mailbox, etc.
He would like to request a “Restricted” parking sign for his street.

Jim H. Letter

Hi Anne.
I thought this might be a nice reference regarding signage as you all look at options for CHWP.
Jim H.
Grand Canyon and Leave No Trace Address Trail Issues
Grand Canyon National Park Partners with Leave No Trace to Develop New Trail Practices
Grand Canyon’s classic rim-to-rim trails provide one of the quintessential national park
experiences. While designed to accommodate large numbers of diverse user groups, park staff
have observed a number of impacts related to high-use levels in recent years. The Bright Angel,
South and North Kaibab trails are the most highly developed trails within the park’s backcountry
and include facilities such as ranger stations, developed campgrounds, composting and flush
toilets, rest houses, and drinking water stations.
Particularly during peak visitation periods such as on weekends in the spring and fall, impacts to
park resources, facilities, and visitor experience, have been documented. Abandoned gear, litter,
improper human waste disposal, and a lack of trail courtesy are some of the issues noted by both
park staff and visitors. With these impacts in mind, and concern that rising popularity in
endurance day hiking and trail running is exacerbating these issues, an interdisciplinary group
of park staff began addressing the problems by working with Leave No Trace.
The National Park Service estimates up to 600 visitors per day are traveling rim-to-river-to-rim
on peak weekend days.
The National Park Service has long promoted Leave No Trace skills and ethics

Gary M. Letter

Good morrning,
I found some information on trail management, conflicts between trail users in different state
and regional parks, and the psychology of signage and shared that with Meg Mathies. She
suggested I pass that on to the TAC, so I am. It's rather a lot of information, so I'm breaking it
into two emails.
Here's the trail management information. If you've done your own research, feel free to share
that. I'd be interested in seeing what anyone else may have dug up.
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TRAIL CONFLICTS
Conflicts between bikers, hikers, hikers with dogs, and horse riders seem to arise in many
places. This is from a 6/18/13 article from the Santa Fe New Mexican newspaper:
Henry Carey, who lives near the trail in Tesuque, said he has an idea just how popular the lower
Winsor Trail is after informally surveying it for 15 years. “I estimate on average, 200 people and
100 dogs a day are on the trail,” he said.
Carey said the number of people included all users — runners, hikers, equestrians and mountain
bikers. He’s starting now to track them by type because he thinks there’s been a sizable increase
in mountain bikers. “When you mix that with horses, particularly from Bishop’s Lodge, and
mountain bikers, it is kind of a volatile situation,” Carey noted. “Mountain bikers slowing down
and leashes on dogs would resolve a lot of the problems.”
Downhill bikers, especially, seem to be a problem on Bay Area trails. They are also a potential
problem at the Johnson's Pasture entrance. A few weeks ago, I spoke with five guys who were
unloading downhill mountain bikes, heavier bikes that are designed for fast, downslope riding.
They can't really ride uphill with their bikes. They were outfitted in pads, riding suits, and
helmet and said they like the Via Santa Catarina entrance because it is all downhill from there.
They were very nice, well-spoken, friendly men, but they would be the subset of riders more
likely to make their own jumps and single-track trails.
This is from the City of Santa Barbara's 7/3/07 staff report on comparative trail management to
its Advisory Task Force:
(Nothing follows this line)

Ronald and Janet E. Letter

Anne,
Thanks very much for your invitation to the Community Meeting on the Wilderness Park Master
Plan. We will be out of town that day but will continue to be very interested in how things
develop. It will be especially important to think about how the designation of the San Gabriel
Mountains as a National Monument will impact the plans and use of CWP.
Ronald and Janet E.

Brown Letter

Dear Mr. Tudor, Mr. Ramos, Mr. Cooper, Ms Trepa, Ms Turner & Ms Mustafa,
We have lived in our lovely home on 876 Peninsula Avenue for 27 1/2 years. We have enjoyed
the serenity of living in the Blaisdell Ranch area...with the exception of the zoo-like atmosphere
we must endure every weekend due to the situation created by the Wilderness Park. And to be
sure, when the weather warms up and people are working less due to summer breaks--it is a 7
day a week issue--not just the weekend.
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People litter, urinate in our yards, leave little black bags w/ their dog feces in our swales and
driveways.
Really??? Is this what we work so hard for only to have you all ignore our pleas for intervention?
10 years ago, our daughter was robbed at gunpoint in our driveway. At that time we spearheaded a drive for a gated community...no-pun intended, but this idea was shot down as
"ELITIST." Again, REALLY?
Claremont has 3 other gated communities (albeit condo associations) and the City of LaVerne
doesn't seem to consider it elitist-they have several.
Why should we in Claremont, where we have great schools, great neighborhoods and GREAT
BIG WATER bills care who deems us Elitist? We just desire to live in our once-serene
neighborhoods and enjoy them feeling safe.
All of these people from far and wide coming to abuse our city, our neighborhoods and getting
away with doing it, for the most part, for FREE. Look people--enforce it!! Pay to park! Set limits
on the number of people using the trail each day. If there are no more spaces to park in, you can't
use it. Sorry.
Consider the City of San Marino near Pasadena. When faced with these issues, they simply
closed their Lacy Park on the weekends to all but residents. Sounds like a good idea to us.
You have all contributed to allowing this to continue to go on far too long in an effort to be
welcoming to our city's guests...how about us taxpayers? Consider us as your priority and fix this
problem NOW.
Sincerely,
The Brown family
Reponse to Brown Family Letter

Dear Brown Family:
Your email has been added to the CHWP email distribution list. I hope that you have a great day.
Thanks,
Anne
Brown Letter 2

Hi Anne,
Again, thank you for taking our comments.
An addendum to my letter: Lacy park charges $4/per person to use the park on weekends unless
you can prove with ID that you are a resident of San Marino.
Thank you,
Browns
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Kris M. Letter

Dear Mr. Ramos:
My wife “Krista” and I have been Claremont Residents for 30 years and we have lived at our
current 801 Deep Springs Drive residence for 14 years. We are inundated by out-of-town visitors
to the Wilderness Park on weekends and also several visitors on weekdays. To me, the solution
to the entire parking issue is a simple one and one in which the City does not have to spend
enormous amounts of money building bigger parking lots or creating more parking zones. Please
read and consider my proposed solution.
Solution:
Only Claremont residents can enter the Wilderness Park on-foot or by bicycle. All others must
arrive by vehicle.
Benefits of the above solution:
1. Effective – A fence installed along Baldy Road or other access points would force people
to enter into the Wilderness Park through the entrance at Baldy Road & Mills Avenue.
Simply station a park ranger or police officer to only allow Claremont residents access
into the park on-foot or by bicycle and turn others arriving on-foot or by bicycle away.
Anyone arriving by vehicle could simply drive through the gate and then pay to park in
the parking stalls.
2. Fair – Claremont residents could walk into the park free-of-charge and out-of-town
visitors would be paying to park and would no longer be a nuisance to the local
neighborhoods.
3. Security – By forcing out-of-town visitors to arrive via vehicle, you would be able to
control the numbers of visitors at any given time simply because their numbers would be
limited by available parking thereby causing them to stagger their visit times throughout
the day. This would also keep strangers out of our surrounding neighborhoods.
4. Cost – Currently, out-of-town visitors who are too cheap to pay to park in the parking lots
are parking in our neighborhoods and causing the problems. By forcing out-of-towners to
park in the lots, the City is generating additional revenue to pay for said lots, pay for the
ranger or police officer at the gate, and help pay for the upkeep of the park so that the
Claremont tax payers do not have to shoulder the entire financial burden.
5. Safety – The posted park ranger or police officer at the gate would also be readily
available in the event of an emergency within the park. I’m happy that people use the
Wilderness Park and that Claremont has become a “destination” for many hiking and
biking enthusiast, however I’m upset that the use is out-of-control. The above solution
could be implemented within 30 days, would not require CEQA, would be the lowest
cost, and most importantly; it would solve the parking and over-usage issues. No one
would be discriminated against and access would be available for everyone.
Respectfully yours:
Kris M.
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Jana S. Letter

Dear Mayor Lyons and Councilmembers Calaycay, Nasiali, Pedroza and Schroeder and City
Planners,
I am writing over concerns with the current direction of the Claremont Wilderness Park Master
Plan. I have attended several of the Town Hall Meetings and I was comfortable with the
sentiments being expressed there. Many of my neighbors were in attendance and there seemed to
be an overwhelming majority of people who agreed that the park already has too many visitors
and that expanded parking adversely impacts neighborhoods near the park.
Recently, this voice of the neighborhood seems to have been lost. The most recent city letter
leads the “Possible Management Solutions” section with several options to expand parking in our
neighborhood. None of these are acceptable to the neighbors. Let me take a moment to address
each of these so called “solutions.”
Expanding the South TCT/Lot – Any expansion of this lot must not bring parking and
visitors closer to the back yards of homes on Adirondack. This small lot is bad enough as
it is. At 5:00AM people park in the lot and yell to their friends, honk horns or worst of all,
set off car alarms that wake our whole neighborhood.
Improved parking on the shoulders of N. Mills north of Pomello – Before there were
boulders along N. Mills, there was parking there. It was a safety nightmare and often
littered with trash. I drove past there many times a day and often saw near‐accidents when
cars pulled out of their spaces without looking or when adults, children or pets darted out
from behind larger vehicles into the street. Parking further up Mills, between the parking
lots, created additional chaos as hikers left car doors open on the street side while they tied
their shoes and unloaded strollers. Cars looking for parking would drive up and down the
street causing additional congestion and noise. People often exited their vehicles and
strolled up the middle of the street, even refusing to move to the side for cars.
Lifting parking restrictions where there are block walls and no residences front the street –
Let me be clear. Some (not all) visitors are rude. No signs or management plan can fix
that. When we invite visitors to park by our wall we open ourselves up to people who
throw trash over the wall, who look over the wall at our children playing, who urinate on
the wall or who change children’s diapers and leave them near the wall. Council members,
would you invite this on your street? Would you invite this in your back yard? Why are
you inviting it into ours?
So I ask, what is the benefit of providing more parking? If we need to enable Claremont
residents, who pay for this park with their tax dollars, to have a place to park, why not allow
annual parking permits only to those who can prove residency? Why not make the South Lot for
resident passes only? What is the benefit of providing parking to more of those outside our
community? Some argue that they spend money in our city. I doubt that they spend very much
here. There are not many businesses between the park and the freeway ramps or major traffic
arteries. I see lots of cyclists at Euro Café, but they clearly don’t need a parking spot. If this is
somehow a driving factor, I would like to see a study that quantifies how much revenue comes to
Claremont due to the park. We deserve to understand what benefit is being purchased with our
resident’s peace and tax dollars for parking spaces.
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If we add more parking and more people show up, will we continue to add more parking? Where
does it end, a parking structure? How much access should we provide? Ask Manhattan Beach.
There is plenty of space to spread out on the sand there, because parking is limited. Ask LaVerne
how much access they provide to Marshall Canyon via parking lots and street parking. The
answer is none. Ask the people who live along other access points to the trails. Do they want
more parking in their streets and neighborhoods? Your duty is first and foremost to the residents
of Claremont, and we are imploring you protect this precious resource of open wilderness space
and to preserve the peace and tranquility of our homes. Limit the visitors by limiting the parking.
In closing, we don’t need convoluted park reservation systems at multiple access points. We
don’t need to provide parking to any and all who want it. We need to protect the park and our
city. The best way to do that is to limit parking near the access points and reserve space and/or
make it cheaper for Claremont residents. Most of all, we should never impose parking adjacent
to property where the owners object, weather it is their front door or back wall. Residents peace
of mind is far more important than a few more hikers per week. Our management plan must use
limited parking to limit the number of visitors, like all other venues.
Thank you for your consideration,
Jana S.

Hugh W. Letter

Dear Kathleen,
I write with a concern that there be an option in the Wilderness Park Master Plan for increased
parking for weekend use for those who use the loop.
I remain very impressed with and appreciative of the work that led up to the last meeting of the
TAC. I hope that MIG and you have had the chance to develop other dimensions of the plan than
our returning focus on parking. I am ready to be part of the volunteering and educating that I
hope will bloom soon. And I expect a plan to emerge that the city council all across the board
will want to affirm. I am looking forward to another conversation with Opanyi Nasaili where I
can show him that indeed the plan gives priority to preservation and stewardship and how it does
so, so that in good conscience he could support it, even though it anticipates considerable
continued use by people, but use within limits that insure preservation.
What is happening now for people who have been using the loop trail on weekends, since
parking on Mills was terminated? This cold but clear Saturday morning there was parking
available in both lots at 7:15, but Bobby Gomez insisted by e-mail that the problems of crazy
efforts early morning to find parking are still there most weekends. Back in October when
Charlie Gale and I were handing out notices about the public meeting between 7:30 and 9:30
Charlie counted over 300 persons exiting the park and we wondered where they all had parked.
One regular I talked with this morning thought that since October the number of people coming
early morning had dropped off. I would be very willing to help find out through a focused survey
what it happening for these visitors, so that decisions are made with more knowledge. I’ve
attached a note I sent Charlie in October about this.
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If we have the means, would it be appropriate not to accommodate people who by choice or
necessity find themselves trying to get into the park early Saturday and Sunday mornings?
My imagined picture is that many who are turned away by the lack of parking are working
people with families. These are crowded out under the current system by what used to be called,
yuppies, single or childless, in full control of their schedules and with energy to burn who are
able to be part of the pre-dawn pack that mills back and forth in front of Bobby Gomez’ home
until parking is legal. These workers could come later, of course, but it is less convenient
because of the list of things needing done on a weekend, and so possibly they won’t come at all.
Options for workers for use during the week are limited by winter hours – we have direct
testimony to this in Rex Jaime’s note that volunteers from his company can’t take part in clean
ups in winter after work. Summer time individual workers more likely could find time before or
after work, but the prized time for them on weekends would particularly be early morning,
before the build up of heat. So the current limited parking on weekend mornings means that
without rationing access through price, we are still sorting access by social class. If you are a
worker with a family you are being discouraged from coming to be part of that part of your
heritage. It has repeatedly been affirmed that it is not the intent of the city that the park be less
accessible to particular groups of people
You and MIG reported in October exploring options for more parking than the two existing lots.
I hope to see these refined and presented in January.
Maybe my picture is wrong, or at best incomplete. I am also writing to ask that more data be
collected about the users of the park early weekend mornings. It would make a difference in the
quality of decisions made. I could find volunteers to do some sort of survey, now or later as part
of implementation.
Best,
Hugh
Attached Letter:
Charlie,
Have you had more thoughts about the use to make of the data collected last Saturday morning?
It is a big number, over 300. I think the MIG survey never did a Saturday morning. Meg tried to
get them to add more on Saturday and Sunday, and they resisted changing things.
What does this tell you that might be helpful in dealing with weekend parking issues?
To me it asks for more data.
Did the two lots hold them all? I suspect not.
Did they choose a spot to park in that was potentially disruptive to the neighborhood? If so, this
suggests granting more limited parking signs (equity that one speaker asked for). And, if the city
feels gracious, adding to available public parking.
Was their alternative parking satisfactory to them, or did it negatively impact their experience of
the loop? If it degraded their experience, what would make it better: reserved parking? One of
the more feasible ways of adding parking?
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Why did they come at this time, when parking is at a premium? If there was a reservation system,
would them come later?
How much of a hassle was it to get a parking space? How early were they in the lot to insure
getting a space? How much did getting a space hassle Bobby Gomez? (I am to get up early and
sit with him some Saturday to experience this)
What would be learned if a count was made ALL day on a Saturday and Sunday about the
capacity of the lots?
It seems to me before charging off with either adding parking or deciding to let those lots serve
to limit use on weekends that more data on weekend us would make for a more rational decision.
Some of this could be gotten by observing We could follow people who walk beyond the TC lot –
though that’s sort of creepy. Could drive around the neighborhoods that don’t have permit
parking to see where cars are parked. Alamosa to the east is one that is now getting parking.
And counting on a couple of weekends could be managed, if one recruits several more
masochists for the cause.
Others would require surveying early morning users. It could be a simple survey, and a
byproduct of it could be signing people up for future volunteering, focusing at first on trash pick
up.
Thoughts? We do want to get beyond parking, but that was the presenting issue that got this
whole thing going in the first place.
Best,
Hugh
CC Meg
Responses to Hugh W. Letter

Good morning, Hugh. I have read your email a couple times and it may be best to discuss in
person as I am not sure exactly how to respond to the concerns, but I’ll try. Park a endance is
not consistent throughout the year, as shown below by at least the permit revenue from the
parking meters. At this point, we don’t have any way to track people coming in who have
resident or annual permits and for those who don’t pay for daily parking. We do know that about
88% of the people travel to the CHWP by car, 73% of whom park in one of the two lots. The rest
park on street, at Von’s or enter through another entrance. We also know that people park
on‐street even when there are spaces available in the lots. And we know from prior vehicle
counts that parking capacity is insufficient only for a short block of time on Saturday and Sunday
mornings (7 – 9:30ish). There is ample parking capacity most of the time for those who choose
to park in the lots. Finally, as for hours of operation, the park is closed when it is dark, so in the
winter months when we have less daylight, it will be harder for people to use the park before and
a er work because of when sunrise / sunset occur, but that is a function of daylight and hours of
operation. We are not trying to exclude people who work. The reason we have focused so much
on parking is that the neighborhood impacts (perceived or real depending on individual
perception) is the area of concern most out of balance as communicated by residents adjacent to
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the park. According to the research conducted by MIG and their team, environmentally the park
is in good shape, and the majority of people who use the park do not feel it is too crowded that it
detracts from their experience. So for our three primary goals (preservation, access and
neighborhood impacts), our proposed management of the park will be driven to address in large
part the 3rd goal while maintaining what is available or exists already with 1 & 2. I hope the
above helps answer some of your questions or concerns. Kathleen
Dear Hugh:
Thank you very much for your e-mail in regard to the parking on Saturday. I have forwarded
your comments to Kathleen to be included in our public comment for the CHWP Master Plan
process. As you know, we are in the mist of looking at of all of the components of Master Plan
and parking is very high on our list. Several of the suggestions that you offered are ones that are
being provided as discussion points for the TAC and the Public as the process continues. The
ultimate goal of the plan is to try to balance out as many of these types of issues as possible so
that all involved have a positive experience with the CHWP. As far as Saturday goes, I spoke
with Chief Cooper and got a better understanding of the actions that were taken on Saturday.
Please see his response below.
The recent issues with enforcement of the park/parking lot hours at the Claremont Hills
Wilderness Park on the morning of September 20th can be attributed to the officers trying to
work with those wanting to use the park by keeping them out of the park until it opened so they
were not issued citations. Prior to this, our response to violations of the park and parking lot
hours has been to issue citations to the vehicles in the north parking lot either before the park
opens or after it closes, or directly to persons leaving the park. Before enforcement actions take
place, we have asked our officers to provide a fifteen minute grace period when possible.
Unfortunately, these officers had the best intentions, but what it turned into was a nightmare of
misunderstanding which affected the residents and the park goers. I have given direction that in
the future we will continue our past practice of issuing citations to vehicles parked in the parking
lot in violation of park hours and/or past their paid time limit as well as to persons who are
observed in or exiting the park after the park closes.
Paul Cooper
Chief of Police
Claremont Police Department
Thank you, Hugh for your continued engagement in the process. Please let me know if you have
any questions.
Thanks,
Anne
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Tonya M. Letter

Question or Comment:
More parking is needed for the Claremont Loop. This is why street parking has occurred. Now
that this is not an option with the permit only parking, the use of this park is limited. I suggest
metered street parking. This will add revenue for the city and still allow the use of the loop.
Submitted by:
Tonya M.

David M. Letter

Dear Mr. Mayor,
I live in Claremont, have a Claremont Wilderness parking permit, and occasionally hike the
Claremont Wilderness Loop. I hiked it today and at the end of my hike I encountered some
volunteers asking hikers to fill out a survey on their experience at the wilderness park.
After filling out the survey and then having more time to think about it, I have two more
suggestions:
1. Charge a fee to access the wilderness park for anyone who is not a Claremont resident.
2. Make the lower parking lot at Mills and Mt. Baldy only available to permitted Claremont
residents. Currently it is available to permitted residents and those who wish to pay to park there.
Most of the cars parked there this morning were those paying to use the lot, and it took me 30
minutes to find a place to park. So, those of us with permits are having a hard time finding a
place to park.
I do wish to allow access to the park for those who are non-residents, however, I think we should
make access a first priority for those who are Claremont residents.
Thank you for your time and your service to our city.
Sincerely,
David M.
Response to David M. Letter

Mr. Martinsen,
Thank you for your email and thoughts about issues associated with usage of the wilderness area.
Since the wilderness area has become so popular, the City Council has been seeking solutions to
various concerns including some of the issues you stated in your email. Consequently the
Council decided to hire a consultant to prepare a master plan for the wilderness area in order to
comprehensively analyze these issues and establish appropriate policies for usage of the area.
The consultant is assisted by a community Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The master
planning process is now underway. The next general community meeting with the consultant and
TAC is scheduled on July 21, 2014 at 6:00 p.m at the Hughes Community Center (Padua Room).
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I encourage you to attend the meeting - if you can - and share your thoughts. In the meantime, I
am copying this email to the City Manager asking him to pass your thoughts on to the consultant
and TAC. Again, thank for your input.
Sincerely,
Opanyi Nasiali,
Councilmember

Lisa F. Letter

In 2007 A group of us living in North Claremont, adjacent to the CHWP attended many Traffic
Commission Meetings and City Council meetings re: the recent explosion of people using the
CHWP from other communities. We asked if there could be limits put on the park capacity. Such
as, when the parking lot is full, then the park is at capacity, and one would have to come back
later.
Also suggested was to look at how other wilderness parks were managed, such as the dunes at
Manhattan Beach, where their city had a website in which people could sign up for a time to be
there, as to limit the crowds.
We were told the following:
1) The city was not going to do anything to limit the amount of people that could be in the
CHWP at one time.
2) It was our fault that we bought a house near the Wilderness Park.
3) That we were racists because we didn’t want people crapping in our yards, leaving their trash
behind, robbing our homes and vandalizing our property.
As someone who grew up in Claremont and has used the Wilderness Park since the 1960’s, I can
tell you that the park is ruined and there is no turning back the damage that has been done to the
environment there.
CHWP is the only foothill park which remains open during Red Flag warnings.
It is the only Wilderness park surveyed which opens before 7 a.m. and closed after dark (hence
the multitude of human feces)
It is the only Wilderness park which is never closed, to give the animals a break from the people.
Other parks are closed on Sundays and holidays.
There are several parks (Chino Hills, Borelli, etc) which are only open 8‐5 on the weekends, and
charge $10‐15 to park on the weekends. This stems the crowds (they all come the CHWP)
Cucamonga Canyon has been closed all winter under the guise of “Fire Danger, etc”. The real
reason is that the city needed 3‐4 months to clean up the trash, graffiti, feces, etc. that has piled
up there over the years. They are also going to build a paid parking lot, due to the complaints
from residents who live near the canyon entrance. This is to limit the amount of people who can
be up there at one time.
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Like Cucamonga, people come to the CHWP all hours of the day and night. Boom boxes blaring,
horns honking, car alarms going off.
We never get a break.
We would like the CHWP to be closed on Sundays.
We would like hours on the weekends and holidays to be 8‐5 regardless of daylight savings or
how hot it is out.
Why do we have to be awakened every Sat. and Sun. at 5 a.m.?
The first mountain biker goes up there at 5 a.m. on a Sunday, so by 7 a.m. the paramedics and
ambulances are arriving with sirens blaring. Every weekend we have to have this.
Please consider building a website where users can log on and reserve a time to be in the park.
By reducing the hours that the park is available, you will reduce numbers of people in the park at
one time, and hopefully reduce the environmental damage to come.
Also by reducing the hours in which the park is open, it will reduce the numbers and damage to
the park.
Thank you for considering this.
I realize of course, if you recommend any of these people reducing measures, that you are a
racists.
Lisa F.
Today April 13th Foothill Reader, LA Times.Google: Chino Creek Wetlands and Educational
Park.
Click on Rules.
Park hours: 8‐5 in winter, 8‐7 for 3 months in the summer.
Park in lots only, no overflow street parking. Gate locked 30 mins. After closing. Then you are
fined, car ticketed, etc. Check out other wilderness parks, Laguna Canyon, Monrovia, etc. the
same. Rules must be followed, trash carried out, etc. or you lose your privilege to use the park.
Last night at 11:30 p.m., a van load of people came to the CWHP with hiking boots, etc. and
attempted to use the park. They were told by neighborhood watch that the park is closed. “But
the gate is open….” They were told to leave or police would be called and they would be
ticketed. We have to put up with this nonsense on a nightly basis, while other wilderness parks in
LA and Orange Counties are closed and gates locked.
Do your research.

Tom I. Letter

My wife, Christine, and I attended the first Community Meeting last night at Taylor Hall and did
not make public comments but rather chose to submit our ideas and reactions in writing. We
have lived at our current address in Claremont for 29 years and live a short walk up Indian Hill
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from the Thompson Creek Trail. In our early years, we were both runners and hikers and used
the TCT and the other trails in the foothills on a daily basis (Burbank, Cobalt, Evey Canyons and
Johnson’s Pasture). Over the last decade we have continued to walk these trails and I have
become an enthusiastic bicyclist and am an active member of the Claremont Senior Bicycle
Club. All of this is to say that we have both used the Claremont Wilderness area regularly and
we have observed patterns of public usage over a long period of time.
Most Important Issue
While there are many issues that the Master Plan should address, we believe that the most
important issue is Public Access. While some at the meeting viewed the explosion of interest in
using the Wilderness Park (300,000 visits in a recent year) as negative and a situation calling for
restrictions and fees of various sorts, we celebrate the this pubic desire for open space of this
sort. We also celebrate the diverse population of users. While the meeting last night was largely
white and middle-aged and older Claremont resident, the population of users is made of young,
middle-aged, and older people. Black, Latino, Asian-American users constitute large percentages
of the regulars. Youngsters walk and run together, families of three generations are not
uncommon, older men and women have made this a part of their regular retirement routine. In
our experience, people have been friendly and respectful, and have observed the rules about
staying on the trails and packing out their trash. We cannot help but conclude that this experience
in the Wilderness Park contributes to happier healthier lives.
In an age when obesity is a national epidemic, health care costs are rising steadily, and people
spend more and more of their leisure time in front of computer screens, we should not be taking
actions that discourage people from regular exercise and learning about and experiencing the
natural world.
Proposals
We acknowledge that all of this interest has generated parking and traffic issues but believe that
these issues can be addressed without restricting access. While we are sure that creative people
can come up with more ideas, we would suggest two.
First, the Master Plan should not confine access to the five-mile loop that begins and ends at the
end of Mills Avenue. There are other points of access to the trail system that are now part of the
Wilderness Park—Claraboya, Higginbotham Park and Sycamore Canyon, the West end of
Pomello (where the “Welcome to the Wilderness Park” is currently hidden from view).
Encouraging more points of access would also distribute users across the trail system rather than
concentrate them in the five mile loop. Encouraging people to gain access along the TCT could
also distribute vehicles into other parking lots. For example, the parking lot at La Puerta park is
seldom used on weekday mornings and parking along Mountain Avenue near the TCT could also
accommodate more cars. Parking on the north side of Pomello west of Mills or building a small
parking lot at the end of Pomello might also be considered. Access could also be facilitated by
exploring cooperative arrangements with La Verne and San Dimas that might extend the trail
system west of Claremont. Other points of access could be provided in these areas. There are
trails that culminate at the end of the road in Webb Canyon that could be connected to the
Claremont system. Providing more access points could, over time, make Claremont one of a
number of places were residents of the Pomona Valley could gain access to the trails in the
foothills. This larger network of trails might be facilitated (partially funded) by the designation
of the Angeles National Forest as a region for coordinated action. Even if the Master Plan could
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not achieve all of these access points in the near term, it could help to identify longer-term
strategies for providing more access for more people at more points of entry.
Second, it seems clear that the worst of the congestion at the moment is along Mills Avenue on
Saturday and Sunday. We would propose strictly limiting parking to the existing lots and running
a shuttle every fifteen or thirty minutes from downtown Claremont on first street near the
parking structures adjacent to the Claremont Depot. These structures and the adjacent lots on
First Street are not heavily used on the weekend and a shuttle could ferry people back and forth
for a modest fee—e.g. $1.00 per person. The approach would not be much different from the
arrangement that currently exists in Zion National Park where vehicles are prohibited in the
canyon and users gain access by means of a shuttle.
Other Issues
Stewardship and Education
We also believe that the Master Plan should give attention to the preservation and protection of
the foothills and the complex ecosystems that comprise the area. We are attracted to the ideas
presented at the community meeting of using the region as a site for educating residents and
others about the flora and fauna of the area. With appropriate signage or brochures, users could
be made aware of the natural history of their own backyard. There would seem to be wonderful
opportunities for local schools to incorporate this natural history into their curricula and bring
youngsters for experiential learning.
Sanitation and Safety
While we all should be concerned that the Wilderness area remain safe for all of those who use it
and it should remain free of trash and refuse, we are not convinced that these are major issues at
the moment. We have never felt unsafe during our many times walking or biking along any of
the trails in the park system. Moreover, we have seldom seen trash or any other evidence of
misuse. Given the number of people that have been using the Burbank- Cobalt Canyon loop, we
find it amazing that so little evidence of human traffic is to be found. We wonder if those who
oppose public use of this land are exaggerating the sanitation and safety issues as a strategy to
encourage more restrictive use. We are more attracted to some of the educational strategies
suggested to minimize the impact of human traffic and increase safety—encouraging hikers not
to walk six abreast, discouraging the use of headphones and long dog leashes, getting bicyclists
to use bells and to curb downhill speeds, installing a few animal-proof refuse containers. Modest
signage could remind all of their responsibilities in this regard.
Tom I.
Response to Tom I. Letter

Tom, thanks so much for your input. Now that the April 7 date is past us I am reviewing all the
comments MIG has received in response to our first public meeting on March 24.
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Matt D. Letter

Hi,
I was at the meeting this week, but the discussion was ended before I had a chance to say what I
wanted to say.
I bought a house in Claremont in no small part because of the Wilderness Park. I want my taxes
to go to a city that preserves our hillsides. I hope going forward we can purchase further parcels
of land.
It seems to me as though usage in the park needs to be reduced. This, conceptually, can be done
in two ways: Either we can set caps on the number of people who enter, or we can put a price on
admission. I favor the latter; I think that an admission fee should be charged to enter the
Wilderness Park. It should be free only to Claremont residents. Money from admission should go
to upkeep of the park and purchasing more land to preserve. The fees should be adjusted to
reduce use of the park to an acceptable level.
Thank you,
Matt D.

James M. Letter

Dear Brian,
One of the things I love about Claremont is the open process that the City embraces when
confronted with a difficult issue. Certainly, the Wilderness Park is one that is high on the public
agenda. As I understand the City's governance structure, you are the man in the middle. Here's
my read on the meeting last night.
The Wilderness Park is the thorniest problem the City has faced in years. What started as a way
of preserving the Claremont hillsides from development has evolved into a regional recreational
park. It is clearly out of control. The City isn't sure how to get the toothpaste back into the tube.
A number of constituencies have been created that believe they have an entitlement that must be
preserved (think Bernard Field Station).
Last night I I jokingly said that the name of the Park needs to be changed because it doesn't
comport to the current use. But I really believe that the name "Wilderness Park" is key. This is
the salvation of the Park and the solution to the problem.
The fact that 300,000 people try to squeeze into the Park each year undermines the purpose of
the enterprise. Although there were a few spirited egalitarian voices at the meeting that said there
should be unfettered public access to the Park, they ignore the original intent, the limited scope
of activity such a small acreage can support, the sources of the financing and the ongoing costs
of maintaining this facility.
It is the Claremont Wilderness Park.
First Claremont: It is within the City boundaries and funded by Claremont (with the help of
Prop. 84, the Claremont Colleges, the Garner family, Pomona College, and others).
Second Wilderness: It is supposed to preserve the original sense of the wild.
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Third Park: It is available to the citizens, but not unrestricted as to use.
In my view, access must be reduced dramatically in order to preserve the Park. There are only a
few way to do this; fee for access, a limit on the admittances each day, or some combination of
these two. I liked the observation that if access is limited, then the parking issue goes away
because there is no reason to park if access is denied. Think of this; remove all of the "Permit A,
B C and D" because there is no reason to park here.
But how to do this? First, there must be a permit for access, for Claremont residents at a reduced
rate because they are funding the Park directly or indirectly and for others at a very high monthly
or annual permit. The revenue should be significant enough to pay for enforcement. This was
one of the best points raised at the meeting. A City can pass all of the regulations it wishes, but
without enforcement, it is an empty gesture.
Surprisingly, no mention was made of the Claraboya entrance to the Park. There is ample room
for a parking lot to the east of the entrance on Santa Catarina Street. If this is built, the Claraboya
residents should rightly ask for a second vehicular exit from their neighborhood. This would
please LACFD enormously.
Finally, it is clear to me that there is no reason to allow dirt bikers access to the Park. They are
not there to enjoy the wilderness, but only for thrills by riding fast down hills. This could be
enjoyed anywhere in Southern California without the risk of injury or the views of the Pomona
Valley. I know this idea is a tough one politically. But I noticed that the constituency of "small
business" and the percentage of sales of dirt bikes fell flat with the audience. They need to take
their business elsewhere.
One final note about the consultants. They did do a good job of outlining the process and running
the meeting. But, they should know more than Ludd Trozpek about the easements and
restrictions on the land parcels . This was an embarrassment. The names of the Technical
Advisory Committee members and their email contact addresses should have been available at
the meeting, especially since this group has already met. They also need to get a better audio
technician so that the microphones work without static or feedback.
This process should make the year 2014 an interesting one for you. Good luck.
James M.

Carolyn Z. Letter

Dear Ann,
I, along with my husband, are Deep Springs residents, who attended the last City Council
meeting.
In my increasingly growing frustration, I write this letter. Here are 3 of my major concerns:
1. The Swales:
Noted in the letter that I received, these are 'public facilities maintained by the City.' When I've
spoken with neighbors, that originally paid $20,000 to $30,000, to have these installed, that's a
tough pill to swallow.
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The swales were built for water flow, they were not built for parking. With continuous parking,
the mortar holding the cobblestones will eventually crack and loosen the stones. The swales are
not flat, cars straddle with 2 tires on each side. When someone gets out of their full sized pick-up
truck and falls (because it's not like getting out of a car), is the City going to be the responsible
party, when a law suit arises?
2. Pollution: air, trash, noise
When 'visitors' are driving 10 and 20+ mi (yes, somebody who parked on our street came from
Eastvale), to get in their healthy walk, they are making our beautiful wilderness air unhealthy, by
doing so!
There is an increased amount of trash, being left by these 'visitors', that my husband and I see
(and try to pick up), on our daily walk. Laughing and shouting out, at 6:30a and earlier.
3. Streets
Our streets in Blaisdell, were not built, for the amount of traffic, that is on them. When cars are
parked, on both sides of the road, it makes it extremely difficult for 2 cars, (going in opposite
directions), plus people and bikes, to get through.
This could be extremely dangerous, in the event of an emergency, should police, fire or medical
vehicles, have to get through.
We also don't have stop signs (and don't want them.) We've had to yell at 'visitors', in cars, as
they come flying down the street, with no regard.
The 'Wilderness' Trail, used to be nice, until it turned into the debacle and monster, that it now is.
It seems like the city is more concerned, about accommodating these 'visitors', then their own
residents.
This Wilderness area, is also the home of animals!
I've yet to understand, what the agenda is, of the city, to 'invite' this onslaught of people to our
community. Tens of thousands of dollars, being spent on a Master Plan, for what? I don't buy
the notion, that these 'visitors' are frequenting our restaurants and stores, while here. If that were
the case, I think there would be comments, in the 'readers comments' section, of the Courier,
from business owners, touting how their revenue has increased, since this all started.
4. Crime
The burglaries in N. Claremont, have significantly increased, since the 'visitors', have
significantly increased.
I read, in the Courier, that this Trail, generates more visitors, than Legoland!
When you deliberately move next to an airport, you can't complain about the traffic and the noise
of the planes, flying overhead. When you deliberately move next to a hospital, you can't
complain about ambulance sirens. When you deliberately move next to a school, you can't
complain about playground noise, or stadium lights.
I DID NOT, deliberately move next to, what is now, a weekend amusement park!
It was forced on me and that's not fair.
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I've lived in Claremont for 30 years. I've raised both of my children here. I lived on Sweetbriar,
for 27 of the 30 years and now Deep Springs. I'm deep rooted.
I chose this neighborhood for it's beautiful homes and serene environment. And while the city,
has nothing to do with my association dues (obviously), I pay $90 a month, to do so.
With that being said, I urge you to please take a step back and take a good hard look at all of this.
We are a city of trees, degrees, nature, wildlife, beauty and overall good living.
In quoting Joni Mitchell...
Don't it always seem to go
That you don't know what you've got till it's gone
They paved paradise
Put up a parking lot
Carolyn Z.

Comment Card #1

The most important issue:
Limit use of park
Fee to enter
Comment Card #2

The most important issue:
Continuing recreational access for my generation and future generations
(We Citizens of Claremont have taxed ourselves for this wonderful gem of a park and our
access should not be limited because of parking difficulties. There needs to be vision to
address this issue, not just increasing restrictions, which is what the city is doing and
continuing to do even during this Master Planning period. I say “SHAME” on my city.
May our city officials really engage in the planning process and stop reacting to squeaky
wheels!) *
How should this issue be addressed…
More parking availability- e.g. a parking lot at the top of Mountain Ave. would make
more access and remove some of the burden elsewhere.
A biking and hiking fee to cover expenses and perhaps reduce some of the heavy use on
weekends.
*The Technical Advisory committee is NOT balanced in its membership.
Comment Card #3

The most important issue:
Keeping the Wilderness Park open to as many people as possible, now and in the future.
There should be more than one portal. The three portals in Claraboga/Highpoint should
be planned for continuing access. If this is not part of the Master Plan, the residents who
live nearby will enjoy the hillsides as a private garden, even though the property owners

Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan

Appendix
Page 38

City of Claremont

June 2015

throughout Claremont are paying for the Johnson’s Pasture portion of the park. I am very
concerned about the future for our children and grandchildren.
How should this issue be addressed…
Regarding Claraboya/highpoint: Fortunately, so far, there has been minimal impact on
Via Santa Catalina and Mountain Ave. I know. Four times a week I park at 6:30 on Via
Santa Catalina and hike into JP. Almost always- I can’t stress this enough- I park the only
car. Perhaps when I return at 8 a.m. there are one or two more cars. On Saturday and
Sunday there are more cars when I leave. Residents in Claraboya/Highpoint do not want
to share their public streets. We should plan a parking lot (behind Highpoint or on Via
Santa Catalina cul de sac) for the future so that residents can choose between an
advertised parking lot and share their streets.
Regarding Mills parking: nose in parking should be provided on the north side of
Pomello and the west side of Mills between Pomello and Alamosa. Perhaps sharing the
parking at the Girl Scout facility would allow more parking just for Claremont property
tax payers.
An idea: since so many people seem to be using the loop trail for exercise, perhaps we
could incentivize through a parking mechanism:
1.) Identify a certain area of the Mills lot for loopers
2.) Enable a parking machine to return the $3 charges if the loop is completed in less than
2 hours
3.) Perhaps there would be anticipated turnover on Saturday and Sunday at opening, 2
hours later, 4 hours later. Just a thought.
Comment Card #7

The most important issue is…
1.) Keep access at the top of Mountain Street
2.) continue to allow bikes, but put up more signs about bike courtesy
3.) Make access easier through Palmer Canyon
Thank you!
Comment Card #10

The most important issue is…
Keeping the trail and park available to those who want to use it. Unfortunately, by
imposing high fees, you alienate those who cannot afford those fees.
Should Claremont choose to impose fees for the trail use, maybe you can issue volunteer
passes for those who volunteer to clean up the trail (youth groups, church groups, teams,
individuals). But definitely do charge a usage fee for residents or for those in the school
district.
Comment Card #11

Pet’s OK, off leash area on trails.
Comment Card #12

The most important issue is…
PARKING, PARKING, PARKING. Residents are unable to park. Unacceptable. It’s a
city park, after all.
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OVERUSE, OVERUSE, OVERUSE. How to curtail excessive use.
How should this issue be addressed…
Not sure, but it should be of highest importance that residents be able to enjoy this loop
Limit excessive visitations- charging non-residents was mentioned at this meeting. After
some thought, I think this would be a great idea
Of course, residents should not pay, as we already pay
Comment Card #19

The idea of entry fee is not good. It discriminates against large families and poor
families, and these aren’t the problem.
Comment Card #22

The most important issue is…
As we sat through most of the presentation and comments, use and over use seen to be
the biggest problem.
We are very concerned with the suggestions regarding fees. There are many residents of
Claremont who can afford fees-but there are many others who cannot. They, too, are
entitled to a place to exercise in a good environment.
An aside-neither my husband nor I can walk any distance so we do not use the area.
However, my brother was visiting from out of state. He said he saw 5,000! on the path-2
days in a row. So, he changed and took a path that required me to pick him up in
Glendora. He said he saw all of 5 people on that trail.
How should this issue be addressed…
short-term ?
Long-term regional system of parks and trails as convenient as this one-one that crosses
county borders.

1.3.3.3 Natural Resources and Conditions
Hugh W. Letter

Dear Kathleen,
Thanks for passing on my note on including in the master plan a process by which options can be
dealt with through experience from more robust management of the park.
I have one other substantive suggestion I will make at TAC and that I have touched on before,
that I think it important the drafting group hear if there is still time.
While the city has a significant source of revenue for dealing with the park in parking or other
forms of access fees from users, it is important that implementation of activities supporting goals
of preservation and safety not by bound to the user fees.
One obvious reason is to protect the function of user fees. These are to fund what is needed to
deal with the impact of park users on neighborhoods. Those efforts need all the resources they
can get. Users paying the fee need to see how it is they are paying for their access to the park.
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Neighbors need to see that the city remains committed to the principal that users are paying for
mitigating the impacts on them.
The other reason is that the city and the surrounding areas need Claremont to follow a robust
strategy for preservation of the wilderness and safety. While it seems to be the case that proper
use of the loop does not materially degrade the wilderness, though users do cause litter and
create needs that they need to pay for, the wilderness is threatened by change through global
warming and the press of settlements, and offers source of water that needs enhancement. So the
needs of preservation are far more that dealing with impacts of users. So programming for
preservation needs to be based on far more than managing users and so funding needs to have a
base grounded in general fund, supplementd by grants from other government agencies, as well
as user fees and donations.
The same sort of understanding applies to safety. Regular users of the loop bring some risk to the
environment, but risks of fire, hunting, pot growing, night time use are not functions of licit trail
use. To make the clear the responsibility for dealing with several different kinds of risks, it seems
important to uncouple implementing safety goals from goals of managing neighborhood impact
by users. The annual brush clearance to protect housing seems something that properly has
funding from general fund, as would efforts to deal with the invasions of wildlife into
neighboring communities.
The resource management plan is an element to be highlighted, as it is one place where goals of
preservation in particular and perhaps also safety can become fully expressed
Thanks to you and the other staff for all your care,
Hugh W.

John N. Letter

Hi, I forgot to turn in my written comments last night. I scanned the form and attached it here.
Thanks!
John N.
The most important issue is:
#1 Preservation of plants, animals, overall ecology
#2 Access open to all without discriminating against non-Claremont residents or people who
live, as I do, in Claremont but south of baseline
#3 Extended hours – early and late. There is no justification for keeping people of the park
around dawn and after sunset.
How should this issue be addressed:
Limit use but directly – a quota or pass system, not congestion pricing or higher fees for nonresidents
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I’m not opposed to a small fee, for use but it should be justified by actual expenses with
enforcement, sanitation, and safety, not punitively or designed to price people out of use.
Hours should be 5 am – 10 pm, like all other Claremont parks.
Please tell us how you define the following preliminary planning issues in relation to the
Wilderness area:
Stewardship: care of people – regionally – and the environment
Sanitation and safety: we need actual, research based solutions. Will trash cans be better or
would a pack-it-out education program work better?
Balance: “impacts” have to be specified and [illegible] to specific remedies. For instance, “cars
block driveways”, NOT: “people park in front of my home.”
Equity: State and private money went into the park. We cannot circle the Claremont wagons and
rail against outsiders in a classist and racist way.
Please feel free to include additional themes not listed in this comment sheet.
Claremont has a long history of solving problems by indirect, undemocratic means rather than
dealing with facts, research, and logical consequence remedies.

Terry G. Letter

Members of the CWC board of directors what to be sure that MIG is aware that CWC paid for a
study of the flora on the Evans property. The study was done by Naomi Fraga, Leader of
Conservation Programs at Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden, 909.625.8767. She was able to use
global digitized maps from the city to do some of the work. I believe that the City has the final
report. It might be helpful to be aware of the system that she used and also to know that this
study is available. Let me know if you have questions about it.
Regards,
Terry G.
Vice President, Claremont Wildlands Conservancy

CWC Position Statement (Final)

Claremont Wildlands Conservancy’s Position Statement
for the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan
February 2015
Introduction
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The Claremont Hills Wilderness Park (CHWP) was created to preserve open space and protect
the ecosystem in ways consistent with human access for recreation, education, and enjoyment.
In an age when sedentary lifestyles have created a national health epidemic of diseases linked to
obesity and many of our young people spend more time online than out of doors, we are
heartened to see the public clamor for experiences in our open spaces, whether for exercise,
reflection and contemplation, companionship, or for learning about the natural world around
them. This public demand, while encouraging in many respects, has brought with it
challenges—heavy trail usage, tensions between hikers and bikers, parking problems and
congestion in adjacent neighborhoods, safety concerns, and inappropriate disposal of refuse and
human waste. The master plan should seek ways to manage these demands and provide
opportunities for access for park visitors in ways that address these challenges and do not
jeopardize this treasured natural resource.
If implemented fully and faithfully, the CHWP Master Plan will protect the flora and fauna of
our hillsides and provide ample opportunity for recreational activities for residents of Claremont
and nearby communities. The plan should foster appropriate and respectful behavior among all
park visitors and neighboring residents that results in a safe and enjoyable experience. The plan
should include financial provisions for sustaining the park for the foreseeable future and identify
opportunities for expanding the park into adjacent hillside locations.
It is important to view the CHWP as a magnificent resource to be preserved for future
generations and shared wisely with the present one. The many visitors who appreciate it today
will be the passionate advocates for preserving it tomorrow. One basic assumption should
undergird the master plan: that appreciation of the park by its visitors through recreation and
education fosters preservation. Reasonable limitations on use should be implemented to assure
the protection of the natural resources of the park, to enhance the experiences of park users, and
to address the needs of neighbors. Our basic assumption is that the park is not a problem to be
solved but a resource to be treasured, protected and shared.
The Master Plan should be treated as a flexible plan that is reviewed periodically and modified as
changes in climate, animal populations, visitor patterns, and plant populations reveal needed
adjustments in management practices. We suggest that it include the creation of a Board of
Overseers to provide a regular oversight of the implementation and outcomes. Subcommittees of
this board should be established to provide expertise, advice and coordination of specific areas of
interest such as resource management, safety, volunteer activities, education, exploring funding
sources, etc.
------------------------------------------------In this document, we present the process by which Claremont Wildlands Conservancy (CWC)
participates in supporting the master plan as well as our recommended goals and some specific
means for achieving them. While there may be points where goals or implementation suggestions
are in tension with one another, we believe that these tensions can be managed and that, on the
whole, they can be mutually reinforcing. Because of the importance of each goal, and the
beneficial interactions among them, we believe it inappropriate to rank them. And because of
these interrelationships, we have found it necessary to repeat some of the recommendations
under different goals. The use of numbers for the recommendations is for ease of reference and
does not indicate prioritization.
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CWC’s role in generating public participation for the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master
Plan study
The Claremont Wildlands Conservancy believes that an effective master plan will emerge only if
there is full stakeholder participation, conducted in an atmosphere of respect for varying opinions
and with the goal of finding creative solutions. CWC will encourage participation through email, surveys, letters, social media, and attendance at TAC and other meetings. Such
participation is indispensable for the development of the best possible plan and one with broad
public support from the entire Claremont community and all those who use the Wilderness Park.
-----------------------------------------------------CWC’s statement of positions on key Master Plan issues.
Proposed Goals
Preservation
1. Preserve and protect ecosystems (flora, fauna, water), landforms, and historical remnants
through implementation of a resource management plan.
2. Expand the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park, protecting Claremont’s open space and
contributing to the creation of a continuous wilderness corridor along the foothills of the
San Gabriel Mountains.
Access
1. Establish a policy of equitable access for visitors.
2. Set policies and parking access to encourage different areas of the park to be used for
different purposes.
3. Consider additional entrances, where appropriate, to support planned uses for different
areas of the park, taking into account the impact on adjacent neighborhoods.
4. Create and enforce parking policies that minimize impact on neighborhoods while
providing adequate parking for visitors.
5. Create and enforce policies on parking and visitor activities based on a reasonable
definition of carrying capacity.
6. Expand opportunities to experience the park at various times of day and night, as
reasonable.
7. Develop additional trails within CHWP and provide connections to trails beyond the
park’s and the city’s boundaries.
Safety


Ensure the safety of park visitors, neighbors, pets, and wildlife through best practices in
trail design, fire protection, sanitation, education, and enforcement.

Park Culture


Through education and volunteerism, foster a culture in which people treat nature and
one another with respect and care.
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Sustainable Funding
1. Establish sustainable funding to implement and support the master plan and resource
management plan.
2. Ensure that CHWP-associated revenues are used to support the CHWP.
3. Ensure that an appropriate portion of other city-park-related fees are used to support the
CHWP.
Recommendations for Implementation of Goals
PRESERVATION
We support the preservation and protection of ecosystems (flora, fauna, water), landforms, and
historical remnants through the creation and implementation of a resource management plan.
Moreover, we support efforts to expand the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park, protecting
Claremont’s hillside open space and preserving a continuous wilderness corridor along the
foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains.
A. Ensuring Preservation
A resource management plan is key to achieving the goal of park preservation. It should address
the following issues:
Cataloguing and classifying existing flora and fauna in the park. The results of this study should
be used as the basis for a resource management plan that balances historical use of the park with
ecological restoration, fire risk management, watershed and airshed management and human
visitor experience. It is not enough to know just what is currently there; we must have a vision
of how the park should be maintained and/or developed. This plan should include strong
volunteer and education elements along with sources of funding for the implementation and
oversight of the resource management
Preserving historical and cultural as well as natural features of the park.
Drawing on community experts as resources for preserving and managing the park. Our previous
position stated that we support drawing on community experts as resources for preserving and
managing the park. We offer the following suggestions:
A Board of Overseers should be established to include experts from a wide variety of sources
such as Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden, the Claremont Colleges, CalPoly Pomona, San
Gabriel Mountains Forever, River and Mountains Conservancy, Claremont Wildlands
Conservancy, the Audubon Society, CHWP park rangers, and those with expertise in GPS
trail/flora mapping. The Claremont community is rife with people who have already proven
themselves interested and dedicated to the CHWP and whose experience and expertise will
contribute significantly to the CHWP Master Plan and the implementation of the resource
management plan. The proposed Board of Overseers should work closely with the City Staff to
establish a regular system of review and updating of the resource management plan.
A possible model for the CHWP Board of Overseers is "Sustainable Claremont" which includes
a City Sustainability Committee to oversee the efforts and monitor progress in collaboration with
designated City Staff (the Green Team) and a volunteer organization working in the community.
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The following specific areas could be included in their responsibilities:
Ecological restoration planning informed by historic background research with current analysis.
This should be continuously evaluated to ensure an appropriate and adaptive level of restoration
so that it functions harmoniously with the existing Claremont and broader community, fostering
a cohesive socio-natural landscape.
Management of fire risk planning by exploring alternatives to traditional firebreaks, such as
using defensible space and establishing oak woodlands.
Visitor education and participation programs to include monitoring impacts on wildlife,
ecological restoration projects, and education for all age levels. A variety of community groups
such as Uncommon Good, Scouts, Church groups, Service organizations, secondary schools,
business volunteers, etc. could be included.
Ideas to coordinate more effectively between volunteer activities, the City of Claremont, Los
Angeles County fire road maintenance activities, rangers, fire department and emergency
response activities.
Sources of funding for ecological restoration, education, fire risk management projects,
watershed management, air-shed management, vegetation and wildlife management and
community involvement projects. Potential funding possibilities include the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Natural Community Conservation Planning program, AQMD,
Flood Control District, State Cap and Trade funds, among others. A well-developed
comprehensive management plan will be essential for obtaining outside funding.
Capturing water run-off for storage and recirculation.
Preventing erosion and repairing damage.
Designing signage to educate and assist users in protecting park habitat.
Providing guidance to park rangers and volunteers charged with educating and enforcing park
rules regarding preservation.
Crafting guidelines for park closure for vegetation and animal management or fire danger.
Developing reasonable figures for park carrying capacity.
Identifying funding requirements for implementing and updating the resource management plan,
for employing a sufficient number of well-trained park rangers to monitor and protect the park,
and for compensating a City administrator responsible for managing the park. It is extremely
important to have strong management and the coordination of activities at the CHWP. Past
funding has not permitted sufficient coordination among entities such as the Los Angeles County
Fire Department, emergency services, rangers, volunteers and Claremont City staff.
B. Expanding the Park
We support efforts to secure additional open space for the park in order to preserve the integrity
of ecosystems, maintain a continuous wilderness corridor along the San Gabriel foothills, and
protect the watershed. This objective has been articulated in the hillsides ordinance of 1981 and
the City’s 2006 general plan. Three obligations follow from this commitment, requiring that the
City:
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Make all reasonable efforts to secure additional parcels of hillside land within the City’s sphere
of influence as they become available in order to expand the CHWP. It should design creative
proposals and strategies for negotiation that will be persuasive to owners.
Work proactively with neighboring cities to encourage the purchase and maintenance of hillside
properties and to open publicly held hillside properties for passive recreational use.
Create a full or part-time position on its administrative staff to direct these efforts. This
administrator would:
Pursue land-purchase opportunities by actively and frequently communicating with owners of
appropriate properties, developing long-term working relationships wherever possible;
Develop relations with outside organizations that assist in land acquisition such as Trust for
Public Land, San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, and state agencies; and
Foster relationships with counterparts in neighboring communities to develop a wilderness
corridor.
ACCESS
Visitors are motivated to visit the park for a wide range of reasons—enjoyment of nature,
solitude, exercise, togetherness with family and friends. Some walk, others run; some are pushed
in baby carriages, others are carried; some use bicycles, others ride horses. An effective plan
should support all of these activities. “Access” to the park involves a variety of issues—
treatment of park visitors, travel to the park and parking provisions, areas of entry,
accommodation of visitors’ different purposes, hours of availability, park carrying capacity, and
development of a comprehensive trail system.
We question the frequently expressed assumptions that the recent surge in numbers of visitors
will continue to rise and that expanding the number of parking spaces will inevitably promote
that trend. In estimating future use, we need to consider a range of factors such as the role of
social media, the experiences of similarly affected areas, the best estimates of current use, and a
rational determination of the park’s carrying capacity.
We make the following recommendations to address issues of access:
Equity for Visitors
CHWP is a public park, purchased with public monies from local, county, and state
governments. The park belongs not only to residents of Claremont but to the larger public as
well. We believe this fact should be widely publicized. However, since Claremont residents pay
taxes to support the CHWP and local streets, we believe it is equitable for Claremont residents to
enjoy special privileges, for example with regard to parking.
Parking fees should be determined based on a reasonable balance between the amount of revenue
the City needs to maintain the park and the ability of lower-income visitors to pay. We oppose
raising fees during peak periods as a tactic to divert visitors at those times because this action
would discriminate against low-income visitors.
B. Travel to the Park and Parking
The most challenging problem currently faced by the CHWP is the congestion caused by efforts
to park motor vehicles near the primary entrance at the north end of Mills Avenue. Because
demand for park use frequently exceeds space in the two lots available and because some visitors
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seek to avoid parking fees, visitors to the CHWP and the Thompson Creek Trail park on
residential streets near the main entrance. This behavior results in negative impacts on adjacent
neighborhoods. Current restrictions on residential street parking have pushed parking further
from the park entrance, increasing safety issues for those walking longer distances to the park
and exacerbating congestion issues in additional neighborhoods.
With the assumption that public streets and parks belong to and are paid for by the public, we
support parking restrictions that are limited to the minimum level necessary to achieve their
objectives. These restrictions should be established only when sufficient objective evidence of a
problem meets strict criteria, not simply in response to anecdotes and political pressure. When
applying the City’s residential permit parking policy, the City should consider the needs of all
stakeholders, the perceptions of community members, and the citywide precedents being set.
A related concern is the perception of unfairness. Some residents in other congested areas of the
city (near the Village, churches, schools, parks) perceive special treatment given to CHWP
neighbors by the City and demand the same for themselves. If met, their demands could create
serious obstacles for shoppers and merchants, church-goers, and families with children
throughout Claremont.
The following recommendations aim to balance access for park visitors with safety and
neighborhood-congestion concerns:
Continue current parking policies in both north and south lots on Mills Avenue.
Continue the neighborhood residential permit parking (RPP) zone on Adirondack and on Mills
Avenue from Pomello to Miramar.
Continue the current no-parking zone on Mt. Baldy Road.
Expand both the north and south parking lots in order to keep parking as close to the Mills
entrance as possible. Treat additional space as overflow paid parking that is made available only
as needed. Maintain these additions as porous, non-asphalt surfaces that may be converted to
open space if the need for them declines in the future.
Minimize noise and disruptions experienced by neighbors near the Mills entrance with paid staff
or trained volunteers who assist with parking during peak hours, especially on weekend
mornings.
Introduce revisions of the parking policy at the time of the sunset of the current policy.
Allow parking after 7:00 a.m. on residential side streets off Mills that are currently in RPP zones
for City of Claremont residential permit holders and possibly also annual permit holders.
Neighborhood residents maintain their current privilege of providing neighborhood permits to
their guests.
Allow unrestricted parking along Mills Avenue south of Miramar to Baseline in areas where
there are no driveways or facing houses. For safety of pedestrians, provide a continuous walkway
up Mills to the park entrance.
Establish a strip lot that is protected from traffic flow on the west side of Mills between Mt.
Baldy Road and Pomello.
Expand parking at Padua Sports Park with a walking path linking it to the Mills entrance.
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Explore the possibility of contracting with a shuttle service if visitor demand proves sufficient.
For example, move visitors between the Metrolink parking lot in downtown Claremont and the
park entrance at Mills for a charge equivalent to or less than the Mills parking-lot fees.
Maintain existing parking policies at the Johnson’s Pasture area of entry. Future evidence may
suggest the need for further parking accommodations.
We understand that an entrance fee or visitor-permit fee would relieve neighborhood congestion
by making parking in the lots free and therefore more attractive to visitors. Street parking would
be minimized, especially if lots are expanded. However, we support the use of parking fees as
opposed to these fees because the latter have high administrative costs, are impractical to enforce
because of multiple entry points to the park, and are likely to encourage illicit entry, which
would damage the environment and undermine the recommendation to promote different areas
for different uses (See D. below).
C. Areas of Entry.
Although there are multiple entry areas to the park, our view is that the primary concentration of
users is, and should continue to be, on the five-mile loop, accessible from the Mills point of
entry. (See the City’s 1996 Management Plan p. 4.) Most of these visitors enjoy the park
primarily for exercise. The other points of entry provide access into less congested areas and are
more suitable for those interested in the natural environment and the solitude afforded by the
hillsides, woodlands, and canyons. We believe that the existing areas of entry are adequate. If
additional trails were added to the park, it would be appropriate to consider additional points of
entry and parking provisions for them. If additional parcels are added to the park, particularly on
the western boundary, new areas of entry would be appropriate.
We propose these two short-term alterations to the existing areas of entry:
Purchase of the DeVito property could permit a better-designed and more accessible point of
entry at Pomello.
The improvement of the trailhead at the top of Mountain Avenue into Johnson’s Pasture may
redistribute parking in a fashion that would be less disruptive to neighbors on Via Santa Catarina.
D. Different Park Areas for Different Uses
We support a policy of encouraging different uses in different park areas as suggested in the
preceding section. The following guidelines should be followed to implement this policy:
The Mills loop should be regarded as the part of the park designated for heaviest visitor use and
should be available for use by hikers, bikers, and equestrians.
Fire roads throughout the park should be available for all users.
Trails in the less congested parts of the park may be designed and designated for hikers or bikers
only. The Sycamore Canyon trail is an example of a specially designed trail for hikers that is
inappropriate for bikers. Appropriate signage would identify trails with restricted use. New
trails should be designed and built with the assistance of professionals skilled in the construction
of hiking and biking trails. All new trails should be constructed where they have minimal impact
on adjacent ecosystems.
Use of non-designated trails should be discouraged.
E. Hours of Availability
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The current arrangement where park hours are tied to hours of daylight is a reasonable way to
permit access and secure the park during times when the safety and well being of visitors,
neighbors, and wildlife may be at risk. Clearly posted hours and citations for violators are
appropriate tools to implement this policy. Hours should be enforced within the park and in the
surrounding neighborhoods. Sufficient enforcement personnel should be hired or volunteers
secured and trained. Appropriate funds should be budgeted to support enforcement and
volunteer supervision. We would suggest the following modest changes to the current
arrangements:
Add thirty minutes to the park’s open hours at the end of days in March and October in order to
align them more closely with dusk. This would provide 31 more hours/year for visitors to enjoy
the park in daylight hours.
Establish a system of permits and accompanying safety procedures to allow limited access for
special occasions such as hikes during full moons.
Allow a grace period (10-15 minutes) between the closing time for the park and the closing time
for the parking lots to allow for visitors to unpack and disembark.
Give more thought to the relationship between the opening and closing times of the park and of
the adjacent parking lot at the Mills entrance. Before the parking lot opens in the morning,
traffic logjams along north Mills cause noise and disruption for neighbors. If the parking lot
opened prior to the park’s opening, these disruptions could be minimized. Since the park
entrance is not locked, it might be necessary to staff the gate to regulate park entry.
F. Park Carrying Capacity
The main criterion for determining the park’s carrying capacity should be whether or not the land
and wildlife are becoming seriously and irreparably harmed. Preliminary evidence from analysis
by Bon Terra (an affiliate of MIG) suggests that the number of current users, even at peak
periods, is not having a significant negative impact on the goal of park preservation. It also
suggests that the existence of wide and well-maintained fire roads makes it possible for large
numbers of users to pass through the park with little impact on the native environment. The Mills
loop is able to accommodate the majority of current visitors, and trails through the less widely
used parts of the park are able to accommodate more modest numbers. Most visitors are satisfied
with the status quo, or they would go elsewhere. The most significant negative impacts of park
use are not felt within the park but in the congested neighborhood near the Mills entrance. We
believe that the parking policies outlined in this document will both alleviate much of that
congestion and at the same time allow a reasonable level of park use.
MIG estimated the number of annual visits at approximately 500,000 based on its analysis of the
visitor counts done between May and July 2014. This period included several very warm days,
when people arrived at the park early in order to beat the heat. Our observations in November
revealed that with cooler weather, there was generally space in the parking lots in the early
mornings and that visitors tended to be distributed more evenly throughout the daytime hours. It
may be that some of the conclusions from the May-June survey period need to be re-examined,
given seasonal variation.
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G. Addition and Connection of Trails
The park’s fire roads were not designed with hikers, cyclists and horseback riders in mind. A
comprehensive plan for trails should be developed to meet the needs of these visitors while
preserving the environment. It may involve:
Coordinating trails with those of adjacent hillside owners and governments to relieve pressure on
CHWP and to provide regional access to significant plant, geologic, historical, and scenic
features.
Establishing additional loop trails within the CHWP.
3. Providing more trails to meet specific needs such as single-track trails for hikers only, or
challenging mountain-bike trails for cyclists only.
Prior to the construction of new park trails, particularly those dedicated to hiking or biking only,
the City should consult with organizations experienced in the development of such trails and
follow a regime of best practices in trail building.
SAFETY
We believe that it is important to ensure the safety of park visitors, neighbors, pets, and wildlife
through policies and practices that reduce the risk of fire, encourage safe behavior on park trails,
maintain a clean and sanitary park environment, and promote safety on streets adjacent to the
park. Such policies and practices can be implemented through education of park visitors and
through enforcement by uniformed park rangers and Claremont police. Visitors should have an
easy-to-remember phone number for instantly reporting emergencies or other dangers or damage.
A. Reducing the Risk of Fire
The threat of fire, by natural or human forces, is a constant danger in the park. Almost all of the
trails in the park were built to facilitate the prevention or suppression of fire. Fire is a threat to
park visitors and wildlife; it is particularly worrisome to residents in adjacent neighborhoods.
The City’s 1996 Management Plan for Fire and Flood Precautions (Page 6) provides helpful
suggestions for reducing the risk of fire.
We believe the following practices would help:
Close the park in the event of fire danger according to current policy—in situations with red flag,
low humidity, high wind, fire in the east.
Develop and maintain effective firebreaks between the park boundaries and adjacent inhabited
areas in consultation with the Los Angeles County Fire Department. Design breaks that respect
native habitat such as cultivating defensible space or oak woodlands as buffers instead of
extensive clearing.
Encourage park visitors to report any threats of fire immediately by providing contact
information online and through signage for fire and police departments and park rangers.
Emphasize through signage or education that smoking is strictly prohibited in the park.
Encourage visitors to report violators and set stiff fines for violations.
5. Train and coordinate first responders (rangers, police, fire) on rapid evacuation procedures.
Coordinate such
efforts with Claremont’s neighboring jurisdictions as well.
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6. See previous recommendations regarding the resource management plan discussed in the
section on
Preservation.
B. Encouraging Safe Trail Behavior
In addition to fire, visitors may face other threats to safety on park trails: wildlife such as
rattlesnakes, bears, or mountain lions; poisonous plants such as poison oak; and steep and uneven
terrain. Perhaps most worrisome is the danger posed by mixed-use trails that permit both hiking
and biking. We support mixed-use trails in general, but we believe that efforts need to be made
to ensure that bikers and hikers safely coexist.
We support the following practices to encourage safe trail behavior:
Park users should be warned (through signage, informational brochures, and educational
programs) about dangers posed by wildlife, poisonous plants, and steep terrain.
Hikers and bikers should be educated to keep to the right on park trails.
Bikers should be encouraged to use warning bells and to call out “passing on your left” when
overtaking hikers.
Bicyclists should reduce downhill speed on blind corners and when passing other visitors.
Hikers should be alerted to the hazards of wearing ear buds on park trails. If worn, a single ear
bud is recommended and volume should be kept low.
Dogs should be leashed at all times in the park; short leashes are recommended to avoid blocking
trails.
Bikers should yield to runners and hikers; all should yield to horseback riders. Signage should
indicate these conventions.
Organizations such as the International Mountain Bicycling Association that are dedicated to
creating safe and sustainable hiking and mountain-biking conditions should be consulted to
establish and teach best practices for trail use.
C. Ensuring a Clean and Sanitary Park
The park should remain free of litter and of human and pet waste, and the City should devote
adequate resources to keep it clean and sanitary. We suggest the following practices to aid in
meeting this objective:
Educate park users to adopt a “leave no trace” or “pack out what you pack in” ethic.
Install self-composting toilets at or near the midpoint of the loop trail, and a full restroom with
drinking fountains near the Mills entrance.
Place animal-resistant trash bins near park entrances, along the loop, and in adjacent residential
areas as needed.
Organize monthly clean-up efforts by park rangers and volunteers to encourage visitors to help
with park maintenance. School, church, and community groups like the Scouts might be enlisted
to help with this effort.
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Provide bags and containers for dog waste at each entrance with signs to encourage proper
disposal.
Make all amenities (toilets, benches, trash cans, signage, etc.) unobtrusive, graffiti resistant and
designed to blend with the natural surroundings.
D. Promoting Safety on Adjacent Streets
Congestion at the Mills entrance, particularly on weekends, has raised issues of public safety on
Mills Avenue and intersecting streets. Three changes will contribute to safer streets.
Below Miramar, maintain red curbs at corners to create sight lines for drivers turning onto Mills
from side streets.
Reduce the speed limit on Mills and employ traffic-calming measures between the park entrance
and Baseline Road.
Provide a continuous walkway along Mills from Baseline to the park entrance.
E. Safety through Education and Enforcement
Implementation of safe policies and practices should rely primarily on informational and
educational efforts and creating a park culture that is safe for all. Trained and uniformed park
rangers and volunteers can perform much of this work. Informational brochures should be
available at several park entrances, and rules of safety and etiquette should also be posted on the
City’s website and on popular social media sites. Park rangers should be empowered to issue
warnings and citations to users who violate park rules. Adequate policing of neighborhoods
close to the park is also necessary.
PARK CULTURE
We believe that through education by park rangers and volunteers we can create a culture in
which people treat nature and one another with respect and care. In the last few years, the
CHWP has attracted an extraordinary diversity of visitors representing a true cross-section of
Claremont and its neighboring communities. For some, experiences in wild and open spaces
have been a lifetime passion; for others, this may be the first experience hiking a mountain trail.
For some, “leave no trace” is common practice in a wilderness setting; for others, it is a new
idea.
The master plan should seek ways to create a culture of stewardship among the park’s many
visitors. Some need guidance in using the park in appropriate ways. Some need to be more
respectful of fellow visitors and neighboring residents. Stewardship should also extend to
educating users about the park’s flora and fauna, its history, its geology, and its value as a
watershed.
We offer the following suggestions to educate visitors about the features of the park and to foster
care and respect for other visitors and neighbors:
A. Educating Visitors about the Park
We believe that educating visitors about the park is important to promote an appreciation of its
many attributes and the desire to preserve and protect them. The following suggestions could be
the beginning of a rich educational program for all ages:
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Develop an informational brochure that is available at the Mills entrance. It could include: park
trail map with distances and altitudes, levels of difficulty, estimated walking and running times;
information about flora and fauna; listing of park rules for safety and etiquette; and hours of
operation. Print copies might be available free or for a nominal charge to cover printing costs.
They could also be distributed at local bike shops and at City Hall when visitors apply for
permits. An electronic version should also be available on the City’s website.
Create informative displays at the Mills entrance, and offer periodic talks by park rangers and
local knowledgeable experts (from Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Gardens, the Claremont Colleges,
Cal Poly, University of La Verne…). These talks may focus on different aspects of the park—
plant species, geology, birds and other wildlife, watershed, park history. An information center
might be built to house displays and answer questions from visitors.
Encourage local schools to develop curricular materials that inform students about the San
Gabriel foothills so that the park may become a field-trip destination for participating schools
similar to programs developed for children at Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden.
Organize groups of volunteers to lead nature walks, support the development of informational
materials, and serve as hosts in an information center.
B. Creating a culture of caring and respect.
We believe that the City of Claremont should adopt a welcoming and inviting posture toward
visitors to the CHWP and should work to create a culture of mutual caring and respect.
Expectations for appropriate behavior should be clearly stated through signage and distributed
literature, both print and electronic; and park rangers, the Claremont police, and park volunteers
should consistently articulate them. Policies and rules should be enforced in a friendly but firm
fashion.
We support the following aspects of a healthy park culture:
Minor violations of park hours result in good-humored warnings and clarifications of the rules.
Significant delinquency and repeat offenses result in citations.
Visitors learn that their visit begins when they park their cars. Loud noise along the trails and on
neighboring streets provides opportunities for educating visitors about respectful behavior.
Further disruptions will result in citations or other appropriate action.
Signage is an important element in creating park culture. Unobtrusive trail signs provide
directional information at trail junctures and distance markers on the main loop. They identify
non-trails and restricted areas. Entrance signs include rules encouraging safe and respectful
behavior, expressed in appropriate and effective language.
Visitors use a suggestion box located at the main entrance.
Social-media sites promote the park culture in engaging ways.
The City encourages several volunteer activities at the park to build a culture of caring and
respect. For instance:
Park rangers develop a volunteer ranger program similar to a community- policing program.
Volunteer rangers could assist with congestion issues at the main entrance, help patrol trails,
participate in trail maintenance or trail-building, and lead guided walks.

Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan

Appendix
Page 54

City of Claremont

June 2015

The International Mountain Bicycling Association provides guidance in promoting a culture of
respect on mixed-use trails. A volunteer bicycle ranger program encourages positive interactions
among cyclists, walkers, and runners.
Clean-up days promote trash removal along park trails and in adjacent neighborhoods.
It is worth noting that the number of actual visitors is much less than the estimated number of
annual visits. Combined data from the visitor counts and intercept surveys suggest that the
number of repeat visitors who come to CHWP at least once a week (i.e. weekly, 2-5 times per
week, or daily) totals about 4000 people. This seems an obvious core group of committed park
users from which volunteers might be recruited.
It is also worth emphasizing the value of having the entrance gate on Mills Avenue staffed with
either paid or volunteer personnel, who welcome visitors in a friendly and helpful manner while
letting them know the park is being monitored. These individuals may also assist with parking,
provide information, stress respect for the park, explain rules and discuss appropriate visitor
behavior.
SUSTAINABLE FUNDING
To date, the creation and development of the CHWP has been supported by a variety of sources:
the State of California, Los Angeles County, the LA County Fire Department, Claremont
Wildlands Conservancy, Claremont citizens, non-profit agencies, Pomona College and parking
fees paid by Claremont and non-Claremont residents. Ongoing funding is required to implement
the various provisions of the master plan and to acquire additional open space as it becomes
available.
A. Implementing the Master Plan
We are aware that financial constraints exist, and that not every desirable goal can be met.
However, insofar as possible, we should resist the temptation to limit our vision for CHWP to
what is currently economically feasible. Rather, we should plan for appropriate staff to provide
enforcement, volunteer coordination, education, safety, and resource management of the park,
and then search for the necessary funds to support the desired programs.
The City Council should develop a budget that establishes sustainable funding for the
implementation of the master plan. It is essential that the ranger program be significantly
expanded to address the plan’s goals, and that a City administrator with adequate time and
resources assume responsibility for the CHWP.
In addition to grants and other external sources, three local funding sources should provide
revenues directed toward these goals:
CHWP-associated revenues (All monies from citations, permits and fees generated by the park
must be spent on the park.)
City of Claremont development-related fees dedicated to supporting Claremont’s parks
A portion of Landscape and Lighting District revenues.
B. Expanding the CHWP
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In the discussion of the goal of preservation, above, we strongly urged the expansion of the
CHWP through the acquisition of private parcels adjacent to the current boundaries in order to
maintain a wilderness corridor along the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains. To achieve
these objectives we recommend that the City:
Explore funding options (grant opportunities, county and state monies, etc.) and develop an
adequate reserve to pay for appraisals, options and matching monies in preparation for future
acquisitions.
Maintain records of the status of ownership of private lands near or adjacent to the park and
actively monitor the status for acquisition opportunities. City staff should be proactive when
opportunities arise and develop solid, long-term working relations with owners whenever
possible.
Work with non-profit organizations such as the International Mountain Bicycling Association,
watershed-protection agencies, and the AQMD to seek financial support for land acquisition and
a financially sustainable system for trail maintenance.
Coordinate with other foothill communities to purchase additional wilderness spaces for
preservation and passive recreation.
Seek funding from federal, state and county sources.
Support the National Recreation Area for the San Gabriel Mountains and seek related federal
funding if it is established.
Integrate the following potential opportunities into the long-range Wilderness Park Master Plan:
With the passage of the California Water Bond (Prop 1), state funding will become available for
saving storm water and protecting watershed. The Wilderness Park is a prime candidate. It is
urgent that both the City staff and local volunteers be knowledgeable about these opportunities
and at the front of the line to apply for funds as they become available.
Already completed is the League of Women Voters’ Thompson Creek Spreading Grounds
Feasibility Study funded by a $200,000 state grant for the purpose of adding the Thompson
Creek Spreading Grounds to the park. The Pomona Valley Protective Association (PVPA) owns
this land. Currently Golden State Water Company’s presence on PVPA’s Board is blocking the
possibility of Claremont’s acquiring these 120 acres that include a dam and associated land.
However, if Claremont acquires the water company, the City will have a say on the board and
can use that leverage to promote the effort to add the spreading grounds to the Wilderness Park.

Comment Card #20:

The most important issue is…
1.) Maintain the watershed and its 6 basin aquifer! Water needs here are primary!
2.) Maintain, reserve and restore the ecological areas and animals that inhabit the
foothills. If that means limiting attendance, find ways to limit human access. In the long
run we may need gate attendants in Mills. That might reprise bus transportation. (Tucson
does for their Sabino Canyon).
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3.) Be a good citizen-neighbor to surrounding cities. Claremontians do not need and
should not expect “special treatment.” We already seem too “superior” to our neighbors;
don’t let the park be a home of contention.
4.) Remember the fire hazards. The park may have to be closed in times of high fire
danger. Warn people. That may be necessary. Confer with the Los Angeles County Fire
and Forest Management departments for input now. Consider disallowing motorized
vehicles as fire hazards. How to slow down speeding bicycles on the road with
pedestrians?
5.) Plan for the long-range future, if you can! We are being overwhelmed. That may
require a “Ranger” at the gate, uniformed and admission sufficient to fund care. There
could be annual tickets for regular users but not too cheap (hard to poor families).
How should this issue be addressed…
1.) Needs an all-out approach, as does #2.
2.) There is an endangered “Nevin’s Barberry” about 100’ in from the Thompson Creek
crossing (left of road)- only 1 other in Los Angeles County according to Naomi Fraga,
Conservation Botanist at Rancho Santa Ana. Protect it. Warn people of large animals but
do NOT eradicate animals.
3.) Emphasize the acquisition of Thompson’s Creek Spreading Grounds, when possible.
It could be a fine place for natural history studies and family walking—might reduce
pressure on number of people on road trails.
4.) Charging is less fair to lower economic families.
5.) One additional possibility is a “wetlands” as mentioned in the RBL plan for
Thompson Creek Spreading Grounds. This would attract birds and hillside wildlife and
might provide a center for education. Ask Kathleen Trepa for the plan.
6.) Could we call the place, “Claremont Wilderness Preserve?”
*Marilee S.

1.3.3.4 Park Resources, Amenities, and Maintenance
Charlie G. Letter

CHWP discussion of original documents and trail-sharing (rev)
September 30, 2014 at Charlie Gale's house
Present: Dave Bedell, Paul Faulstich, Steve Felschundneff, Charlie and Andrea Gale, Terry
Grill, Tom Ilgen, Meg Mathies, Barry Mullins, Lissa Petersen, Wendy Reeder, Laura Standford,
Robin Trozpek, Richard Weiner, and Hugh Wire
There were two main objectives for the meeting: (1) to review the purpose of CHWP as stated in
the original documents, and (2) to generate ideas for how to resolve issues of trail-sharing using
a 'brainstorming' approach in which all comments and suggestions are welcomed, and no ideas
are dismissed as impossible or worthless. In the course of the discussion, partly because two
rangers shared their experiences with us, several additional problem areas were mentioned. In
the following notes I will group together the concerns and proposed solutions by topic.
--- Meg Mathies
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Purpose of CHWP: Richard Weiner and Barry Mullins, two members of the Claremont Hills
Conservation Corporation (CHCC), reviewed the purpose of that group and it relationship to
CHWP.
It consists of 9 members: 3 from Pomona College, 3 appointed by the city, and 3
members at large who include neighborhood representatives. It meets once a year.
It's main function is oversight to make sure that the city doesn't violate its agreement with
Pomona College to maintain the park as natural, undeveloped open space.
As stated in the original deed of transfer, the park is to be used for passive recreation
which includes hiking, biking, horse-back riding, and the enjoyment of nature. (see
endnote)
The CHCC is only concerned with the original 1220 acres (the loop area); it has no
authority or responsibility for other portions of the park such as Sycamore Canyon or
Johnson's Pasture.
Sanitation - Human waste:
There are 8-10 specific places where people tend to go to urinate/defecate. The rangers
have been aware of these and have been cleaning them up for years.
When the Porta-Potties were installed on the loop several months ago, things got much
better. Now that they are gone, human waste has become a problem again.
There are no signs telling people not to go off-trail to defecate.
It is unrealistic to think that people will be able to do the loop trail without needing to go.
When there are known places to relieve themselves, they can usually wait till then.
Just having two toilets on the loop is not sufficient; they are also needed in Johnson's
Pasture.
Composting toilets are more substantial than Porta-Potties and might work (question: are
they outlawed in LA county?)
Hikers on the Whitney trail use plastic bags like those used for dog waste and carry them
out. It would take a major educational effort to encourage people to "leave no trace" and
pack out what they pack in.
Sanitation - Dog feces:
The city provides black doggie waste bags and a disposal can near the front gate.
Education is needed to teach people who bag their doggie waste not to just leave the bags
at the side of the road for others to pick up.
Providing more trash cans may encourage owners to dispose of the bags properly. They
will be more inclined to carry them a short distance to the next trash can than to carry
them all the way out. (note: more trash cans also means greater servicing costs.)
The location of trash cans could be shown on the park map.
Some people bag the waste and then throw the bag over the side of the hill. It is
unsightly when the bags get caught in the bushes. This is especially problematic if they
are brightly colored.
Since coyotes and other animals defecate in the woods, why can't dog feces just be left to
deteriorate naturally (assuming they are moved off the road)?
The black bags are biodegradable, but they may actually be bad for the environment as
they break down to wispy fragments which attract toxins. Plastic bags which retain their
integrity and are disposed of properly are more environmentally friendly.
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There should be clear signage telling people to remove their dog waste. One of the most
effective forms of behavior modification is peer pressure, and having signs can provide
clear authority for another person to confront the dog owner and remind them of the
rules.
General trash:
Appropriate signage can remind park visitors not to smoke and not to litter. The
authority of signs can also permit people to remind other visitors of appropriate behavior.
Trash cans should have animal-proof lids.
It would be desirable to have low-visibility, aesthetically pleasing trash cans that blend in
with the natural environment.
Ideally, it would be best if we could educate people to pack out their own trash,
consistent with the "leave no trace" philosophy.
We can model good behavior. Picking up trash as we hike or having teams of volunteers
picking it up will not only keep the trails clean but can also inspire others to follow suit.
If volunteers wore T-shirts labeled "Friends of the Loop" others might want to join in.
Trail-sharing by hikers, bikers, and equestrians: (*** = suggested at the Sept 3rd mtg.)
Based on the visitor counts and survey questionnaires, only about 5% of park visitors on
the loop are bikers.
Some safety issues and complaints between bikers and hikers have solved themselves.
As the loop has gotten more crowded with people, bikers have found it less attractive and
have "self-selected" to go to other areas, e.g. Marshall Canyon and Potato Mountain.
*** People can be educated to follow certain common thoughtful behaviors (keep to the
right, pass on the left; bikers call out a warning when passing; walkers use only one earbud so they can hear the warnings; dogs kept on short leashes so they don't stretch across
the road; groups reminded not to block the entire road, etc.)
*** Different days could be designated for different use, e.g. bikers on odd days and
hikers on even; alternatively, different areas of the park might be set aside for the
different activities.
We could designate one day a month for bikers only, or one day for horses only.
*** The main dangers are caused by bikers going too fast downhill; bikers going uphill
on Cobal or Burbank pose no problem. One solution might be to create a new dedicated
biker-only downhill trail with graded curves from the top of the loop.
Another possibility would be to allow uphill biking on Cobal or Burbank, but then use
Gale Mountain for the downhill run (note: a possible disadvantage would be conflict with
the equestrian use of the latter).
We need more of the triangular yield signs which show priorities for shared use.
Technology could be used to educate park visitors:
The survey showed that about half the park visitors are on Facebook, so if CHWP had a
Facebook page it might provide a way to reach repeat visitors and educate them about
park rules and cultural expectations.
Also from the survey, most of the users did not support any of the proposed park
improvements (many of which involved increased fees). If explanations are given as to
why the changes are proposed, we might gain broader public support.
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A Facebook page would keep visitors up-to-date on park conditions, e.g. opening hours,
animal sightings, possible closures, etc. and could help educate them about appropriate
behavior.
It could also serve as a reporting mechanism for visitors to share their observations (e.g.
tree-cutting, areas of erosion, graffitti, etc.), like Homeland Security's "See something,
Say something".
We could post pictures and have a "tip of the day".
Another option is GIS "story mapping" where thoughts and comments are posted in
connection with particular mapped sites ("saw a bear here", "this eroded area should be
looked at", "this sunset view taken here", etc.). This is a more interactive option and may
appeal more to the "post-Facebook generation".
We should use multiple social media approaches, as different people will respond more to
one type than to another.
Social media could also be a way to recruit and organize volunteers. We could link to the
CHWP page on the city's website which would describe volunteer opportunities.
The need for coordination and accountability:
The city should establish a central data repository where all events occurring in the park
are recorded. Currently, the rangers, police, fire department, and county rescue services
often operate without keeping each other informed. For example, sometimes the city is
not told when helicopter rescues are made, and even though the rangers keep a log of
injuries they observe, it is not clear who monitors this record or how widely the
information is shared.
LA county fire camp crews help out in the park by clearing branches and dead wood as
part of their training exercises, but sometimes they act without informing the city or the
rangers of their plans. A recent case in point is the cutting down of trees in Johnson's
Pasture.
The LA county fire department is responsible for maintaining the fire roads -- which also
serve as the main trails in the park. Sometimes they grade the roads in such a way as to
cause further erosion, create large berms, block drainage pipes, and contribute to the
growth of invasive plant species. It is important that the maintenance of fire breaks by
LA county be carried out in accordance with the city's commitment to conservation. In
the future the CHWP resource management plan should guide the way the county clears
the fire roads.
A phone number should be provided (and advertised) which can be called to report
injuries, sightings of dangerous wildlife, any unusual activities or problems, etc.
An advisory board should be established to monitor the operation of CHWP. The
members should represent various constituencies and have different types of expertise
(botanists, environmentalists, water specialists, nature educators, fire-management
personnel, etc.)
The advisory board should make sure that the resource management plan is being
properly implemented.
It could also receive complaints, propose educational programs, and advise on the
appropriate use of volunteers.
A possible model for the advisory board is "Sustainable Claremont" which includes a
commission to oversee the efforts and monitor progress, and a volunteer organization
working in the community.
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Park rangers and volunteers:
Currently there are 1 1/2 paid rangers and 4 reserve rangers. They work only on
Saturdays and Sundays; there is no ranger presence on Mon-Fri.
Rangers play a key role in dealing with accidents and injuries. One ranger noted "we use
our first-aid kits every day", treating people with lacerations because they go off the trail,
or bikers who skid or "go over the handlebars". They also hand out water bottles to
people who become dehydrated in the heat because they don't carry enough water.
Rangers have also taken the initiative in putting out trash cans and building new benches.
Given the large number of park visitors, the ranger staff is inadequate. We need to
increase the budget and hire more rangers. An increased ranger presence would lead to
improved behavior, as people would know they are being watched.
The suggestion has been raised in several meetings that volunteers could help welcome
park visitors, give information, and establish a positive park ethos/culture. They could
also help with specific tasks such as trash pick-up and trail maintenance.
In the past, Boy Scout volunteers have contributed to trail maintenance and have put up
most of the signs
Calculations based on the visitor counts and survey results show that the group of visitors
who use the park at least once a week amounts to approximately 3750 individuals. This
reasonably stable group of users is a possible source of volunteers and can help establish
and maintain a positive park culture/ethos.
We need to have a larger force of paid rangers who can train and supervise volunteers.
Additional miscellaneous points:
There are recent reports of dogs off-leash. Apparently some people feel that if they are
from Claremont, they don't need to follow the rules.
We need stricter enforcement of park hours. There are violations both by those who enter
the park too early and also those who stay too late. This is a safety issue as it gets dark
very quickly this time of year.
We need more emphasis on the protection of wildlife and the preservation of the natural
resources. If current usage practices are "having the effect of destroying the Park" we
should consider closing the park or limiting access by a permit system "until damaging
use of it can be gotten under control."
We need to be alert to possible fire danger, which could threaten not only the park itself
but also homes and neighborhoods "deep into Claremont".
Insofar as possible, any added amenities in the park (signs, benches, trash cans, toilets)
should be of a rustic and unobtrusive design. If possible they should also be graffitiproof.
The implementation of a resource management plan and the hiring of more rangers will
be expensive. Once the parking lots are paid off, all the money generated from parking
fees, annual permits, and fines should be dedicated to improving and maintaining the
park.
Claremont Wildlands Conservancy has posted a provisional position statement on its
website which sets forth several recommendations for inclusion in the master plan. These
are not "fixed in stone", but are offered as suggestions to serve as a springboard for
further discussion by the community.
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Endnote: Correspondence from a participant after the meeting noted that the wording in
the 1996 deed of transfer permits "low intensity recreation" but does not specifically list
the activities of "hiking, biking, horse-back riding, and the enjoyment of nature".
Specifying these activities as permitted uses is a matter of interpretation.
However, although it is understood that these activities are not delineated in the deed of
transfer, the list of permitted uses was specified at the time the Wilderness Park was
founded (1996) in Ordinance No. 3-96; Chapter 11-10 of Title 11 of the Claremont
Municipal Code. It reads as follows: "Permitted uses within the park area shall include:
A. Recreational activities such as hiking, running, bicycling, horseback riding,
photography and picnicking provided they are restricted to established trails, roads, and
rest areas.
B. Conservation projects, student research or other educational programs
involving the study of nature, ecology or earth sciences with prior city approval.
C. Outdoor programs, lectures, and organized community activities."

Paul and Becky F. Letter

From our perspective protecting the area’s wildlife needs to the priority as we develop a master
planning document for the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park. A so-called ‘balance’ between
wilderness protection and public access is a recipe for heavy impact, decreased biodiversity, and
dangerous interactions between wildlife and people.
With ownership of the Claremont Hills Wilderness Park comes the responsibility of stewardship.
We have a moral and ethical responsibility to provide a refuge that offers rich and diverse refuge
for our fellow creatures. We should offer sanctuary. Language is important, and for this reason,
I would propose renaming – and managing -- the Park a preserve; the Claremont Hills
Wilderness Preserve. This perspective offers the most appropriate starting point for the master
planning process.
I believe that stewardship should be eco-centric in that the needs of the environment – its plants,
animals, and ecological relationships – are prioritized. We have a responsibility to maintain and
improve the ecological vitality of the Park, and doing so will necessitate some compromises.
Among these compromises are limitations on use, mitigating the impact of visitors, and creating
linkages with other protected areas.
The CHWP cannot be properly managed in isolation from the neighboring community. While
there is a multitude of interrelated management needs for wildlife refuges, I will discuss just
briefly three. The CHWP must be free of toxins, provide access to wildlife corridors, and
receive ecological restoration.
Rodenticides
Along with protecting native plants and animals within the park boundaries, the City must
regulate adjacent activities. For example, because of the adverse impacts of second generation
anticoagulant rodenticides on wildlife (and pets and children), these unnecessary toxins should
be restricted in use throughout the City. Additionally, other potentially damaging actions, like
use of herbicides and the planting of non-native invasive flora, should be regulated in adjoining
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neighborhoods. Recent investigations in Southern California have found that bobcats that die of
mange all have trace amounts of anticoagulant rat poison in their livers. Rat poisons, especially
those containing the active ingredient brodifacoum, have increasingly been implicated in the
poisonings and deaths of an also-increasing number of California wildlife species. The link
between low levels of rat poison and terminal mange in bobcats is deeply troubling, especially
since cats unexposed to the poison do not die of mange. From Paul’s perspective as a professor
teaching courses on ecological restoration, it is illogical to continue to 'restore' the Claremont
Hills Wilderness Park if we are poisoning the animals that belong in this ecosystem. The bottom
line is that using these poisons in our city is inhumane and irresponsible.
Corridors
Claremont may be densely inhabited and full of traffic, but residents here are lucky to live near
wild open spaces large enough to sustain mountain lions. However, these big cats essentially live
on an island — hemmed in by freeways and development — and their isolation imperils their
long-term survival.
Wildlife corridors allow for safe passages for faunal species to travel across the hostile urban
matrix. They connect individual fragments inhabited by a small population of a species and
allow safer movement between areas of faunal residence. Dispersal is important for populations
for several reasons, one is a reduction of inbreeding, which then maintains a greater gene pool
among the population.
Fragmentation is particularly severe in Southern California where natural habitats and lands of
native riparian species are annually converted into roads, houses, and businesses. One of
Claremont's greatest assets is its proximity to nature, and it's amazing that large predators can
still roam the hillsides of our city. State and local leaders need to invest the money to ensure that
mountain lions remain in the local mountains and foothills to preserve our valuable and fragile
ecological balance.
There are many impacts on wildlife when habitat is fragmented. Movement is much more
difficult, impossible, and even potentially fatal for wildlife crossing barriers between habitat
patches. (Consider an animal attempting to cross the I-15 Freeway, between the San Gabriel
Mountains and the San Bernardino Mountains.) When habitat is fragmented, populations can
also become small and lose their genetic diversity and in some cases can become extinct in
patches. Additionally, smaller habitat patches support fewer species, both in number of types of
species and individuals of each species, which results in a lower diversity.
Where a continuous corridor is not an option, using the stepping-stone approach may aid in the
movement of some wildlife species. There are elements existing in the landscape today that
could be modified and used for travel corridors, such as rivers and streams. Many waterways run
through cities and towns and could serve as a foundation for a travel corridor with some amount
of modification. Power-line corridors are another existing structure that could be built-on as a
travel corridor for certain species of wildlife. Even streets with a large tree canopy have the
potential of a movement corridor for aerial species. The corridors along railways are yet one
more example of the potential use for wildlife of one of our unused spaces.
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The human advantage to planning corridors in urban and suburban settings include that adding
green space to the city and creation of a highly sought-after residential edge, serving as storm
water management as well. They also connect neighborhoods with nature by offering space for
wildlife to be seen as well as opportunities for stewardship.
Corridors are not for the movement of wildlife only; plants also use and benefit from corridors.
Over time there is greater plant diversity in patches that are connected by corridors.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife's Natural Community Conservation Planning
(NCCP) program is an unprecedented effort by the State of California, and numerous private and
public partners, that takes a broad-based ecosystem approach to planning for the protection and
perpetuation of biological diversity. An NCCP identifies and provides for the regional or areawide protection of plants, animals, and their habitats, while allowing compatible and appropriate
economic activity. Our region should collaborate with the NCCP as we strategically plan for the
Wilderness Hills Park.
Restoration
Ecological restoration is the process of assisting the recovery of an ecosystem that has been
degraded, damaged, or destroyed. Ecological restoration of the CHWP would initiate the
recovery of this fragment of the chaparral and alluvial scrub ecosystem with respect to its health,
integrity, and sustainability. This ecosystem has been degraded, damaged, and impacted as the
direct and indirect result of human activities.
Additional Notes
Via Padova; residents at upper Via Padova are being impacted by increased parking of cars to
access the Palmer Canyon Mountainway, which is accessed illegally through private property.
This has carried with it impacts of increased littering including detrius from water bottles, energy
gels and bars and cigarette smoking within our critically fire-prone The area should be more
clearly signed that there is NO access to the CHWP via Palmer Canyon and that illegally parked
cars will be ticketed.
The entrance to the private property of Palmer Canyon, at the lower end of the Palmer Canyon
Mountainway, needs better signage for “private property; no access.” Similar signage should be
at beginning of the north end of this dirt road, which forks off from the WHWP.
Research should be ongoing to monitor visitor impacts on wildlife, both flora and fauna.
Funding should be made available for this. The Claremont Colleges’ faculty and students, as
well as those from Claremont High School, should be encouraged to participate in these
longitudinal studies.
Strict litter laws and enforcement need to be enacted.
Limits should be placed on the number of visitors allowed in the CHWP at any given time. Such
limits could be applied through smart planning for parking, permitting, etc.
Parking at the lower end of Via Padova, adjacent to Mt. Baldy Road, should be disallowed.
Parking access at the Padua Hills Theater should be blocked from recreational parking during
non-event hours of the theater.
Bicyclists should have speed limits and clear etiquette expectations. These rules need sufficient
enforcement. The city of Santa Barbara, for example, has implemented a tough set of standards
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for cyclists, which has greatly improved safety and relations between cyclists and other
recreationists.
Unfortunately, black bears frequently raid the trashcans in the Padua Hills neighborhood, as well
as the dumpster at the Padua Hills Theatre. In Professor Faulstich’s studies, he has found that
approximately 60% of the bulk of black bear scat is composed of plastic from human trash.
Bear-proof trash bins should be used in these areas to help protect the animals.
Sound from events at the Padua Hills Theatre can reach the level of noise pollution in the eastern
edge of the Wilderness Park. Paul has documented that numerous animal species avoid this area
of the Park when events are held. The city should enforce the contract with the Theatre such that
issues of noise, lighting, parking, etc. are mitigated.
Smoking outside the Padua Hills Theatre is commonly observed although signage is posted
outside the property disallowing smoking due to the severe fire hazard. The theatre should be
charged with enforcing no smoking from its patrons.
From Paul and Becky F.

Comment Card #13

Refuse admittance to bicyclist, bow hunters, and campers. Require dog owners to control
and clean up after their dogs (dogs really should not be allowed in a Wilderness).
Comment Card #16

The most important issue is…
City liability for accidents because there is no enforcement on the trails
Comment Card #17

The most important issue is…
1.) Safety for hiker and bike riders that are using the trail at the same time
There may be a need to place signs that tell bikers and hikers to walk and ride to the right
There may also needs to be signage that tells walkers/hikers to walk no more than two
abreast
Dogs should be prohibited
Bikes should be required to have a bell to warn hikers they are approaching
Remove the bags currently provided for dog droppings. Dog owners will pick up the
droppings, put them in the bag, then throw the bag down on the trail. It would be better to
not place the droppings in a bag. Then nature could eliminate the problem naturally.
*Submitted by:
Jack Blair
2275 Grand
Claremont
Comment Card #18

The most important issue is…
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I consider the current “loop trail” one of the ugliest trails in the USA. I have hiked
thousands of trails throughout the US, especially in the Southwest and Northeast. The
Claremont Wilderness Trail is not the wilderness, is not safe and is in the blazing sun.
The main safety issue is bikers, baby carriages, and the too many people in a limited
space.
How should this issue be addressed…
A separate “hiking trail” up through the shade with no bike access should be built. The
best local example is from Gentry Flats along the Canyon up to Mt. Zion. It is in the
shade with “camp” grounds along the way.
Leave the mountain road to the bikers. No matter where they go, they will ruin the road
surface and cause erosion.
Permits or reservations may have to be issued to keep crowds down.
The most important issue is…
How can we use the wide attraction of this park to extend respect for the wilderness
among all people in the Inland Empire. People come because they love the mountainsit’s wonderful to see the families. How do we encourage this, educate any misusing
people and raise a generation of people who respect the wilderness because they have
walked it all their lives. What an educational opportunity! Everyone would like to help
preserve the land if we are enlisted. We need rangers and volunteers.
If everyone stays on the road (including bicycles) the capacity can be higher than you
think, and most all do stay on road. For women hiking, we need many people to feel safe.
If you want to see trails that are full, go to China where you often have to stop because
hundreds of people right in front of you, and everyone waits patiently.
I am a hiker and would be happy to help with utilization of the suggestions I have made
Jane Gibbons
patnjane@yahoo.com
909-575-7654
Comment Card #21

The most important issue is…
Mountain bikers do NOT belong in Wilderness Park- dangerous for hikers and horses.
This would cut down the number of people causing all the parking problems.
Streets near Wilderness Park should NOT have been made private streets for those who
live near park. This reminds me of those who were unhappy when the 210 freeway
extension was in the plans. One resident had the goal to suggest double-decking the I-10
freeway in my neighborhood!!
It also reminds me of the neighbors to the high school who did not want the football field
and suggested putting it in the botanic garden.
These residents chose where they wanted to live, and these problems go with the
territory.
I worked hard to save Johnson’s Pasture and am paying for it on my taxes and should be
disallowed from using my Claremont streets.
How should this issue be addressed…
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Claremont should have employees in the park; the money would be much better spent for
this rather than for all the ridiculous amount of money wasted for taking our water system
by eminent domain. Just imagine how much we residents would have to pay if Claremont
were to lose in court and have to pay Golden State’s legal fees as well as Claremont’s.

1.3.3.5 General Commentary, Questions, and Concerns
Terry G. Letter

John:
I think we should emphasize the role of the League of Women Voters and other citizens in
Claremont during the '70s in writing the Hillsides Ordinance which provided the basis for
protecting our hillsides from development and preserving open space. I would also mention the
key role of CWC in facilitating the new acquisitions since then, including Johnson's Pasture. In
other words, in addition to listing the dates when key parcels were added, let's include some
mention of the way in which both individual citizens and groups have been instrumental in
working with the city to make it happen.
It is also important to note that CWC has advocated a master plan for the park so that the City
would not be burdened by trying to solve challenging problems on an "as needed" basis, with the
potential for unintended consequences. Many citizens of Claremont anticipate that the master
plan will truly be a plan for the park in its entirety.
1975 - 1981
American Savings and Loan, the new owner of Johnson's Pasture, plans to develop Claraboya.
Existing zoning allows 356 housing units. The local League of Women Voters publishes
"Claremont Hillside Planning" and works with the City to establish regulations restricting
development in the hillsides. A novel feature of the regulations is TDR--transfer of development
credits, which clusters development and keeps most of the hillsides open space. As a result of
these efforts, in 1981 the City adopts the Hillsides General Plan and Zoning ordinance.
2000
Several opponents of development create Claremont Wildlands Conservancy (CWC) and
incorporate it as a nonprofit organization with the goal of preserving Claremont's hillsides, and
Johnson's Pasture in particular. CWC contacts the Trust for Public Land for guidance and
assistance in acquiring hillside lands.
2005
With the support of CWC and its Conceptual Area Protection Plan, the City wins State grants to
purchase the Claremont McKenna College property (129 acres in 2003) and Wang property (104
acres in 2004), adding them to the Wilderness Park. To celebrate these acquisitions, CWC hosts
a community-wide celebration in the foothills. The Wang property was an addition to the
Sycamore Canyon Park. The General Plan shows the Sycamore Canyon Park and the Claremont
Hills Wilderness Park as separate parks, but both areas together are frequently referred to as the
Claremont Hills Wilderness Park.
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With urging from CWC and other citizens, the City Council adopts a resolution to support the
acquisition of Johnson's Pasture. The City then commissions an appraisal, which values the land
at $12 million.
2006
CWC members take the lead in organizing two campaigns to save Johnson's Pasture. When the
effort to pass a parcel tax fails in the spring, a new and more inclusive committee is formed (with
CWC members again in lead roles) to campaign for a general obligation bond through Measure
S. It passes on Nov. 7 with 72% in favor.
Supervisor Mike Antonovich awards the city a $500,000 allocation of Proposition A Excess
Funds for use towards the purchase of Johnson's Pasture.
Thanks,
Terry G.
Response to Terry G. Letter

Thanks Terry I will expand somewhat on the historical timeline part of my presentation.
I have a question regarding one of your bullet points "acquire 40 acres from the Claraboya
developer." Who acquired the property, and what was the funding source?
John
This was an agreement with the City of Claremont as part of the development approval process.
I can check, but my understanding is that the City approved the development of Claraboya for
housing on the hillsides with the understanding that adjacent property be given to the City as
open space to be included in the Wilderness park.
I will copy Arlene to see if she can clarify.
Were you able to find the full timeline on the CWC web site? I
Terry
Terry G. Letter 2

Bill and John:
There is an assumption developing that all concerns and suggestions should be submitted before
July due to the following agenda:
Community Meeting, July 28
1. Review two proposed conceptual site plan and elements
2. Targeted discussion on each concept
3. Small group discussion highlights
Is it true that all concerns and possible solutions should be submitted before July if we want
them to be considered as part of the two proposed conceptual site plan and elements? Can you
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please clarify what is meant by agenda item #1 and the assumption on the part of many that the
plan will be “baked” by July?
Thanks,
Terry G.
Response to Terry G. Letter 2
Hi Terry, the July meeting is intended to Have a first look at 2 conceptual level plans and
determine what refinements may be necessary before selecting a single preferred plan. Usually
what happens at this point is the community selects a hybrid of the plans presented. But whatever
happens at this mtg we will not be fully baking" the master plan until we have input on the 2
draft concepts, and there will be additional opportunity for comment and refinements after July.
Please let me know if you have other concerns.
From Terry:
Great. Thank you. I conclude that we should try to provide you with the maximum number of
concerns and solutions prior to July in order to have them seriously considered in the process of
creating the two plans. I understand that there will still be opportunities for input after that time,
but it seems wise to provide ideas sooner rather than later. We have some work to do. Since the
web site is not active, we will direct people to send ideas via email to the City Manager's Office.
Terry

James M. Letter

Dear Larry and Tony,
I attended the October 20 public meeting regarding the Wilderness Park Master Plan. Candidly, I
was disappointed in the consultants' report. They seem to be lost in the weeds. Here are some of
my concerns: 1) They wanted to survey the citizens regarding signage in the Park and direction
of walking on the trails. They also wanted to assess whether some smaller trails should be closed,
not realizing coyotes and deer, the residents of the wilderness area, created many of these trails.
These are details to be address once Claremont figures out what the role of the Wilderness Park
is as a public resource. 2) Another survey question had to do with when the City should close the
Park in extreme fire danger. Should it observe the County red flag fire alerts or continue with the
its own judgment regarding wind and humidity forecasts? Why would the City want to create its
own closure protocols when the County has determined a red flag alert? This would appear to be
an invitation to litigation when the Claremont forecast goes wrong. 3) I was alarmed that the
consultants believe that the “limiting factor” is parking. In response to this, one of the attendees
suggested the solution was to create more parking at other Park entrances such as Sycamore
Canyon and Claraboya. Colin Tudor seized the microphone at this point and discouraged this
kind of thinking as just expanding the problem. Really? If the limiting factor is parking, why
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should the North Mills neighborhoods have all the fun of congestion? Clearly, the limiting factor
is not parking. The limiting factor is staring us in the face. It is the number of people in the
wilderness area at the same time. The permit parking solution has failed. Permit parking is an
urban solution found in San Francisco and Los Angeles being applied to a suburban and rural
setting. It has ruined the quiet enjoyment of these neighborhoods while pushing the problem
further south. 4) Another concern I have with their presentation is the lack of a financial
assessment of this City program. This was also a concern of mine when the public art consultant
prepared a report for the City Council without measuring the cost to the City of the current
public art program and what the costs would be going forward if their proposal was approved. In
my mind, consultants to the City should always have a financial impact section to any
recommendations. 5) It was reported that 18% of the park entrants were Claremont residents but
more than 50% of the acquisition costs and all of the maintenance costs are borne by the City of
Claremont. This does not seem fair from any angle except for one attendee who made the
argument that Claremont should shoulder this burden in order to serve as an example to other
foothill cities for how to provide recreational facilities to the public. If the Park attendance is
anywhere near the reported 600,000 to 800,000 per year, this works out to some 1,500 to 2,000
per day, and clearly more on the weekends. This is too many to allow the Park to be called a
wilderness area. So, what is the solution to a problem that is clearly out of control? 1) Forget
parking as the limiting factor and do not build more parking unless it is in Claraboya and
Sycamore Canyon. 2) Make a careful assessment of the number of entrants that can be
accommodated without compromising the wilderness character of the Park. 3) Based upon this
level of usage, calculate all of the maintenance costs including patrolling for misbehavior. 4)
Limit the number of non-Claremont residents to the Park. If 500 entrants per day is assumed to
be the right number, then 80% could be non-residents, or 400 per day. There should be no limit
on Claremont residents. By limiting the number of entrants, the parking problem goes away and
the permit parking signs can be taken down. 5) A charge of only $5 per visit for non-Claremont
residents would generate over $700,000 per year. This is not much revenue to cover the costs of
entrance management, maintenance and ranger patrolling. Perhaps parking fees could cover the
shortfall. I think the public is largely unaware of the current costs of maintaining this resource.
The City should be more transparent about the financial burden of the Park (not to mention the
physical burden on the terrain), and the new costs of maintaining and patrolling the Park at the
level we all desire. Then I think a nominal entrance fee would be welcome by those who want to
see the Park preserved for generations to come. There were many citizens who came to the
public meeting with thoughtful big picture comments; Marilee Schaff on preserving native flora,
Robin Trozpek on the original intent of the Pomona College gift restrictions such as light
recreation and no development and Mark von Wodke on steps needed to preserve Johnson’s
Pasture and create a sustainable wilderness. If you could get these people together to help the
consultants raise their game, we might all benefit. One final thought. The Getty in Malibu was
only able to get the neighborhood support for its museum expansion when it offered a gate and a
key to their gardens for the impacted residents. Free passes for the impacted neighborhoods? Just
a thought.
James M.
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Response to James M. Letter

Dear Mr. Manifold:
I would like to respond to some of the points you have noted below to clarify staff and the
consultant’s efforts.
The informal trails recommended for closure are more established trails used by bikers. They
may have started as animal trails and can return to animal trails, but the consultant has
recommended that we close these trails to bikers and hikers due to their passage across
jurisdictional waters regulated by state and federal environmental agencies. As the consultant
noted during the meeting, the Resource Management Plan has not yet been written and more
work needs to be done related to the trail network, so more information will be forthcoming on
this topic.
What the consultant team also noted is that from an environmental perspective, the hillsides are
actually in good condition. There are some issues, such as various degrees of erosion in select
locations, and trash and human latrine locations primarily along the main loop. However, these
human impacts can be mitigated and managed. The three primary goals of the master plan are to
balance environmental conservation and preservation, with access for passive recreational use
while minimizing negative impacts to adjacent neighborhoods. Because the Park from an
environmental perspective is good condition, and the type of usage that is occurring in the park is
consistent with original intent of these acquisitions, what is out of balance and what has caused
the City to undertake this project are the neighborhood impacts, which we are trying to address
with the master planning process.
An alternative to on street parking restrictions and parking lot expansions is the park entry or
reservation system that MIG presented during the TAC and Community meetings. How to
determine the numeric threshold then becomes part of the dialogue and what MIG suggested is
that the number parking lot spaces be used as the basis, then factor in how many people walk and
ride to the CHWP. According to the visitor intercept questionnaires, 66% of Claremont residents
drive to their access point for the CHWP.
Financial considerations have been included throughout the material presented at the TAC and
the Community meeting so that as options are discussed those costs can be included in the
dialogue. As the consultant and staff draft the final master plan, cost considerations and revenue
sources must clearly be included as part of an informed decision making process.
With regard to emergency closures of the park, staff is recommending that we close
automatically with red flag warnings, which has not been the current practice or policy. Until
recently, the decision to close the CHWP was based not only on high fire risk due to high heat,
low humidity, etc but also when a fire was burning within travel distance to the CHWP. Staff is
recommending that the CHWP close automatically based on potential fire risk in general and not
only when there is an actual fire in the vicinity. That recommendation, at least as a temporary
policy until the master planning process is completed, went before Commission last night and is
scheduled for Council consideration on November 25th.
There is a tremendous of amount of information related to staff and the consultant’s work
synthesized in the two staff reports prepared for the TAC, which are available on line.
www.ci.claremont.ca.us – click on the link on the bottom left for Wilderness Park Master Plan.
There are also a number of white papers, which provide more detailed information, if you would
like to delve into more of the research and information that has been compiled during this
Claremont Hills Wilderness Park Master Plan

Appendix
Page 71

City of Claremont

June 2015

process. Or feel free to call me and we can schedule a time to discuss in more detail if you would
like.
Thank you very much for your comments. We look forward to bringing a proposed framework
for the master plan back to the community this winter.
Best regards,
Kathleen
Dear Kathleen,
Thank you for your thorough and thoughtful response to my email of concern regarding the
Wilderness Park consulting engagement. Please forgive me for the delay in responding to you. I
have gone on the City's homepage and spent some time reading the white papers and other
documents that have been provided for public review. I am glad to see that the analysis of the
trails distinguishes between the natural coyote trails and those created by dirt bikers. I am also
pleased that the City has taken your advice regarding closure of the Park during Los Angeles
County red flag alerts. With regard to my concern about the lack of financial analysis in the
presentation, I am comforted to hear that your firm has made financial considerations a key to
the engagement. I failed to see such information in all of the materials on the City's website. As I
recall, there was some disclosure of the costs of acquisition of the hillsides.(Although the
contribution of the Claremont Colleges was referenced without an amount. As I recall, it was
over $1 million. It would be nice to acknowledge such a large gift). What is needed here is the
current and future costs to maintain the Park; portable toilets, trash cleanup, ranger patrols,
search and rescue, tree trimming and removal, liability insurance, parking lot maintenance,
parking fee collection expenses (and attendant revenues), etc. If all of this information is
available, I would be grateful if you would point me to the white paper or other documents where
it resides. I also noted in the surveys that there is a strong resistance to any effort to limit entry or
to charge an admission fee. This is excellent news! This sentiment will clearly play into the
solution to the master plan goals of "balancing environmental conservation/preservation, passive
recreational use and minimizing the impact to the adjacent neighborhoods." A limit on the
number of entrants every day would support all three of the master plan goals. As previously
stated, I would not charge an entry fee to Claremont residents because it is the City that
conceived of the Park and provided the majority of the funding. Since over 60% of Claremont
residents arrive by automobile, parking should still be a charge. The estimated number of
Claremont residents using the Park would determine how many non residents to admit. For this
"Park entry system" option to be perfected, a rigorous financial analysis should be performed.
Control of the four or five entry points to the Park will have costs that are not a factor in other
options such as open entry. The admission fees will, of course, be available to offset the
additional costs of the Park entry system. In any plan of this kind, an important question to pose
is; "How will we know success?" For me, success is achieved when the permit parking signs in
the adjacent neighborhoods are removed. I would be pleased to discuss these ideas with you by
telephone or in person.
James
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Good morning. Thank you for your comments and for taking the time to read the material that is
available online. A significant amount of research and effort has been undertaken to address
tremendous public input and to explore a myriad of options as suggested by residents, staff and
the consultants. October’s meetings were the first phase in evaluating many of those suggestions
in the framework of why and how the hillsides were acquired and what are the environmental
conditions today. General financial considerations were included in many of those potential
management options. Our next phase is to funnel down potential management solutions to those
that seem the most viable and effective within available financial resources, which in large part
will be funded by park visitors through fees. We anticipate bringing more focused information
back to the public this winter a er the holidays. We’ve included your comments in our public
record. Feel free to call if you would like to discuss.
Sincerely,
Kathleen

Hugh W. Letter 2

Kathleen and Anne,
About the attached slides, made from data in your reports:
I made a power point presentation to a group at the Claremont Methodist church Wednesday
about the “drama in and around the CHWP,” aiming to do an overview, mostly using materials
from the reports. I’ll use print copies at the workshop if and when the point they make needs to
be made. You may find what I’ve done with your materials interesting.
First slide makes graphic a point made in one of the reports. However important the purchase
through Claremont tax moneys of Johnson’s pasture, the bulk of the park land came not from
Claremont taxpayers.
Second slide makes visible the city’s energy over the past two years to get a successful handle on
key issues in managing the park. Some of the neighbors seem to agree. Gary doesn’t, but doesn’t
have facts. Third slide says two things to me. It is one I will use: The bulk of the users of the
park are near neighbors – not strangers. And the majority of the uses are by a relatively small and
committed number of people. One implication: we have people we can invite to share
responsibility for the park. Numbers are not exact but suggestive.
Best,
Hugh

Dean M. Letter

Hugh, Mark, Dave and John,
CWC is seeking to develop a set of "Priorities," i.e., a wish list of what should be advocated in
the Wilderness Park Master Plan. We need your thoughts. What should the priorities be in the
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Master Plan? You have both knowledge and interest and we would appreciate your priority lists.
Attached is a list of the 25 concerns that CWC included in its suggestions to the City last year to
the City as the City was seeking to develop an RFP for the study which MIG was selected to
undertake. Some of the items mentioned may be relevant to your suggestions. We are hoping to
get your suggestions no later than a week from today, i.e., May 23rd. Terry and I will try to put
these together. Then, if we could meet at Terry's place (464 W. 7th St. in Claremont) on May
28th (a week from next Wednesday) at 6 p.m. to review what we have developed, that would be
grand. We want to get the list approved by CWC and sent to MIG the first week of June. We
really appreciate your thoughtfulness and your concern for the Park. John, your knowledge of
matters related to the Park is impressive--like that of Hugh, Mark and Dave. Your thoughts
would be of great value to us--and, to MIG as it proceeds with developing the Wilderness Park
Master Plan.
All the best,
Dean M.
Response to Dean M. Letter

(None of my ideas are new but I will repeat the observations that seem most relevant.)
If the object is to establish a hard cap for visitor use at any given time, the solution is to have a
human being collect an entrance fee at the gate. When the lots are full, no more visitors until
space opens up in the lot. Deriving our income from a per-person entrance fee instead of a
parking fee would remove the motivation to shun the parking lots and make sure that they are
filled to capacity. We could increase the number of parking spaces but there is no guarantee that
we would ever satisfy the demand - especially on weekends. When evaluating our duty to
preserve aspects of wilderness, we should acknowledge that the park was never really a
"wilderness". The true wilderness is the Angeles National Forest which forms the northern
boundary of the park. Even human use at levels far lower than currently experienced is probably
disruptive to wild animals. The enormous popularity of the park is partially due to enthusiastic
reviews on social media. The use of the Internet may be part of the solution - to recommend
alternatives (Chino Hills State Park comes to mind). Closing the park for six weeks of "rest"
during the height of the fire season might force people to investigate alternatives. Trying to
control fire is a fool's errand - and bound to fail in the long run. The longer you succeed the
worse the inevitable conflagration will be. If a fire gets started when the chaparral is dry and the
wind is blowing no force on earth will stop it. The best we can do is maintain wide fire breaks on
the urban interface. Discussion of an educational component ignores the reality of current
visitors . People walking the loop multiple times a week for exercise are not interested in
educational signage. Many of the ideas proposed would make sense only if the people using the
park had values substantially different from the people who now use the park. The loop does an
admirable job of concentrating in one place visitors who want exercise . Perhaps we should be
grateful. If you seek solitude there are other places in the park where it can be found. If you want
a true wilderness experience go further into the national forest. It is possible to hike for hours and
see nobody. The Wilderness Park cannot be all things to all people ("a wilderness preserve AND
a public gymnasium"). We are not starting with a clean slate. Some patterns of use are already
firmly established. We have to work from where we are - not some idealized Eden. The public
has discovered us. We are going to have to manage that reality.
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Mark M.

Mark M. Letter

The following observations were made over several months and addressed to several individuals
and/or organizations. I want them to be part of the record.
Mark M.
Thoughts on the Wilderness Park (3/19/2014)
The park should be expanded to the west of Johnson’s Pasture (toward Webb Canyon). There are
some lovely meadows on the western slope of the ridge – currently private property. My recent
walks around the loop have informally confirmed what previous surveys have shown – the vast
majority of park users do not appear to be residents of Claremont. We are running a regional
park attracting users from a considerable distance. The 5-mile loop is considered a desirable
physical challenge by many. I overhear them congratulating themselves on their stamina. I
strongly suspect that most visitors to the park like the density of use (which I consider
excessive). I believe that many women are reassured by the crowds. It makes them feel safe.
Women outnumber men on the Loop by a significant number. Quite a few hikers are speaking
Spanish in case anyone feared that the park was an exclusive preserve. The Sycamore Canyon
trail is getting considerable use - again, people consider it a “challenge”. Gail Canyon is also
seeing more hikers although still a tiny fraction of the crowds on the Loop. Johnson’s Pasture
remains relatively less visited (compared to the Loop). Visible trash on the Loop isn’t too bad
but all you have to do is peer over the embankment and there is a LOT of garbage downslope.
Although some of us bemoan the fact that the Wilderness Park is not really a wilderness at all, I
think it is worth observing that very few people venture off the road and that some of the deep
canyons are really quite wild. The northern boundary abuts the Angeles National Forest much of
which is impassable. Our park may not be a wilderness but there is plenty of wild land
surrounding it. An obvious solution to overcrowding would be a system of trails although this
might attract even more people.
Mark M.
Thoughts on the Wilderness Park (3/31/2014)
The neighbors may have to accept the reality of increased visitation accommodated by an
additional parking lot in exchange for getting cars off the street. We could build a third parking
lot at the end of Pomello and make admission free on the weekend to encourage its use by
visitors who don’t want to pay. Extreme crowds are confined to Saturday and Sunday. We could
stop charging for parking altogether and collect two dollars at the main gate. This would require
a human being to collect the fee but having a person available to answer questions and respond
to an emergency situation might be a good thing. They could also suggest alternative routes
within the park. This would end the incentive to avoid the parking fee and make sure the lots are
filled to capacity. To reduce crowding on the loop, or at least provide an alternative to the more
adventurous hiker, will require additional trails. This may in turn increase visitation thus
requiring additional parking.
QUESTION -
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Is there any upper limit to the demand for outdoor recreation in Southern California? How much
parking will be enough?
Mark M.
At our meeting on April 1st I suggested that we write down whatever ideas we each had. This is
my first effort – although some of you have received my previous emails. (Suggestion: by using
GOOGLE docs we could all modify the original document as we see fit resulting in a truly
collaborative effort. I think this might be more productive than additional public meetings.)
Thoughts on the Wilderness Park (4/1/2014) (in no particular order) There is the challenge of
distinguishing our personal preferences from the formulation of enlightened public policy.
(Example: I personally find the loop overcrowded but I see no reason to enforce new restrictions
if most users are happy with the way things are.) A human being at the main entrance gate might
solve several problems at once.
Information
Public safety
Public outreach
Collect fees
Is the purpose of parking lots to limit public use or raise money for maintenance of the park? Or
both? The city may wish to limit access but the more people who visit, the more money will be
collected. Limiting free parking assures that the lots will be filled to capacity. Parking
restrictions are not wholly about placating the neighbors. The city has a financial incentive as
well. Is the park overcrowded? That depends on whom you ask. The vast majority of daily users
apparently favor the status quo - or they would “vote with their feet” and come less frequently.
What I feel is intolerable overcrowding may strike another person as a big, happy crowd
enjoying the beauty of nature while burning unhealthy calories. Expectations of desirable density
are culturally determined. One big problem is that the people setting policy are not the same
people who actually use the park.
Concentrating the heaviest visitor use on the loop may be the best option for preserving relative
tranquility in the rest of the park. We should be careful before we encourage greater use of what
are currently lightly travelled byways. Anyone concerned with the impact of people on the flora
and fauna should agree. I think we need to consider what the response would be if park use
doubled again from what it now is. Building additional parking lots might just encourage
increased numbers of visitors. Do we want to have a hard cap on the number of visitors the park
can accommodate at any one time?
We should understand the role that social media has played in drawing the public’s attention to
the park. Social media might also be an effective way to modify patterns of use. I think each of
us should generate a list of ideas so that we have concrete options to evaluate. How else can we
make public policy recommendations if we don’t have competing visions? I know that I speak
bluntly but it is not my intention to offend. Any comments are welcome.
Mark M.
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Jill B. Letter

hello,
Please tell me where I should delver my comments solicited on the brochure handed out at the
Community Meeting March 24th. I think it was City Hall but I'm not sure & it's not included in
your power point presentation.
thanks,
Jill
Response to Jill B. Letter

Hi Jill, here is the physical address for dropping off comment booklets
Alexander Hughes Center – 1700 Danbury Road, Claremont
Thanks for providing input.
John

John F. Letter

John,
Hi John-I am a Claremont resident with experience in public process facilitation. I'd love to talk to you
for a few minutes about the approach you're using with the master planning process and how it's
going.

Mary and Stuart S. Letter

Please advise us of Committee meetings. I understand that they are open to the public.
Thanks
Mary and Stuart S.

Tom A. Letter

I am sorry I missed the meeting. However wanted to say I am a avid bicyclist who lives in
Claremont and enjoy riding the trails in a safe manner. I was at another community meeting a
few months ago where we were invited to speak on our concerns. At that meeting, there was a
woman who expressed her desire to prohibit bicyclists from the trails. Obviously, I am opposed
to that. I was wondering if the committee had any plans to limit bicyclists from the Wilderness
Park.
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Many Thanks,
Tom A.

Kathy P. Letter

Colleagues,
I attended the community meeting last night and thank you for making this process so
transparent for our community. Would you please send me the names of the members of the
TAC and the affiliation (as committee member) for each? Thank you so much,
Kathy P.

Jill B. Letter (survey results)

Survey of Claremont Hills Wilderness Park visitors
“Why are you parking on public streets?”
on Saturday
April 5, 2014
6 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.



107 carloads counted: single visitors or groups hiking northward from Mills & Alamosa
and accounting for 222 + more visitors altogether
[clumps of bikers--information not captured; however, they did not seem to have parked
on Mills or side streets]

WHY ARE PARK VISITORS PARKING
ON PUBLIC STREETS?
66% (71 cars of 107) said that “PARKING LOTS FULL” was the reason they were parking on
public streets although they would have preferred to park & pay (some have even purchased
annual parking permits)
23% (25 cars of 107) were seeking “FREE PARKING” (incl. folks wanting warm-up in
preparation for their park hikes)*
8% (9 cars of 107) these visitors sometimes pay, sometimes park free
2% (2 cars of 107) this information not gathered
5:45 a.m. to 7:30 a.m.
Parking available in parking lots
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*15 carloads--single visitors or groups coming up Mills (4 from Vons lot), some asserting they
were seeking warm-up for their park hike.
7:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.
No parking available in parking lots, with cars waiting for spaces in the lots
Community Volunteer Surveyors stationed at the intersection of Mills & Alamosa:
Hugh Wire, Jill Benton, Susan Seymour, Leah Light, Sarah Douville, plus 3 Harvey Mudd
students—Jake Dittes, Travis Beckman, & Morgan Mastrovitch
Comment Card #2

Stewardship: Caretaking and preserving for future generations to use and enjoy, which
means monitoring use, not prohibiting it. And monitoring the well-being of non-human
life in the park as well
Sanitation and Safety: Having adequate sanitation facilities along trails. Safety: teaching
bikers and hikers how to share the trails safely- e.g. bikers always passing on the left;
hikers staying on the right. And NO head/ear devices that prevent hikers from hearing
bikers
Balance: Recreational use and preservation. These were stipulated in the original
Wilderness Park documents!
Equity: Making access to the park available to all categories of people. If this requires an
entrance fee, so be it.
Education:
1.) Environmental education, especially for children, inside and outside the Wilderness
Park.
2.) How to use the park safely and courteously- e.g. bikers vs. hikers/walkers and
horseback riders.
Comment Card #3

Stewardship: Managing the ecology so that it thrives so that it can be enjoyed for the
generations to come. Simply to protect it seems empty; there’s plenty of the Wilderness
Park that is not easy to access.
Sanitation and Safety: This suburban/wilderness interface is for all animals, including
people. I like the idea of charging a fee for maintenance and enforcement. Of course,
Claremont property owners are already paying a fee through property taxes.
Balance: “Balance” means paying attention to verifiable distress from residents (data,
please) and to the need of the wide community for enjoyment of what they own through
city and state funding. Balance means listening to people now with an ear to the future.
Equity: People who buy the northern homes because of open space and providing access
to those who live at a distance.
Education: I’m in favor of both passive signage and exhibits and active tours and
organized activities, including night usage. Education should first be aimed at creating a
respectful culture- of people and environment.
Comment Card #4

The most important issue is…
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The current solution seems to be ever-evolving. The permit signs on mills, Pomello, etc.
are an eye sore; “sight pollution.” Visitors from out of town are obviously revolting to the
idea of paying; they park further away as the city responds with more permit signs on
streets.
How should this issue be addressed…
In cooperation with the city of Pomona and any others, the land that is north of Pomello
and west of Mills should be considered for development. Purchasing, and/or leasing the
land for additional space should be considered. It has been considered for years as a
possible park site. I have included the 1981 Master Plan map to show how, even then,
that area in green was designated as a park. That area today would, if developed, would
help centralize visitor capacity on an efficient, grander scale. Also develop more parking
along Baldy Rd. just north-east of existing Thompson Creek lot. Also extend Thompson
Creek Trail to Padua Park, which would allow more parking spaces that already exist. –
Fred Akman fhakman@gmail.com
Comment Card #5

The most important issue is…
Residential parking: residents of Claremont should be able to park at both lots
Music/Noise: Hikers should be advised that loud music is not encouraged. Sometimes,
hikers carry loud speakers in their backpacks and we could hear the music across the hills
Port-a-Potties: Recently, I’ve noticed that there are several port-a-potties along the trails.
I really hope they are temporary. I’ve only noticed it first because of the odor. Secondly,
it’s not very attractive or fitting. The city is already nice enough to provide several at the
beginning of the trail
Comment Card #6

The most important issue is…
Please get info from Chantry Flats and Aliso Woods
Hikers and Bikers coexist wonderfully there and it is a very busy place too
Comment Card #9

The most important issue is…
1.) Preservation of the land
2.) The residents need to have peace and tranquility in their area
How should this issue be addressed…
1.) A limit on hikers/bikers per hour/day
2.) A limit on hikers/bikers in the evening
Comment Card #11

Sanitation and Safety: Don’t relieve on trail, add restroom on top
Balance: Don’t restrict. Educate and limit usage on weekends
Equity: Our taxes, no fees on Claremont Residents
The most important issue is…
Over-usage on weekends
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Longer hours (slightly) 5 a.m. to 8 p.m.
Not restricting usage by activity (bikes, dogs, etc…)
How should this issue be addressed…
Usage fees on weekends
Longer hours
Education (Don’t walk across guide)
Banning parking outside of lots
Comment Card #12

Stewardship: preservation, restoration; need to incorporate these things to take care of
what we created
Equity: How to ensure equity but also make the space available to the residents who pay
for it and those who voted for it. Paying for it through our property taxes and not be able
to park= big problem.
Comment Card #13

The most important issue is…
Stop destroying what’s left of a semi-wilderness. The city got money from the citizens of
Claremont to buy the land with the intent to preserve the undeveloped land. It is doubtful
that the people who voted for the action ever thought the area of pristine foothill habitat
would become a recreation area for thousands of people. To call this area a “Wilderness”
park is a travesty.
How should this issue be addressed…
1.) Limit the number of people allowed to visit at any one time.
2.) Hire “interpreters” who can educate users as to the beauty of the hills and flower and
fauna.
3.) Spend money from entrance fees to hire deputized officers to enforce the rules
4.) Close the park area to all use form 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m.
Comment Card #15

The most important issue is…
1.) There is not enough parking on weekends.
2.) The trash cans on the trail are nice, but sometimes animals drag trash with food smells
out and spread it around, making the trash worse. They need animal-proof tops.
3.) Saturday and Sunday mornings there are loads of families, kids, strollers, and
pedestrians and the mountain bikers have near-misses a lot.
How should this issue be addressed…
Add more parking spaces to back of smaller lot.
Allow parking on street on weekends between 9 and 5 so as not to disturb neighbors
early.
Put tops on the trash cans that are animal proof but can still be easily accessed.
Keep mountain bikers off the loop Saturday and Sunday morning.
Have a sign and map telling them other places they can ride.
Charge toll on weekend morning only?
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Stewardship: preserve the nature (flower and fauna) of the area.
Sanitation and Safety: Instate toilets in adequate numbers to serve those who are allowed
entrance. Maintain them in clean condition.
Comment Card #16

Sanitation and Safety: Ongoing enforcement of rules
Dogs- lease law; cleaning up after them
Trash- littering
Have volunteers take pictures of violators and have law enforcement waiting at exit to
cite them
Comment Card #17

Sanitation and Safety:
Speed bumps need to be installed on Mills, between Baldy Rd. and Wilderness Park
entrance.
I’m seeing more deer crossing Mills above Baldy Rd.
Comment Card #18

Stewardship: the crowded nature is going to ruin its “natural environment;” enforcement
of rules important; protection of flora and fauna
Sanitation and Safety:
More sanitary facilities (restrooms) would be helpful
Safety is critical
Don’t have mountain bike where there are pedestrians; no ear plugs; slow traffic to right
Animal proof trash cans
Fire dangers need to be addressed.
Balance: Primary use now is bike and hikers. Hikers need a different experience than
thrill seeking mountain bikers
Equity:
Charge for adults; children under 10 free
Provide better access to other part of area
More access to quiet/nature by shaded walking trails
Education:
Interpretive signs to point out flora and fauna, historical, natural environment
Environmental ethics
Comment Card #19

Stewardship: We can take present users as the core group for care and preservation of
Claremont Hills Wilderness. If we mobilize them, not with fines and police and charges
for parking and entry but with enthusiastic education programs.
Sanitation and Safety: Toilets good, thank you. Frankly, the more people, the more safety
for women and children. Fast bicycles need to meet speed traps set by rangers, not police
with guns.
Balance: The present practice of gun-carrying cops in cars giving $50 tickets to every
individual coming out late must be stopped. Balance can only come with mutual respect
of residents and hikers, and most are very cooperative. It’s not too many people, not too
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many non-Claremont residents. It’s a few disrespectful people but I haven’t seen them in
all my weekly walking. Rangers and volunteers can handle it.
Comment Card #20

Stewardship: This is a major change. I tend to think that we will have to go to some kind
of kiosk and admitting rangers who provide at least supervision at that area. The place
should then not seem to be so open to misuse.
Balance: Balancing all the competing demands is your hardest challenge.
Equity: If it becomes necessary to charge admission, we could charge adults, and make
all children accompanied by an adult or an adult leader (teacher, scout leader, etc…) free.
The leader would be charged by the gate attendant to keep them on trails and follow good
outdoor etiquette.
Education: Important- good signage, trail guides, etc…
Comment Card #23

The most important issue is…
Parking-wear and tear on the trail-visitors in our neighborhoods and rising thefts.
How should this issue be addressed…
I may sound bitter - but only let a certain amount in on a time-first come, first serve
basis-as a resident, I do feel a sense of entitlement to the area because we pay taxes.
There are too many people on this trail from other areas that don't appreciate the trail like
we residents do.
If the parking lots are full-than they need to come back at a later time- do not allow
parking anywhere in the vicinity-other than the lots.
Charge to go in...that would cut out a lot of visitors-with the money, hire police on
horseback to enforce rules
more signage regarding rules, bicycle speed limits, etc.
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