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The comment period for comments extended from May 1, 2004 to June 30. Twenty different respondents submitted 123 project-related comments. Of these, 88 were submitted via the trails-egov website, 34 were sent via five emails, and one was delivered by fax. 21 of the 123 comments are duplicates or near-duplicates.
While most comments are spread over a variety of concerns, a few themes stand out. A number of commenters express confusion about the intended audience of the trails data. A number also believe that, to be useful for the public, more details regarding accessibility (width, slope, cross-slope, etc.) and facilities are needed. Others observed that adding more details would create an infeasible workload. Many comments pertained to trail segments: how they are defined, the various purposes served, and challenges of data collection and management from having either too many or too few segments. Several comments suggested changes in terminology. Comments not summarized below, but contained in the comment database, include a number of specific requests to add FWS references, to change specific definitions to “trail or trail segment,” and to make typographical and stylistic changes.
The summary below parallels the sequence of the Draft Standards Documents Table of Contents. Sections on which no comments were received are excluded. (Notes in parentheses following summary statements refer to similar or related comments.)
Overview and Reference (6 Comments)
1. Have definitions that reflect the extent to which trails are completed and open (see item 5).
2. Primary definitions should include more than just transportation and historic/heritage values.
3. Establish attribute names from the start that are compatible with all systems and databases (see items 44, 50, 51). 

Core Questions (5 Comments)
4. Consider adding categories to distinguish between on-highway and other motorized uses.
5. Have questions that reflect which portions of trails are open or “works in progress” (see item 1).

6. Question 23 (deferred: NHT costs). Although difficult to compile, the information is important because it is effective in securing increased federal funding for trails.

Trail Data Standards (5 Comments)
7. Clarify how to determine whether trails designated for multiple managed uses are subject to accessibility standards.

8. The public needs more information than just “accessible” and “not accessible,” including trail width, slope, cross-slope and distance at steepest slope, to determine if a trail is usable for them (see items 13, 14, 15, 43, 47).
9. What is a trail “segment?” (see items 42, 49)
10. The date of designation of National Scenic Trails is important for determining whether prior motorized use is allowable.
List of Values (69 Comments)
General or Not Specified: 

11. The “No Overlap” criterion for many of the attributes will require thousands of segments. On the other hand, removing the criterion would create numerous hard-to-handle one-to-many and many-to-many relationships.
12. For whom are the values intended? They seem to be for reporting to Congress, since they do not seem very useful for the public or agencies (see item 51).
13. Trail data should include the types of trailside facilities that are present for public use (see items 8, 14, 15, 43, 47).

14. Data for water trails should include whether camping is available (see item 36 - water trails) (see items 8, 13, 15, 43, 47 - info useful to the public).
Accessibility Status: 
15. “Accessible,” “not accessible,” and “not evaluated” do not provide enough information for the public or at the agency and inter-agency level. Grade, cross-slope, and width should be provided, or at least the percentage of the trail that is not accessible (see items 8, 13, 14, 43, 47). 
16. The current LOVs are acceptable. Anything more would be an insurmountable challenge for data collection (see item 22). 
17. Accessibility status is problematic to evaluate, since accessibility regulations for trails have not been finalized. 

Admin Org: 
18. Add an option to record other names if AGENCY is non-federal.

Agency: 
19. If LOCAL includes Townships, add to the LOV definition (see item 23). 
20. Where multiple easements overlap, there will be multiple agencies for a single parcel or trail segment (see items 25, 30, 41).
All under Trail Management attributes: 
21. Consider utilizing resources from various agencies, such as the NPS’s “Trail Specification Templates,” in the LOVs for Trail Management.
Cost Annual…: 
22. Private funding and volunteer time on the Appalachian Trail are significant, but cannot feasibly be tracked at the trail segment level (see item 16).
Jurisdiction: 

23. If LOCAL includes Townships, add to the LOV definition (see item 23). 

Length: 

24. Suggest changing “Length” as the attribute name, since it might get confused with ArcInfo’s different meaning for that term.

Managing Agency: 
25. Overlap should be allowed, since multiple agencies/organizations could be listed for one trail segment (see items 20, 30, 41).
Mileage Source: 
26. Replace “measure points” with the clearer phrase “the source of the trail segment length.”
Primary Trail Maintainer: 
27. Suggest changing this term, which implies building/maintaining the tread, to “Trail Steward,” which is more inclusive of natural and cultural resources.

Prohibited Use: 

28. Consider changing to allowable uses, as the FWS does, to prohibit new uses (e.g., Segways) without having to anticipate them in advance and also to be more positive in tone.

29. Define “CFR.”

Rights-of-way: 

30. May need to allow overlap or split into finer categories (see items 20, 25, 41).
31. This attribute should be in a database of “areas,” not “lines.”

Shared System: 

32. Allowable Values—1 or 2 values are needed for FWS. Refuge Road and Hatchery Road are two different FWS programs.

33. Clarify whether other hiking trail systems are in “Shared System” or “Trail System” (See item 41).
Special Mgmt Area:

34. Add PUNA = Public Use Natural Area, WHSRN = Western Hemispheric Shorebird Reserve Network, RAMSAR = Wetlands of International Importance.
35. Consider whether and how to incorporate the attributes and values of National Millennium Trails and water trails in the trail data standards (see item 14).

36.  “WSR” is listed 3 times in the LOVs. Is this correct?

Trail Surface:

37. Expand the list of surface materials in the LOV.

38. Define “Chunk Wood.”

39. Provide separate fields for a) native or non-native and b) predominant type of material.

40. Report the firmness and stability of the predominant surface.
Trail System: 
41. Overlap should be allowed (see items 20, 25, 30).
Trail Name: 
42. There is no official or legal definition of “trail segment” (see items 9, 49).
Type of Route: 
43. If information about NHT1s is like information about NSTs—very general and often including unhikable areas—it is not user-friendly and causes ill-will from landowners whose properties are traversed (see items 8, 13, 14, 15, 47).
Appendix A (3 Comments)
44. The 5-class standard has not been universally adopted and may be incompatible or hard to convert from 3-class systems, significantly TEA-21, a major provider of trail funds (see items 3, 50, 51).
Appendix B (2 Comments)
45. Add the term “equestrian.”
Appendix C (2 Comments)
46. Possible contradiction?—see the comment.
Appendix D (23 Comments)
47. The public needs information on trail difficulty (grade, maximum grade, slope, width, degree of completion, and things along the trail) to determine whether a trail is accessible or appropriate for their ability and interests (see items 8, 13, 14, 15, 43).
48. Explain why Volunteers is listed in questions dropped, since it is an option under the “Primary Trail Maintainer” attribute LOV?

Appendix H (2 Comments)
49. The definition of trail segment requires clarification, especially for long-distance trails (see items 9, 42).

Other and “Pick From List” (6 Comments)
50. The Appalachian Trail Conference, which manages the Appalachian Trail cooperatively with the National Park Service, does not have sufficient staff or funding to implement this proposed system of standards because the changes would drastically affect how data is managed (see items 3, 44, 51).
51. These standards may be useful to a small number of people in Washington, but not for people in the field. Many would require significant investment in custom GIS applications to generate the information (see item 12) (see items 3, 44, 50).
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