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Executive Summary

The aesthetic beauty, recreational attrilntes, environment, and economies of the White Mountain
National Forest are threatened by transportationrelated issues (e.g., air pollution, water
pollution, noise pollution, traffic congestion, etc.). These issues, coupled with the broader national
discourse surrounding energy consumption and climate change, led thEorest to retain the
Center for Rural Partnerships (CfRPat Plymouth State University (PSUjo provide the following:

E A summary of research, planning, and existing providers in and around thé&/MNF
region;

E A description of alternative transportation strategies that have been used to enhance
the visitor experience in parks, forests, and other recreation areas; and

E A survey of National Forest visitors, examining issues related to their potentialse of
alternative transportation in the WMNF region (including a thorough analysis of the
resulting dataset).

This report documents the outcoms of these tasksrelevance tothe White Mountain National

Forest (WMNF) alternative transportation planning pocess. The goal of this work is to help the
United States Forest Service improve the visitor experience in th&orest, reduce traffic

congestion; maintain the aesthetic qualities of the
WMNF; and decrease air pollution, water pollution,
wildlife  disruptio n, noise pollution, carbon - )
emissions, and other environmental repercussions are eagerto participate in

associated with transportation. diSGUSsienSiandracuvities

Current planning efforts and trends in New relaied torcoordinaied
Hampshire transportation suggest two key findings: ranspEIEaleRISelUHLRS:

NewrHaimpshirerstakenoiders

F The occurrence of peak visitation during
the summer nonths and fall foliage season. This finding points toward specific action
item: partnerships with providers who may face peaks in other seasons (i.e., ski areas).

E New Hampshire stakeholders are eager to participate, presenting significant
collaboration opportunities between partners who may not have considered working
together previously.

bl
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The review of alternative transportation strategies
BUblicransperaton in other areas showed that whilebusesand other
forms of public transportation are major

Enfancemenisiaremnoutne ingredients in many alternaive transportation
Oy oz o i oroac Visitor  projects, the visitor experience can also be

experie neeyand may ol enhanced through other, less obvious approaches
(e.g., pathways for biking or walking; the
improvement of existing infrastructure such as
roads or parking lots; innovative collaborations
and partnerships between user groups, forest management, and transportation providers; etc.).
The WMNF should conduct research into these possibilities as part of its planning process.

EVENNENMENMOSHIMIPOIaTILE

Finally, the survey administered to visitors along the Kancamagus Highwdietween Lincoln and
Conway) revealed that visitors tend to reside in states near the WMNF, and that their visits are of
short duration. Primary reasons provided for visiting theForest included sightseeing via scenic
overlooks and dayhiking. Those who waild consider alternative transportation expressed a
strong preference forbuses shuttles, or trains. Further analysis of the survey data revealed that
forest activity, duration of stay, place of residence, and other related variables have little to do
wit h the types of alternative transportation visitors would consider.

White Mountain National ForestAlternative Transportation Report 5}




Key Recommendations

F Establish (or strengthen existing) partnerships with organizations and businesses that
are currently providing transportation services in the region.

Collaboration Opportunities

0 Explore opportunities for shuttles to
serve more than one purpose.

(E0)laeratenisamatural
CoMmpPERENRoIarsicEessil
lOngrEnmsiategy direNonne

F Coordinate with other transportation
planning efforts in New Hampshire.

o Encourage regional transportation ) )
councils to continue to their efforts to [egienaifarayoiinvested

create and broker services among = ¢jfOt|g S zifiel grejzinliZzitiog)s,
participating providers.

o Engage local communities in the establishment of the WMNF transportation plan as
A Ol T AAT 8 EI DOl OAT AT O8

Upgrades to Existing Elements

E Create and/or add vehicle routes modeled upon those implemented in other National
Forests and Parks (This effort may be led by WMNF working autonomously, or in
collaboration with another service provider.)

E Increase the informational value and number of signs available to cyclists and
pedestrians.

F Make strategic changes to transportatiorrelated infrastructure, including roadways,
parking lots, pathways, etc.

Program Development

F Create aNational Forest Interpreter Program to increase the perceived value of
alternative transportation resources.

Additional Research

F Explore various aspects of convenience and availdity to identify and define specific
attitudes toward alternative transportation options.
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Introduction

The White Mountain National Forest (WMNF) is valued for its aesthetic beauty, recreational
attributes, significant economic impact, and wide range ofécosystem services provided to New
Hampshire and the Northeast. Thig-orest, like other National Forests, supports a variety of uses.
When large numbers of visitors use a National Forest, protection of the resource depends upon
immediate attention to a skable number of management issues. Severaf these issuesare
related to transportation? air pollution, water pollution, noise pollution, and traffic congestion.
Each of these problems cadeliver severeconsequences tahe visitor experience, the resource
and regional economic development. In light ofthe broader national discourse surrounding
energy consumption and climate changetransportation system by-products and missed
opportunities provide an excellent basis for moving forward witnthe WMNFS O rétd defelop a
comprehensive, integrated, and effective plan.

The purpose of this report is to provide background information to support the development of
the WMNF transportation plan and other regional planning efforts. Beyond the region, it should

be £ OOA OI AT UITA OOET ¢ OOAT OPT OOAOEIT DHIATTEIC

traffic congestion, greenhouse gas emissions, and related impacts relative to existing and
DOi EAAOAA ET AOAAOGAA OAEEAOI AO OOGA 1T &£ OEA 7EEOA -

Background

/| OAO xm T EITEIT bDAldivé ok theAVOMNF.Wikhid Ehé& fForesh, vightdkd Sfiadoa
broad range of outdoor opportunities including 300 trailheads,1200 miles of hiking trails, more
than 150 recreational facilities, and Mount
Hhe Forest hoasis200 Washington, the highest peak in the Northeastern
: ’ U.S. At the eastern edge of thH&MNFis the town of
traiineads; 15200 miles of Conway, a vacation destination boasting shopping,
fiicine) tratils, (L350 (2efzition:t] restaurants, golf, and higkamenity lodging. The
faciitiesntandt 7o million Conway area is also the eastern terminus of the
famed Kancamgus Highway, which serves as the
preeminent sightseeing byway within the Forest.
4EA +A1 AAI AcOO (ECExAUh ETI

PEGRIENWITHINNaNE 2y GETIVES

! White Mountain National Forest (2008). Alternative Transportation in the Parks and Public Lands Program, US
DOT Federal Transit Administration & WMNF.
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major downhill ski resorts and numeous cross county centers are located within WMNF, along

with six wilderness area® the Pemigewasset, Presidential Range, Sandwich Range, Great Gulf,

and Wild River areas in New Hampshire; and the CaribeBpeckled Mountain wilderness area in

Maine. In addition, a large number of norarecreational users travel through the Forestm the

course of their daily lives

In the most recent Federal Forest Management Planthe Forest Service was called upon to
address the growingeffectson visitor experiencearising from heightened usageSpecifically, the

&1 OAOO 3AOOEAA xAO AOEAA O EIDPOI OGA OEA OACEIT

analyzing alternative opportunities to deal with projected increases in traffic and parking
Ol 1 OBAOG 8

Fortunately, the diverseand complex universe of stakeholders in and around the WMNF provides
ample opportunities to coordinate regional transportation. As a result, in November of 2002 the
Forest responded to a national funding opportunity for federally managed lands by submittig a
proposal detailing the design and implementation of Foreswide Alternative Transportation
Project. This project consisted, in part, of a proposal to integrate coordinated public
transportation within an alternative energy-based transportation system.The project received
preliminary funding for the purpose of conducting feasibility work, and as a result the need for
additional study was identified.

E

0

4EA 7-.& OAOAETAA 01 Ui T OOE 30A0A s5({CRPBOIODUS O # Al

background research and administer a visitor survey \ithin the Forest. The research designed
to highlight trends, opportunities, and ophnions in and around the Forest would serve to create
an information source to both complement existing transit resources and servas a tool for the
development of new relationships and lines of communication among key stakeholders.

Document Overview
This report describes the results of the PSU effort, organized as follows:

1. A summary of WMNFspecific research and consulting endeavorsa discussion of other
planning efforts occurring in northern New Hampshire, and a description of current
transportation providers who operate both in and around the WMNF.

2. A description of alternative transportation strategies that have been used to enhagr the
visitor experience in parks, foress, and other recreation areas.

3. The results from a survey of National Forest visitors, administered in August 2008,
examining issues related to their potential use of alternative transportation in the WMNF
region.

% Land and Resource Management Plan, September 2005.
¥ Land and Resource Management Plan, Septembes.Z0Bapter 1, Goals, p.17.




. Part |1

Introduction

The discussion of current planning efforts and trends in New Hampshire transportationis
organized into three sections, as follows:

E

E

The first section contains an overview oftwo reports specific to the WMNPE the White
Mountain National Fores Field Report(Field Repotit), compiled by the Federal Highway
Administration; and the Transportation Observations, Considerations, and
Recommendations Repogrepared by the Interagency Transportation Assistance Group
(TAGReport).

The second section describes other planning efforts occurring in the North Country
region, including the efforts of regional independent groups, state government, and the
northernmost regional planning commissions.

The third section comprises a list and brief description of current transportation
providers who operate both in and around the WMNF.

WMNF Studies

The Field Reportprovides backgraund information describing the Forest, including its geographic

location, the physical descripton of both natural and manmade Brest resources, the array of

recreation opportunities within the Forest, and characteristics of people who visit the park each
year. The TAG report describes the findings of an investigation into the current transportation
infrastructure and operations within the WMNF.

A common themeof both reports is the impact of Forest visitors and traffic duringpeak visitation
periods (i.e., summer months and the fall foliage seas#)n It is estimated that the WMNF attracts
six to seven million visitors annually, making it one of the most popular National Forests in the
country. Visitors access the Forest primarily via state, U.S., and interstate highways
(consequently, the USFS is not able to monitor or control travel on these roadways

The Field Repot states that, according to the U.S. Forest Service, automobile traffic associated
with peak visitation has a significant effect orthe visitor experience as well as Brest resources,

* Despite the lack of hard numbers, WMNF staff and local stakeholders suggest that visitation peaks on
Memorial Day, the % of July, Labor Day, and Columbus Day.

g
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air quality, and the availability of parkings According to the NH DOTmore than 5,000 vehicles
travel the Kancamagus highway through Lincoln each day, and more than 2,000 vehicles travel in
the vicinity of Bear Mountain Road. The TAG report states that theséeavy traffic volumes in the
WMNF contribute to congestion on surounding roads, unauthorized spillover parking on
roadway shoulders, and conflicts between different roadway users such as cyclists, pedestrians,
and resident commuters?

Despite the negative impactassociated with the increase in visitortraffic, both reports indicate
that opportunities exist to improve the visitor experience, prevent resource degradation, and
partner with surroundi ng businesses and communitiesAccording to the Field Report, the
primary means of capturing these opportunities? as
envisioned by the United States Forest Serviée is  fl& €raziiig) Of s Aliapziye
the creation of an Alternative Transportdion System dran sportation System would
(ATS): a shuttle servicefor hikers and sightseers
This service would reduce demand for private
automobile use within the WMNF and include —2eltigzitopzil zigiel iniaro&iye
educational and intepretive elements focused on GRPGIUAIES:

visitor attractions and Forest managemento
Suggested configurations of this shuttle service
include a loop encompassing the White Mountain Trail National Scenic Bywafywith a possible
extension to Gorham and U.S.)2or a more limited shuttle traversing the Kancamagus Highway
between Lincoln and Conway. Botlwould operate during peak visitation periods with stops at
key visitor attractions.lt The reports alsoacknowledge that implementation of such a system
would require further planning studies in several areas, as well as exploration of partnership
opportunities with the Appalachian Mountain Club, the development of a relationship with tour
bus operators, and the creation of innovative intgoretive materials.

rediicestraliicrandmprovide

Other Planning Efforts

Independent Regional efforts In addition to the TAG report and theField Report, other eforts
have been directed towardtransportation planning in New Hampshire. One example is thHorth
Country Transit Technical Assistance RepdNCTTA Report) prepared by LSC Transportation
Consultants of Colorado in February of 2008 for the T«€County Community Action Program(Tri-

® Cambridge Systematics (2006). Federal Highway AdministratishRé@gort for the White Mountain National
Forest.

® NH DOT, see appendix (xx).

" Interagency Transportation Assistance Group (2007). Transportation Observations, Considerations, and
Recommendations for the White Mountain National Forest.

® Cambridge Sysmatics (2006). Federal Highway Administration Field Report for the White Mountain National
Forest.

® Ibid.

bid.

“bid.
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County CAP) It contains a technical memorandum detailing the impact of coordinating
transportation services in the North Country.Specifically, the reportillustrates the benefits of
coordination, including opportunities for grants and funding, enhanced traveler mobility, cost
savings, and greater visibility for partnering agencies. In addition, the report suggested
coordination strategies, including the production of joint marketing materials, grant applications,
vehicle procurement and shared contracts for collateral costssuch as insurance and
maintenance!2

LSC Transportation Consultants also contracted with the Community Transgation Association

of America on behalf of North Country Transit to assess transit needs within Carroll Countyhis

work focusesi T OEA AAOGECGCT 1T &£ A OOOAT OEO OI1 1 OGkcdmes OI 1 A
populations, and tourists who visit Caroll County.l® The recommended solutionis a daily

connector between Wolfeboro and North Conwaywhich would be provided using two buses

running in opposite directions. The buseswould travel on a designated route aaording to a

published schedule that inaided additional time to allow the buses to accommodate passengers

with trip originations/destinations within one mile of the main route . Additional features of the

system would include demandresponse (diata-ride) services, and a fixed route connector

operating between West Ossipee and Laconia

State Government Efforts State government plays an active role in regional transportation

DI ATTEIC8 )T ¢mmeh OEA '1T OAOT T 080 4A0E &1 OAA 11 #
the statewide coordination of community transportation services. The document described a

broad plan created in part from a number of interviews with key community transportation

programs. Through a survey, representatives from these programs were encouraged to provide

OAT I 1T Al @A OkBDHOh DAOAAEOAA OOOAT € AsEalésultofittisET AOOAO
research, the Task Force identified the need for a detailed statewide transportation framework.

To learn more about how other states implemented similar frameworks, the Task Fe
conducted a review of coordination efforts in other states(FL, IA, ME, PA, and WA hey
concluded that legislative tools such as statutes, executive orders, and independent agency
actions are effective ingredients in the transportation planning procesé

Using this informationh OEA 4 AOE &1 OAA AT 1 Al OAAA AU EOOOEI C C«
regional planning commissions. These guidelines included the creation afstate coordinating

councilwhich would oversee several regional coordinatig councils. Tie micro-regions, each with

its own plans and transportation coordinators, would focus on streamlining reporting, finding

financial efficiencies, and collecting data from stakeholder agenci¢s

!2| SC Transportation Consultants (2008). North Country Transit Technical Assistance Report.

13 .SC Transportation Consultants (2088pviding Public Transportation in Carroll County, New Hampshire.
*LSC Transportation Consultants (2008). Providing Public Transportation in Carroll County, New Hampshire.
®|bid., p.21

*Ibid.

Y Ibid.
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In May of 2008, NH DOT released its loAgrm transportation plan, outlining the strategic
direction for the state, the state coordinating counciland the DOT The plan articulatesgoals and
transportati on system performance targetsepresented by strategic outcomes, as follows:

E The unification of transportation planning and investment with broader state goals and
actions;

E The integration of planning and investment decisioamaking across all transportation
modes, facilities, and services;

E Anincrease in investment inkey areas
o Transportation infrastru cture preservation and maintenance,
o Travel demand management, and
o Travel choices;

E The establishment of new, more effective collaborative partnerships to leverage
resources and achieve long term goals.

)y O EO OEA $/ 480 EI DA O#&fdand séchrd @dbilinfareEhvelOgions fari | D OT O
OEA OOAOAGO OABEAAT OO AT A OEOEOI 00

Other state efforts focuson rail transportation. The New Hampshire DOT produced a study

describing the cost and feasibility of restoring rail service on the Conway Brandfailroad line

between Ossipee and @hway. The heavy traffic volumeon Route 16, coupled with the rich

history of passenger service in the Qoway area, has led to considerable public interest in

reviving passenger rail service® While the cost is significa ($6z$18 million), the DOT study

indicates that the obstacles to implementation are not insurmountable the right of way is intact,

the rail remains mostly in place, and there are no sharp curves or steep grades. While the report

admitted that restored rail service could not serve as a substitute for the existing system of
EECExAUOh EO 1 ECEO DPOAOGAT O A OPAAEAPIn hdeiivh, 0OOOT EOU
expanded rail service on the Mountain Divigin Line between Portland and Fyeburg, Maine wa

recently funded, bringing the statesupported project closer to reality.

While these effortsfocus onmass transit, other initiatives are designed to reduce emissions and
congestiom not by getting drivers off the road, but byincreasing traveler efficiercy. In 2002, the
NH DOT deployed a 51-1 traveler information phone service for the purpose of providing real
time information on statewide traffic and roadway conditions2! This service, designed to improve
the safety and efficiency of driving in New Hampgsre, was implemented through a $700,000
grant from the Federal Highway Administration22

D2 SNy 2NNa ¢l &1 C2 NDSn(@006).FigayRepayt.A (& ¢ NI y & L2 NI (A 2
¥ New Hampshire Department of Transportation (2004). Conway Branch Railroad Line Feasibility Study. Report
to the New Hampshire Legislature, Chapter 298:4, Laws of 2003.
20 [|a;
Ibid.
1 New Hampshire Department of Transportation (2008w Hampshire a lead state in the planned
deployment of 51-1. Press Release. April 15, 2002.
22 |a;
Ibid.
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Regional Planning Commission Efforts. Ax ( Al POEEOAS O DI Al impoitapt AT I | E O
roles in the qeration of the regional coordinating ouncils. The North Coutry Council, in
partnership with North Country Transit, received funding from NHDOT in 2006 to create a
Coordinated Regional Transportation Plan. Transportation providers were surveyed and asked to
describe both the services they provide and their ideas garding coordinating transportation.
Public meetings were held for providers and users to discuss the benefits and obstacles of
coordinated transportation, ideas for improvements and possiblesolutions. These meetings
revealed the need for 1) education andutreach, 2) a directory of providers, 3) information
regarding insurance and liability, and 4) a process for recovering staiip costs. In a related
effort, the North Country Council is involved in the development of a Transportation Advisory
Committee. The purpose of this group is to identify the transportation needs of the region,
recognize any existing gaps in current services, prioritize funding for public transportation and
implementation, and locate funding sources for providergs

The Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission coordinates several
transportation initiatives. The largest of these providers is Advanced Transit, which runfive

fixed routesin’ OAZOT 1T #1 01 OU8 7EQOE ADPDPOI @EIi AOAT U tunmhnnm
attributed in part to their free fare service funded through both public and private sources,

including Dartmouth College and Dartrouth-Hitchcock Medical Center.Another provider is

People Movers Inc., a private foprofit transportation provider that fills gaps in existing public
transportation lines. This servicetransports approximately 500 people perday. Despite these

successes, the Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission determined 11 of the 16
communities in Southern Grafton County are

Pllic transporiationisupRIiES underserved by existing public transportation and
e it i et illion) delas  Suffer from inadequate fundingz®

PERVEANM GlalloniEountys Finally, the Lakes Region Planning @amission has
created a number of partnerships to coordinate

) transportation. Through these partnerships, andvia
[Enainiundersenveds the efforts of a netwak of volunteers, the planning
commission is currently in the early stages of
coordinated transportation plans for Merrimack and Belknap countie$s

and el ComMmuUnIues

23 Grafton County Transportation Summit, September 24, 2008.
** Ibid.
% Ibid.
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Current Transportation Providers

Important to the process oftransportation coordination is a census ofcurrent transportation
providers. LSC Consultantgprovided a comprehensive list of current providers in the WMNF
region in its North County Transit Technical AssistanceegRort. Here is a description of each of
these providers, organized as general public transportation providers, private transportation
providers, and tourism-related providers.26

Regional Access:

Airportsinclude ManchesteBoston Airport, Logan Internationalrport, Portland
Airport, Montreal Airport, Burlington International Airport, and the Whitefield
Airport.

Automobile accessncludesU.S. Interstates -B3, 195, and 189; the CarAm
Highway;U.S. Routes 2 and 302; and New Hampshire State Highway 16.

Genera | Public Transportation Providers:

North Country Transiis a branch of the TH"County Community Action Program
(TrirCounty CAP), and services Coos County and northern Grafton County. Clients
range from senior citizens and people with disabilities todrhih in need of a ride

to the mall. Currently they are running two routes: one running between Berlin
and Gorham, and one connecting Lancaster, Whitefield, and Littleton.

White Mountain Transit Authorityruns avillagetaxi in and around Conwagnd
provides seasonakcenic tours throughout the Coray/Jackson/Mt. Washington
area.

Wolfeboro Trolley Companyprovidesnarrated tours of Wolfeborpand brings
visitors to speific historical destinationsAn adventure shuttle also takes visitors
to a variety ofrecreational attractions.

Private Transportation Providers:

Turtle Taxi Servicgrovides servicesfor both local residents and visitors. This
service providesaccommodationsvhich support outdoor recreational activities
such as ski and bike rackdlany vistors to the Conway area use this
transportation to accesthe White Mountain National Forest.

51 @S Q& basdd n Aittleton and provides service 24 hours a day for local and
long distance transportation.

EZ Taxis based in the Berlin/Gorham area.

%% |_SC Transportation Consultants (2008). North Country Transit TechnicinsssiReport.
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e RailServiceincludes! YU NI | Qa Sid@ grépbsédisériide to Manchester
and Nashua

e Privately operatecbus ®mpaniesincludingConcord CoachC+J Trailways, and
Peter Panprovide accessfrom Massachusetts to Maine withlew Hampshire
stops in:Berlin, Ceter Harbor, Concord, Conway, Franconia, Gorham, Jackson,
Lincoln, Littleton,Londonderry, Manchester, Meredith, Moultonborough, New
Hampton, North Conway, North Londonderry, Pinkham Notch (AMC), Plymouth,
Salem, Tilton, and West Ossipee.

e Regionahirports include Berlin Airport (in Milan) and Plymouth Municipal Airport.
In addition, Gorham, Twin Mountain, Moultonborough, Franconia, and Sugar Hill
all have privately operated airstrips.

e Fast Taxi Servicprovides localnd long distance rides throughout theoBway
area for residents and tourists.

Tourism-Related Providers:

e The Appalachian Mountain Club Hiker Shuttlservesthe northern tier of the
White Mountain National ForesOpen to AMC members, ith seasonakhuttle
stops at major trailheads along Routes, 302, 3 and Interstat@3.

e The Mount Washington Hotellocated in Bretton Woodsthe Mountain View
Grand Hotelin Whitefield, and theBALSAMSResort in Dixville Notch each
provide guest accss to their shuttle systemwhich connect to major shopping
andrecreationcenters throughout the region.

e Loon Mountainin Lincoln,Cannon Mountainin the Franconia Notch State Park,
Attitash Ski Resorin Bartlett, Bretton Woodsat the base of Mount Washington,
and the Waterville Valley Resortin Waterville Valleyeath provide access to
shuttle buses for visitors and employees throughout the winter season.

e The Shuttle Connection of North Woodstocks located in the Lincoln/North
Woodstock area. Providing transportation to hikers, it accesses many of the
major trailheals in the southern section of the White Mountain National Forest
with routes along:Tripoli Rd., Franconia Notch, Kancamagus Highway 112 East,
Lost River Road 112 West, Warren Mountain Road 118, Rte. 3 North to Twin
Mountain, Top of Crawford Notch, In Cramnd Notch, From Rte. 115 Gorham, and
Pinkham Notch.




-
Human Service Providers:

e The New Hampshire chapter of tihemerican Cancer Societg based in Bedford
and provides support for caec patients and their families¢t KS aw2l R {2
wS 02 GSNE ¢ LINFEré NdhnSportafid® f@F £adRc@r patients to and from
their treatment centers.

e The Bureau of Elderly & Adult Servicesrks in partnership with ServiceLink to
provide a statewide network of services for seniors aadults living with
disabilities.

e The Gibsn Senior Centein North Conwayperatesbus services and is a strong
advocateof regional cooperative transportation services.

e Granite State Independent Livingerves as arorganizerthroughout Grafton,
Carroll, and Coos CountieAmong the many servicessSIL provides is
transportation to elderly, disabled, and leivcome individuals and families.

e Serenity Stepgrovides transportation to and frortheir center in Berlin, NH for
members and participants including the elderidisabled, and those with low
incomes.

e Easter Seals TRAC (Transportation Resource and Access Coordinaterges
statewide transportation for various needs, among them educational
transportation for specila needs students and veteran€urrently, they are
working with eight transposdtion providers statewide.

e Northern Human Serviceserves Carroll County and towns including Conway,
North Conway, CenteConway, Chocoruand Effingham.This service provides
transportation for elderly and disabled citizens to d&nain treatment centers.

e Community Services Centés located in Berlin angrovidestransportation to the
elderly and disabled in Carroll and Coos CountieK S 2 NHI yAT I A2y dzaSa
personal vehicles to transport clients.

e New Horizonsis located in Conway and serves afg or disabled clients
throughout Carroll County

e Vershire Centerserves Pittsburg, StewartstowrGolebrook Clarksville, North
Stratford Errol, Grovetown, and Starkhe organization provides transportation
to work, recreational activitiesand errands

e Gilpin Houseserves elderly and disabled clients littleton, Warren, Pike,
Lancaster, Franconia, Dalton, Haverhill, Lisbon, North Haverhill, and Bethlehem.
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e Littleton Regional Hospitaprovides patientransportationfor all medical trips in
Upper Grafbn and Lower Coos Counties.

e Country Village Center (Genesis Health Casdpcated in Lancaster and provides
transportation for seniors and general publinvolved in longerm rehab.
Transportation options include medical and recreational trips.

e North Cauntry Medi-Van offers medical and nomedical transportation for
disabled citizens for medical, business, shopping, family visiting, and airport drop
off.

Opportunities for Collaboration and Policy Suggestions

Current planning efforts and trends in New Hanpshire transportation indicate that opportunities
for collaboration exist because of a number of factors:

E Peak visitation occurring during the summer months and fall foliage season.

o If indeed the number of visitors to the WMNF is highest in the summerhén a
focus on halfyear collaborations could increase the number of opportunities for
partnerships, especially with providers of recreation or tourismrelated
transportation (e.g., ski areas, etc.).

E Independent, regional endeavors, coupled with statéevel approaches to tansportation
planning, presentopportunities for collaboration between partners who may not have

previously considered working with one -
another. Stakenoldermwillingness

o Though there is a risk that new Enliances entiusiasmyo:

collaborations with unfamiliar collaboration )¢ portunities

artners ma rove unwieldy, the
P _may prove unwieldy thathave noteen
opportunities for efficiency and

mutual benefit should be given CONSIUETEUNITEVIGUSIYE
further consideration.

Service providers should seek solutions that respond to these and other opportunities through

increased flexibility. Many visitors to the Forest combine recreationd activity with visits to
AOOOAAOQGETIT O 1EEA 3AT O0A80 6EI I AC Froviderdshddi teBghET ¢ AO
services that accommodate multiple purposes. The regional coordinating councils and the

planning commissions should continue theirefforts to establish a network of participating

providers and broker services between them.
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In addition to opportunities, there are a number of substantial barriers.Chief among themis the
growing number of discrete transportation initiatives. It remains to be seen exacthhow the
WMNF will participate/cooperate with the numerous projects addressing transportation in the
North Country. TheForesthas a specific set of federalynandated needs, many of which may not
be compatible with existing services. How the needs of the Forest are juxtaposed with these
realities will be a critical measure of success.

Barriers Facing the WMNF

Geography poses another barrier. fgnificant distance exists between providersand, in many
casesgreat distances exist betwen transportation
providers and the populations they serve.

BUlldingr SR EWEE
OrganzalenSISIESSENaING

Inconvenience» both real and perceived is a

- . fundamental barrier with substantial influence. A

anyArealiSUCRIASPOILALIoN static network of community serviceswill not work

soltionjorina WYYNNE: el i well for all visitors, especially if multiple

Surrounding region. connedions are required. An additional challenge

lies in creating services that will interconnect to
provide the most flexibility to the most people.

Finally, it is important to bear in mind that creative partnering will bring together organizations
that have not worked togetherin the past, or have done so with uneven results.n lorder for
alternative transportation planning to succeedin the WMNF, it will be necessary to fosterthese
relationships so that resources, advice, and information can be shared in an atmosphere of
mutual trust and comfort.
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Overview

A review of a variety of sourcesprovides examples of alternative tansportation strategiesbeing
used to enhance the visitor experience ither parks, forests, and recreation areas. According to
Friends of Pathways, a Wyomindpased advocacy group, alternative transportation endeavors can
take many forms?27 Here are some gccessful examples

E Pathway construction: footpaths, bike paths, employee access points, and disabled
access

E Public transportation via bus: the use of buses to transport visitors, connect
destinations, and to provide convenient drop off and pick up for trough-hikers.

E Improvement of existing infrastructure and facilities: better information on routes
and road conditions;the reduction of vehicle/animal collisions;and strategies for traffic
calming and speed reduction.

FE Partnerships and other programs: innovative collaborations and other programs
designed to improve alternative transportation in recreation areas.

FE User research: academic or other researchnvestigating user perceptions of alternative
transportation systems.

The following review is organized around these five categories. It should be noted thathe
implementation of several of the examples cited in this reviews still in progress and there is
limited information ab. In some cases, they arelements of a larger long term transportation
plan; in other cases, they aresmaller standalone projects These examplesare included because
they represent significant planning, research, and design. &4t of the examples cited here are
from projects initiated at National Parks because the review revealedery few that are specific to
alternative transportation programsin National Forests.

Pathway Construction

Seveal transportation plans pointio the construction of pedestrian and bicycle pathways

as a strateg to enhance visitor experientenot only thraugh the alleviation of traffic, but
through enhanced accessibility, reduced impact on activity areas, and ease of access for
the employees and personnel of nearby recreation facilities. An example of the
implementation of pathways as part of a larger trapstation plan can be found in Grand
Teton National Park.

%" Friends of Pathways, Jackson Hole, Witp:/friendsofpathways.org/what/programs/gtnptp.php
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In early 2007, the park completed an environmental review process and began
constructing a 41.3 mile system of pathways. These mski pathwaysare to be
constructed in stages, determined by thmesults of monitoring, environmental impact
analyses, visitor use patterns, and other relevant construction faétors.

In the WMNF, there are miles of bicycle/pedestrian pathwawysrinear the Forest (e.g.,
the Franconia Recreation patihe PresidentiaRail Trailthe Lincoln Bike Pattetc.), and

the USFS is constructing a recreation path extendi
the Franconia Path to Twin MountainThese = |fje zisipief ifj2 Gof)/2ni2ne s
dedicated bicycle lanes on existing highways are & ;

important consideration as bicycle tours are ver and Safety Ui bICyCIG Paths
popular in the WMNF region. As highways are Witiligl tfl2 Fofst Gl gijeye |
maintained and improved, minimum standards for lanes on roadways) make

bicycle travel should be mandatory. y
themimoereraiiracuves

Public Transportation via Bus

The most common example of alternative transportation recreation areas involves
busng. Katherine Turnbllthe Associate Director of the Texas Transportation Institute at
Texas A&M Universitypublished an article entitledransportation Partnerships in the
Parks: Cooperative Initiatives Serve Visitors, Preserve the Enviro(anegdy of this
reportisattached as amppendi®y. This work provids both a cogent review of shuttle bus
systems and a series of recommendations to ensure the successful implemantdtio
alternative transportation

Busesare central toalternative transportatiorstrategies because they reduce automobile
traffic, provide a captive audience for interpretatiorgan be convertedto use green
energy, and reducethe impact on wildlife?® Busing and parks have a historical
connection, as touring coaches were established in many western parks in the 1930s and
1940s>° As recentlyas the 1970sbuseswere introduced in Grand Canyon National Park
for the purpose of alleviating traffic- Following are more recent examples

F The Island Explorer in Acadia National Park.

0 Established in1999 with support from local businesses, regional
governments,and state and federal agencies

0 Transportsvisitors between park destinations, local communities, and
transportation hubge.g. the local airpor?z, etc.)

28 [|a;
Ibid.
# Singer, FJ & Beattie, JB (1988)e controlled traffic system andsxiated wildlife responses in Denali
National ParkArctic.39(3), pp. 195203.
0 Turnbull, K. (2004). Transportation partnerships in the parks. TR News. v233.
31 | |a;
Ibid.
32 National Park Service. Acadia National RaBkis.http://www.nps.gov/acad/planyourvisit/bus.htm
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A Stopsat specific destinations in the park suas campgrounds
and trailheads

A Picksup passengers who flag down the bus anywhere along its
33
route.

0 Thesebusesare equipped withvehicle location systent$.

0 Ridership has more than doubled, from 142,000 riders in 1999 to 340,000
riders in 2003?

E Theshuttle at Glacier National Park.
0 Voluntary $iuttle system

o Provides tweway service between the Apgar Transit Gegrdnd St. Mary
Visitor Center.

0 These buses, implemented in support of-@oing road construction, run
every 15 or 30 minutes (depending on location and time of day)

F Zion National Parkhsittle system.
0 Operates both within the park and within the town of Springdale
o Travels in a loop and provides access to points of inteakstg the Zion
Canyon Scenic Drive, including trailheads and the Zion Lodge

Of course, buses are also usedniore utban locations. In downtown Philadelphia, the
Independence Transportation Center at Independence National Historic Park provides
motor coach parking and spaces for the discharge and embarkation of pass&hgers
Similarly, a shuttle service operates in theld&m Gate National Recreation ArgaSan
Franciscd’ Bus transportation has also been succesgiulimited applications, such as
weekends or summer months. Is has also been used with great successlifodual
events®

Improvement of Existing Infrastr ucture and Facilities

Alternative transportation strategieshould also include the improvement of existing
infrastructure and facilities. While this may appear to run counter to the concept of
removing cars from the road, the improvement of infrastructeem serve to improve the

33 .
Ibid.
3 Turnbull, K. (2004). Transportation Partnerships in the Parks. TR News. v233.
35 .
Ibid.
% |bid.
37 |bid.
% |bid.
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visitor experience by simplifying the driving landscape or otherwise making the act of
driving and parking more efficienit

F Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail
o InpartnershipwithCali 2 Ny Al Qa (NI yaLR2NIlFGAz2y F3SyoOe

A Instdled more than 150 signs on 800 miles of auto routengl
federal and state roadways

A Qreated an autebased tour map and guid®

F Whiskeytown National Recreation Area

0 Received funds exceeding $250,000 for parking lot renovatiand boat
launch improvements

A Funding specifications includeidnprovements to handicapped
acces$

E North Cacades National Recreation Area

0 Received Scenic Highway Funds to improve scenic overlooks, install
AYGSNILINBGAGS NRIFIRaAARS SEKASAGAZT FYR O2vya

While improvenent of existing infrastructure is important and can have value, it is
important to prioritize disincentives that will decrease the use of private automobiles and
help validate the mass transit option. The Acadia National Park system described above is

usdul in part because of the closing and limiting of parking lots, roads, and access points
during periods of high use.

Partnerships and Other Programs

Many of the alternative transportation projects described above were made possible
because of innovativeollaborations and program&’he WMNF should consider these
types of ollaborations which come in two forms.

E Policy partnerships, in which a public entity makes a f@rgn investment in basic
infrastructure (e.g. the intetate highway system or Amtrakj

* Friends of Pathways, Jackson Hole, Wifp:/friendsofpathways.org/what/programs/gtnptp.php

O National Park Service. Park Success Stdrigs//www.nps.gov/partnerships/grnt_wrting_sucstories.htm
41 [ 14:
Ibid.

42 [11:
Ibid.
3 Dunn, J.APolicylevel partneships and projeebased partnershipsAmerican Behavioral Scientist, 43(1)
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E Project partnerships, in which incentives are offered for the investment of private
resources in the transpaation infrastructure®*

o0 Ex: he Partnership for a New GeneratiohVehicles (PNGV)

A A partnership between the federal government and Detroit
automakers

A Purposeis the development ofuel-efficient automobiles'™

Other projeds are more academic in nature:

E The National Parkransportation Scholar Program

0 Supports the work of transportation scholars whose expertise in
transportation planning(and elated field3 can be applied to national
parks

A In 2007,these scholars received funding $tudy transportation
issues aBiscayne National Park and Everglades Natiétark in
Florida; Cuyahga Valley National Park in OhiDgvil's Postpile
National Monument in Califonia; Grand Canyon NP in Arizona;
Santa Monica Mountains Natioh&ecreation Area in California;
and Zion National Park in Utah

A The program is a thremay partnership between the National
Park Foundation and the National Park Service, and Fwtor
Company*®

F The National Park Transpation Interpreter Program
0 Another exampe of parkbased innovation

0 Run during the summer season of 2007

A Placed 26 transportation ierpreters in 16 different National
Parks

A Interpreters provided issuebased discissions with boarded
passengers, thereby enhancing the visitor experience and
encouraging further use of the systeth.
0 ¢KS DbliAZ2yLFf tIN] C2dzyRIFIGA2yQa 6S060aAiridsS L
(directly quoted):

“* Ibid.

** Ibid.

* National Park Foundation. 2007 National Park Transportation Scholar Program.
http://www.nationalparks.org/whoewe-help/programstory/?fa=viewArticle&article|ID=8
*" National Park Foundation. 2007 National Park Transportation Interpreter Program.
http://www.nationalparks.org/whowe-help/programstory/?fa=viewArticle&articleID=85
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In Eisenhower National Historic Site, the integr explored

t NBAARSY D

his Middle East Oil

In Lowell National Historical Park, the interpreter showcased the
KA&audz2NRrO

LI NJ Q&

9Aa

SyK2gSND4&

policy as they relate to alternative
transportation with park visitors.

In Gateway National Recreation Ar8andy Hook Unit, the
interpreter highlighted the benefits of ferries to reducing
congestion in the New York City area onboard the park ferries.

FYR Y2 RSNY

plans to extend the trolley autes to connect with regional

commuter rail stations.

In Rocky Mountain National Park, the transportation interpreter
discussed the merits of alternative transportation as it relates to
congestion, air quality, protection of park resources and climate
change onboard the park shuttle bus.

o Other sites hosting the program in 2007

A

A

User Research

Apodle Islands
National Lakeshore
Boston Harbor
Islards National
Recreation Area
Cuyahoga Valley
National Park
Dinosaur National
Monument
Everglades National
Park

Fort Smith Natbnal
Historic Site

A
A

A

Glacier National Park
Gulf Islands National
Seashore

Harperskerry National
Historical Park

Rosie the Rieter/World War
Il Homdront National
Historical Park

Sequoia andings Canyon
National Parks
YosemiteNational Park.

Alternative transportation systemare necessary to counter myriaghvironmenal and
social problems that arisérom an historical reliance on automobiles as the primary
mears of visitor acces® Alternative transportation, however, ray require visitorsd shift

*®White, DD (2006). Y A Yy (i SNLINB G A BS

for a cogent revievof research needs in this area.
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transportation in Yosemite Valley. Environmental Management 39(1). Also, see Daigle, J (2008). Transportation
research needs in National Parks: A summary and exploration of future trends. The George Wright Forum 25(1)
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