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                May 9, 2004 
 

Superintendent Paul Anderson 
PO Box 9 
Denali Park, Alaska 99755 
 
Dear Superintendent Anderson, 
 
On behalf of the board and members of Denali Citizens Council thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
proposed multipurpose trail in the entrance area to Denali National Park and Preserve. Denali Citizens Council, 
founded in 1974, has approximately 250 members, many of whom reside in the local area.  It is our goal, as yours, to 
maintain Denali unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. We agree that providing multi-use trails where 
people can gain safe access to park facilities is important. We also note that, despite the presence of the sights and 
sounds of human presence at the park entrance, there is an abundance of wildlife habitat, especially for moose calving 
in that vicinity. Protecting this natural resource is our mutual priority. 
 
Our comments on each section of the plan are given below. 
 
Purpose and Need 
From the language of the Purpose and Need section, we deduce that the purpose of this particular trail will be to 
facilitate safe, non-motorized traffic between the hotel areas north of the Nenana River and the new Visitor Center-
Murie Science and Learning Center complex and to provide accessibility to a variety of users, including bicyclists, 
walkers and persons in wheel chairs. A safe walking route between the hotels and the park facilities is important.  The 
EA is unclear, however, regarding the relative importance of this trail for interpretation vs. transportation. From a 
brief reading, the EA appears to indicate that transportation is a primary function of this trail. This would argue for a 
direct, conveniently placed trail that is easy to find and use and will not encourage disruption of habitat.  
 
We would prefer if this EA had considered this trail within the context of overall planning for trails in the 
frontcountry.  We understand that ADA-approved trails and bicycle trails are planned along Riley Creek and along the 
Nenana River.  We would be very interested in discussing with you the overall plan for trails development at the park 
entrance, and would have preferred to do so prior to commenting on any single trail. The accepted source for these 
trail plans is the Frontcountry EIS, but changes have occurred already.  Deciding the appropriateness of trails is easier 
to accomplish through an overall approach.  
 
In the Purpose and Need section, the EA does not mention additional sources of pedestrian traffic on parts of this trail. 
For example, campers from the Riley Creek campground and visitors who have dropped their vehicles at the VAC 
will use parts of this trail.  The construction and placement of the trail and signage should facilitate their safe travel as 
well as safe travel for visitors all the way from north of the park.   In addition, the EA does not describe whether the 
existing Visitor Access Center will be a destination for trail users after the new Visitor Center and MSLC have opened.  
Will the VAC simply act as a staging area for those who are dropping vehicles, or will it continue to provide 
interpretive services?  If the latter, it will be a destination for walkers from the gateway just as definitely as the new 
Visitor Center and MSLC will be. In that instance, reducing the road crossings necessary to get there from the gateway 
community will be necessary.  
 



 

Alternative 1 
 
We agree that a trail between the gateway communities north of the park entrance and the visitor center is important 
and therefore we do not support Alternative 1, which is no action. 
 
Alternative 2 (we support this alternative with modifications, see below) 
 
We support this alternative, in general. It involves the least amount of new habitat disturbance by widening an existing 
trail between the Riley Creek mercantile and the new visitor center. However, this alternative is not quite as we would 
prefer, in that the problem of traffic between the gateway community and the VAC is not addressed.  We suggest a 
modified alternative to address the issue of access to the VAC from the gateway: 
 1.  Widen the existing path as described in the EA between the Mercantile and the new visitor center. This is 
 preferred over creating another brand new parallel trail.  Although the EA states that separation from the 
 road would enhance visitor safety, a buffered path could facilitate more encounters with moose, another 
 safety issue. 
 2.  Create a road crossing between north and south portions of the trail at the Mercantile road. 
 3.  Build a new north trail from the highway to the road crossing at the Mercantile as indicated (we support  
 having this trail 30 to 50 feet from the road edge to provide a noise and dust buffer). 
 4.  CONSIDER continuing the northern portion of the new trail all the way to the VAC, if this facility will  
 provide interpretive attractions that park visitors might wish to visit. This would mean no road crossings in a 
 walk between the gateway and the VAC, whereas without it there would be two road crossings.  This would 
 also mean that, for a portion of the route, there would be trails on both sides of the road. The only reason to 
 do this is for the safety of both northside travelers who intend to visit the VAC and of Riley Creek campers 
 who intend to visit the new visitor center or MSLC. 
 
Alternative 3 – Northside separated trail 
 
Because of its maximum disturbance of habitat and use of materials, this alternative does not support the intent of the 
EA or of the NPS.  The loop trail around the VAC would be more difficult to build and maintain because of the hilly 
terrain there.  The entire northern positioning of the trail is impractical for the use of Riley Creek campers for access. 
 
Alternative 4 – Southside separated trail 
 
This alternative is the NPS preferred alternative, and provides a more buffered trail experience by placing trail 
segments between 30 and 150 feet from the road. Although this appears palatable, it disturbs more habitat and may 
promote moose encounters by placing visitors in deeper woods. 
 
Alternative 2, with the suggested modifications would most economically and simply meet the requirements listed in 
the Purpose and Need section, while minimizing impact on natural resources.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
Nancy Bale 
President, DCC 
nancy@denalicitzens.org 
907-683-8622 


