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PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK PUBLIC WORKSHOP #1
The following is a summary of public comment and input from Public Workshop #1, held in Carmel Valley on October 5, 
2017, Marina on November 1, and Seaside on November 2. This meeting asked the public for input on desired uses and 
activities at Palo Corona Regional Park (with a focus on the Rancho Cañada property). Feedback was considered during 
the development of the Design Alternatives presented during Workshop #2.

Keypad polling was used during the Workshop #1 meetings to survey meeting attendants about preferred park uses and 
activities, and the survey questions were later posted online for public participation from October 16 through November 
10. There were 151 attendees that signed in at the public workshops and 129 participants in the keypad polling, with 
some choosing not to complete the exercise or partake in every question. 990 respondents started the online survey, 
with 889 respondents completing the survey.

MEETING KEYPAD POLLING AND ONLINE SURVEY
The following questions were asked during the workshop meetings using keypad polling devices to gather input on 
desired uses and activities at Palo Corona Regional Park. The same questions were provided via an online survey to allow 
for greater community participation. A few of the questions on the online version of the survey were adjusted for clarity 
or to include additional answer options, based on feedback received during the public meetings. 

The comments and write-in responses recorded on comment cards during the public workshop and provided by online 
survey respondents were combined in this summary and are organized by question. 

INTRODUCTION



2  |  PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK  
       PUBLIC WORKSHOP #1 SUMMARY

    

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 1
QUESTION 1: WHERE DO YOU LIVE?
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION #1: WHERE DO YOU LIVE?

1. Corral De Tierra

2. Spreckels

3. Highway 68 corridor 

4. Watsonville

5. Salinas

6. Hwy 68 near Monterey 

7. Prunedale, Calif

8. Salinas, but own rental home in Carmel.

9. rural Salinas

10. laguna seca area

11. Salinas

12. Prunedale

13. Castroville 

14. Salinas

15. Castroville

16. Salinas

17. San Benancio Area

18. Salinas off River Road

19. Unincorporated Carmel

20. Salinas

21. Salinas, CA

22. Spreckels

23. Oak Hills

24. Salinas

25. Salinas

26. Salinas

27. Carmel—-Carmel Meadows

28. North Monterey County

29. Salinas

30. Salinas

31. Shingle Springs CA

32. Salinas

33. Salinas 

34. Salinas

35. Salinas

36. Salinas

37. Spreckels

38. Salinas / Toro Park

39. Salinas

40. Salinas,ca

41. Salinas, HWY 68 corridor

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 1
42. Salinas

43. Castroville

44. Salinas

45. Salinas

46. Prunedale

47. HWY 68

48. Toro/Corral De Tierra

49. I now live in Santa Cruz County, but I grew up in 
Carmel Valley and visit the area often

50. Spreckels

51. Toro Park

52. Toro Park

53. Gonzales 

54. Castroville

55. Salinas

56. Salinas

57. Salinas

58. North County/Prunedale

59. Corral de Tierra Salinas 

60. Salinas

61. Corral de Tierra

62. Salinas 

63. Salinas

64. Salinas

65. Oak Hills

66. Capitola

67. Lacuna seca 

68. Gilroy

69. Salinas

70. North Monterey County

71. Salinas

72. salinas

73. Salinas

74. Salinas

75. Hwy 68 Corridor - 93908

76. Prunedale

77. Prunedale

78. Lived in Carmel Valley for many years but now Paso 
Robles 

79. La Selva Beach

80. Moss Landing

81. Corral de Tierra

82. Prunedale

83. Prunedale 

84. Salinas

85. Watsonville
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86. Prunedale

87. Corral de Tierra

88. Salinas

89. Prunedale

90. Prunedale

91. Hacienda Carmel

92. elkhorn slough

93. in the hills 1/2 way between Salinas and Monterey

94. MID VALLEY

95. Salinas

96. Aromas, ca

97. Toro park

98. Salinas

99. Prunedale, CA

100. Hwy 68 San benancio

101. santa cruz

102. Santa Cruz

103. Santa Cruz County 

104. Toro Park

105. Santa Cruz

106. Pebble Beach

107. I grew up in Carmel but currently live in Texas. I visit 
Carmel 4-6 times per year.

108. Salinas

109. Aromas

110. Salinas

111. Salinas

112. Del Rey Oaks

113. salinas

114. Salinas

115. Salinas

116. Hwy 68

117. Hacienda Carmel

118. salinas

119. Salinas

120. SALINAS

121. Salinas but own business in Carmel

122. Salinas/93908/off Highway 68

123. Carmel Meadows

124. unincorporated Carmel

125. Spreckels

126. Aptos and shaver lake ca

127. CARMEL MEADOWS

128. Carmel Meadows

129. mouth of  Carmel Valley

130. Salinas

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 1
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 2
QUESTION 2 : HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN THE MONTEREY PENINSULA AREA??
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 3
QUESTION 3 : HOW OLD ARE YOU?
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 4
QUESTION 4 : HOW DID YOU HEAR ABOUT THIS MEETING?

QUESTION 4 (ONLINE SURVEY) : HOW DID YOU HEAR ABOUT THIS SURVEY? (CHOOSE ALL THAT APPLY)

Please note that this number reflects the total number of 
responses (multiple responses per respondent), not the total 
number of respondents.
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION #4 :  HOW DID YOU HEAR ABOUT THIS 
MEETING/SURVEY?

1. Dog park email group

2. email

3. Big Sur Land Trust email

4. Point Lobos Foundation email

5. Emailed Tim at MPRPD directly

6. CVA Weekly Bulletin

7. Email from Volunteer Coordinator at MPRPD

8. MORCA members and Facebook site

9. Facebook Mountainbike Riders of Toro Park

10. Facebook/Gina Weston

11. MORCA

12. Facebook

13. Stevenson School

14. Volunteer with MPRPD 

15. Stevenson School- Sarah Howard

16. Monterey Off Road Cyclists

17. Trout Unlimited / Salinas Valley Fly Fishermans 
meeting

18. Facebook

19. Facebook

20. Facebook

21. Carmel  Valley  Rotary

22. Juan Govea at the Pacific Grove Museum of Natural 
History, where I am an employee.

23. CV Trail & Saddle Club

24. Facebook group MORCA

25. Sustainable Seaside

26. Stevenson School

27. Facebook

28. Friend on Facebook

29. Friend

30. got to my email 

31. Trout Unlimited

32. Sustainable Seaside

33. Forwarded to me by my spouse

34. co-worker at Stevenson

35. MORCA

36. SUSTAINABLE SEASIDE AND MORCA

37. Morcs

38. Monterey Off-Road Cycling Association

39. email

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 4
40. Facebook

41. School info

42. Morca

43. Facebook post

44. Email

45. CSUMB

46. CORBA

47. Facebook

48. Monterey Land Watch

49. via email

50. email

51. Direct email

52. E-MAILED TO ME

53. MORCA

54. csumb

55. Email sent to me

56. MPRPD Mailing List

57. facebook

58. nextdoor 

59. Don’t know where it came from. It just appeared.

60. MORCA

61. Email from MPD

62. Team Poor Judgement Facebook Page

63. MPRPD email

64. Point Lobos Foundation

65. Trout Unlimited

66. i had emailed regarding suggestions for the park and 
link was sent to me

67. email

68. Trout Unlimited

69. Steinbeck Country Chapter Trout Unlimited

70. Trout Unlimited

71. CSUMB dashboard

72. MORCA

73. Trout Unlimited

74. Palma mountain bike team

75. Facebook 

76. CSUMB Dashboard

77. MORCA

78. Trout Unlimited

79. Native American Community

80. Csumb

81. Friend 

82. CSUMB

83. CSUMB homepage

84. CSUMB 
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85. Trout Unlimited

86. Morca email list

87. Nextdoor Neighborhood

88. California State University Monterey Bay Website 

89. MORCA

90. Facebook messenger 

91. Palma Mountain Bike Team

92. Horse groups

93. Morca 

94. facebook and west coast rocky mountain horse club

95. CSUMB

96. csumb

97. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association

98. California State Parks

99. CSUMB

100. RC Dog Park email list

101. CSUMB website

102. Monterey Offroad Cycling Association

103. csumb

104. Morca

105. CSUMB Dashboard

106. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association

107. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association (MORCA)

108. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association

109. NextDoor Neighbor

110. MORCA

111. MORCA mountain bike chapter

112. Monterey Horse Park

113. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association

114. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association

115. MORCA

116. CSUMB webpage

117. MORCA

118. MORCA

119. MORCA

120.  Dog park 

121. Cal State Monterey Bay Website

122. MORCA

123. Facebook 

124. CSUMB

125. Monterey Off-road Cycling Association 

126. Social Media

127. MORCA

128. Monterey Off-Road Cycling Assoc (MORCA)

129. MORCA

130. Morca

131. MORCA

132. MORCA

133. MORCA

134. Morca

135. MORCA

136. Monterey off road cycling association

137. MORCA

138. MORCA

139. MORCA

140. orca

141. MORCA Monterey Off Road Cycling Asso

142. Next door app

143. CSUMB Student Dashboard

144. CSUMB

145. CSU monterey bay

146. CSUMB

147. ON CSUMB Dashboard

148. CSU, Monterey Bay’s website

149. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association - MORCA

150. Next Door

151. My Yahoo e-mail account

152. CSUMB’s News Bulletin

153. CSUMB

154. CSUMB

155. CSUMB Website

156. California State University, Monterey Bay homepage

157. CSUMB dashboard

158. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association 

159. CSUMB website

160. CSUMB Website

161. CSUMB Website

162. Carmel Valley Trail and Saddle Club

163. Carmel Valley Saddle Club

164. Carmel Valley Trail & Saddle Club

165. Shared on facebook

166. Facebook 

167. Facebook 

168. Monterey Horse Park news letter by e-mail

169. Facebook invite to Public meeting about Palo Corona 
usage

170. RC Dog Park

171. Email from MPRPD staff member

172. CVTSC Website

173. FB

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 4
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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174. Equestrian groups interested in park access

175. facebook 

176. Monterey Horse Park

177. Nextdoor

178. Carmel Trail & Saddle Club

179. Nextdoor website for Carmel Highlands

180. Nextdoor

181. Point Lobos Foundation

182. Facebook

183. Nextdoor 

184. MORCA

185. Monterey Horse Park email list

186. Trail and saddle club

187. Dog Park supporters

188. Facebook

189. Monterey horse park

190. Monterey Bay Equestrians

191. Friend’s Facebook post

192. Monterey Bay Equestrians

193. Monterey Bay Equestrians

194. Friend’s facebook

195. Monterey Bay Equestrians

196. Monterey Bay Equestrians

197. Monterey Horse Park

198. Monterey Bay Equestrian 

199. Monterey Bay Equestians

200. FaceBook

201. Friend’s Facebook page; Monterey County Weekly

202. Next Door

203. Monterey Horse Park

204. Monterey Horse Park 

205. Katie’s facebook post

206. Shared on Facebook

207. Facebook 

208. Monterey Horse Park

209. Monterey Horse Park

210. Monterey horse community 

211. Dog Park Supporters

212. Katie Pofahl posted it on social media

213. Monterey Horse Park

214. Monterey Horse Park

215. Monterey Horse Park info

216. Monterey Horse Park email list

217. Monterey Horse Park

218. montereyhorsepark.org

219. Monterey Horse Park

220. monterey horse park

221. Monterey Horse Park email list

222. Rancho Canada Dog Park Supporters

223. Next door social media

224. Monterey Bay Equestrians

225. Rancho Canada dog park proponents mailing list

226. Dog park support newsletters

227. Rancho Canada Dog Park Supporters

228. Nextdoor Website

229. Dog Park supporters

230. Nextdoor

231. Rancho Canada Dog Park Supporters

232. Nextdoor NMNA

233. Rancho Canada Dog Park Supporters

234. dog park supporter

235. Monterey Bay Equestrians

236. Mearth

237. Next door.com

238. nextdoor

239. G16 committee 

240. Monterey Off-Road Cycling Association

241. Next Door New Monterey 

242. Nextdoor

243. NextDoor

244. Next Door New Monterey

245. Nextdoor.com post

246. facebook

247. Nextdoor New Monterey

248. Nextdoor Skyline Forest

249. Through the equestrian community.

250. Facebook 

251. Next door...neighbor hood social site.

252. Next door Monterey

253. Facebook group

254. Santa Lucia Conservancy 

255. Free Pacific Grove

256. nextdoor neighborhood email

257. Mtb forum

258. friend shared link on facebook

259. CA state parks

260. MEarth

261. Friend’s Facebook post 

262. Facebook

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 4
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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263. Marina equestrian association 

264. Facebook share

265. Carmel Valley Association

266. Carmel Valley Rotary

267. facebook

268. Outdoor Collective, Ventana Wildlife Society

269. Monterey Off Road Cycling Association

270. Facebook

271. facebook

272. Monterey Bay Equestrians

273. Marina Equestrian Association

274. CV Rotary

275. MONTEREY BAY EQUESTRIANS Club

276. Elkhorn Slough Reserve

277. Mearth

278. MORCA

279. facebook

280. Morca

281. Equestrian riding club

282. Santa Cruz County Horseman’s Assoc.

283. CVA

284. Contacted by friend

285. CVA 

286. CVA

287. Facebook post by friend

288. Facebook 

289. MEarth referred it to me

290. Facebook

291. Facebook

292. MEarth 

293. Facebook 

294. mearth

295. MEarth

296. Facebook post by friend

297. MEarth

298. Friends sharing survey on facebook

299. MEarth

300. Carmel Valley Association

301. MEarth email

302. MEarth Facebook

303. MEarth Facebook Page

304. Katie Pofahl

305. FB

306. Facebook

307. MEarth

308. facebook

309. Facebook

310. Friend shared on Facebook

311. Facebook

312. Facebook

313. Facebook

314. Outdoor Collective

315. Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History

316. Nextdoor neighbor

317. Facebook

318. Friend

319. Carmel Valley Rotary Club

320. Facebook

321. Facebook “You know you’re from Carmel Valley if ...” 
group

322. Carmel Valley Rotary Club

323. Carmel Valley Rotary

324. Facebook

325. NextDoor - Carmel Highlands

326. Carmel Valley Rotary

327. Carmel Valley Association 

328. By attending the October planning meeting.

329. Monterey Audubon Society Facebook page

330. sent to me from MPRPD

331. Monterey audobon on facebook

332. Facebook

333. park’s user activities list

334. CVAC

335. Katie Pofahl and the Outdoor Youth Collective

336. Nextdoor 

337. Facebook

338. My  phone

339. CV assn

340. Carmel Valley Assoc Newsletter

341. Nextdoor

342. friend living in Carmel Valley and I hike Palo Corona 

343. CVA

344. carmel valley association newsletter

345. Next Door Carmel Highlands

346. facebook

347. Carmel Valley  Association

348. Friends w dogs

349. Carmel Valley Association

350. Carmel Valley Association

351. CVA

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 4
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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352. Carmel Valley Association email list

353. CVA

354. Carmel Valley Association

355. Carmel Valley Homeowners Assoc. newsletter

356. Carmel Valley Association e-newsletter 

357. Carmel Valley Association

358. Carmel Valley Association 

359. CV Association

360. carmel valley assn

361. Facebook 

362. sent to me from a friend

363. neighborhood email group

364. The Treadmill

365. someone posted it on FB

366. face book

367. Morca

368. Monterey off road cycling association, mountain 
bikers of Santa cruz

369. Pro Dog Park committee

370. MORCA

371. Facebook and email through Monterey Off Road 
Cycling Association

372. Facebook bicycle club page

373. MORCA

374. A friend shared the link

375. Carmel Highlands Info

376. Dog park fan

377. Next door neighbor

378. Facebook of MORCA

379. nextdoor

380. Carmal Highlands

381. Next door Neighbor 

382. Facebook friend 

383. Dog park group organizers

384. Nextdoor 

385. Carmel Highlands “nextdoor”

386. Next door blog

387. Next door Carmel Highlands 

388. next door

389. Nextdoor

390. have no idea

391. Next-door Carmel

392. MPRPD employee

393. Emailed to me because I have been attending 
meetings about the subject.

394. Facebook

395. Friends and local residents

396. Carmel Highlands Community

397. Sierra Club, Audubon Society

398. Facebook

399. BaseCamp  Monterey Vacation Rental

400. Next Door

401. Nextdoor

402. NEXTDOOR

403. Meeting # 1 On Oct 5th

404. MORCA

405. fb

406. At the October 5 meeting.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 4
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 5
QUESTION 5 : HOW OFTEN DO YOU VISIT MPRPD PARKS AND FACILITIES?
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 6
QUESTION 6 : WHICH MPRPD PARK DO YOU VISIT MOST OFTEN?
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 6 : WHICH MPRPD PARK DO YOU VISIT 
MOST OFTEN?

1. Point Lobos

2. Toro Park

3. South Bank Trail

4. Toro park

5. Toro Regional Park Salinas

6. Toro Park

7. Toro Park

8. pt.lobos

9. Jacks Peak

10. Toro park

11. I would have like to list more than one 

12. Lake San Antonio

13. Rancho Canada

14. I do not but will if open to horses

15. Elkhorn Slough 

16. Garland is a bit far to travel and I have dogs - I 
appreciate it having “off leash” areas though.

17. I don’t remember?  (Sorry)

18. I visit the South Bank trail and Rancho Canada golf 
course about five times a week. I also visit Garland 
Ranch about three times a month.

19. I go in “spurts” to Garland, Dunes, Frog Pond

20. Rec trail along the ocean

21. Laguna seca

22. Garland and Frog Pond, every day

23. Via Paraiso

24. Rancho Canada

25. Laguna Grande weekly, Garland every few months, 
Palo Corona once a year, Marina Dunes every few 
months

26. I visit several

27. Dampierre

28. Point lobos

29. Via paraiso

30. Jacks Peak park

31. Point Lobos

32. Carmel beaches

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 6
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 7
QUESTION 7: HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU VISITED PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK?
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 8
QUESTION 8 : WHAT DO YOU THINK ARE THE GREATEST OPPORTUNITIES WITH THE RANCHO CAÑADA 
PROPERTY AND PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK? (CHOOSE 3)
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 8 : WHAT DO YOU THINK ARE THE 
GREATEST OPPORTUNITIES WITH THE RANCHO 
CAÑADA PROPERTY AND PALO CORONA REGIONAL 
PARK?

1. Horse trails and horse only parking

2. Wildlife protection/preservation

3. Off-leash dog trails

4. Off-leash dogs in whole property on voice command, 
like Garland Park

5. Picnic facilities – Rancho Canada

6. Wild lands protection

7. Land return for Indigenous Justice

8. To reduce the over flow  amount of individuals 
currently negatively impacting Point Lobos and the  
and  improve the safety of Highway 1 ,(cars parked 
outside of the park)

9. sustainably built multi use single track trails for 
mountain biking, trail running, and hiking 

10. Restoration of the Steelhead Habitat

11. GOLF!!!!!!!

12. Accessible trails for the nearby senior communities.

13. “Tent-only camping (no RVs) Hike-in camping (cars 
park & campers hike to campsites)”

14. Suggest seasonal fishing access along the river and 
family fishing on any ponds on the property.  The 
bridges should be left intact so there could be access 
for our community members as well as our veterans 
who suffer disabilities.  Ponds would be great for 
getting our kids outside and involved in the sport of 
fishing.

15. DOG FRIENDLY TRAILS 

16. a place to exhibit the continuing success in the 
restoration of the carmel river fishery.

17. Golf facility

18. I’m sure this isn’t an option for this area, but in 
general we seriously need to better control rent for 
homes in good areas. The rents in a few good, safe 
areas are ridiculously high even for people with 
reasonable income and keep rising. It is just not ok. 

19. Fishing access

20. Fishing for Steelhead in the Carmel River

21. Wildlife Corridor (especially if we can connect up 
to Jack’s Peak; good opportunity to showcase how 
ranching can be sustainable when done correctly.

22. a quiet time in nature without dogs

23. 1 golf course

24. This is one of the few places to access the Carmel 
River along the Carmel Valley Rd. I believe the river 
should be available to swimmers and waders. It 
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offers an entirely different experience than swimming 
in the ocean; safer, warmer and more suitable for 
relaxing.

25. At the Front Ranch, only the most passive activity 
(hiking) to keep the area natural and allow for 
restoration of the native plant communities.

26. This area should provide fishing access to the Carmel 
River which has become closed off to the average 
user.  Also the ponds on the property should be used 
to provide fishing access for children. 

27. Scientific research

28. Steelhead fishing

29. Fishing access to Carmel river and existing ponds. 
Consider non-commercial limited take of mushrooms 
during forays.

30. “I do not think horses should be allowed in Rancho 
area, but Palo Corona and back country perhaps 
Walking/biking trails to connect Brookdale 
neighborhood/Quail area to Rancho and then to CMS, 
Carmel by the sea would be awesome much like the 
trail in Pacific grove “

31. Seasonal fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property

32. Seasonal fishing access, steelhead habitat restoration, 
family fishing opportunities in the ponds.

33. Provide fishing access and opportunities. Please 
ensure access for fishing to the Carmel River at 
Rancho Canada during the winter fishing season. This 
means keeping in place and maintaining the current 
bridge crossings over the river. In addition, please 
consider utilizing one or more of the old sand traps as 
fishing ponds (especially good for youth education).

34. Steelhead fishing access to Carmel river

35. Seasonal fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property

36. River restoration and fishing access

37. Seasonal fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property 

38. emphasis on equestrian

39. This area has the potential to be a highly sought after 
area for equestrians and hikers, with possibly some 
trails also to include biking.  Having an equestrian 
campground would meet an unfulfilled need for this 
part of California.

40. Back country hiking trailhead

41. therapeutic gardens for the community--either for 
everyone to enjoy or for a targeted group.  Gardening 
for vets has shown to help with PTSD; i read a book 
about someone in Vancouver running a small urban 
farm, hiring people on the fringes, and they didn’t 
loose their jobs if they didn’t show up for a few days. 
Something where people who are suffering can enjoy 
the peace and therapeutic aspects of gardening or or 
working the soil.

42. Mountain bike trails / open trails for all users. 

43. I hate this type of survey not enough options offered
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44. Garland Park is a prime example of a Equestrian, 
walking and hiking trails. No bikes.   Some areas 
should be open to bikes. All should be able to enjoy 
the parks

45. Equestrian trails 

46. As much as I would like to hike with my dogs off 
leash, I understand it’s not allowed for various 
reasons in the park.  I would actually like to see an 
even larger area fenced off for use as a secure dog 
park but will take anything we can get since few 
hikers will want to be along that noisy CV roadway!

47. Improved access to the river during steelhead fishing 
season

48. Carriage Driving

49. horse community 

50. I think it’s a mistake to lump Rancho Canada with 
Palo Corona in this survey. My answers are for 
Rancho Canada only. I think a dog park would be nice 
too, but I used my third choice to write this comment.

51. area with fairly easy access for horse camping?

52. A place to co-ordinate and set up community disaster 
services ( in case of wildfires or other scenarios 
needing out of area first responders)

53. Golf coitse

54. Equestrian trails with no bikes allowed

55. Family biking on the previous cart paths

56. Please allow dogs on trails like at Garland Ranch. A 
fenced off leash park is good for some dogs, but 
others need long distance movement. Also, people 
with dogs need places to recreate together with 
their fur family. State Parks do not allow. Please keep 
Regional Parks dog friendly!!!!

57. We are in the midst of a housing crisis!!!  We need 
to develop it into reasonable cost housing!!!

58. Catering and special events

59. Using the facilities of Rancho Cañada for information 
to visitors before going to Big Sur.

60. interpretation/representation of our Native American 
community and their landscape legacy - it is nearly 
invisible here. This could be an amazing place to help 
tell that story and aid reconciliation through inclusion. 

61. Purpose built mountain bike trails and purpose built 
equestrian trails. 

62. “The area if large enough to support many activities.  
Establishing a scenic ‘river-walk’, meandering 
along both sides of the river using existing bridges 
to enable users to cross back and forth.  Small 
occasional rest/picnic sites along the walk would 
encourage locals and could easily be used by 
campers or those participating in other activities.  
An area for tent-camping would easily mesh with 
additional trails for walking/hiking/biking that can be 
used by local residents.  At the same time, picnic/
recreation areas fill needs for both locals and 
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campers. Restoration of old, or establishment of 
new solar toilet facilities would be important. I see 
no reason why most of the activities listen above 
couldn’t be incorporated in to the plan.  

63. 18 HOLE DISC GOLF PARK

64. Community Center and meeting facility

65. I deeply resent the closing of the Rancho Canada golf 
courses.  Playing those courses were an important 
part of my life.

66. Please keep this area as wild as possible. Children’s 
environmental education programming would be a 
wonderful addition. Being able to travel through to 
the ocean would be magical. 

67. “Horse people and dogs don’t get along

68. Horse people and bikes don’t get along. If multi use 
is permitted horse people should not get right aways. 
If they can’t handle their horse around bikes and dogs 
they should not be on public trails. That’s what arenas 
are for. “

69. The greatest feature of MPRPD, supplied by no other 
agency, is the ability to walk with dogs. Its what 
distinguishes you from the rest. So, there are many 
possible good uses for this section listed above, but 
I and many others will not be using them without 
the ability to freely walk dogs. To not include that is 
a mistake, and it’s the main reason that I and many 
others NEVER visit Mill Creek and your several 
other unused properties, including Palo Corona in its 
current config.

70. Ample parking that would make access gauranteed 
and might make the online permit request 
unnecessary. I used to fill out the online form often, 
but would then find no available parking at the CV 
entrance. Because of this I have given up on hiking 
Palo Corona. I miss it, so I hope the parking problem 
can be solved.

71. Running course; Clubhse use for regular community 
meetings

72. Community Events ,and catering

73. wildlife corridor

74. Pickleball

75. Survey choices should not be limited to three choices. 
In addition to those marked I would add multi-use 
trails with an emphasis on equestrian over biking, 
picnicking and passive recreation, off-leash dog 
park if its use were restricted to individuals and their 
dogs (no canine events), camping and community 
vegetable garden.

76. hiking with my dog off leash

77. A campground for youth groups modeled after the 
Camping at the Presidio program in San Francisco.

78. Pickleball...fastest growing sport in the country and 
excellent for all levels, ages

79. “Skate park Bike pump tracks”

WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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80. “Continued public access to the Club House for 
groups to meet. Also consideration of a Tatum’s 
Garden handicapped play area”

81. This is an important bird habitat area and I would like 
to see the river area especially remain in its natural 
state to best suit all species of birds who find their 
way along this corridor. 

82. Pickleball courts

83. Pickleball courts

84. Pickle ball Courts

85. Dedicated Pickleball Courts

86. Pickleball 

87. Pickleball PLEASE

88. Pickle ball courts

89. Pickleball courts!

90. There are few places to cycle in this area, this would 
be a great place! 

91. “The South Bank Trail for walking and biking should be 
connected to the Hatton Canyon Trail Palo Corona or 
Rancho Canada.   “

92. Something Carmel is missing is a playground - only 
one exists and it is small and difficult to access 

93. I think that all of the above be considered other than 
camping.  All can be achieved with good long term 
planning.

94. Leave it untouched. There are more than enough 
trails and parks in the area. The district can’t maintain 
properly what they have now. Individuals do NOT 
follow rules when using the parks. This will be used 
by out-of-state visitors who don’t pay to help maintain 
the wild areas. Whose “ego” are we feeding with this 
project? Like golf courses, only a very few individuals 
will use this area.

95. open areas for hiking with dogs

96. Undeveloped open space

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 8
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 9
QUESTION 9 : WHAT ARE YOUR BIGGEST CONCERNS WITH THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND PALO 
CORONA REGIONAL PARK? (CHOOSE 3)
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 9 : WHAT ARE YOUR BIGGEST CONCERNS 
WITH THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND PALO 
CORONA REGIONAL PARK?

1. All the above

2. Not enough access for children to explore/free play

3. Preservation

4. Lack of access for mountain bikes is my biggest 
concern. Multi-use trails work great at Fort Ord. 
Everyone shares and gets along. We need multi-use 
access in Palo Corona. The back country is too far for 
hikers to reach. Only bikes can get in and out in one 
day.

5. having enough rangers to properly patrol the entire 
property,ensuring that no one is camping out and 
putting our neighborhood at risk of fire

6. Potential for missed opportunities if there isn’t strong 
coordination between all the various Park, Land and 
Environmental Education agencies and groups.

7. Access points to the River

8. its the housing that is insane. The roads cannot 
take anymore cars. The mouth of the valley will be 
gridlocked and forever ruined

9. Too many people not repeating the ecosystem .

10. Getting the park open!  

11. Not coordinating well with the State Parks general 
Plan for the larger landscape.

12. Off leash dogs that interfere with others use of the 
property. 

13. “Don’t budget for “”interpretation”” and programs - 
take care of basics like parking, trail maintenance and 
fencing. Don’t set up remote parking with shuttle 
busses.”

14. I resent the fact that more and more dogs are either 
not allowed or must be on leash. I used to go to Frog 
Pond often but not any more. Recently, a sign went 
up signifying that dogs must be leashed. What a 
shame!

15. none

16. Very hard to specify concerns about a region I do not 
know.

17. Propensity for fires in the area with camping and 
other uses.

18. potentially contaminated soil and water from possible 
pesticide and fertilizer applied from the previous use 
as a golf course

19. Need more dog friendly areas!

20. Providing a revenue stream so as not to solely rely 
on taxpayers and grants.  Provide medium density 
lodging.
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21. Inadequate maintenance and oversight to support 

increased public access

22. The entry to Carmel Valley Road is dangerous for 
drivers now. It would need a traffic light or improved 
access to make it safe.

23. The limited, gated access to the Palo Corona park 
makes it literally unusable on a daily basis. I have 
never understood why there were gates limiting 
access (silly in my opinion) and I do not know why 
there the access to the back-country portion of 
Palo Corona is also gated.  Give us all access - take 
the gates down.  Biking would be great too but 
at least bike connectivity from the Quail to CMS, 
the Barnyard and Crossroads should be quickly 
completed through either Rancho Canada or Palo 
Corona.

24. Restriction of bicycles. The trails should be opened 
and shared.

25. Potential for devastating fires that could spread in to 
neighboring communitys

26. Garland park has basically become a glorified off-
leash dog park, with lots of abandoned dog feces. In 
the spring of 2015 when I first took my two-year-old 
daughter there I was actually berated by a woman 
at Garland who is a director/park employee there. 
She was upset that my daughter and I waited by 
the side of the trail while she passed on the road 
in her vehicle. She stopped and rolled down her 
unmarked car to say that “there is plenty of room 
and we shouldn’t go off the trail.” My daughter had 
some leaves in her hand that we had picked up from 
the trail and she said “it’s against the rules to pick 
anything here.” But this woman had no issue with 
people who’s dogs were going off the trail and dogs 
that did not reposed to verbal commands from their 
owners, or that there is dog feces all over the trails 
and off the trails. All this to say: Please don’t let the 
Rancho Canada/Palo Corona regional park turn into 
a glorified dog park for the tourists and the wealthy 
of Carmel, to the exclusion of young children. Please 
make it a chid friendly place where young kids can 
walk next to their parents without the fear of a large 
dog jumping on them or stepping in dog feces on 
every trail-we already have Garland for that.

27. homeless and drug addiction transaction site

28. I am concerned that increased access to PCRP via 
Rancho Canada will increase the presence of dogs 
that shouldn’t be there (RC OK, not PCRP) because 
of wildlife and the cattle that help maintain the 
habitat.  Also need to educate people how to be 
around cattle.

29. i worry ( a bit ) that too much money will be spent 
renovating the golf course to park requirements.  right 
now it looks like a lot of pretty much open space.  
after all, it was a golf course.  the area looks like easy 
trail walking to me with only some signage to link up 
trail.  maybe you’d “close” some of the “trails” so 
it wouldn’t be like a busy freeway system there.  in 
other words if you left it a mostly primitive hiking 
area not much would have to be spent on it.  i’m sure 
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there’s plenty of spending on upkeep of the whole 
park that needs to be done instead.

30. Off leash dogs should be kept to small area, focus on 
needs of others than just CV residents 

31. Too difficult to access via permits and such. Should 
be available to use like Garland Ranch without 
needing use permits.

32. beloved natural places are getting overrun with non-
locals who park along the roads.  parking should be 
limited and strictly enforced in order to limit number 
of visitors. at the same time, there should be some 
open access on highway one with a just a few 
parking spaces.

33. I generally favor open access.  I agree with limiting 
dogs in eco sensitive areas, but dog walking should 
be widely available. What some may see as over use, 
to me is a sign of success of park. There is enough 
land so that having sufficient good quality trails will 
reduce over use on the existing trails.

34. No golf course

35. doesnot need to be a dog park., not allowing for bikes 
or horses.

36. A differential must be made by you, the park analysts, 
to separate the old golf course area and walking areas 
near the river from the Front Ranch which should 
be kept a ranch and/or restored to its original natural 
values.

37. Excessive equestrian impacts.  No trail access to the 
water for winter fishing or low flow spring/summer/
fall season water play by youth.

38. Too much development for activities that can be 
enjoyed elsewhere (i.e dog park, sports facilities). 
Need to prioritize conservation of the river corridor 
and river-based activities.

39. No fishing access.

40. access to fishing the carmel river

41. river access

42. Lack of fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property 

43. not enough parking for equestrian access

44. Monterey county has to few equestrian venues

45. I’d love to see equestrians allowed to develop a trail 
system, and possibly an accessible campground for 
riders and their horses.

46. People need more activities and places to do them 
not less

47. I would understand concern over group and organized 
activities ... unless they involve small educational 
groups of children in grammar and middle school.

48. Limiting type of access to hiking only.

49. My only concern is a way to control the transient 
(homeless) population from abusing the park. All our 
welcome, but I am not sure overnight camping would 
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be a good idea. Could Rancho Canada possibly have 
an archery range? I think that would be great!

50. I think it’s important to make the park accessible but 
am simultaneously concerned about the wildlife and 
environmental restoration of the park and former golf 
course.

51. Not enough maintenance on trails and facilities

52. At this point I don’t have concerns

53. restrictions of use that omit cycling

54. This is a public openspace that should be open 
to all types of users. Mountain bike have been 
historically blocked from MPRPD parks, mostly due 
to equestrian pressure i think. The need to have a 
separation of trails is imperative and the ability to 
access on bike further south in the park makes this 
park unique. Most hikers will not venture much 
past inspiration point. I feel there is a way to make 
a separate trail system for different users out of the 
valley floor. I’m sure the mountain bike community 
will provide volunteers for trail building if they are 
given access to this park.

55. development that doesn’t provide new diversity to 
the outdoor opportunities available and development 
that doesn’t provide true multi use access

56. Lack of fair use for mountain bikes.

57. I hope that all groups and uses are considered for 
this gem of a park...too often special interests narrow 
the scope and use...it should be open to all...hikers, 
mountain bikers, dogs, children...all

58. Since the banquet facility at Rancho is staying open, 
there probably isn’t enough parking there.  Access 
into the park and additional parking areas from other 
points around the edges would be good.

59. One set of users favored over others

60. No multi-use access

61. There should be mountain bike access to the park.

62. We want more cycling opportunities for both road 
riding and mountain biking trails in the area.

63. horse usage

64. With appropriate planning and design, Multi-use and 
full public access can coexist with needed levels of 
conservation and restoration.  Once all levels of users, 
including cycling, are accepted as participants, these 
groups can be leverage to increase conservation and 
restoration through volunteer work.

65. Kept too private for the immediate community and 
Land Trust. Make it accessible to hikers, without 
having to make prior arrangements days ahead of 
time.

66. I want to be sure that the park can be used for 
equestrian purposes.

67. That mountain biking needs will not adequately be 
considered.

68. Wildfire hazards for surrounding communities with 
backcountry “primitive camping” options (primarily 
with Palo Corona)

WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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69. Too much usage restrictions with intent to keep public 
access to a bare bone minimum

70. Let’s not let the dog park take over the planning.  
Please plan for multi-use and conservation.

71. None!!!

72. No idea

73. I unfortunately haven’t yet visited so difficult to 
answer, but would love to visit if safe parking 
and horse trails are available as well as off leash 
opportunities for dogs in some areas, etc

74. Being treated poorly by local community when trying 
to enjoy the outdoors.

75. Vagrancy & illegal encampments

76. “1) that is takes resources from the norther part of the 
district / prevents investment in nothern part of parks 
district. 2) that services and programming is catered 
to the nearby residents. 3) lack of access/utilization 
by district residents who live outside Carmel. 

77. no concerns

78. Can’t think of anything negative about having more 
open space!

79. Concern that the full potential for long distance trail 
connectivity will not be realized (e.g. Jack’s Peak into 
Rancho Canada and through the back country of Palo 
Corona connecting to Big Sur areas and Ventana etc

80. Conflicts between different users (equestrians vs 
hikers vs mountain bikers)

81. No current concerns

82. keep the wild areas wild.

83. Oddly, you might think, given my answers above, 
I’d love to be able to walk my small but active dogs 
at least on the grounds of Rancho Canada golf 
course.  Please, please, please do not prohibit my 
almost daily walks through that area.  I’m respectful 
of the property and clean up after my dogs.  I enjoy 
watching the wild turkeys and other birds there, the 
beautiful open space, the Carmel river at all stages 
of the year...but I’d never use the area without my 
beloved dogs.  There are many older adults like me 
whose daily existence involves walking their dogs.  
Please consider us in your decision making.  Thank 
you.

84. We do not want to see for-profit organizations taking 
priority over the land being available for community 
use.

85. Accessibility to mobility-impaired visitors

86. Please include an off leash dog park!

87. Over promotion could draw more people who miss 
use, stress transportation infrastructure, impact the 
environment, disrupt rural community lifestyle, create 
more demand for STR’s, increase water use and 
noise.  All DISRUPTIONS!

88. Favoritism toward hikers and exclusion of other 
appropriate uses like mountain biking.  Also lack 

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 9
of family friendly (easy) mountain bike trails for 
youngsters and elders to enjoy.

89. I have no concerns.  We need to connect these 
properties and get them used.

90. I really wish the parks district could re-establish 
the golf driving range and practice facility. Perhaps 
contract it out to a private entity. Many people would 
use it and there could also be a small 9 hole course 
using the existing East Course #’s 9-8-2-7. Existing 
tee boxes and greens could be the holes and the 
each of the course. PLEASE BRING BACK A LITTLE 
GOLF AT RANCHO! 

91. Not allowing leashed dogs on trails and lack of off 
leash areas

92. actually no concerns, I think it is fantastic

93. Too many restrictions. Don’t make this place too 
precious! It is a park, not a preserve!

94. That it will not be developed into housing is my 
biggest fear.

95. Not enough child centric activity areas.  Not focused 
on families but more on canine companions. 

96. Difficult public access like requiring passes and not 
allowing dogs

97. There won’t be designated staff to market its use for 
its full potential

98. Too much programming for dogs and dog owners.  
We can do better.

99. None, really.

100. These things take time to establish and, depending on 
initial use &/or issues that develop with that use, built 
in flexibility is essential.  It is better to be able to add 
parking, programming, public access, than take away 
something that was initially promised.  Start with the 
basics and add as you go.

101. We need more parks with equestrian use trails. Many 
“baby-boomers” are now living their dream of having 
horses.

102. Impact of high use with mountain bikes who are 
looking for a fast ride wearing ear buds vs. a quiet 
time in nature hiking or horseback riding.

103. possible loss of a much needed community center to 
service the 93922;93923; 93921 zip code...there are 
NO large facilities within the area to accommodate 
the needs of civic, and non profit organization events

104. adequate parking for larger vehicles or vehicles with 
horse trailers

105. The impact on our roads, community and natural 
habitat has to be considered in conjunction with the 
proposed development next door. It was not brought 
up once in the presentation! Total projected trips of 
Eastwood development AND Park Development are 
what we will have to live with here on Carmel Valley 
Road. The Park is not an island.

106. MPRPD spends an extraordinary amount of money 
to benefit the wealthiest of our community. It is time 
to look at equity and begin investing more in Seaside 

WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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and Marina’s small parks and playgrounds. Most of 
your taxpayers live over here. 

107. Not enough connectivity

108. See answer about closing of Rancho Canada golf 
courses above

109. Don’t develop this place. 

110. I think of Rancho Canada as relieving some problems 
of parking and traffic; Hwy 1 is over-crowded 
from the little Red Schoolhouse all the way to the 
Highlands. Maybe some of those people will use the 
golf parking and go on foot to their perfect spot. It 
may become more crowded at RC than it used to be, 
but it might help with current trouble spots.

111. Many more years of talking with limited public access

112. Non-inviting to under served groups in our 
community.

113. Rancho Cañada is a good place for multi-use, more 
urban facilities. Palo Corona should be preserve, for 
the most part, and to be successful must allow dogs.

114. Don’t want to lose our best community center for 
meetings, weddings, etc.  This is the only place in 
Carmel Valley that is affordable, has ample parking, 
easy access, already in place and functioning, 
facilities are purposeful, and the current food vendor 
is very satisfactory.

115. None! I see no downside. More open space for more 
to use. 

116. Eliminating the catering, weddings and community 
events

117. although I like the locked gate as it seems to keep 
traffic down, having a more open process would 
probably encourage more use and access

118. Unleashed dogs 

119. In addition to items checked above I would add 
“Tourism over community needs, Noise and disruption 
to neighbors, A balanced amount of public access 
(access to Palo Corona is too limited at present)”.

120. lack of use because of poor availability especially by 
seniors and dog friendly hikers.

121. have no concerns

122. “Too much structures and pavement. Leave it natural 
and rough. Less money and less city humans who 
can’t handle the rough.”

123. Need a broader range of recreational/exercise 
activities that appeal to and accommodate varied age 
groups (youth, early working, middle-aged, and senior

124. no concerns

125. Lack of access to the trail system for the mountain 
biking user community.

126. Mountain bikers and other cyclists not being able to 
use the public land.

127. “Would not like dogs allowed except in a fenced area.  
Some people do not like to walk at Garland because 
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of all the dogs.  Please keep Palo Corona for the 
wildlife.”

128. I don’t have any great concerns, since I know the use 
of this property will be heavily scrutinized by many 
competing and or complimentary groups.  It should 
recognize that outdoor activity is very beneficial for 
all age groups.  It should recognize that many older 
users also have pets whom they enjoy walking.  
Good walking trails are a must, and the ability to do 
that with one’s pet(s) is critical.

129. over reacting to individual agendas such that progress 
to open park is delayed

130. Fire danger

131. Concern about fire.  Want the local community to be 
able to use it without having too many tourists.  Point 
Lobos is now only a tourist destination and I don’t go 
there anymore.

132. FIRE HAZARD

133. Fire Danger

134. Fire danger from illegal campfires and even legal 
ones. 

135. Fire

136. “Budgets are so limited on existing trails in the area 
that the trails are not maintained and rules are not 
enforced. I fear that opening more trails will spread 
the maintenance dollars too thin.”

137. FIRE DANGER with camping, human littering

138. Lack of access to cyclists on multi use trails. 

WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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The following images of the clubhouse facilities were displayed at the public workshop and included in the online survey.
WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - EXAMPLE IMAGERY
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 10
QUESTION 10 : WHAT USES ARE MOST APPROPRIATE FOR THE CLUBHOUSE AND SURROUNDING AREAS? 
(CHOOSE 3)
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 10 : WHAT USES ARE MOST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE CLUBHOUSE AND 
SURROUNDING AREAS?

1. All of the above

2. None of the above

3. land use related activities 

4. Parking for horse rigs, tie racks and water for horses

5. Cafe - but just counter service (family friendly)

6. Children and older adult center

7. All MPRPD administration

8. Really a lot of options here

9. MPRPD office

10. Limit weddings and private events to 1 day per wk. 

11. use free market rentals within a broad set of criteria 
and make the highest and best use as interest 
develops.

12. A golf clubhouse

13. headquarters for mprpd

14. Ligth commercial co-use for private events/restaurant 
that generate ongoing funds for wider needs of the 
park

15. Community sports (kickball, bocce ball, badminton), 
wellness programs and community cafe

16. meeting space for local organizations and clubs

17. All of the above.  This property should be maintained 
for the overall use of the entire community.  This 
includes learning, public a and private gatherings and 
recreational use.  

18. All of the above, I think it would be a great place for 
community use!

19. Lease space to raise money to pay for park 
maintenance.

20. Community events; educational events; classroom 
events

21. Nature based outdoor school, daycare

22. All but “none of the above”.

23. Revenue-generating gift shop

24. All of the above

25. public restrooms.

26. meeting room for non profit organizations

27. Homebase for activities on the back country area: 
bike rental, guided tours, equipment shop, equestrian 
facility.

28. dog friendly cafe

29. Again, if the existing restaurant/bar facilities could 
be combined with a golf practice facility and 9 hole 

“Executive Course” it would generate revenue to 

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 10
help the other facilities, which are all great ideas 
for facilities use, JUST BRING BACK GOLF AT 
RANCHO!

30. Educational programs around environmental and 
earth issues (like what ME Earth does

31. In order to continue to pay for the upkeep and 
improvements of the park/clubhouse, it seems that 
a few weddings/private events should be allowed in 
specified areas, as long as they didn’t interfere with 
the use of the surrounding areas.

32. There are hundreds of restaurants and cafes within 10 
miles any direction-not needed.

33. I think it could be a great source of income

34. HIghest and best use.

35. Among community events I would include health/
meetings/weddings (big bucks to pay off mortgage!)/
non-profit offices and so forth. It’s not like we’re 
discussing a pristine wilderness! Restore the 
outdoors, maintain long-accepted community uses 
and add new ones as desired to the building. It’s 
huge in there.

36. Will Bring too much traffic and crowdes to the area

37. Put your offices there, and get out the inappropriately 
slick offices you currently inhabit.

38. Profits from event use could be spent on care of the 
land.

39. any of the above seem appropriate provided they are 
well managed

40. fly fishing clinics/instruction

41. Pickleball courts

42. All of the above except “none”

43. I understand the need to generate revenue to 
help in supporting and maintaining this property. I 
understand that the MPRP district already intends to 
house their offices in this location.

44. MPRPD office 

45. Tear them down; let nature take over/restore

46. Environmental archive/library

47. Park Offices and Environmental Groups

48. MPRPD Headquarters 
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 11
QUESTION 11: WHAT USES ARE LEAST APPROPRIATE FOR THE CLUBHOUSE AND SURROUNDING AREAS? 
(CHOOSE 2)
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 11: WHAT USES ARE LEAST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE CLUBHOUSE AND 
SURROUNDING AREAS?

1. Equestrian

2. special events

3. undecided

4. No major objections

5. Be sure to preserve clubhouse space and AMPLE 
parking for public use if some of the above activities 
occur.

6. if i thought that  if the facities were to be rented for 
weddings and such, i’d have to know that the rates 
would be so reasonable that a clerk at Walgreens 
could rent it for her wedding, then i’d be for that.

7. For-profit business

8. all of these uses have some merit

9. large private gatherings that take up parking

10. Buildings need to be used or destroyed.  I would 
confine activities to daylight hours.

11. I still like the idea of an Archery range, I shoot bow 
and the nearest place I could shoot with a range is in 
Watsonville; other than Jim Cox Adventures, but its 
very small with very limited range. I would however 
would want to make it safe, so children could learn, 
and people still feel safe hiking around. 

12. I am not familiar enough with how many building 
there at the moment to define all the uses that could 
be allowed. A park center is 1st on the list. Some 
revenue generating services would be welcome to 
help with park costs. A cafe would be a welcomed 
addition and possibly an event center for hire but this 
is more complicated and would have to be separated 
from the common park activities.

13. None of the above

14. Having it sit empty, not being utilized 

15. Any restrictive use of land. Let the people use it! 

16. dd

17. Anything that involves open air amplification of sound

18. Any activity that would be so large as to interfere 
with the ability of the public to use the space as 
intended.

19. Use it, rent it to offset costs.

20. For profit space

21. Weddings and private events if it means restricting 
simultaneous use by other approved activities

22. Government offices

23. Any that do not keep environment as first priority

24. Please see my comments on #10

25. Uses should be consistent with MPRPD’s mission

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 11
26. they are all inappropriate!

27. What is the mission of Monterey Parks? Do these 
uses fit within your mission and your fund limits?



31  |  PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK  
       PUBLIC WORKSHOP #1 SUMMARY

    

The following example imagery was displayed at the public workshop and included in the online survey for trails and 
camping related uses.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - EXAMPLE IMAGERY
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 12
QUESTION 12 : WHICH TRAILS AND CAMPING RELATED USES ARE MOST APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO 
CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT RANCH? (CHOOSE 3)
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 12 : WHICH TRAILS AND CAMPING 
RELATED USES ARE MOST APPROPRIATE FOR THE 
RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO 
CORONA’S FRONT RANCH?

1. Dog accessibility

2. Connect to Big Sur/National Forest

3. Camping only at Rancho Corona, not anywhere else

4. Wild lands on south side of river

5. Educational hiking and indigenous interpretation 

6. I’d like to qualify slightly my two choices. I think 
it’s important to have some handicapped access 
trails, and these properties seem a good place to 
have them, but I wouldn’t want to see ALL the trails 
paved. I would also like to see any camping facilities 
have an emphasis on educational programs for youth 
who wouldn’t otherwise have access to camping 
opportunites.

7. Handicap access (trails)

8. No camping please no fires

9. Some trails  could be unpaved

10. Unpaved trails & open space

11. Natural open space. No need for paving. Not used for 
camping.

12. hiking/walking. No bikes

13. Multi use trails for walking and hiking

14. Hike in campsites only

15. Trails open to dogs.

16. sensitively planned integration of camping and other 
low impact lodging

17. Appropriate provisions for people with their dogs 
(NOT solely a ‘fenced, offlead area)

18. My thought would be camping in Rancho, not in the 
Front Ranch but hike in camping allowed in the Back 
Country - that would be really cool

19. Area should be limited to foot traffic only. Dogs on 
leash ore special enclosed area for dogs off leash.

20. Pave some of the walking trails, but not all; provide 
and maintain restrooms, toilets at various sites 

21. No camping, High fire hazzard

22. why paved trails?

23. Paved accessible trails only in Rancho Canada

24. Would prefer the multi use trails restrict biking as we 
have seen what bikers did to Fort Ord and Mount 
Toro trails.   Danger of fires from campsites is also of  
high concern.

25. Wading or swimming in the river should be allowed.

26. trails limited to hiking and horses, not bikes

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 12
27. The two sections (RCProperty & PCFRanch) are not 

the same and could host different activities --- no 
intensive activities on Ranch portion.

28. Dirt trails.

29. Hiking only trails

30. fishing access.

31. Equestrian camping facilties

32. Seasonal fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property 

33. Unpaved walking trails

34. Archery range? 

35. Want to see South Bank trail extended to Crossroads 
shopping center.  wish to ride my bicycle from Quail 
to Crossroads.

36. Bike and equestrian should be separated as they are 
different uses with different impacts 

37. camping is a tricky issue although I would welcome 
some form of camping close to the parking area. 
there is a need for basic rustic camping, but would 
the camp fees bring enough to make it worth while? 
probably not. Keep camp sites small not for large 
groups.Our natural beauty should be affordable to 
all and the prices of hotel rooms make it difficult 
for especially younger visitors to be here.  We have 
issues with fire so be careful with this one. I don’t 
think paved trails are necessary, take garland park as 
an example

38. Individual and family walk in camping; youth and 
education facilities, including camping

39. dog park

40. Unpaved walking trails

41. Physical therapy

42. Trails for disabled individuals

43. Trails that are dog friendly 

44. The bikers at Fort Old do not mix well with hikers or 
equestrian riders. They are too fast.

45. All

46. Some single use equestrian trails and some hiking/
biking trails

47. Equestrian only

48. accessible walking trails that don’t need to be paved

49. Designated trails for equestrians and separate 
designated trails for mountain bikers

50. Safe area to take dogs

51. UNpaved walking trails 

52. Hiking and equestrian 

53. Pop-up trailers should be allowed under 25’

54. dog walking

55. All of the above would be great!

56. Canada needs to be developed into housing 

57. dogs on leash on trails



34  |  PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK  
       PUBLIC WORKSHOP #1 SUMMARY

    

58. ATV trails to the back country

59. separate bike and equestrian trails. horses easily 
spook at bicycles.

60. Very difficult question as access has been historically 
limited. Not enough information to make an informed 
decision. 

61. drive-in camping

62. Runnng trails

63. Single track running

64. Fitness equipment (pull up bars etc)

65. Camping with fires? Have you forgotten Soberanes 
Fire?!

66. I like both the first two options; it’s good to have 
places for people with mobility impairment, more 
appropriately on the old golf course which is mostly 
flat, and also multi-use in the less accessible terrain. 
I personally hate bikers who abuse the rights of 
others, but they’re not so bad at Fort Ord as at Toro, 
so maybe they’d behave on  Palo Corona too. The 
problem is enforcement (or lack of it) to keep them 
on the right trails.

67. Carefully considered trail use; bicycles may be 
appropriate in some areas, but not in others, 
especially in the back country. Dogs should be 
allowed everywhere. There should be NO PAVED 
TRAILS. Why would you even ask?

68. educational trails (not in favor of camping here)

69. unpaved walking-hiking trails, dog access

70. I don’t know

71. All of the above if bikes and horses are separated 
from humans. Portions should be accessible

72. Trail connectivity through to hwy 1.

73. no camping; no campsites nor camping facilities; no 
multi-use trails with horses and bikes;  no paved trails 
unless already existing

74. Natural eart trails no pavement no camping no fires.

75. all to some degree.  

76. Highly encourage staff to talk to BLM and state park 
staff about the challenges they have experienced 
with mountain bikes; off trail riding and erosion 
are huge issues that should be considered. I am 
a mountain bike rider and enjoy it but I do see the 
impacts daily.

77. should be no hiking or camping or trails

78. No camping please- fire danger

79. Off leash dog walking

80. NO CAMPING. too much fire danger.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 12
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 13
QUESTION 13 : WHICH TRAILS AND CAMPING RELATED USES ARE LEAST APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO 
CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT RANCH? (CHOOSE 2)
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Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 13 : WHICH TRAILS AND CAMPING 
RELATED USES ARE LEAST APPROPRIATE FOR THE 
RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO 
CORONA’S FRONT RANCH?

1. No camping

2. Drone park

3. Dog trails (least appropriate)

4. Horses

5. Any type of camping or organized sport

6. Recreational vehicles

7. All seem fairly appropriate if carefully planned.

8. Motorized vehicles

9. No camping on uplands

10. No objections

11. RV camping and motorized vehicles

12. Palo Corona for the whole area with 3 divisions: A) 
Rancho B) Front Ranch C) Backcountry. No camping. 

13. No development on south side of river

14. anything that impinges on restoration efforts or land 
return for indigenous justice

15. undecided

16. Camping equals fire danger

17. No major objections

18. Walking trails only, please.

19. Uses could be appropriate if supported by adequate 
oversight and maintenance (BATHROOMS)

20. Developed “full service” camping 

21. Again, my only comment would be to not allow 
camping in the Front Ranch but make it the hiking 
destination for people camping at Rancho with the 
option to back pack camp in the back country - that 
would be awesome and i would do it tomorrow!

22. Again too High of Fire hazzard No Camping should 
allowed!

23. i know that people with disabilities that use 
wheelchairs need paved trails, i don’t like them as a 
recreational hiker.  miles of dirt trail are kinder to your 
knees than paved trails, especially if they’re concrete!

24. Camping backcountry only! No dogs front ranch.

25. Do not need paved trails, just clear natural trails

26. Bikers need their own trails.  They tend to destroy 
hiking trails.

27.  bike access

28. You need to separate the two properties:  these 
activities could be good but not on the Front Ranch

29. No more paving and development, please!

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 13
30. Keep the horses out of the river for endangered 

species. Without expensive equestrian bridges they 
have no other way to cross.

31. Have there been conflicts between user modes, e.g., 
pedestrians versus equestrians/cyclists?

32. walking trails only

33. Uses that limit floodplain restoration 

34. I don’t think campsites are a bad idea per see; 
I just think it would be difficult to regulate the 
campgrounds and keep transients (homeless) from 
wandering in and out from remote area. Truth is 
they already kindof do; but not all of them are bad 
nessecarily but unregulated fires could become a 
serious issue.  

35. Trails are great.  They don’t need to be paved.  By 
putting “paved” in front of ‘walking trails’ I think you 
might be skewing the results.

36. no perspective

37. Paved trails only on flat areas.  Otherwise dirt only

38. Bikes are too fast, especially over hills and around 
corners and are not visible to hikers or horses.

39. Backcountry camping or camping within developed 
areas without adequate fire prevention considerations.

40. Biking on hiking and walking trails

41. keep the Front Ranch more wild and condusive to 
hikers the Rancho property can be tamer with paved 
walkways but leave the Front Ranch the way it is.

42. Concerned that the biking is hard on the trails.

43. Strongly against campsites as this would encourge 
homeless people to use the area and cleanliness of 
the area.

44. Camping 

45. I like the idea of both individual & youth group 
camping accessibility, however I’m not sure it’s 
appropriate for this space, with environmental 
preservation in mind.

46. Off leash dog trails

47. Any group activity that would be so large, as to 
prevent normal usage.

48. Too little information at this time.  

49. No camping no fires. Remember Soberanes Fire a 
year ago?

50. don’t  know

51. As long as MPRPD has adequate staffing for 
enforcement.

52. No paving of anything. Other uses, if in appropriate 
areas. Front ranch and backcountry: no development 
beyond minimal trail construction, UNPAVED.

53. I don’t know

54. With proper management all of these could be done

55. all seem ok
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56. Equestrian use is hard to inter-mingle with multi use. 
Especially to be family friendly. Horses also tear up 
the trails significently more than any other activity

57. I’m not sure about this

58. Camping facilities

59. Campsites??? Absurd

60. With the Sobaranes fire camping may be a sensitive 
subject.

61. all uses are inapapropriate as listed, This survey does 
not ask the hard questions

62. I think they are appropriate 

WRITE-IN RESPONSES
WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 13
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The following example imagery was displayed at the public workshop and included in the online survey for user group and 
special interest related uses.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - EXAMPLE IMAGERY



39  |  PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK  
       PUBLIC WORKSHOP #1 SUMMARY

    

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 14
QUESTION 14 : WHICH USER GROUP AND SPECIAL-INTEREST RELATED USES ARE MOST APPROPRIATE FOR 
THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY, FRONT RANCH, AND/OR BACK COUNTRY? (CHOOSE UP TO 3)
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Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 14 : WHICH USER GROUP AND SPECIAL-
INTEREST RELATED USES ARE MOST APPROPRIATE 
FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY, FRONT 
RANCH, AND/OR BACK COUNTRY?

1. No development for user group and special interests

2. None (dog park okay at Rancho Corona, not at Palo 
Corona)

3. Nature trail lovers

4. Off-leash dog trails 

5. Picnic, camping and hiking

6. Educational programs including outside environmental 
educational organizations

7. Off leash dogs use on voice command like Garland 
Park

8. No special interests south of river

9. community event spaces and outdoor venue

10. Interconnected Trail Systems

11. Handicap access to trails, bridges, overlooks

12. GOLF

13. For  Rancho  Canada  Bldg,  Meeting  Space for the 
public

14. hiking

15. Hiking and trails 

16. walking, running

17. Park should be open space and non-fenced. Dogs 
free to roam with fines for owners who do not look 
after the pets.

18. As I mentioned before, I think having the Rancho 
Cańada property open for seasonal fishing on the 
river and any ponds on the property for families with 
children to relax and introduce them to the outdoor 
sport of fishing.   

19. tourism to be included as well

20. Fishing access to river and pond for children fishing

21. Steelhead Fishing in the Carmel River

22. Section at Rancho Canada for fenced dog park

23. Hiking

24. You are wearing me out!!!

25. Youth outdoor education programs

26. This area allows access to the Carmel River. 
Swimming and/or wading should be allowed.

27. trail running

28. Backpacking and hiking

29. None of these activities are right for the Front Ranch.  
Some would be fine for the areas of the old golf 
course, like dog park, cycling . . .  not on the Front 
Ranch or Back Country.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 14
30. hiking

31. Backpacking

32. Ball  field with backstop

33. Hiking, walking.

34. Hiking

35. Hiking trails providing serenity without being 
bothered by horses or mountain bikes

36. Fishing access to ponds and river

37. Fishing and camping

38. Fishing access to the river and ponds.

39. fishing access and stream restoration

40. Fishing the river and in off-channel ponds

41. river access

42. Seasonal fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property 

43. Hiking/walking

44. Hikers & Backpackers

45. hiking

46. Hiking in the addition to the others checked.

47. Hikers

48. Walking / hiking

49.  Multiuse trails

50. Informal group use

51. With good planning, all of these could be done

52. all of these are fine

53. backpacking

54. Backpacking

55. Backpacking

56. Backpacking access to backcountry/Los Padres NF

57. Day Kennel for visitors who want to go to Point Lobos

58. runners

59. Hiking + backpacking

60. All

61. I think each of the 3 properties have different 
appropriate uses.

62. Hiking, jogging, backpacking, camping

63. Hiking

64. low income family activities / camping / 

65. camping

66. front ranch and back country....rancho property can 
be tamer

67. hiking trails

68. fishing 

69. It would be great if hiking with your dog was allowed 
(but no need for fencing)

70. Carriage Driving

71. equestrian use, barns, arena, etc
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72. Accessibility for mobility-impaired visitors

73. Walking and recreation

74. Back country especially make sense for mountain 
biking due to wide fire roads, good sight lines and alot 
of open area.  Also most hikers won’t walk that far 
out from the trailhead.

75. Children’s play areas- not structures but dirt and mud 
and nature available for them!

76. Golf Practice facilities and 9 hole executive course

77. on leash dog trails

78. All of the above would be great

79. Youth and adult nature immersion programs, 
educational use. 

80. Housing development 

81. Children’s play and learning area. 

82. Anything that doesn’t involve paved trails & 
infrastrycture & impacting the environment. Mountain 
biking is great, it is low impact on dirt trails. 

83. Dogs allowed to hike but no fences dog parks

84. Hiking

85. ATV - i’ve Ridden ATVs in the Forest of the 
Rockies Mtns.  It was breathtaking, relaxing and an 
experience I otherwise would not have done

86. Backpacking

87. With proper planning, all of these activities can be 
appropriate.  Just don’t allow horses on walking/
biking trails (too much poop/flies)

88. Plenty of space for everyone. 

89. DISC GOLF

90. Hikers and trail runners

91. hiking on existing dirt trails

92. Hiking

93. Nature play area

94. Environmental education

95. Mountain biking is best left to Fort Ord (it conflicts 
violently with horses and hikers). Also, it erodes 
the land, and is often a speed-based thrill sport, 
inappropriate to these lands. The dog park is fine, but 
more important is the same policy as at Garland: off 
leash canine use of the entire Palo Corona system. 
Developed activities should be only in the Rancho 
Cañada property.

96. Walking/Hiking 

97. HIKING

98. No opinion

99. All could be managed in the area with proper planning

100. I think the three areas should have different special 
interests

101. Leashed and unleashed dog walking (just like Garland 
Park), plus a fenced dog park.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 14
102. Off-leash dog trails

103. hiking

104. Hiking, backpacking 

105. Hiking

106. Hiking

107. Birding

108. Pickleball courts

109. youth groups and campers

110. Hiking/walking/running

111. Nature and Birdwatching activities

112. would love to see some pickleball courts (fastest 
growing sport in the country)

113. Would be an excellent location for pickleball courts 
which would be used by multi-age groups.

114. Pickleball courts

115. Pickle ball

116. Pickleball 

117. Pickle ball courts 

118. Pickleball courts.

119. off-leash dog trails

120. All could be appropriate

121. Running and hiking

122. Hiking 

123. No use or access for the Front Ranch. Leave it alone.

124. There must be areas for on leash dog walking as well. 
Many older folks avoid “off leash” areas due to happy 
(but rowdy & running) dogs. We need places for quiet 
walks with our pets.s.

125. hiking trails

126. horseback riding would be wonderful, but I am afraid 
the horses and bicycles and walking on the same 
path would create problems.

127. E-mtn. Bikes are a fast developing new recreation 
type. E-Mtn. Bikes can make otherwise inaccessible 
areas very accessible. E-mtn. bikes are faster than 
pedal powered mtn. bIkes; something to consider.

128. Hiking

129.  off-leash dog trails

130. open area off-leash dog trails

131. Hiking

132. All of the above - each of these should be 
accommodated

WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 15
QUESTION 15 : WHICH USER GROUP AND SPECIAL-INTEREST RELATED USES ARE LEAST APPROPRIATE 
FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY, FRONT RANCH, AND/OR BACK COUNTRY? (CHOOSE UP TO 2)
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Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 15 : WHICH USER GROUP AND 
SPECIAL-INTEREST RELATED USES ARE LEAST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA 
PROPERTY, FRONT RANCH, AND/OR BACK 
COUNTRY?

1. All are inappropriate

2. No special interests south of river

3. exclusive, private events

4. undecided

5. Housing developments

6. No new equestrian use areas, there are significant 
options already.

7. Again, all could be appropriate IF supported 
by ongoing adequate oversight,facilities and 
maintenance (ranger patrols, fire patrols, trail 
maintenance & bathrooms)

8. Every park that i go to that has a fenced off dog park 
just attracts a strange group of folks sitting around 
drinking and smoking and other weird stuff.  They can 
just walk their dogs on the trails that you are going to 
be opening.  Nobody in carmel keeps their dogs on 
leashes anyway so its just one huge dog park.

9. Mountain biking and cycling should have separate 
well marked trails

10. if you allow mountain bikers into the park at all, they 
will eventually be on all trails.  even ones signed for 
hikers only.  there will be blood.

11. No bikes, no horses, no dog park

12. No activities other than hiking (maybe horseback 
riding) should be slated for the Front Ranch.

13. some of these are not appropriate for the back 
country

14. As a dog lover - as long as the dog park is fenced in

15. Concerned about trail damage by horses–maybe limit 
trail access.

16. Fishing access

17. Dog use outside the fenced area

18. none

19. Not sure what sport courts would be appropriate, 
possible only small ones. One has to ask if this is 
nature oriented park or a more conventual city park 
with ball fields.  When mixing different users, one 
must keep in mind what the mode of transportation 
is (hiking and horses go together but biking is not  
comparable with horses) and to separate certain 
users.

20. Sports courts and active recreation; wellness and 
rehab programs

21. none

22. These properties should not be lumped together

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 15
23. Housing desperately needed 

24. Anything that involves putting in too much new 
infrastructure

25. There is more than enough space, no need to limit 
users.

26. All are inappropriate. This is not city parkland.

27. I think all but passive recreation are inappropriate as 
they can be done at Garland and they tear up trails 
and disturb wildlife more than hikers. 

28. don’t know

29. I am not opposed to dog parks--better than having 
them in the woods--or sport courts, though they are 
not what the park district was meant to be. But if 
we’re going to have a dog park, I’d think we could 
find room nearby for ball parks, somewhere out on 
the flats near the road and not the river.

30. Develop the RC property more, if you must, but keep 
the FR and BC parts as undevoped open space, with 
appropriate hiking/equestrian uses, and no more.

31. Government offices

32. I think one or more could be OK in different but not 
inclusive of all three areas

33. no dogs....come on !!!

34. Close the front ranch access. Leave it undisturbed.

35. sports courts would take away from the natural 
beauty

36. all human uses
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The following example imagery was displayed at the public workshop and included in the online survey for education and 
programming related uses.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - EXAMPLE IMAGERY
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 16
QUESTION 16 : WHICH EDUCATION AND PROGRAMMING RELATED USES ARE MOST APPROPRIATE FOR THE 
RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT RANCH? (CHOOSE UP TO 3)
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Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 16 : WHICH EDUCATION AND 
PROGRAMMING RELATED USES ARE MOST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA 
PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT 
RANCH?

1. All the above

2. Photography classes

3. Nature play area with off trail access to explore 
nature

4. Seasonal fishing on the river and ponds.  Provides 
outdoor activities for community members as well as 
those who are handicapped.

5. Same problem -- two different parts of the park that 
have appropriate activities for each -- Not the same 
for both.  Please correct this inappropriate pairing 
before the next public meeting.  The results of what 
you are trying to find out will be so much more 
accurate and appropriate.

6. I’ve been on many doscent-led tours, and attended 
nature lectures. I don’t find them very useful. 

7. Bird watching

8. Daytime activities

9. All of the above

10. All of the above

11. Partnering is valuable but should not get over done. 
Nature will teach us how great it is if we only are 
quite to listen. It is increasing important to educate 
and inspire our future generations how land like this 
can be an asset with very minimal development. Our 
culture too often values human built structures and 
environments over the one nature provides us. land 
like this can only increase the built environment dollar 
value.

12. All of the above

13. All of the above!

14. all of the above

15. therapeutic gardens

16. ALL OF THE ABOVE

17. Alll

18. free group camping for school and youth groups and 
educational groups

19. ART CLASSES,  ARTIST IN RESIDENCE

20. All of the above

21. All of the above would be great

22. All of above and why isn’t “all of above” an option? 
Seems leading to only put “none of above”

23. I suggest u evaluate the use of the group facilities @ 
Toro - how much is it used, by which groups? Before 
developing more facilities that may not get used

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 16
24. Use Garland Ranch for educational-already in use

25. Hands-on Restoration Programs with MEarth :) 

26. LGO programs could include lectures and film 
screenings--WITHOUT those idiotic waivers.

27. All reasonable for RC, but not for PCFR. That should 
be undeveloped open/trail space.

28. Doesn’t this already exist at nearby Garland Park and 
Santa Lucia Preserve? If so, it’s fairly redundant.  If 
not, then I vote for any of the above.

29. All of above

30. No opinion

31. All are appropriate.  Maybe your question should be 
which are you most likely to attend?

32. Only on RC property

33. backpacking

34. Close the front ranch access off Hwy 1 and leave it 
undisturbed. 

35. All are good and assure that many ages/interests are 
able to enjoy this lovely area.

36. give youth a chance to experience nature especially 
students from Seaside

37. All of the above

38. let nature have property

39. Environmental archive/library

40. Golf

41. Active recreation after dark!
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 17
QUESTION 17: WHICH EDUCATION AND PROGRAMMING RELATED USES ARE LEAST APPROPRIATE FOR 
THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT RANCH? (CHOOSE UP TO 2)

Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 17: WHICH EDUCATION AND 
PROGRAMMING RELATED USES ARE LEAST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA 
PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT 
RANCH?

1. any that do not pay recognition to or honor 
indigenous peoples and culture

2. I think all of these are okay.

3. No disadvantage or objection

4. If adequately supported & maintained

5. I don’t feel strongly about this either way

6. This is hard. All of these options are fantastic. I will 
say that the “let’s go outdoors” programming could 
encompass all of these options.

7. isn’t there already a visitor’s center at Garland?

8. Blah

9. All the above would be terrific at the R.C. property 
BUT NOT on the From Ranch.

10. sports that need fields like soccer, baseball or 
equestrian sports

11. Any use that organizes large gatherings.

12. I have no idea what a Nature Play Area is, so cannot 
weigh in fully. 

13. High impact tourism.  Pt Lobos and other local parks 
are too impacted by traffic and number of visitors.

14. The whole area is a ‘nature play area’  we need to 
teach how to care for it.

15. Use Garland Ranch-already in use

16. most access possible

17. I think all are appropriate

18. don’t know

19. All are appropriate for RC, none for PCFR

20. all education/programming is important

21. No opinion

22. programs only on Front Ranch

23. the question is where would these choices go on? 
The survey makes no distinction between Ranch 
Canada and Palo Corona Front Ranch

24. Motorbike trails

25. I actually think all of these uses ARE appropriate

26. All seem appropriate

27. No activity on the front ranch area

28. See #16

29. all human uses

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 17
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The following example imagery was displayed at the public workshop and included in the online survey for restoration and 
conservation related uses.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - EXAMPLE IMAGERY
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 18
QUESTION 18 : WHICH RESTORATION AND CONSERVATION RELATED USES ARE MOST APPROPRIATE FOR 
THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT RANCH? (CHOOSE UP TO 3)

Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 18 : WHICH RESTORATION AND 
CONSERVATION RELATED USES ARE MOST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA 
PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT 
RANCH?

1. All of the above

2. Anything with multi use access.

3. All of the above!

4. river and pond restoration

5. resist development

6. Fishing ponds and river access points. IE bridges

7. fishing programs to include the river and on-site 
ponds.

8. River restoration and fish habitat improvement

9. All of the above are fine for  the Front Ranch, some 
more appropriate than others for the RC Prop.

10. Why do you think anything needs “restoration?” This 
seems like a waste of money and time. 

11. any of the above

12. Restoration of Steelhead Trout Habitat

13. Fishing Access

14. steelhead stream restoration

15. Seasonal fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property 

16. All of the above

17. A mix of all of these seem good

18. Access and no access rehabilitation areas depending 
on the condition and location.

19. All of those are good; I would hope to minimize no-
access areas, but sometimes that’s the only way to 
restore an area.

20. There should be areas with no access and areas with 
multiuse.  Needs to be a balance.

21. all of the above

22. All

23. i don’t know

24. The less “human stuff” cropping up the better...

25. all of the above

26. on leash dog access

27. This is NOT a preserve!!! Do not limit access for 
conservation! Do not like mit use to this property for 
science! Please design a USER friendly park

28. All of above

29. I’m interested in these programs, but not sure what 
you’re asking.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 18
30. Use professionals to maintain the wild country that 

supports our community

31. All of these are very appropriate and dovetail 
beautifully

32. Restore the golf courses

33. don’t know

34. I think that restoration/habitat areas (with and without 
access depending on purpose,  citizen science and 
partner studies are all good uses if you can enlist 
enough capable participants. CSUMB  has lots of 
good potential for this sort of use.

35. All ok for RC, while in other parts of the park, no 
kiosks.

36. Maintain any ponds for fire fighting!

37. To keep the land preserved & not over used 

38. All can be used

39. All of above

40. access through walking paths with nature/wildlife 
signs, but most areas are off limits for peole to stomp 
all over.

41. Restoration test plots & plant nursery
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 19
QUESTION 19 : WHICH RESTORATION AND CONSERVATION RELATED USES ARE LEAST APPROPRIATE FOR 
THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT RANCH? (CHOOSE UP TO 2)

Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).

15.9%
8.7% 7.2% 7.2% 8.0%

16.7%

32.6%

3.6%
0.0%

10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%
80.0%
90.0%

100.0%

27.3%

2.9% 4.7% 0.9%
6.1% 7.6%

48.7%

1.9%
0.0%

10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%
80.0%
90.0%

100.0%

15.9%
8.7% 7.2% 7.2% 8.0%

16.7%

32.6%

3.6%
0.0%

10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%
80.0%
90.0%

100.0%

27.3%

2.9% 4.7% 0.9%
6.1% 7.6%

48.7%

1.9%
0.0%

10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%
80.0%
90.0%

100.0%



53  |  PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK  
       PUBLIC WORKSHOP #1 SUMMARY

    

WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 19 : WHICH RESTORATION AND 
CONSERVATION RELATED USES ARE LEAST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA 
PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT 
RANCH?

1. Access has been restricted to Palo Corona. I don’t 
want Rancho Corona so restricted we can’t use it.

2. All of these are okay.

3. housing

4. No objections

5. Anything commercial

6. These are all good uses unless the soil is 
contaminated from previous golf course chemical 
applications in which case then it would not be a good 
idea for volunteer planting events

7. Again-I feel these are all extremely worthwhile 
endeavors. I cannot say any of these options are not 
appropriate.

8. weird question

9. Ideally there are no “off limit” areas but this implies 
that use can be managed. If it is not managed then it 
may be necessary to close off areas. It depends on 
how much and what type of use occurs and it is hard 
to predict that in advance.

10. i don’t know

11. Don’t know what any of these entails

12. not sure

13. Please don’t make this park a science experiment! 
Plan for a full ecology, INCLUDING HUMAN 
RECREATIONAL USE!!! Planners should be land 
USE designers, not scientists measuring quatatative 
benefits to endangered species or habitats! 

14. I do not think this should be a focus for tourism

15. All appropriate

16. don’t know

17. Not in the PC; ok in the RC.

18. Moderation

19. No activity for front ranch. 

20. all buman uses inappreriate except restoration

21. Point Lobos is a good example of loving it to death. 
Too many peole are wearing down the trails, creating 
erosion, stomping through the forests, littering. We 
must preserve our land from the masses who will over 
use it. 

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 19
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - EXAMPLE IMAGERY
The following example imagery was displayed at the public workshop and included in the online survey for community/
special event or group gathering related uses.
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 20
QUESTION 20 : WHICH COMMUNITY/SPECIAL EVENT OR GROUP GATHERING RELATED USES ARE MOST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT RANCH? 
(CHOOSE UP TO 3)
Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 20 : WHICH COMMUNITY/SPECIAL 
EVENT OR GROUP GATHERING RELATED USES ARE 
MOST APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA 
PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT 
RANCH?

1. None are appropriate except C&E

2. Mountain bike races/events

3. Movies in the park – no concerts

4. All of these are appropriate.

5. We are saturated with special events that go without 
proper code enforcement  dont do it here- 

6. golf

7. Citizen science efforts/events

8. Fishing ponds

9. Conservation of the environment

10. Farmers Markets (no concerts, festivals)

11. Seasonal fishing programs.

12. When listing meeting and conference space - I think 
its important to note if these areas would be private 
or open to community organizations.  I prefer uses 
open to community organizations and members

13. Dog events like tracking and lure coursing.

14. Golf events

15. MTB events

16. None of the above for the Front Ranch, all of the 
above for RCProp

17. family fishing opportunities in ponds

18. Seems like there is plenty of room for all

19. mountain biking events

20. All of the above

21. mountain bike races

22. High school and other mountain bike races

23. All would be OK in some areas of the park.

24. This seems to be a site related issue.

25. All of the listed choices except “none of the above.”

26. all of the above

27. All

28. I think the Rancho Property could handle community 
events as it is already developed. 

29. Other family friendly outdoor activities: frisbee golf 
course, drone racing obstacle course

30. Properties should not be lumped together for this 
question

31. equestrian events

32. Golf Camp for Jr. Golfers and other outdoor camps 

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 20
33. on leash dog access

34. Plan for public use. Special programs exclude citizens 
who aren’t members. Keep this park open to ALL

35. If utilized appropriately all uses could be 
accommodated 

36. DISC GOLF TOURNAMENTS 

37. The wild country helps to balance our overdeveloped 
community

38. don’t know

39. I don’t object to the others, as long as the ‘foodies’ 
and ‘winos’ high-end pricey events don’t drive out the 
other uses. I remember when locals could actually 
afford to participate in tomato fest and other events 
that now are black tie and cost big dineros. I’d hate to 
see that at Palo Corona and RC.

40. All in a measured, considered way at RC, but none for 
the rest of the park.

41. Geared toward locals - not tourist events....

42. Rotary and community group lunches

43. All are appropriate, which will be supported and 
attended?

44. I see these areas distinctly different 

45. movies in the park would be okay

46. Pickle ball courts 

47. These two areas should be dealt with separately. 
No use for the front ranch area. I would think LUAC 
and the Coastal Commission would be against any 
disturbance to the front ranch area on Hwy 1

48. Please see #10.  You are asking the same questions 
over and over again.

49. I’m not sure, whichever makes the smallest footprint. 
It’s good for people to be in nature, but step carefully

50. all ok so long as well organized & monitored and 
aware of preservation rules

51. Dog park 

52. Cycling/ mountain biking events
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 21
QUESTION 21: WHICH COMMUNITY/SPECIAL EVENT OR GROUP GATHERING RELATED USES ARE LEAST 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT RANCH? 
(CHOOSE UP TO 2)
Please note that this number reflects the total number of responses (multiple responses per respondent).
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 21: WHICH COMMUNITY/SPECIAL 
EVENT OR GROUP GATHERING RELATED USES ARE 
LEAST APPROPRIATE FOR THE RANCHO CAÑADA 
PROPERTY AND/OR ON PALO CORONA’S FRONT 
RANCH?

1. All the above

2. All are inappropriate (exception to above answers: 
meeting and conference rooms)

3. None of the above

4. Excluding people is the least appropriate.

5. keep all special events out

6. Concerts

7. undecided

8. Movies in the park, outdoor concerts, festivals

9. Maintain AMPLE public access and parking during 
private events; limit large private events (weddings, 
etc.) to 1 day per week.

10. No mountain bikes rides, races etc

11. No races, food/wine, weddings, private events

12. None of the above for Front Ranch; many of the 
above are fine for R. C. Prop.

13. The size should be limited to avoid trash being left 
behind

14. Uses that limit or impact habitat restoration or water 
conservation 

15. Depends on where these events are held

16. weddings/events and festivals would need to 
be scaled appropriately to be respectful of the 
conservation ethic of the community

17. Again, other than the existing clubhouse, no “human 
stuff”...

18. I think in general commercial or private use should 
be limited if it impedes either public access to 
conservation goals.  While I am not completely 
against use for private event or commercial festival, 
I would certainly be against any use that either 
closes areas to the public or leads to enviornmental 
degradation.

19. not at front ranch

20. Weddings could be a good source of income for park 
programming.

21. Don’t lump properties together

22. None except meeting and conference space w/in 
existing facilities; no development for this purpose

23. Whichever events would cause the most disruption & 
litter & trash & noise pollution. 

24. Anything outdoor that is loud. NO amplification.  No 
disturbing the soundscape.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 21
25. any activity that would regularly limit the use of the 

park for the public

26. overnight camping events

27. We have other venues for conferences, as well as 
food and wine-related events.  

28. None of these are appropriate!

29. All are inappropriate in my opinion

30. don’t know

31. As long as we can all participate.

32. Developed activities at RC only; non-development in 
the rest of the park.

33. KEY is moderation.... must cater to locals first

34. i see these areas as very different from one another

35. No off the leash Dog Park

36. Any private event that would limit public accessibility 
(even short term)

37. See comments from above.

38. Please see #20

39. many of these questions refuse to accept my 
answers unless I change them.  Frustrating.

40. no human events except restoration of land

41. Wedding may bring in funds needed 
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 22
QUESTION 22 : WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING IS THE MOST IMPORTANT PRIORITY FOR PALO CORONA 
REGIONAL PARK?
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 22 : WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING IS THE 
MOST IMPORTANT PRIORITY FOR PALO CORONA 
REGIONAL PARK?

1. Education opportunities/access for children in nature 
play area

2. None of above

3. multi use trail access for all.

4. Open the back area...please...all the way to sobranes

5. I think it is good the way it is. 

6. avoiding onslaught of tourists

7. generation of a revenue stream

8. Ability to enter park and use for horseback riding, 
hiking, etc. with trails and trail connectivity.

9. Seasonal fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property

10. moumtain bikers help all of the above

11. This is a loaded question.  Preserve and restore 
without rendering the property unused by man.

12. To keep this park open for the public

13. Fenced, off-leash dog park

14. Access to all people, all uses, all groups...this is a 
community park, and no reasonable use of the park 
should be excluded

15. Public access

16. Allowing some trails to be mt. biking specific, NO 
HORSES!

17. Access for all user groups 

18. Mountain Bike access

19. all of the above

20. Free access to the community to hike & enjoy the 
property :)

21. Dog park

22. Fenced in Dog Park

23. Fenced in dog park

24. Public access and use with a balance of conservation

25. Allowing dog owners to enjoy all the trails

26. fenced off leash dog park

27. Public access to open space for biking & hiking, & 
outdoor ecudation experiences while preserving the 
environment & open spaces

28. multi use trails, hike, bike and equestrian access and 
trail connection.

29. PUBLIC CAMPGROUND

30. protect the natural lands from people and their 
damaging effects

31. Public access

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 22
32. would choose preservation, but am guarded about 

what the interpretation of “restoration” means to you.

33. The area doesn’t need any more parks that will not 
be maintained properly. Leave these areas alone. No 
expansion. 

34. dog park

35. Active recreation after dark
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 23
QUESTION 23 : WHAT IS THE SECOND MOST IMPORTANT PRIORITY?
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 23 : WHAT IS THE SECOND MOST 
IMPORTANT PRIORITY?

1. Keeping the area controled and not maxing out the 
area with overuse

2. no development

3. Creating an electronic-free hiking experience 

4. Open access with no gates or passcodes

5. Equestrian

6. Make everything beyond the old clubhouse as near 
to Garland as possible. That park has just the right 
balance. No need to re-invent the wheel here.

7. River access

8. Trails but not trail connectivity (what does that mean)

9. seasonal fishing access along river

10. steelhead stream restoration

11. Seasonal fishing access along the river and family 
fishing in one or more ponds on the property 

12. Special interest.  Fenced area for allowing dog 
owners to safely take their dogs off leash.  I have a 
problem with unleashed dogs on our beaches.

13. all of the above

14. All

15. Fenced off leash dog park 

16. Restoration and preservation WITH access

17. Equestrian use

18. Access, especially equestrian access to the larger 
park. It’s such a beautiful property, and a way to really 
explore  the back country is on horseback.

19. Protect the natural wildlife from human’s negative 
effects

20. Public access to entire property

21. Keeping it the way it is--

22. fenced off leash dog park with handicap access

23. Whose taxes will be paying for this expansion?

24. Dog park 

25. Restore east golf course

26. Mountain bike access

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 23
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 24
QUESTION 24 : WHAT IS THE THIRD MOST IMPORTANT PRIORITY?
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 24 : WHAT IS THE THIRD MOST 
IMPORTANT PRIORITY?

1. Hiking

2. have enough rangers to patrol

3. undecided

4. river restoration

5. dog friendly trails

6. Getting it open to public access.

7. Keeping land untamed 

8. Parking on-site (rather than remote with shuttles)

9. dog friendly trails

10. Trail type.  Multiple use trails.

11. Citizen Science

12. 1 golf course

13. dog friendly trails

14. Make everything beyond the old clubhouse as near 
to Garland as possible. That park has just the right 
balance. No need to re-invent the wheel here.

15. Parking

16. trails for dogs

17. minimize over use and noisy activities

18. family fishing on one or more ponds on the property

19. Special interest group access should not be confused 
with enviro. conservation and land preservation. 
Allowing access does not mean the land will be 
destroyed. this is a large park and there already exist 
jeep  roads that will be kept in place by the park 
district for access. these can provide access to user 
groups which can travel further in one day than foot 
hikers. This park should be a day use park only, no 
overnight in the areas past the valley floor.

20. Mountain biking

21. Hiker, biker, ang equine accessibility.

22. Mountain bike access

23. dog park + all the above

24. Dog park

25. all of the above

26. Others

27. Fenced in off leash dog area

28. fenced dog park

29. dog friendly areas

30. BRING BACK GOLF!

31. Off leash dog trail

32. dog park

33. Keep as much of the world as natural as possible.  

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 24
34. off-leash dog trails

35. Providing a legacy of wild natural land for future 
generations

36. off-leash dog trails

37. off-leash dog trail

38. Just restoration & hiking.

39. off-leash dog park

40. None of the others

41. Educational programming in the sense of increasing 
awareness of the history, ecological richness and 
urgent need for conservation of the Palo Corona.

42. Dog area

43. Pickleball courts

44. passive use

45. Programs led by docents for youth and adults along 
with use by special groups to encourage walking and 
stops to practice wellness

46. Allowing multi-use of the trails to include Mountain 
Biking

47. Stop feeding the “ego” that pushes for expansion

48. Part of the facility should be used to generate funds 
to help support the operations of the Park.

49. off-leash dog trails

50. no other human access

51. land preservation, trails, education, emergency 
access are all priority 1; the dog park can be built in; 
other special interests don’t need infrastructure, so 
can be impletemented on an as-needed basis.

52. None above apply

53. Using the clubhouse wisely

54. Dog park

55. off-leash dog trails

56. off-leash dog trails

57. build a golf course

58. Maintaining a balance to the extreme overuse of 
other parks in the region. 

59. I am not sure
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 25
QUESTION 25 : DO YOU FEEL THIS PROCESS FOR THE PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK GENERAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN IS HEADING IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION?
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 25 : DO YOU FEEL THIS PROCESS FOR 
THE PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK GENERAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN IS HEADING IN THE RIGHT 
DIRECTION? - IF NOT, PLEASE ELABORATE.

1. Sounds like dogs/conservation is strong – but I feel 
loose dogs on trails is bad.  Too strict of non-access 
is not good.

2. The delay in opening up back country (up to sobranes) 
is inescusable

3. No accommodation for people who hike with dogs

4. The process has been too slow to open up the 
backcountry. 

5. To much exclusion of dogs.

6. Very little if any of the regional parks provide a 
revenue stream namely camping and low impact 
lodging with dining and retail similar to the national 
parks using concessionaires.

7. Despite the efforts made for public input, no 
explanation has been given on how these choices 
will be made, who will make them, and what type 
of weighted descision matrix is being used. To top 
down.

8. I do not know the plan yet 

9. I don’t have any idea what the general dev plan is 
for the park so can not opine on that but my real 
problem with Palo Corona is the extremely limited 
access.  So i say step one should be to issue a 
directive tomorrow allowing free hiking access into 
ALL PARTS of Palo Corona - it is a great park with 
awesome trails... lets open the damn thing up and let 
people freely enjoy it already.

10. Ignores the reality of budgets and liability issues.

11. Seems focused on special interest groups rather than 
average person. You could have kept one golf course 
for the community. It could have been grown out to 
be more like links course — it is not too late—if you 
have an open mind.

12. “Good inclusive process. However in not separating 
the two very different properties so that respondents 
realize the properties ARE different, and that they 
have two very different sets of appropriate activities,  
you are creating and setting in motion a huge conflict 
in designing this park.  You will be fought forever 
in have trail bikes and horses on the same trails.  
Intensification of human activity or dog use on the 
Front Ranch will be fought from the start of this 
process.”

13. Access is too limited.

14. Not sure. The whole process has taken so incredibly 
long, that I begin to lose faith that anything will ever 
happen. 

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 25
15. “The last meeting was a disaster! Very poorly run. 

The Carmel Valley Association was allowed to take 
over the meeting. Very disappointed......”

16. Design team needs to know area and local needs 
better.  Design team seams to have preset 
inappropriate ideas for the park and doesn’t listen 
well.  Consider picking a new more environmentally 
sensitive team to work with.

17. I believe fishing access and steelhead stream 
restoration should be included in your survey points.

18. It appears that a few special interest groups have set 
this online survey up to drive interest in weddings, 
dog parks and other specific uses - I do not see the 
things I care about the most offered here, such as 
fishing access and quiet nature enjoyment in areas 
where there are no dogs.  

19. I didn’t know about the last meeting or this survey 
until I read about it in a Nextdoor Neighborhood social 
media posting. More effort should be made to get 
the news to the public.

20. There are an awful lot of NIMBYs at these meetings. 
Lets plan on how to best use land. Not how to keep 
people out.

21. I do not know enough about the process to comment, 
but do appreciate the opportunity to take this survey.

22. Only if it allows trail access to equestrians and hikers. 
Open space.

23. I am NEUTRAL as this is my first exposure to the 
process. However, I think the survey is good (good 
to have the pictures) and it is good you are holding 
public meetings.

24. I see there is going to be too much development and 
the traffic is already horrible. No need to bring more 
people to an area already developed too much!! I 
would like to see it all preserved in it’s natural state.

25. dont know where its headed so can’t answer   
appreciate the opportunity for input however

26. “Too much development and over usage. Leave in 
natural state.No Visitor Center. No camping and no 
fires”

27. My main concern is that a few vocal NIMBY’s who 
don’t want to “share” the resources near htier homes 
dominate the meetings and do not reflect the broader 
community that is served by MPRPD.  Not everyone 
can make it to meetings.

28. Not is they aren’t going to allow on leash dogs on all 
the trails

29. I do not yet have enough information to answer this 
question. 

30. We need to leave it alone and not develop. We have 
enough tourists impacting our roads and trashing our 
parks

31. It seems like a certain population (older folks) had 
been most successfully reached for input. Can you 
reach more folks? Mailers, social media, nextdoor.
com, etc
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32. I believe that MPRPD has good intentions and 
a presenting a public survey such as this is an 
important process....however, the survey was poorly 
written and overly ambiguous. I am concerned data 
collected will or can be skewed or poorly converted 
into a statistical model that does not represent the 
public needs... I would suggest that future surveys 
be written with more transparency and by an author 
that completed statistical analysis 101 with a passing 
grade. 

33. I disagree with the part of the plan that allows for 130 
homes to be developed on the golf course causing 
congestion and traffic issues in the future.

34. The development that is being pushed by Park district 
is sad. Staff infiltrates the small groups with their 
ideas for development and does not identify who 
they are. These questions are skewed toward the 
Park’s goals of development. Have you forgotten 
what our jewel is here? Bring in dogs, people, bikes 
and horses to wild natural area and you can see the 
results in your existing parks-over run with all those 
negative effect with little natural growth or vibrancy.

35. It’s unfortunate that such a special golf course will no 
longer be around. 

36. The direction is more heavily pointed towards 
income-producing activities.

37. Restore golf courses

38. Depends upon whether you are listening to me or 
not. Many agencies ask the questions, then do what 
they want anyhow. The most important points I am 
making are: include dogs in the hiking areas; restrict 
mountain biking; develop the Ranch Cañada property 
if you must (thoughtfully); keep the rest preserved 
hiking country. If those things happen, I am happy 
with your process (pretty self-serving, huh?)

39. At the October meeting it sounded as if the decision 
to not allow dogs off leash was already decided (“Go 
to Garland.”) Why are you gathering public input if 
management has already decided for us!?

40. Many of these questions should have allowed for the  
top three choices.

41. I think you have jumbled the needs of the Rancho 
Canada with those of the Palo Corona. They are 
distinct.

42. too slow--

43. I’m not sure, but I would like to preserve nature & not 
have large gatherings & businesses.

44. The meetings need to be better organized catering 
to an educated local public.  Having a consulting 
firm from out of the area which does not seem to be 
aware of local sentiments and knowledge was not a 
great idea.

45. There needs to be a clear indication of allowing multi-
use trails to be used by hikers, bikers and equestrians.  
With proper education, all can get along and work to 
preserve the space. 

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 25
46. Please refer to my comments throughout this survey. 

MCRPD doesn’t have the capacity to maintain the 
current parks system. I would like to have the fire 
departments, LUAC, Coastal Commission and 
neighbors weigh in on this. Like golf courses, these 
parks serve a very few especially out-of-the-area 
visitors. I pay taxes for their use??? No thank you. 

47. The questions are leading.  They are redundant. I 
appreciate the need for some way to measure and 
account for the wide variety of suggestions you 
must be receiving.  I understand that there are 
interests that are sometimes in extreme opposition 
to each other (no public access/total public access).  
However; a survey seldom produces qualitative 
solutions.  It does however; give public planners a 
shield.  Fewer surveys, please!

48. Opening up land use to potential illegal campfires 
with no funding for monitoring is irresponsible and of 
great concern. 

49. Traffic and parking in this area is already out if control 
and dangerous. The existing public access areas like 
Point Lobis are being destroyed by the onslaught of 
people. It is I longer just a weekend issue. Highway 
1 is clogged with prior parking and walking on the 
pavement. There is no serenity to avidit to this area 
now. Why are we even thinking about inviting mire 
people. Big Sur public areas are stressed by masses 
of thoughtless people who park anywhere. Leave 
trash and human waste. We need to protect our 
beautiful area. 

50. I don’t know the direction now.

51. survey appears wildly skewed for human 
development uses. Direction should be restoration/
preservation of restoredd wild country

52. No, the general theme that keeps being pushed is 
Visitor Centers, overuse, zip lines, dog parks.....too 
much crap!  Keep it open, keep it wild and don’t 
commercialize it with all this junk that a true nature 
lover does not need. Don’t encourage more usage by 
providing more parking lots. We don’t want any more 
tourism here. ENOUGH! Thank 

53. At this point I feel that this project has not taken 
ENOUGH public interest.  Workshops are not 
publicized enough and there is a great danger of 
destroying the quality of life, not only for people but 
for the very nature that this area enjoys.  Wildlife 
needs to remain wild, not showcased.

54. I think with Point Lobos traffic and litter and over-use 
so out of control it is irresponsible to create another 
area to encourage visitors. Until we can properly 
monitor the facilities we have it seems like a fire 

WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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danger to open up more not properly supervised 
properly 

55. The last meeting was very poorly run

56. I think it is taking much too long. Access to PC 
backcountry has been off limits for many years. 
Access to the Front Park has been restricted by 
permit and lock gates for too many years.

57. I like that the local people who live here are asked 
for their opinion. When the tourism department 
does everything they can to bring in hundreds of 
thousands of tourists, we have to deal with the 
traffic and environmental impacts. The reason we 
live here is for the slower quality of life—the rural 
areas, beaches and open space. We don’t want it 
ending up like the bay area...trashed, gridlocked, and 
frustrating and every turn. Once you build something 
up, you can never go back. I saw this happen in the 
30 years I lived in Los Gatos. It’s abysmal there now 
from traffic and too many people, parks are overused 
and crowded, littered and angry people who can’t 
even drive to the grocery store due to traffic jams. 
We already see this happening along hwy 1 now. It’s 
insane and dangerous and our roads are not meant 
for this amount of pepole. Don’t encourage more to 
come.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 25
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 26
QUESTION 26 : DO YOU FEEL THAT MPRPD IS DOING A GOOD JOB MANAGING THE PLANNING PROCESS 
FOR PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK?
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WRITE-IN RESPONSES

QUESTION 26 : DO YOU FEEL THAT MPRPD IS DOING 
A GOOD JOB MANAGING THE PLANNING PROCESS 
FOR PALO CORONA REGIONAL PARK? - IF NOT, 
PLEASE ELABORATE.

1. It seems more could be done to get the word out 
about this process to neighboring communities and 
people of varied social economic backgrounds. 

2. MPRPD is taking too long. Should have opened this 
to the public long ago. Give the taxpayers access to 
what we paid for. 

3. See answer to 25

4. Way too much time has transpired since MPRPD has 
gained management control in allowing public access 
to the interior. “Parking cars”is NOT a good reason. 
Some of us ride bikes to the park and/or carpool. 

5. The process is too darn slow

6. Not a clear process, too much time in between public 
meetings or information being put out without any 
communication from MPRPD about what it is doing.

7. MPRPD does what it wants, not what the public 
wants

8. To restrictive in areas of access by people who have 
dogs.

9. It is taking far too long for this park to be fully opened 
to the public who paid for it!

10. They clearly didn’t even review in detail the 
presentation slides, as there were plenty of mistakes. 
Park staff is way over tasked and under manned, but 
not under funded.

11. Not sure

12. I would have to say no because it is very hard to use 
and get access to right now.  If you opened it up 
tomorrow then my opinion would change immensely.

13. See above. Forget all the special interests, dog park, 
horses, cycles, weddings, private events etc. it is 
claimed to be about restoration, so leave it to that 
goal.

14. “You are doing alright, but have made a huge error in 
not separating the properties so people understand 
what is appropriate on which section of parkland.

15. Please sort this out before the next public meeting.  
Most issues will be resolved if you do.  Otherwise 
there will be conflict from day one.”

16. I really don’t know what the plan is, either the scope 
or timeframe

17. Its taken over a decade to develop anything beyond 
the front country

18. Access is too limited.

19. No, the presentations and planing process is really 
poor. We need to get a professional firm to handle 
this, we have people with no skills handling this 

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 26
problem and it is not right.  I’m happy to help, call 
me!

20. Process has taken far too long. 

21. MPRPD  is a great organization with a great board.  It 
just seems to have selected the wrong design team 
for this project.  MPRPD should look at other more 
locally sensitive options

22. In order to comment, I have to disagree.  I like the 
appearance of no bias that the meetings and survey 
give.  I hope the decisions that are ultimately reached 
are neither too conservationist nor too inclusive.  By 
the way,  I’m not at all opposed to having equestrian 
trails  ... but am opposed to trails shared with hikers.  
Also provided there were a limited numbers of horses 
allowed at any given time.

23. I do not know enough about the process to comment, 
but do appreciate the opportunity to take this survey.

24. You need to include all of the locals with interest in 
use of this park. Riding or hiking. There are a number 
of active groups interested in open space.

25. same answer as above!!!! 

26. Not sure yet, but getting public input is good. I was 
unaware of the earlier meeting.

27. Too much money has been spent with little access!

28. Please do not bee too influenced by stakeholders 
who want to make this property a Preserve. It should 
be a park for people to use. Ecological restoration can 
be achieved WITH recreation for people and dogs 
and horses, making the USE of the property the top 
priority, not the protected domaine of scientists and 
conservationists. 

29. We need housing.

30. If the survey questions are weighted  indication of 
the direction MPRPD is going; then NO.  As vast as 
this property is, there are several identifiable needs 
to consider; not the least of which is sustainable 
funding .  Agreed that resource and conservation are 
and should be a priority; so should public access be 
as well.  I would suggest that Staff of MPRPD review 
the model established the Asilomar  State Park which 
provides a balance of conservation; accessibility and 
a self supporting income source..   The worst case 
scenario of developing Palo Corona is that  in 2 years 
the MPRPD will have to return back to public in form 
of a Bond Initiative or tax rate increase on the ballot 
box.  Should this happen there will a vast public 
outcry that MPRPD squandered an opportunity to 
allow the property to maintain self funding through 
continued operation of an on-site restaurant/catering 
service which provides income.

31. Please see above. MPRPD are Developers like 
Eastwood and Lombardo. Very sad.

32. The public input (stakeholders) were the last to be 
included in the planning process. Coming to us last 
was a big mistake.

33. see comments about golf courses

34. It has taken SO long already to allowed public access.
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35. Too much time and talking in lieu of public access

36. See comment immediately above.

37. Too much waste.

38. This is not a fair question as you do not allow a 
neutral comment (choice moves automatically to 
disagree). I wanted to say yes, in the sense they are 
holding public meetings. 

39. Too much discussion about mulituse.  Keep it simple

40. There’s been no mention about increased staffing 
needs.  As it is, the rangers are stretched pretty 
thin with Garland and other park maintenance 
requirements.  Who will maintain it?  Will there be 
a rec aide or park aide to do this?  More rangers?  
With more property comes more responsibility, not 
creating shortages in successful parks.

41. too slow-went to early meetings a decade ago-

42. While I believe that the process is currently going in 
the right direction I feel that the process to open the 
Palo Corona Back country to public access has taken 
to long.

43. “You” will bulldoze your way to the results you want 
without thinking thru the impact to the land, wildlife, 
ecosystem, traffic impact to Hwy 1, view shed of 
the front ranch “Kmart type” parking lot and to we 
neighbors.

44. I feel that too much allowance is being given to “for 
profit” activities as opposed to preserving it in it’s 
natural state. I understand the need for the park 
system to search out much needed avenues of 
funding but allowing options with the potential of 
destroying a gem of a resource is very short sighted. 

45. See above.  Special interest groups that feel entitled 
to abuse the beauty of the otherwise natural spaces 
just because they are able to afford the price to use 
the land is not appropriate.  

46. We need preservation and thoughtful use. 

47. see all previous answers, no human use desired. At 
least you are taking a (prejudiced) survey!

48. I feel they are pushing over use and 
commercialization.

49. This remains to be seen as the process goes forward.

WORKSHOP #1 SURVEY - QUESTION 26
WRITE-IN RESPONSES
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