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****DRAFT**** DRAFT**** DRAFT**** DRAFT**** 

Interim Report 
Round 1 - Trails Town Hall Comments 

 

Prepared by: Michael Fraidenburg, Blog Facilitator for Responsive Management 
(www.ResponsiveManagement.com), contractor to the Recreation and Conservation 
Office for this work.   

 

Background – The SCORP Town Hall Blog Web Site 

Part of the 2013 revision of Washington’s Trails and NOVA Plans is the use of an Internet 
blog web site to collect general public input (see, http://watrailstownhall.wordpress.com).  The 
format is to pose questions asking stakeholders to provide narrative answers about the 
provision of trails recreation opportunities administered under these plans and discuss 
the implications of their answers.  This interim report documents the results from the 
one round of input.   

Caveats:   

• This is a draft document, do not cite as a definitive source.  This interim 
report is being made available to ensure the results of the public discussion on 
trails and NOVA planning are made available as the plans are being developed 
instead of after it is finalized.  Treat these reports as provisional and subject to 
change when the final report is compiled.   

• Do not extrapolate these comments to the state as a whole.  In a blog 
discussion respondents self-select for participation.  This means there is no 
effort to sample stakeholders in a scientifically valid way (i.e., random 
sampling).  Consequently, it would be inappropriate to ascribe quantitative 
meanings (e.g., percentages, majority/minority sentiments, trends) on any issue.  
Treat these results as valid opinions of individuals, not as a summary of results 
that are generally applicable across the state. 

• The results are informative.  Despite the qualification above, the stakeholder 
input is valuable much in the same way as are results from a focus group (i.e., as 
qualitative descriptions of the core issues that surround the questions posed to 
stakeholders).  This form of input is useful in naming the issues that are 
important to stakeholders and for gaining first-level insight about why the issues 
are important to them.  A value of this method for collecting public input is that 
people can react to each others’ comments and in so doing they stimulate 
additional discussion from one another. 

With these cautions in mind, below are the results from the first round of input from 
the Internet Town Hall blog discussion.   
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Summary Observations by the Blog Facilitator 

 

77 people commented in this round of discussion.  They provided 101 comments.  Below 
is a summary of the themes contained in the commenting followed by a verbatim 
reporting of all comments.   

 

Cooperation vs. Competition 

An equestrian noted the risks of in-fighting among backcountry users, “And we'd like to 
see users working together rather than against each other.  United we are a small but 
firm voice for back country recreation funding.  Not united we are just making noise for 
our own pleasure or displeasure.”   

An ORV user wants more opportunity for his recreation but, at the same time, 
recognized the importance of a coalition of support around trails, “If we work together 
as volunteers, as good stewards of the land then I believe that we can make a goal of 
more open and maintained land / trails / recreation areas for everyone in the state.”   

And a NOVA [Non-highway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Program] Committee member 
forcefully made this case, “While we all have our own iron in the fire it is apparent that 
we are arguing over very little.  For those that don’t know the NOVA account 
contributions from gas taxes has been significantly diminished by the legislature.  The 
loss of this funding is a crippling blow to the overall funding of all user interests…  The 
entire recreational community needs to advocate for the re-establishment of the 
accounts, the plate will then hold enough to provide support to all groups.  It needs to 
be impressed on the legislature that dollars committed to NOVA and RTP [Recreational 
Trails Program] are in many cases double dollars.  All of these grants require and 
receive volunteer labor hours.  All of the user groups participate in volunteer support to 
facilitate these grants…  We can all continue to argue over who should get what, 
however these arguments are better aired in the NOVA grant committee, composed of 
all user groups.  I am not sure what the process is in the RTP program but having served 
on the NOVA committee for several years I can attest to fairness of the process…  So 
let’s concentrate on the account and then determine how to invest it.” 

 

Trail Maintenance 

Motorized recreationists pointed out that their lack of access to certain trails means 
there is no incentive for volunteers to do routine maintenance that helps managers.  

Round 1 Question 

What are the most important priorities for improving trails recreation over the 
next five years? 
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The thought process was that since their access would depend on trail clearing, 
grooming, etc. the motorized recreation community would have an incentive to get 
involved; “Why not let off road mc clubs have access and they will be cleared in short 
order.”  A King County employee stressed the need for maintenance and the value of 
agency-public partnerships using volunteers for maintenance.  There was a strong call 
for using volunteers, especially in this tight fiscal climate; as one commenter put it, 
“provide every possible support to volunteer groups who do such terrific work, e.g. 
Washington Trails Association.” 

 

Trail Connectivity  

One respondent was clear, “To improve the trail system itself, loops and trails that 
connect with communities or other trails are always helpful.”  One solution could be, 
“multi-jurisdictional coordination on trails, since many planned or proposed trails cross 
multiple ownerships”.  Some users need a minimum length of trails to make an outing 
worthwhile as a horsewoman put it, “For horseback riders, a trail system needs a 
minimum of 12-15 miles.”  A motorcycle rider is frustrated because, “Many locations 
make it hard to connect from trail to trail with one trail ending just a mile or two down 
the road (gravel) from where the next begins. There should be an allowance for riding 
gravel roads with orv tags in specific areas.”  A bicycler made the point that the term 
‘trail’ should be broadened.  Her story was one of abandoning a one-year bicycle road 
trip for personal safety concerns, “Paved road designated as bicycle routes were truley 
very dangerous. It would be nice to have a multipurpose network interconnected 
statewide roads with developed areas assesable for all off road modalities.” 

 

Building New Trails and New Opportunities 

At least part of the pressure on current trails could be alleviated by simply changing the 
designation of what a trail is that is suitable for access to the public.  One commenter 
made this case and then acknowledged the need to manage liability, “Trails are nice. 
But if funding is scarce, Please do not lock people out of areas, just because there is 
not a world-class walking path. Certainly warnings should be placed advising of the 
primitive nature (or lack of) a trail. Perhaps advice about ‘own risk’,’ and ‘own 
responsibility for rescue’ would be appropriate.”  One user wants more Eastern 
Washington opportunity for ATVs, “I would like to propose an RV Park setting for four 
wheel drives rock crawlers ATVs and motorcycles.  I believe having such a designated 
area would relieve pressure off of other areas that are not so desirable and give the 
four wheelers a place to go.  I have seen this done on the Westside but nothing on the 
east side of the North cascades.” 

 

Crowding  

There is a concern that crowding of existing facilities for motorized recreationists 
creates management problems.  A dirt biker, observed, “By closing other ORV parks 
they [managers] forced a large number of people to one area. Now over crowded and 
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unmaintained trails have lead to deteriorated trails that once were very fun and safe to 
some [that are] often unridable and extremely dangerous.” 

 

Location and Accessibility  

Access to information about opportunities was mentioned with a request to create a 
website with links to trails by type of allowed activity. 

 

Road Access and Road Maintenance  

Recreation opportunity is being truncated because of simple road closures preventing 
access to trail heads; “No road means no access, no trail crews, no volunteers, and 
essentially no trail.”  There was recognition that the causes included reduced 
government budgets, gated private roads, and extensive and expensive processes to 
complete road repairs to modern standards.  There is concern that too many logging 
roads on public lands are closed. 

 

Recruitment of the Next Generation 

Commenters noted an interesting shift in perception from previous concerns that the 
backcountry (therefore trail) use was becoming overcrowded to a new concern that 
children are not receiving enough exposure to the backcountry thereby breaking 
connections to the out-of-doors that create a sense of stewardship in young people. 

 

Funding 

Many commenters called for adequate funding; for both maintenance and for trails 
development.   

 

Motorized Trails 

“More motorized trails are probably needed, but not necessarily in the ‘backcountry’.” 

 

Specific Problem Sites Mentioned (paraphrased quotes from the commenters): 

• Wild Sky Wilderness Area - inability to fund plans that were made. 
• Mt. Loop Hwy - inaccessible because of washouts. 
• Cougar Mountain - only a small portion of trails can be ridden on horseback. 
• Robe canyon – people going beyond the sign that warns the trail is hazardous 

which means the trail needs to be made safer. 
• Barclay Lake – a heavily used trail where there appears to be a garbage problem. 
• On Forest Service land, the Dry Creek (western Washington) trail has no bridge 

over Dry Creek, which is not ever dry! 
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Multiple-use Versus Limited-Use 

There are a wide range of opinions regarding the choice between limiting types of use 
to ‘compatible’ activities versus a much wider definition of multiple-use.  Perceptions 
about the compatibility of activities varies widely from, 

• ”I strongly believe in non-motorized multi-use trails. I’ve been all over the west 
and have seen it work splendidly in many locations. HIKE, BIKE and HORSE. The 3 
actually get along quite well…” to 

• “As a multi outdoor recreation user, I believe the state needs to do what it can 
to make sure everyone who benefits from outdoor recreation, as I do, gets a win 
out of the process, and not a loss. Win/win not win/lose, or lose/lose. Create a 
win/win for all recreationalists. Do not close trails or opportunities for us, create 
more opportunities...” to 

• “Carefully consider the downsides of “multi-use” trails...  People love their kind 
of trail use, whatever it is: just think how different it is to zoom along on a 
motorized vehicle, ride on a horse, or walk.  These things do not “just fit 
together”; one person’s fun can all too easily be another person’s fun wrecked.  
We should all have our preferences honored as much as possible.” 

But, along with this controversy there were clear calls for cooperation.  A mountain 
biker put it this way, “Any time large groups of people share anything, conflicts will 
occur. My experience however is that the vast majority of users, be they mountain 
bikers, hikers, or horse riders, go out of their way to be courteous and friendly. Let’s 
not let the few cantankerous obnoxious people that are out there hijack the dialogue 
and encourage the false perception of the amount of discord that exists between the 
user groups which actually is exceedingly minimal.” 

And there were calls for recreationists to recognize the reality of limits that exist.  One 
commenter made the case for user responsibility coupled with respect for each other’s 
rights and the realities of current management capacity when he said,”As a responsible 
off road vehicle owner it is upon each party to respect each other’s groups access to 
public lands and coexist in an environment that is not only constrained by the land we 
have available but also the local and federal budgets allocated to upkeep these public 
lands.” 

 

Misdirection of ‘Dedicated’ Funds 

Historic Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities (NOVA) Program funds is a hot-
button issue for some commenters;  “An appalling amount of resources has been raided 
from funds like NOVA and used for projects and state entities for which they were 
never intended.”  One solution offered is to create, “…a legal advisory committee [to] 
be assigned to review all legislative documents around OHV funding resources, and 
provide an action plan to create and maintain legislative documentation for funding and 
use of trails for OHV use.” 
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Accumulating fees and taxes in general are a concern especially when coupled with a 
perception that these monies are not being spent to support the activities that 
generated the fee/tax base in the first place;  “The other conditions forced upon us is 
this discover pass.  Forcing us to pay to use a area I already paid for when I purchased 
my ORV tabs every year for a increasing amount of money.” 

Transparency of funding sources and subsequent allocations was mentioned as a need; 
“What I believe would help most is a lot more transparency in the funding, collecting, 
and allocation of all the monies gathered for "orv funds.” 

 

Fees in General 

Similar to the concerns expressed in the public input for the State Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan some users are not happy with fees (a kind-of ‘we-already-
pay-taxes-for-this-recreation’ argument.  Other users accept fees as appropriate.  For 
some users there is frustration about the multiple fee structures that exist, especially 
in the context of not being able to predict which kind of fee is needed for various 
recreation sites.  For example, one commenter put it this way, “I have a federal public 
lands pass, but some Forest Service areas don't honor it - I have to pay separately for 
those areas and there's no way to know ahead of time which ones have been 
privatized.” 

____________________________________________ 

 

Verbatim Comments Submitted on the Town Hall Website 
 

Tami 

merritr@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/24 at 4:31 pm 

What are the most important priorities for improving backcountry trail recreation over the next five years? 

Lets focus on the question asked. 

The priority is to keep the backcountry trail recreation available, and not closed due to lack of funding!  

Hundreds of people spend hours and hours of their personal time advocating, volunteering, sometimes 
back breaking work, to keep backcountry trails open. Volunteers from every user group clean, repair, create 
and maintain trails all over our state in support of trail recreation. Allowing user groups to repair and 
maintain trails is our way to help pay for keeping these trails open to everyone. We, every user group, are 
losing more and more trails to “lack of funding”. We need to fight hard to keep the funds available.  

Parking and access at trail heads are very important to keep open and maintain, as well as allowing re-
routing of trails that are damaged. Communication between user groups can be civil if we work together. 
Lets fight to keep funding as a group, and then work as a group to determine its best use.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.   

 

Sondra J 

sgjohn1234@aol.com 
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Submitted on 2013/05/23 at 5:19 pm 

Lots of horse-riding folks use and maintain trails in the back country, using pack horses to bring in tools 
volunteer groups for heavy work, misery-whip saws to cut out logs in the wilderness, etc. Haven’t seen 
many backpackers packing in grub hoes, planks for bridges over muddy areas, trail cutting tools, etc. Seen 
various young folk groups doing great work on PCT and branching trails. Funding isn’t getting any better. 
The Discovery pass money was to be 80% for trail work when enacted. Where’d that 80% go?  

 

Sheila 

mrs.budb@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/22 at 2:52 pm 

Need money for maintance. Even with all the user groups volunteering (a wonderful thing) money is needed 
to keep trails open and usable for all groups.  

 

Jerry 

hardinester@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/22 at 2:16 pm 

The most important priority for the next five years is to identify a funding source that is adequate, steady, 
and based on ability to pay. I do not support additional “pay to play” schemes. This is contrary to the goal of 
getting more people, especially families and children, into nature.  

 

Jule 

juleschultz@yahoo.com 

192.230.13.41  

Submitted on 2013/05/22 at 11:45 am 

It has been shown time and time again that user groups can create quality trails via volunteer driven groups. 
Although funding would very much help the process along, the lack of new trails does not come from lack of 
funding, but rather lack of an area where volunteer driven organizations can build trails. I’d like to see the 
process for building trails on public land in Washington streamlined by shortening the timeline and reducing 
redtape.  

 

BOB BROOKE 

saddlesorebob@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/21 at 9:56 pm 

While we all have our own iron in the fire it is apparent that we are arguing over very little. For those that 
don’t know the NOVA account contributions from gas taxes has been significantly diminished by the 
legislature. The loss of this funding is a crippling blow to the overall funding of all user interests. 

The entire recreational community needs to advocate for the re-establishment of the accounts, the plate will 
then hold enough to provide support to all groups. It needs to be impressed on the legislature that dollars 
committed to NOVA and RTP are in many cases double dollars. All of these grants require and receive 
volunteer labor hours. All of the user groups participate in volunteer support to facilitate these grants. 

We can all continue to argue over who should get what, however these arguments are better aired in the 
NOVA grant committee, composed of all user groups. I am not sure what the process is in the RTP program 
but having served on the NOVA committee for several years I can attest to fairness of the process. 
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So let’s concentrate on the account and then determine how to invest it.  

 

Joe Hawkins 

vaq34webmaster@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/21 at 2:25 pm 

Each county in Washington State needs to have an ORV park (much like Walker Valley). Everyone on the 
west side of the state needs to realize that not every piece of ground is wilderness. The state legislature 
needs to enact laws that will allow private land owners to open their lands up for all recreational uses, laws 
that protect the land owners and the state from frivolous lawsuits.  

I find it funny that when the DNR gave the local press the dog and pony show at Reiter Pit showing the new 
jeep trails that people actually thought the best solution to the problem was to have the ORV’ers use gravel 
pits. Reiter Pit is an active dump site and a source of gravel, in another words part of it is still an active 
gravel pit. 

The bottom line is that Washington is growing and our outdoor recreation opportunities are not keeping up 
with that growth, they are decreasing. 

Everyone needs to come together and work towards a goal that will ensure that no more land is locked up 
by land managers, be they county, state or federal agencies.  

For every acre that was put aside for the Wild Sky wilderness and for every other type of this of land closure 
there needs to be an equal amount of land set aside for the “rest” of the public to use, from hiking to ORV’s 
and everything in between. 

If we work together as volunteers, as good stewards of the land then I believe that we can make a goal of 
more open and maintained land / trails / recreation areas for everyone in the state.  

 

Jule 

juleschultz@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/21 at 2:17 pm 

I have heard that in Washington many public lands agencies are reluctant to let new trails go in because of 
liability and the fear of being sued. This is because Washington law lets trail users sue the State if hurt on 
public lands because of improperly built or extreme trails. Many more trails may be allowed to be built on 
public lands if we could reduce/eliminate the liability of the State. Oregon, I believe, has figured this out (e.g. 
Hood River trails).  

 

Judd bergeson 

judd42685@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/21 at 9:04 am 

There needs to be more areas for the 4×4 users.  

 

Tom 

tombaker070@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/20 at 10:11 am 

1. Provide a website with links to trails by type of activity allowed 
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2. Trails are important, but so is maintenance. Provide resources to allow groups to adopt trails, and for 
finding grants  

 

Trail Rider 

onebluedog2@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/20 at 7:56 am 

I am a hiker and equestrian. I agree that we need more multiuse trails, particularly for the ORV users. There 
is a serious lack of facilities dedicated for ORV use on the west side of the Cascades. There must be some 
public lands appropriate for this use even if it is just seasonal. I am sure there are groups that will help 
requlate and maintain the sites. I understand this can be a problem but the ORV park at Sand Lake in 
Oregon is managed successfully by the US Forest Service. Sharing the trails with motorized vehicles is fine 
with me as I can hear them comming and get out of the way. Mountain bikes are only a concern on narrow 
trails with limited sight lines.  

 

Dan 

dancolby41@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/19 at 9:45 pm 

Off road vehicles are at the bottom of the priority list in Washington. Off road vehicles should be able to go 
use the forest service roads/clear cuts/logging roads which give us a lot more area to use.  

 

Jeff Chapman 

bbbranch@olympus.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/19 at 12:03 am 

The NOVA formula is based on off-highway gas tax spent by all forms of recreation, not just off-road 
recreational vehicles. So the tax on gas used in pickups pulling trailers and cars driving to trailheads is 
included, and many of these users are non-motorized trail users. The fact is hikers, mountain bikers, 
campers, paddlers, equestrians, and others do actually pay the gas tax that goes into the NOVA account. If 
NOVA was to be based solely on ATV/bike gas taxes, it would be a much smaller pot of money. The net 
affect would be the same (actually less) money for motorizied recreation. By combining up the off-highway 
gas tax coming from various user types, we are able to advocate united together to save the NOVA account 
and stop it from being swept into other uses than supporting the agencies maintaining our backcountry trails 
systems.  

As to ORV tabs, these funds do go to motorized recreation as they are tracked in a separate grant category 
within the RCO distribution. We agree that these funds should be used for motorized recreation and not 
swept, and the back country recreation community has been united about this as well. 

I believe I speak for all back country groups when we say we believe the NOVA gas tax share should be 
based on 1% of the full gas tax. At one time it was, but the last two gas tax increases did not include a 
corresponding NOVA increase. If the legislature passes a new gas tax increase, NOVA should receive its 
proper share. With back country recreation becoming more and more dependant on grants, NOVA has 
become a key source of funding for the agencies. The lid should be lifted to its proper level. We Back 
Country Horsemen listed some 300 multi-user trail and campground maintenance projects that could be 
completed if the grant funding was available. 

With discussions underway in the USFS about downsizing road, trail, and campground inventories due to 
inadequate revenue, our main desire for the next five years is to avoid this happening through figuring out 
new funding strategies while protecting existing ones. The USFS should follow the state lead in placing 
value on recreation and working with the user community on planning and maintenance so that our net 
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recreational assets actually increase, not decrease. This means that these funds for primative recreation 
(NOVA, RRA, snowmobile) can not be swept into other uses. RTP needs to be reauthorized as a dedicated 
fund federally, and the Governor should not opt-out in order to utilize RTP elsewhere. Areas that are loosing 
access, such as Wenas, need a solution to restore public use while working positively and respectfully with 
private landowners. We would like to see camping restored at Burke Lake, year around trail use for 
equestrians in Capitol Forest, reopening of Burnt Hill, more loop options most everywhere, and 
transparency in the USFS and NPS Trails Classification Systems. We’d like to see RMAP projects that fix 
habitat for fish use modern culverts and bridges rather than road destruction for stream crossings. We’d like 
to see a net increase in trail inventory and an assortment of options so that all groups can find a quality and 
safe experience. We’d like to see movement toward completion of our cross-state trail systems such as the 
John Wayne, Columbia Plateau, Willapa Hills, and Pacific Northwest National Scenic Trail. 

And we’d like to see users working together rather than against each other. United we are a small but firm 
voice for back country recreation funding. Not united we are just making noise for our own pleasure or 
displeasure.  

 

Dwain 

tfd171@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/18 at 8:12 am 

I would like to propose an RV Park setting for four wheel drives rock crawlers ATVs and motorcycles. I 
believe having such a designated area would relieve pressure off of other areas that are not so desirable 
and give the four wheelers a place to go. I have seen this done on the Westside but nothing on the east 
side of the North cascades. the Methow Valley is in dire need of such a place.. please look very hard at 
making this happen I also believe it would be a good economical boost for our dying Valley. 

a suggestion place would be the power line section going to the top of Highway 20 on the loop loop area.. 

thank you for giving us the opportunity to express our feelings and desires. 

Thanks again for your time. 

Dwain Hutson owner of NAPA Auto Parts and long time fire chief for the town of Twisp.Wa.  

 

girl 

r-m-j@wildmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/18 at 7:59 am 

Here’s an example of how hiker trail access has changed over the years. Yesterday i was hiking in the 
Staircase area of Olympic National Park. My current hiking guide describes two spur trails that are just 
simply not there anymore, plus one trail that is described as destroyed by a fire in 1985 and has never been 
resurrected. The Staircase Rapids bridge has finally been replaced! but it’s taken 15 years. The main trail I 
was on was only cleared of winter damage for the first 3.7 miles, to the first trail junction. That second trail 
has not been cleared at all. It’s mid May, folks. This is a major trail into the Olympic back country. I’ve 
noticed that the trails and roads in the Olympics that are used by folks from Seattle get way better 
maintenance than the rest of the area, and that’s not fair. We need trails in areas that get less use too, for 
us locals, and for people who don’t want to hike in a crowd. 

On the Forest Service side, the Dry Creek trail has no bridge over Dry Creek, which is not ever dry. Also a 
big portion of the ‘trail’ is simply a decommissioned logging road, which goes straight up a steep slope – no 
switchbacks or nothin’. The LeBar end of the Dry Creek trail was inaccessible for about 3 years when the 
road leading to the trailhead washed out. They have put in one new trail, Copper Creek, but it’s way too 
steep for me. By the logic of some of the arguments above, I should be able to ride a dirt bike up that trail 
since I’m ‘disabled’ and can’t do it on my own. 
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Privatization of public lands removes trail access too, such as the selling of state park lands in recent years, 
and the Forest Service practice of leasing land to private concessionaires. I have a federal public lands 
pass, but some Forest Service areas don’t honor it – I have to pay separately for those areas and there’s no 
way to know ahead of time which ones have been privatized. 

I hike a lot on private timber company logging roads – they’re close to home, saves time and gas. They’re 
open to hikers, mountain bikes, horses, you can even drive your truck on them if you pay for a gate key, but 
guess what? even the private timber companies (whom no one would describe as environmental 
extremists) don’t want ATVs/ORVs on their land. Not even on their logging roads. They are just simply 
inherently too damaging even when used conscientiously. I know they’re fun, I’ve tried it myself, but they 
are too destructive. I’ve tried hiking on ATV trails in the off season when there’s no one actually riding, and 
the trails are just mired in erosion and washouts and pooled water – essentially impassable on foot. And 
there’s lots of wildlife that will not stay in an area that has motorized use of any kind or amount. Some uses 
just cannot be shared.  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 9:57 pm 

Doug, 

I agree its very hard sharing the trail. Horses may become frightened, if a mountain biker is riding toward 
them,. Some separation is very helpful. At least they don’t go up Tiger MT cable trail, try running that 
one…..  

 

John Pope, Anacortes, WA 

popejp@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 9:50 pm 

Learn from Canada and Alaska and allow multiple use on the majority of trails, only restricting it when it is 
necessary to preserve life and truly endangered species. Our state is among the most blessed with public 
lands, but has more restrictions than most on allowing multiple use. Any trail open to hikers should be open 
to at least two or three other user groups, including trails in federal wilderness areas. We need to develop a 
culture of sharing the sandbox using common sense trail management and community adoption of trail 
maintenance, This generation of avoiding maintenance and preventing access really has damaged the 
overall ability of the citizen to enjoy nature in this state. I support many of the views I’ve seen in this blog, 
and hope the end result of the survey will be that the agencies and governments charged with serving us 
will be allowed to do so, support recreation once again. Relax the restrictions and enlist help from organized 
groups who will work for access.  

 

Candace S Hunter 

candyhunter@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 9:37 pm 

In 2005 my husband and I road a tandem recumbant bicycle from MT St Helen’s to San Francisco where 
we abanded a one year trip. Paved road designated as bicycle routes were truley very dangerous. It would 
be nice to have a multipurpose network interconnected statewide roads with developed areas assesable for 
all off road modalities. it would be safer than using the hiway system. I pay extra fees to ride a motorcycle 
on the street and would not be opposed to paying a user fee. My question is the maintenance of these 
roads as Washington can’t maintain the paved roads. I also agree with the need for an increase in fireing 
ranges, it is a olympic sport. |  
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Linda Roe 

lzroe1951@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 9:29 pm 

I would like to see the access to the trails we do have maintained. I do not like the idea of mixing motorized 
and non motorized users. I do not like the idea of hiking on ATV tracks. If I want to breathe exhaust fumes, I 
can walk in the city. However, I do think that ATV users should have somewhere to ride where that kind of 
recreation does the least damage to the environment.  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 9:22 pm 

Dave, 

very informative! off road vehicles are at the bottom of the totem pole in Wa. They should be able to go on 
the forest service roads/clear cuts/logging roads which there are a ton of. Even abandoned logging roads. 

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 9:07 pm 

Rodger, 

WTA works on trails, and so does the FS, they even allow users to work a day on the trail to earn a pass for 
the year (Forest service).  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 9:03 pm 

WE already pay the forest service for the trail pass and the state parks/DNR trails new ‘Discovery pass ‘ for 
recreation.  

 

KJ 

kjrjatprairierim@aol.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 8:42 pm 

Loss of private forest land for trail use puts more pressure on public land use. All users need to respect 
each other and volunteer to help build and maintain trails for motorized and non-motorized use. Paying user 
fees and volunteering will be very important to help keep back country trails open and growing to meet 
demands.  

 

CAMPMEAT 

dumptrucksteve@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 8:21 pm 
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Stop being so ignorant on issues of OHV use. OPEN UP all friggin’ roads for crying out loud. I have 
NEVER, EVER, in 12 years of riding my ATV in FERRY county, seen ONE other ATV rider in the woods. 
Get a life.  

 

steve campbell 

stevecampbellconstruction@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 9:44 am 

Yes the stealing of NOVA funds is a travesty, but just look at the national news this past week. We 
(somebody) vote these people in. Closer to home in the Methow valley of Okanagon county we are without 
any ATV trails ! This is not cooperation but a me only attitude. There is room for all rec. user groups in this 
valley.  

 

Fabian White 

fabianwhite3@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 8:51 am 

What are the most important priorities for improving backcountry trail recreation over the next five years? 

1. Priority should be for maintenance of existing trails that actually get used the most. Gotta take care of 
your bread and butter trails first. 

2. Replacing or adding signage for existing trails. I love an adventure but getting lost trying to find a trail or 
while doing a hike is a downer! 

3. More vault toilets! I don’t have a problem with mother nature but my family doesn’t love the idea of having 
to “pop a squat” and that sometimes limits our choices. 

4. Involve more “like” users, such as hikers and mountain bikers on the same trails to increase popularity 
and support. 

5. Create “timely” awareness in local publications about the opportunities out there? The Bellingham Herald 
does a “Summer and Winter Guide” for activities throughout Bellingham and Whatcom county…tennis 
camps, swim classes, art workshops, etc. Why not pick a popular local Trail and do a short write 
up/advertisement with a picture? The “Entertainment News NW” is also another potential resource for 
something like this.  

 

Kevin Ashe 

d.iga@frontier.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/17 at 6:48 am 

access to trails is just as importand as the trails themselves. with road closures comes trail closures or at 
the least less used trails. if we don’t fight to keep roads open trail planning is almost a mute idea. once we 
get assurance that the fs and dnr will come up with a better plan for our mountain roads then it makes 
sense to come up with plans for our trails.  

 

Byron Stuck 

nmatrust@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/16 at 10:01 am 

(please add this after moderation to my above comment) 
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And I don’t want to diminish the importance of the hiking, horse and mountain bike opportunities and their 
needs for funding, great volunteer contributions, etc. I’m just saying that the NOVA fund source wasn’t 
created for those users (even though I hike, mountain bike, and … rarely … ride horses). The underserved 
group here is the motorized user … and oh by the way ironically … they’re the original creator of NOVA (the 
V stands for vehicle).  

 

Byron Stuck 

nmatrust@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/16 at 9:22 am 

Kevin is right on “The most important priorities for improving back country trail over the next five years, is to 
increase the miles of multiple use trails.”  

But we also need to assure our funding base is defended as we’ve now discovered THREE times since 
Dave Hiatt above chronicled its creation. In recent years OUR elected officials decided to balance their 
State Parks budget by stealing $9.6m of our NOVA funds. And then prior to that, our own governmental 
bureaucracy decided to dilute the motorized access to these funds by (poorly) conducting a fuel tax study 
and siphoning off significant funding and worse, decision making authority, for non motorized uses. And the 
third siphoning off (pun intended) was again by our ELECTED reps, this time deciding to limit our fuel tax 
rebate proportion. That happened when gas prices kept rising and our funding base would’ve been “more 
than we needed” in THEIR eyes, so they capped the amount we received and took the rest. 

The idea of “pay to play” was ethically and responsibly important to us when we created the NOVA funding 
sources (gas tax rebates and ORV permits). Apparently ethics and responsibility weren’t enough. 

Please help us get more single track trail mileage, ATV use opportunities, and 4×4 off road areas from our 
NOVA funding source … while we still have it.  

 

Kevin Vanderhorst 

chevykev@frontier.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/16 at 1:43 am 

There is an ever-growing demand for more motorized off road areas. The #1 priority should be for 
increasing motorized/multiuse backcountry access. It has been mentioned before, that while OHV use is 
increasing dramatically, actual available land suited for said OHV use is decreasing, causing overuse of 
existing legal area. In my county of residence, there is NO OHV area available, which needs to change. By 
increasing OHV/multiuse access, the use and subsequent needed maintenance overall will decrease in a 
given area. Also, as Jim P stated, the 4×4 trails are the only true multiuse trails. I also agree that other 
usergroups should also be required to pay for said access to multiuse trails, which would increase the 
available funds for maintaining/building new trails!  

 

Herb Gerhardt 

hgerhardt@wavecable.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 9:19 pm 

I have been volunteering for DNR for well over 10 years in the Tahuya-Green Mountain State Forests for 
well over 10 years. I am NOT an ORV’er but a hunter, fisherman, hiker, backpacker, i.e., I participate in 
NON-Motorized recreation activities. 

As a volunteer I have worked with both the motorized and non-motorized users in our area and support 
everyone’s desire to enjoy and recreate in the outdoors. We all have a right to recreate and the state has 
set up a funding program to fund such recreation. Although this funding program has been raided in the 
past, it has now been restored to support ALL recreation again. Money is what drives everything we do and 
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from my observation, the secondary money is much, much greater than the money spent on creating trails 
and ORV areas. I see these $50,000+ support vehicles come to our area on an almost daily basis. Besides 
the money that these users pour into our economy for their ORV’s, horses, mountain bikes, hunting 
equipment, fishing equipment, camping equipment, etc, etc, they also pour lots of money into our local 
economy on shopping in the local area for supplies to support their outdoor activities. So yes, there is a 
financial payback from our recreation needs and the more opportunities people are given to recreate, the 
more money goes back into our economy, then there are the health benefits (both mental and physical 
health) from participating in these activities. The paybacks are endless….. 

So now that I have tried to justify spending the money for recreational opportunities, I hope the state will 
build and maintain more outdoor recreational opportunities. The biggest need is for more ORV opportunities 
in different areas. Right now, due to the lack of ORV areas, there is an overuse of our Tahuya ORV area. 
The users have no choice, they have to recreate where they are allowed to recreate and we need to 
disperse some of this pressure to other areas. Along with building more ORV recreation areas, we also 
need to provide more Education and Enforcement personnel to keep things running smoothly. From my 
observations, we are lacking in on the ground Enforcement which give all of us a bad reputation with the 
local communities. Today, I observed 3 quads and 2 off-road motorcycles racing down our county road with 
no enforcement anywhere to be seen. This is a fairly common occurrence in our area and needs to be 
stopped. 

Another area which needs be provided is some public target shooting areas where those who desire to 
shoot, can go and accomplish their recreational needs in a safe and sane manor. DNR and other state and 
local agencies have been totally ignoring the need for such recreational opportunities. So, target shooting 
areas must also be addressed in this 5 year plan! Just saying you can’t shoot here, is not an acceptable 
solution.  

 

girl 

r-m-j@wildmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 8:43 pm 

I would have to say that trail access for hikers has decreased substantially. Trails close when bridges wash 
out and are not replaced. Trails close when logging occurs and are not replaced or reopened. Trails close 
when winter damage buries them, and they’re not cleared for several years sometimes, if ever. Better 
maintenance, more timely maintenance, replacement of trails obliterated by logging, and faster replacement 
of bridges, cheaper flimsier bridges if necessary, are critical. Bridges are going to wash out regularly, no 
need to over-engineer them. And replacing bridges with fords is not good enough – that means the trail is 
inaccessible except in August and September, the only time of the year that most rivers can be safely 
waded. I read old hiking guides and I’m saddened by how much has been lost to logging and lack of 
maintenance and loss of bridges. 

Mountain bikes should be allowed on trails and in wilderness areas. There’s no good reason for excluding 
them. They’re quiet, there’s no exhaust, they’re human-powered, they can’t produce any more erosion than 
horses do. Open trails to mountain bikes. 

I’m in favor of multiple use, but not when it comes to mixing ORVs and ATVs with non motorized uses. Too 
much noise, too much exhaust, too much erosion and dust and mud. It’s not just annoying to others, it’s 
unsafe and it harasses the wildlife and coats the plant life with dust. The local ATV trails in the Capitol State 
Forest are basically unusable by anyone else due to the erosion and dust in summer, mud in winter, and 
the huge potholes they carve out that span the whole trail. I don’t mind stepping aside to let people go by, 
but the ATV trails are too trashed to be used by anyone else. No multiple use possible there. 

How about better trail signage in state wildlife areas? there’s hiking trails there but no signage to tell you 
what trails are where and how long they are and where they go.  

 

RW 
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wescnmbkr1@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 7:31 pm 

It sounds like all of us enjoying the great outdoors are tiring of the Bureaucracy demanding more funding 
from everyone of us that is making up our population. The more population grows, the more the 
Bureaucrats take from us without stipulating where the funds are being spent. The bigger the Pot grows; it’s 
who ever get’s their hand in first grabs the largest amount. It should be specified where the funds are to be 
spent. EVERYONE using the trails, need to contribute to the Pot! We all need to be responsible for our 
useage, if you can haul it in, you can haul it out.  

 

Greg Lovelady 

GregL12@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 6:51 pm 

The plans should : 

1. Encourage the Governor to defend trail funding programs, especially NOVA, RTP, and WWRP-Trails 
Category, before Congress and the State Legislature. 

2. Continue to place a high priority on backcountry trail safety and maintenance projects.  

 

Joan Fleming 

joanfleming@q.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 3:11 pm 

Before building new trails, make sure that existing trails are kept open and repaired. This is especially true if 
the new trails will be limited to let’s say one user group – hiking for example. Several user groups have 
limited numbers of trails open to them so that losing a trail and not replacing it with a comparable or better 
trail ends up cramming us onto fewer trails. This ends up with crowded and abused trails. Developing user 
groups for trail systems helps build relationships between user groups and provides a volunteer base for 
maintaining trails.  

 

Joan Fleming 

joanfleming@q.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 3:02 pm 

NOVA is funded by a combination of approx. 1% of gas taxes (recently that was about $5 million dollars) 
and ORV Use Permits: http://www.wta.org/action/current-issues/nova. ORV’s are not the only ones 
contributing to the gas taxes.  

 

Kevin McGrath 

reliable.kevin@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 11:19 am 

The most important priorities for improving back country trail over the next five years, is to increase the 
miles of multiple use trails. While wilderness and hiker only opportunities have increased many times in 
recent years, opportunities for motorize use have shrunk dramatically. So dramatically, in fact, that overuse 
is causing substantial safety and maintenance concerns for the existing multiple use trails. OHV use causes 
no environmental damage in and of itself; OHV damage occurs only with overuse. It’s time to stop the 
overuse issue by increasing available opportunities and stop the discrimination against motorized users.  
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Art Waugh 

goldhammer88@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 11:13 am 

The need for 4 wheel drive TRAILS is growing, and the current system is not meeting demand. Several of 
the current trails are at higher elevations, and not accessable for most of the year. More users are being 
jammed into ever smaller areas as other agencies are closing ground to access. This causes ever 
increasing conflicts with users as well as more resource damage, and in turn forcing more closures. There 
is a great need for lower elevation trails, especially on the west side of the state. (west of the Cascade 
Crest)  

 

Dave Hiatt 

dhiatt07@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 10:22 am 

By the way, NOVA stands for Nonhighway Offroad Vehicle Activities.  

 

Keith 

keithepeter@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 10:20 am 

Thanks for the correction Tod!! 

 

Dave Hiatt 

dhiatt07@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 10:14 am 

In the early 70′s, despite a growing need for trails and facilities, there were virtually no state or federal funds 
available to land managers, counties or cities to provide for or maintain trails and recreation facilities for the 
rapidly growing and popular sport of off-road motorcycling. The motorized users decided to seek help in the 
legislature to provide for new funding. In 1971, this resulted in the passage of the Washington ATV Act. The 
1972-73 ATV fuel use study estimated 4.6% of the state fuel tax to be produced by ATVs and other eligible 
vehicles by their use on trails and non-highway roads. An amount of 1% of the state fuel tax was then 
written into the RCWs as representative of only the off-road and trail use by motorcycles and 4×4′s and this 
amount was made available each year to the Inter-Agency Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) – 
NOVA program. It is important to note the motorized users gave up their State Constitutional right to an 
individual refund of their nonhighway & off-road gas tax moneys in exchange for this legislation. 

The goal and purpose in the original NOVA program, as stated in IAC’s own 1973 policy guidelines for ATV 
funds: 

Goal 

The goal of the IAC in its administration and distribution of ATV Funds is to increase the availability of trails 
and areas for all-terrain vehicles by operating a program to provide funding assistance to local and state 
agencies for the planning, acquisition, development and management of land and facilities for ATV use. 

Purpose 

The purpose of these guidelines is three-fold. They will (1) define the manner through which the All-terrain 
Vehicle Funds shall be distributed, and the use for which they are specified: (2) prescribe methods and 
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standards by which eligible offices of government may apply for funds to the Interagency Committee for 
Outdoor Recreation; and (3) prescribe rules under which they may obtain moneys to defray expense for 
planning, acquiring, developing and managing recreational areas and trails for all-terrain vehicles. 

This is a fund to provide off-road motorized recreation. 

Unfortunately, government did not keep its word to the off road vehicle (ORV) users when legislators were 
under political pressure by paid lobbyists from well funded, selfish, anti-access, hate groups like the 
WTA/Sierra Club, etc. plus an anti-access, anti-motorized fifth column (prior WTA Director on their Olympia 
staff) from within the Agency to which the ORV users had entrusted administration of their funds (now the 
RCO). 

As a result, the legislature simply stole a large portion of the ORV user’s funds for NON-ORV use instead of 
properly allocating money to them from remaining 1971 3.6% of the fuel tax monies generated by non-
highway roads. Non-highway roads are any road not supported by WA State gas tax monies, e.g. all 
National Forest, BLM, National Park, private & other alphabet agency roads. 

There is much more to this story regarding the travesty of theft from the Off Road Vehicle users and WA 
State is paying the price economically.  

Oregon does a much better job of managing ORV funds to benefit the ORV users and as a result, annually 
adds an estimated $290 million in equipment sales, $245 million in trip expenditures and 2,369 jobs to their 
economy according to the 2008 Economic Impact of OHV Recreation in Oregon report to the Oregon Parks 
and Recreation Department by Kreg Linberg, Oregon State University – Cascades Campus on 12/10/09. I 
now spend most of my off highway recreational dollars in Oregon.  

I hope to live long enough to see the recent travesties of our WA ORV funding rectified so I can go back to 
spending my dollars in WA. Just contact me if you want a very well documented history of NOVA. I have 
experienced all of it from before 1971 to now.  

 

Roger B Nelson 

rogerramjet1961@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 8:36 am 

Hi my name is Roger Nelson I am with a good organization called Backcountry Horseman Of Washington 
we are affiliated with Backcountry Horseman Of America and our mission statement is to perpetuate the 
commen-sense use and enjoyment of horses in America’s backcountry and wilderness to work to insure 
public lands stay open to recreational stock use,to assist various governmental and private agencies in their 
maintenance and management of said resources ,I have been in the Pasyten wilderness many times in my 
life time and the trail crew is getting less money every year for maintaining trails,I am seeing this problem at 
the state and federal level.It would also help if funds like N.o.v.a. Which is set up for state agencies for trail 
maintenance the money be used only just for that reason,the reality of it all with the state and federal 
agencies getting less money the different user groups will have to step up more and help out  

 

Tod Petersen 

tod701@aol.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/15 at 6:32 am 

Keith, 

As the law currently stands the only stree legal motorcycles that are required to have an ORV permit to use 
trails are ones converted persuant to RCW46.61.705.  

 

William Woodland 
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stealthrunner117@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 9:55 pm 

I’m with SquakMtn I think that if our NOVA funds are used for Mtn. bike/Horse/Hiking trails…They should 
PAY for the use!!!!Lets say license all bikes that use our roads like we do…and all hikers/horse riders need 
to pitch in with the Fees that we as 4×4/ORV riders have to pay!!!!!….NOVA National Off Road Vehicles 
Assn. Funds!!!!! 

If they are using Our Nova funds they need to pay like we do!!!!! Stealthrunner!  

 

SquakMtn 

john-traeger@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 9:30 pm 

Additional Mountain Bike trails should be a priority, along with expanded motorcycle single track. Both 
groups have been systematically cut out of trail usage in Western Washington, despite the Mountain biking 
user community becoming very large and well organized.  

I agree with the comments about the NOVA funding originally being slated for motorized off road trails and 
then unfairly ending up a portion being spent on non-motorized trails. That being said, I would support 
expanding the ORV licensing to mountain bikes to increase the revenue base and justify some of the non-
motorized spending.  

 

Eileen Burchett 

lilpony001@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 8:36 pm 

Trails are very important for any one that likes the outdoors.  

 

Jacob Phillips 

jacob.l.phillips@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 6:22 pm 

Why are cross-country skiing, hiking, horseback riding, mountain biking, hunting, fishing, sightseeing 
benefiting from the NOVA funds when they do not pay into them? These funds come from ORV gas 
purchases and tabs. We need more ORV trails because the current areas are HEAVILY over used due to 
the number of users versus the number of legal areas to recreate with motorized vehicles. NOVA funds 
should be used for ORV trails only. I also take part in these other activities, but they should be funded 
separately. 

I like the idea of using the various groups, especially the motorized recreationists to help alleviate the 
expenses of maintaining other trail types. Motorized users could haul in equipment and perform 
maintenance and build new trails and haul out trash. We would be happy to do it.  

4×4, ATV, and motorcycle maintain horse and singletrack trials. 

Horseback and motorcycle groups maintain hiking trails. 

Hikers do self maintenance on the back country trails.  

 

Jim Putman 

jputman1@q.com 
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Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 6:03 pm 

We need more 4×4 trails that access the backcountry. Many people seem to think that we (as 4×4 users) 
just enjoy the driving for the driving but the truth is many of us enjoy being able to see the backcountry and 
visit remote areas to camp or just enjoy the scenery. The Forest service is closing roads that everyday 
people like to use at a alarming rate these days. This severely limits access to those of us with disability’s or 
people just lacking the health or time to hike for miles and miles. We all need to be more tolerant of each 
others choice of access mode and remember that 4×4 trails are the only true multiple use trails. (4x4s, 
quads, hikers, horses, mt bikers, motorcycles. Everyone can and does use the 4×4 trails.  

 

Chris Marsh 

thehouseofccccc@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 5:30 pm 

Opening all public lands to every user group. Open LARGE private forest lands to motorized public. Tear 
down the gates. Stop the naturalistic buearacracy. Places need to be open so the public doesn’t have to 
drive 100 miles to use an ORV. If the goal is to be green, then it would be a lot greener for me to go out in 
the mountains in my back yard than to drive across the state.  

 

matt r 

thatguyisfly@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 4:36 pm 

we all need to figure out how to get along out there on the trails (mountain bikes, hikers, or equestrian) and 
not try to ruin it for everyone except your preferred method of enjoying the great outdoors. if we dont figure 
out how to do this Washington can take it proverbial ball and not let anyone play.  

 

Keith 

keithepeter@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 11:45 am 

Tricia, 

They(street legal motorcycles) can ride on the FS roads if they pass street legal requirements and have a 
lisc. But there is a majority that are not street legal but pay for a ORV lisc. These can only be ridden on 
approved ORV trails. A street legal motorcycle can ride on the ORV trails if they also purchase an ORV lisc.  

 

Keith 

keithepeter@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 11:40 am 

Fuel Taxes 

The 18th amendment to the Washington State Constitution dedicates motor fuel tax collections to “highway 
purposes”. Revenue generated from the gas tax is distributed to counties, cities and state accounts. The 
state receives about half of the total revenues collected. These are the funds which support the WSDOT 
highway programs as well as the Washington State Ferry System, which is deemed a state highway system 
by constitution. Highway construction, maintenance, preservation, administration and debt service on 
highway construction bonds are all funded by these revenues.  
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The other half of the fuel tax revenues are distributed directly to cities, counties and other agencies for 
roadway programs that are not part of the state highway system.  

 

Doug 

dmohr@vertafore.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 11:13 am 

I am a big fan of mixed use trails. I have spent some time on my dual sport motorcycle in Colorado and 
Idaho where the trails are shared among hikers, mountain bikers, horseback enthusiasts, and off road 
enthusiasts. As a responsbile off road vehicle owner it is upon each party to respect each others groups 
access to public lands and coexist in an environment that is not only constrained by the land we have 
available but also the local and federal budgets allocated to upkeep these public lands. I moved to the 
Northwest from Southern California where the answer was to close land to all users and designate it as 
wilderness due to a variety of issues related to the delicate ecosystem down south. The Northwest has 
plenty of natural resources that should allow us to share the available land and not cater to a single 
specialist group. We all enjoy the outdoors in our own way and just because I choose to explore via 
motorized travel vs. horse/foot/pedal power should not exclude me and others like me from sharing the 
trails.  

 

audra 

aadelberger@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 9:07 am 

1) provide every possible support to volunteer groups who do such terrific work, e.g. Washington Trails 
Association. 

2) carefully consider the downsides of “multi-use” trails. Hikers, horseback riders, and motorized vehicle 
riders are all seeking different kinds of recreation, different experiences. It works best when there is lots of 
segregation, I think, so there’s a minimum of anger and frustration about noise, manure, trail damage, 
slowpoke walkers getting in the way, and so on. People love their kind of trail use, whatever it is: just think 
how different it is to zoom along on a motorized vehicle, ride on a horse, or walk. These things do not “just 
fit together”.; one person’s fun can all too easily be another person’s fun wrecked We should all have our 
preferences honored as much as possible.  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 8:32 am 

Cheryl, 

Have you tried East Cady ridge (Benchmark Mt/ W. cady ridge? Brildle trails in Bellevue or how about 
Crystal Mountain. While hiking these areas, I have noticed plenty of horse trails here, or how about 
Woodinville’s Equestrian park. What about Mt St Helens, there are a lot of miles available to ride in that 
vicinity also. People who own horses can attract your own user groups to lobby for support. There are 
1000′s of miles where there are clear cuts which a horse can get passed quickly, unlike a hiker who can 
only go 2mph average speed.  

 

Doug Sauvage 

dougsa@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 8:24 am 
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I’d be much more in support of opening up more trails to horses if the riders cleaned up after them. I hate 
washing poop off my shoes after a run on Cougar.  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 8:23 am 

Robert, 

Whats wrong w/ riding Orv’s or motorcycles on forest service roads or DNR roads? There is really a lot of 
exploring to be had in Wa.  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 8:14 am 

Because there are very few disability accessible trails, I agree let the axe man ride on his off road wheel 
chair-that’s part of the multiple use act of public lands is for.  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 8:04 am 

Right so where does the money for tabs go?  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 8:02 am 

It would be great to have more trails for mountain biking/dirt bikes that beginners/intermediate riders can 
learn on. Motorcycles and orv’s have space to ride on forest service roads. Its legal even for minors 
according to a Kirkland wa policeman. Hikers cant complain that ‘they are ripping up the trail.” 

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 7:58 am 

I recently read that State parks were going to get 74 % of the Discovery pass user fee, and DNR 8% and 
fish and wildlife 8%. This ratio division amount was recommended, even though state parks were originally 
going to receive the funds. I understood WASDOT gets monies from the gas tax. 

I am confident someone can confirm or deny the amounts they get from the gas tax  

 

John 

ladmo@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 7:42 am 
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The mountain biking community is a fast growing segment of the users of this resource, and are currently 
locked out of many opportunities for land use. Mountain biking is a low impact activity that should not be 
grouped in with motorized activities. Our community has demonstrated willingness to assist in trail 
maintenance and new trail creation. I would like to see expanded mountain bike access to these public 
resources.  

Any time large groups of people share anything, conflicts will occur. My experience however is that the vast 
majority of users, be they mountain bikers, hikers, or horse riders, go out of their way to be courteous and 
friendly. Let’s not let the few cantankerous obnoxious people that are out there hijack the dialogue and 
encourage the false perception of the amount of discord that exists between the user groups which actually 
is exceedingly minimal..  

 

Keith 

keithepeter@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/14 at 5:14 am 

What James doesn’t realize is the funds collected via ORV tax should go to trails that ORV users are 
allowed to ride on.  

 

Richard Bessey 

richard@richardbessey.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 10:45 pm 

I am requesting more single track for motocycle riding in South-Western Washington. I have resorted to 
riding in Oregon a lot. Please look to Oregon for examples (Morrow County ORV Park – great example)  

 

shrubitup 

ontopofit@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 8:25 pm 

Let the public recreate. Why all the restrictions? You think it’s going to eliminate conflict? You can’t please 
all the people even half the time. As far as non-motorized uses are concerned there’s wilderness, SRMAs, 
National Parks, ACECs, and other special management classifications. Those exclude motorized use so I 
ask you why areas outside these must also exclude motorized use?  

Funny reading the comments here. One posted that they wanted better and faster access to Lake Isabel. 
Prior to Reiter Pit closure there was a day when you could ride a motorcycle up there. That’d be a little 
faster than the current access. Then the comments about WildSky Wilderness not developing new trails – I 
guess providing non-moto recreation in a Wilderness area is contrary to the intrinsic habitat value?  

Then the comment from PBryant about motorcycle clubs adopting overgrown/abandoned/forgotten hiker 
trails. He’s right! They’d be clear and open in a matter of weeks once the snow melts. If non-moto users 
don’t have the numbers or ability to haul a chainsaw deep into the woods perhaps they and others would 
benefit from moto users who clear trails for free?  

Fed and state governments don’t need to spend money opening trails to the motorized community. Simply 
remove the legal barrier and we’ll find our way along washed out logging roads to the primitive trail that 
needs clearing etc. More trail miles for all is the only way to reduce trail user conflict!  

 

Deb 

dwilson829@gmail.com 



 

24 
 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 7:28 pm 

Collaboration. It’s clear there are enthusiasts of all types interested in access to recreation areas. We 
should use our funding for what it was intended, maintain the existing trail systems, and add more. 
Everyone benefits from a collective effort to make the trail systems they best they can be. The user 
population can expand as more trails are available, which leads to more traffic in local communities that will 
are in need of a boost to their economies.  

 

Dave Schuldt 

daveschuldt@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 7:26 pm 

More trails open to mountain bikes would be great.  

 

Seth Robertson 

redrobertson@hotmail.co 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 6:20 pm 

95% or more of my use of Washington outdoors is on foot hiking. I could be considered an “avid” hiker by 
most people’s definitions. that said, our state should be absolutely ashamed at its treatment of ORV users 
as a whole. Reducing motorized trail mileage because of user conflict is unfair and illogical. Reducing 
motorized mileage to avoid erosion while allowing clear cutting in the same area makes one question the 
impartiality of those making decisions at both local and state levels. I am lucky enough to take my money to 
another state as far as off road motorized access goes when I do engage in that activity. I still do most of 
my hiking in Washington, but my quiet protest is to funnel the (by far greater) money for motorized access 
to a state that doesn’t treat me as a second class citizen while I do it.  

 

Rob Taylor 

tappstractor@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 3:47 pm 

I also primarily ride dirt bikes on single track, love the back country, and mountains. We need more trails 
without any doubt but we also need to make better use of a lot of the trails we have. Many locations make it 
hard to connect from trail to trail with one trail ending just a mile or two down the road (gravel) from where 
the next begins. There should be an allowance for riding gravel roads with orv tags in specific areas.  

What I believe would help most is a lot more transparency in the funding, collecting, and allocation of all the 
monies gathered for “orv funds”. Wouldn’t everyone like to know how much money is collected from the gas 
tax on off road vehicles, tabs, and user fees. Then where it actually goes. It would feel a lot better knowing 
that the fees paid by orv users actually go into the trails and camps we use.  

 

Steve 

stevejustham@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 2:39 pm 

I primarily love riding dirt bikes and dual sport motorcycles on the forest roads and single track in the state. 
But, I am also a hiker, skier, mountain biker, fisher, and hope to get into snowmobiling someday. As a multi 
outdoor recreation user, I believe the state needs to do what it can to make sure everyone who benefits 
from outdoor recreation, as I do, gets a win out of the process, and not a loss. Win/win not win/lose, or 
lose/lose. Create a win/win for all recreationalists. Do not close trails or opportunities for us, create more 
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opportunities. More money for the DNR is not the only way we can tackle the problem. Many states have 
created opportunities for local counties and small towns to benefit from outdoor recreation, by not making it 
a crime to ride off road on a motorcycle or ATV, street legal or not, but by allowing users to legally enjoy 
their sports, instead of restricting their use, by making it a crime. In these states, these policies have 
created micro economies for these smaller counties or cities that benefit not only the user group 
(recreationalists), but the local residents and businesses. Make decisions that benefit us users, and the 
local municipalities.  

 

James Scarlett-Lyon 

sawatchboy@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 1:25 pm 

I strongly believe in non-motorized multi-use trails. I’ve been all over the west and have seen it work 
splendidly in many locations. HIKE, BIKE and HORSE. The 3 actually get along quite well.  

 

Peter Nielson 

nielson425@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 1:16 pm 

Per the above report, why are the following activities benefiting from the NOVA funds when they do not pay 
into them, cross-country skiing, hiking, horseback riding, mountain biking, hunting, fishing, sightseeing? As 
Tod states above, these funds come from ORV gas purchases and tabs. We need more ORV trails, 
especially in Western WA, because they are over crowded and showing it. NOVA funds should be used for 
ORV trails only. I also take part in these other activities, but they should be funded separately.  

 

Claudia 

claudiahunter@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 12:35 pm 

I live near Mt St Helens and I agree with Darcy’s comments. Please add me to your email list.  

 

Keith 

keithepeter@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 11:52 am 

I am all about multiple use trails except in the wilderness areas where there are current restrictions  

 

Joseph Wernex 

jawernex@fairpoint.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 11:48 am 

There is huge need for more single track motorized trails in WA state. Motorized trails are wearing out from 
lack of adequate maintenance even though motorized recreationists contribute more revenue than any 
other user group.  

It is long past time for RICO to acknowledge the bigotry and anti-motorized prejudice that exists and act to 
stop it.  

 



 

26 
 

Tod Petersen 

tod701@aol.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 11:42 am 

“Where exactly do monies come from to fund NOVA? Is it just motorized vehicles -users who contribute to 
this fund?” 

Two sources: 

 

About 2/3 of the funds come from motor vehicle fuel tax base on an estimate on how much is used on 
nonhighway roads and off road. 

The rest comes from offroad vehicle registration fees.  

 

Ron Tennyson 

ronsyellowyj@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 10:36 am 

Repairing and improving existing trails and expanding the current trail systems and building new trails. 

We should put some of the funds towards maintaining and repairing the trails that we have since trails are 
being closed we need to keep the trails we have open in good condition. We should build new trails or open 
ones that have been closed. All the trails should have multi use designations such as hiking and horse 
riding, motorcycle and 4×4 trails and even hiking and 4×4. The trails can be shared and used by multiple 
groups for the various activities. 

There is a large network of logging roads, on public lands, that are closed off because they are not being 
actively logged. We should petition that these roads be opened for use of hiking, horse riding and motorized 
vehicle use. The expense should be a minumum since the roads are already there and the studies to put 
them in has already been done. This would help ease the congestion on some trail systems and allow users 
to access places that maybe havent been accessed before.  

 

Tootie Crowson 

crowson2@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 9:48 am 

We camped over the 4th of July at Mt. Adam’s horse camp last summer. The year BEFORE that, there was 
fire damage near the camp, now this year we are told that there is no camping at the camp due to the 
fire?????  

 

Paul Bryant 

317peb@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 9:21 am 

Maintain or improve level of opportunity for motorbiking on primitive trails in Wa state. Hiking trail are quickly 
being overgrown and the State and feds have little to no money to maintain many of them. Why not let off 
road mc clubs have access and they will be cleared in short order. Every year many of the trails left in Wa 
where motorized access is allowed are cleared of windfall and brush by enthusiastic volunteers. Give us 
access to some more trail and we will preserve them, not let them get overgrown and impassable.  
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darcy 

djmitchem@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 9:19 am 

1) Roads. Ironic isn’t it? The most important priority for backcountry recreation is not the trails itself, but 
maintaining the roads that lead to trails. No road means no access, no trail crews, no volunteers, and 
essentially no trail. At Mount St. Helens an entire system of trails on the north side of the Monument is often 
inaccessible because private roads leading to these trails do not have easements and are gated, or the 
public roads are washed out. Look at the trails along Mt. Loop Hwy–inaccessible for years because of 
washouts. At the same time the USFS is removing roads, and reducing maintenance. Because of NEPA 
and other laws, the process of fixing a washout is incredibly expensive, especially when compared with 
what private or state timberland would pay to fix the same road the same way. If all funding went on-the-
ground we would be in much better shape, but paperwork takes a huge chunk of dollars. Road and access 
issues are the biggest problem, by far. 

2) Recruitment of the next generation. Let’s face it, backcountry recreation is getting old. We used to worry 
about too many people in the backcountry, and put up barriers like permits, regulation, and fees. Now the 
opposite is happening– We are not connecting the outdoors with youth. We need to remove barriers, and 
encourage more use and stewardship of the backcountry by young people. 

3) To improve the trail system itself, loops and trails that connect with communities or other trails are always 
helpful. More motorized trails are probably needed, but not necessarily in the “backcountry”. And of course, 
funding IF the money goes straight to the trail, and not to the EIS, SEPA, NEPA, EA, HPA, etc. 

 

Keith 

keithepeter@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 9:15 am 

I have heard since it’s inception that they were going to be new trails built in the Wild Sky Wilderness Area. I 
even went to some meetings where they allowed the public input on proposed new trails in the area. Then 
like always happens there was not budget in the Mount Baker/Snoqualmie Ranger District for trails. This 
was part of the stipulation for the creation of Wild Sky was new trails to help with revenue lost because of it 
creation. The Skykomish Ranger Dist alreads has had the plans for several years.  

 

William 

reson46@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 9:08 am 

A return in equity to the distribution of trail funding and resources. An appalling amount of resources has 
been raided from funds like NOVA and used for projects and state entities for which they were never 
intended. It seems like every year more of these funds are used to add to the already over abundant non-
motorized trail systems and less is used where they are actually needed on motorized trail systems. It is 
time that those funds are used to develop and support the trails systems for which those taxes were 
collected from.  

 

Bob Bugert 

bob@cdlandtrust.org 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 8:55 am 

multi-jurisdictional coordination on trails, since many planned or proposed trails cross multiple ownerships.  

 



 

28 
 

BestScenicRoutes.com 

sean_mcdermott@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 8:38 am 

Where exactly do monies come from to fund NOVA? Is it just motorized vehicles -users who contribute to 
this fund?  

 

Brian Johnson 

brian.johnson@stickydrive.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 8:32 am 

The most important priority in OHV trail recreation over the next 5 years is to create and maintain iron-clad 
legislation and funding for this recreational purpose.  

I have served on various committees for Washington ORV/OHV trails since 1975. The over-arching issue 
has never changed. The use of trails and funding to support trails has constantly been under siege.  

Definition: Siege – The act or process of surrounding and attacking in such a way as to isolate it from help 
and supplies, for the purpose of lessening the resistance of the defenders and thereby making capture 
possible. 

I believe that the use of fees to users should be either directly (or indirectly if needed) ear-marked for 
lobbyist and legislative support dedicated to this recreation.  

As high priority specific action – I would recommend a legal advisory committee be assigned to review all 
legislative documents around OHV funding resources, and provide an action plan to create and maintain 
legislative documentation for funding and use of trails for OHV use. 

Simple stated, if we don’t create and maintain the legal right to use trails, nor funds to maintain them, 
nothing else will really matter. (You don’t need trail maintenance, or campgrounds, or anything if you have 
no place to ride and no way to pay for it)  

 

Tommy Thombs 

tthombstahuyafire@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 8:08 am 

Location and accessibility.  

 

Keith W 

kwisn@aol.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 7:56 am 

Multiple use trails to satify the most user groups.  

 

Cheryl Conklin 

cherylconk@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 7:14 am 

State lands have a lot of trails devoted solely to hikers, but not a lot that horseback riders can use. 
Sometimes the exclusion of horseback riders from a given trail does not seem to be justified and leaves the 
equestrian-accessable trails so limited that it is not worth the time to trailer a horse to the few miles one can 
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ride. For example, only a small portion of trails on Cougar Mountain can be ridden on horseback; 
meanwhile, the connector trails to other trail systems, ie Squak Mountain, which again would create a 
meaningful trail system for horseback riding, are not open to equestrians. For horseback riders, a trail 
system needs a minimum of 12-15 miles. When developing new trails or reviewing current trails, the state 
should ask “why not allow equestrians on this trail?” and “how can we make this trail system large enough 
for equestrians?”  

 

Cathy Johnson 

cathy.johnson@kingcounty.gov 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 6:57 am 

I believe that trail maintenance is a critical priority for improving trail recreation. As budget cuts have 
reduced funding for trail maintenance, volunteer groups have had to step up to fill the gap. This has worked 
really well at Elbe HIlls, where a local Backcountry chapter has managed trail maintenance for years, 
working with the State DNR. DNR pays for the materials, which is nice. I worry about what would happen if 
DNR could no longer afford to pay for the materials, as the trails have areas where bridges, steps, water 
bars, and other features are needed for safe passage with horses.  

 

Tod Petersen 

tod701@aol.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 6:50 am 

Expand trail mileage for all types of trail users.  

 

Robert Lind 

clutch250f@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/13 at 2:45 am 

Opening up more ORV trails as Washington State keeps closing our riding areas we keep having to use the 
same ones over and over again, causing them to become over crowded and extremely dangerous. As I pay 
too much for my ORV tabs for this money to be squandered else where for activities that really don’t have 
anything to do with my sport I find it extremely difficult to have a desire to continue to ride one on authorized 
riding areas within Washington State or even bother purchasing ORV Tabs when I see that apparently 
Frisbee golf is more important to our “great” Politicians then a sport that is a cash cow for this state. 

I have watched as my sport (Dirt Biking) Has been demonized by a lot of groups and politicians as being 
damaging for the the environment yet when I have been to other states and have seen that their parks are 
not only larger but better maintained for less. Yet this state has been constantly telling us we don’t matter 
for park use. The fact that on the west side alone we have really two places to ride, Capital Forest and 
Belfair. Capital Forest being closed during the winter doesn’t help for making it safer to ride at Belfair. I’ve 
personally have had to change the way I go to Belfair because of how dangerous these politicians have 
made it. By closing other ORV parks they forced a large number of people to one area. Now over crowded 
and unmaintained trails have lead to deteriorated trails that once were very fun and safe to some often 
unridable and extremely dangerous. 

The other conditions forced upon us is this discover pass. Forcing us to pay to use a area I already paid for 
when I purchased my ORV tabs every year for a increasing amount of money. I use to for one day of riding, 
(all went to local shops) for gas and snacks about $80 before tabs. Now all the money the state has 
collected in taxes off of my purchases, $75 a year for tabs for one bike, roughly $3,000 in taxes for my 
truck, $156 for truck tabs, $20 more in gas taxes and finally all the taxes collected for our gear which can be 
roughly $400. You can venture to guess that we don’t support having to pay anymore then our fair share. 
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These conditions force us in the off road community to ride in unauthorized areas, purchases gear and our 
vehicles in other states that actually supports us. It’s not our fault that politicians keep demonizing a sport 
they know nothing about, or how they want to kill it because it sounds mean and evil. You’d have more 
community support for any park project and get volunteers by opening up more land and giving us a place 
to ride instead of trying to kill us by closing them down and making us illegal. It’s also very funny to us that 
you can smoke pot in Washington yet you can’t go riding on public lands with your family on dirt bikes with 
out getting tickets or your bike taken away for park rangers.  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 11:18 pm 

Last weekend, I hiked Robe canyon w/ my five year old. (on the Mountain loop highway) It is a very popular 
hike for families and many people were drawn past the sign that tells you it is hazardous. It needs to be 
made safer for families in order to reach the (first) tunnel that families want to get to.  

 

Tricia Ann Foster 

Triciaann777@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 11:02 pm 

It would be great to add more accessable trails to lakes such as Lake Isabel and accessing Jay, Shaw lake 
from the Sultan Basin for example. It appears to be less miles to hike if there were directions from Sultan 
basin. From the times I have seen Jay, Shaw, and the Wallace lake there is no beach access to spend time 
there. There is a peek a boo view of the Wallace lake. The most beautiful places are far and difficult to get 
to, so I am advocating reaching locations within an hours drive or less for trail pass holders, from (for 
example) King and Snohomish county. 

The Barclay lake trail is heavily used, and there appears to be a garbage problem, even though there is a 
can at the trail head. People are not respecting carry it in carry it out,  

 

Jay Brand 

whiskeyspitranch@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 9:36 pm 

Please add me to your email list  

 

jim 

jjocoffee@aol.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 9:05 pm 

expand single track for motocycle riding in wester washington  

 

zigggy gevers 

willycpc@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 9:03 pm 

Mountain biking trails, trail running, and also backpacking! ;)   
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Jean 

Jeans4U@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 9:00 pm 

I strongly believe in this!  

 

Jean 

Jeans4U@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 8:58 pm 

I feel that we should make it a priority to keep all backcountry trails accessable to hikers and horseback 
riders. I’m a volunteer that spends many hours with the upkeep of these trails and making them usable to 
horseback riders. We need to keep the funding available to DNR in order for the necessary equipment and 
supplies for bridges, cleaning up downed trees across these trails, etc.With all the volunteer hours people 
put in it saves the government alot of money that they don’t have to pay employees. 

Thank you!  

 

JimEG 

olywajim@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 8:00 pm 

More unsurfaced bicycle trails – “mountain bike”. 

Thanks!  

 

Al Pelletier 

sekiusweep@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 6:59 pm 

 

Trails are nice. But if funding is scarce, Please do not lock people out of areas, just because there is not a 
world-class walking path. Certainly warnings should be placed advising of the primitive nature (or lack of) a 
trail. Perhaps advice about “own risk,” and “own responsibility for rescue” would be appropriate. I am just 
saying that semi-wilderness doesn’t have to be like a city park, for people to enjoy it. 

In many cases, state land can be used to provide access to trails, or logging roads or streams on adjacent 
private forest lands or national forests. I envision a way to walk, cycle or horseback from places like Lake 
Ozette to places like Amanda Park. Many forest lands allow non-motorized use, but there needs to be a 
place to get off the pavement, park, and unload.  

Lastly, I know an ex “Axe man” who has a gas-powered, 4WD off-road wheelchair! I believe handicapped 
persons should be allowed to use powered transportation on some otherwise non-motorized areas. 

 

B Burnett 

holnam@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/05/12 at 6:42 pm 

Please do not let the powers that be raid the NOVA funds as they did before. 


