
 

1 
 

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

Interim Report 
Round 2 - 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• This is a draft document, do not cite as a definitive source.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 

 

44 people commented in this round of discussion, providing 44 comments.  Below is a 
summary of the themes contained in the commenting followed by a verbatim reporting 
of all comments.   

 

Funding Was the Most Frequently Comment Provided 
One commenter observed that, “I am a little surprised at how many commenters have 
focused on where to find more funding; I interpreted the question as asking about how to 
set priorities for existing funding. But I value reading ALL comments and thank everyone 
for making them.” 
Comments about funding ranged from, 

• Calls for no additional spending using the logics of:  living-within-our-means, just 
make the hard choices between maintenance and new development, and user 
fees are inequitable for low income citizens, 

• Calls for balancing spending between recreation sectors using the logic of fairness 
in a way that matches the tax contributions of the different sectors, 

• Calls for coordinated efforts to secure more and stable funding using the logic that 
recreation maintenance and development are valuable investments in their own 
right, ones that pay an appropriate return to the government. 

Specific suggestions provided by commenters at the Town Hall included, 
NOVA funding allocations.  There are strong feelings in the ORV community that 
past government allocation decisions surrounding the NOVA account have been 
wrong.  The main theme of these concerns is that ATV users are not receiving 
spending allocations that match the level of their tax contributions into the account.  
The solutions offered were consistently around the idea of returning to an 
allocation that is commensurate with tax contributions.  As one commenter put it, 
“The solution is to have the RCO support returning a full 1% [i.e., the ORV tax 
contributions] to benefit (see JLARC report) its rightful owners, the ORV users. The 
RCO should then work with the non-motorized users to obtain their own funding 
from the remaining 3.6% instead of stealing from the ORV users.” 
Increasing user fees.  The idea most often expressed by these commenters is that 
use reflects demand and user fees should reflect the differences in demand for 

Round 2 Question 

Trail providers need money to maintain trails and to develop new trails; but they 
do not have enough money to do both completely.  What is the right way to 
balance these priorities? 
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different recreation activities.  There also were some calls for creating, “…a user 
fee similar to ORV tabs for non motorized. Bicycles, Horseback, Hikers”.  “I would 
create a ‘Week in Washington’ pass for tourists, and use it as a promotional item: 
free state map, week DP [Discovery Pass good for one week], coupons, 
promotions etc.” 
Make grant making easier.  “Grants need to be easier–less administration and 
overhead, more on the ground. Stop making DNR, Parks, and WDFW go through 
the whole 2-year RCO process–just give them $ to fix trails without all the dog-and-
pony show waste. The RCO guidelines need to value economy, efficiency, and 
simplicity more.” 
Just make the hard decisions.  “The balance to these priorities should swing 
toward maintaning existing trail systems. Washington has a number of backlogged 
trail maintance issues, that affect the safety and quailty of the trail users 
experience. New trail systems should only be built when their is a clear funding 
mechanism to support the new trail system.” 
Use volunteers.   Many commenters pointed, with pride, to extensive contributions 
already being made to the public trails system by volunteers, usually through 
organized groups.  As one commenter put it, “For example, part of the mission of 
the Back Country Horsemen is their annual committment of thousands of volunteer 
man hours & the use of their equipment, horses & pack animals to clear & repair & 
create new trails for the benefit of walkers, hikers & bicycle rides as well as 
recreational horsemen on non-motorized trails.”  Commenters frequently called for 
increasing this use of public-spirited volunteer contributions for both maintenance 
and new development.  To make this happen commenters noted several kinds of 
actions that would help, 

• Provide incentives to individuals.  As stated by one person, “As an 
incentive for persons to actively participate [volunteer] several times, they 
should be given some compensation such as a discount on the user fee or 
as WDNR gives a free pass for logging 24 hrs. of volunteer service.”   

• Provide liability relief.   
• Provide relief from onerous standards.   

 
Prioritizing Limited Resources 
There were comments about different ways to think about prioritization of government 
spending.   

Recognize different management needs.  Some commenters expanded the usual 
definition of what should be considered a trail in RCO funding decisions.  These 
people called upon decision makers to provide different policies that are aligned 
with the inherently different management needs of different types of trails.  For 
example, “Trails in more suburban and interurban areas require public input and 
the balanced view of other needs and the near term population growth that may 
inter fear with or conflict with trail use or trail maintenance and the changing needs 
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of the area. Generally, these areas require more administration, money, and 
resource than undeveloped areas.” 
Prioritize public safety.  “Some priority has to be assigned to the work inventory 
that is the most urgent for safety issues and secondarily to work that serves a 
balance of use to the user groups with a eye to the groups most willing to 
contribute to the work to be done.” 
Balance between demand and cost.  “Focus of the trail systems that provide the 
most recreational opportunity for the least out of pocket cost, those that attract the 
most volunteer interest and donated capital expense has been and appears to be a 
thoughtful approach for the next term of years.”  “People will ‘vote with their feet.’ 
The trails of all types that get the most use will need, and get, the most funding for 
maintenance.” 
Balance between demand and the maintenance burden.  “…I feel the highest 
priority should be to provide funding for trail maintenance over trail development. 
However, development of new trails in areas for user groups that are under served 
should also be considered as a high priority if there is a clear long term 
commitment that has been made for them to be maintained by the user groups, 
and if providing the new trail does not adversely affect the area or other users in 
that area. Without the maintenance commitment, it makes no sense to pursue new 
trail development.” 
Balance equal opportunity in decision making.  “While I support maintenance of 
existing trails over construction of new trails, I do feel that there needs to be a 
mechanism for evaluating the need for a new trail. For example, if a large 
geographic area has no accessible trails suitable for one or more recreational 
groups, and a viable plan for construction and sustained maintenance of a suitable 
new trail is presented, it should be considered. However, I think that should be the 
exception, not the rule.” 

 

 

____________________________________________ 

 

Verbatim Comments Submitted on the Town Hall Website 
 

Mike Dawson 
gwazala@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/06/08 at 9:45 am 
Both trail maintenance and new construction need more funding. If you look at the ratio of 
trails to population size, the situation has gotten worse and worse over the decades. 
Trailheads and campgrounds have become so crowded as to be inaccessible or 
unpleasant to those seeking simple outdoor recreation on our public lands. Yet we have 
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vast areas, in the forests at least, where use could be spread out to accommodate the 
crowds and provide better recreational experiences. In addition, conflicts between 
motorized and non-motorized users are increasing. The evidence is clear that demand 
outstrips availability when it comes to trails. 
Creativity will be needed to find funding solutions. Forget about the status quo and look 
for new ideas to get at the big picture: Restoring our lost heritage of inexpensive, 
uncrowded, outdoor recreation on public lands. 
 
Jenifer Taylor 
Submitted on 2013/06/06 at 1:28 pm 
From the Moderator: Comment submitted by email. 
Hello, 
The thing that bother me the most is trails with noisy vehicles of any kind using the part I 
want to walk on. If they are confined to a given area, I can just walk elsewhere. Stock 
poop is a minor annoyance compared to vehicles. I am a hiker and an old horse rider so I 
know the attraction of the trails in the mountains, but still hope many of them will be 
available for us 2 legged types. Four legged types do damage narrow trails pretty badly, 
thinking of the trails like that from Camp Handy to Boulder Shelter.  
Glad you working on the big plan. 
 
Shannon Good 
Xany@comcast.net 
Submitted on 2013/06/06 at 12:10 pm 
I think maintenance of existing trails should be emphasised over building new ones. If 
trails are not maintained (such as removing blow downs and washouts) they become very 
user unfriendly. We see this happening in the national forest trails and in wilderness areas 
all the time. We have a good system of recreational trails – but they need to be kept in 
decent condition to be used. I realize that these trails are managed by varied agencies – 
but that could be coordinated at state level. The point is, lets keep what we have in good 
repair! 
On a local level, volunteers make a world of difference. In Mount Vernon, we have built a 
destination worthy mountain bike & hiker trail network at Little Mountain. All built by 
volunteers. We are seeing diverse user groups and families getting outside & exercising 
in a natural place – some of these folks may develop healthy lifestyle habits from these 
small beginnings. 
 
Beth Blay 
bbinaz@earthlink.net 
Submitted on 2013/06/06 at 9:03 am 



 

6 
 

The issue is on-going and difficult but keeping up existing trails should be the top priority 
as once lost, we may never have them again… Private funding and volunteer work can 
sustain this while the government entities regroup. Stop the raids by govt. of funds 
earmarked for trails and do not permit further tapping into that till… 
 
Dave 
grumpyscoutii@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/06/05 at 7:57 pm 
Maintain what is there before spending any more of our hard earned tax dollars! And let’s 
get better balance in who participates in the planning process. I am part of the full size 
4×4 community, and, in my opinion, we are not given equal time in trail issues. We keep 
being pushed into smaller areas, which leads to more issues, which lead to more 
closures. Seeing a pattern here? Start treating us as a legitimate user group. 
 
John Palmer 
zigstermeister@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/06/03 at 8:59 pm 
Proper maintaining and rebuilding existing trails to withstand the demands of it’s current 
users should come first. Groups responsible for this need to follow and enforce a set 
standard for achieving this. Easier said than done, working with volunteers this can prove 
to be difficult. Educating those that volunteer and making sure they have a good 
understanding of trail construction should be a priority. The WTA is a great organization 
that has a good structure for implementing this in my experience. 
 
Anita Matthay 
amatthay@olypen.com 
Submitted on 2013/06/03 at 4:46 pm 
I’m an older hiker on the Olympic Peninsula and love my twice weekly hikes to challenge 
myself, stay in shape, socialize with friends and enjoy the peace, beauty and quiet of the 
great outdoors. I volunteered with WTA when I lived near the Cascades. Our wilderness 
will be an ever greater tourist draw in the future. I like the first idea of corporate sponsors, 
and thought Al Pelletier’s comments sounded sensible. Didn’t read all comments. 
 
Cathy 
cathy.johnson@kingcounty.gov 
Submitted on 2013/06/03 at 6:16 am 
We need to maintain the trails we have first, then any money left over can go to build new 
trails where demand exists. 
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Gary Hagland 
haglandg@toriitraining.com 
Submitted on 2013/06/02 at 9:56 pm 
The State of Washington does not suffer from a lack of trails. Maintain the ones that exist. 
 
Richard Coulson 
stiqquest@wavecable.com 
Submitted on 2013/06/02 at 3:36 pm 
Richard Coulson 
As a user of trails on the North Olympic Peninsula,it is very discouraging to try to re-
instate the right to leagelly access the US Forest Service to ride ATV’s.As others have 
stated,when you have to deal with Government Official and all the timelees and 
mountainous paperwork, you could grow a new Old Growth Forest. An example of this is 
their ability to stonewall by not adhering to their own rules. By their own rules, they are 
mandated to establish a forest plan every 10-15 years. The last time one was done on the 
Olympic National Forest was 1991. As you can see this was 22 years ago. The best that i 
have been able to garner from a ” Responsible Official” is they don’t have enough money. 
Who does? 
IN the meantime my generation( Babyboomer) is slowly dying off . It would seem that 
what I see and hear from other user groups is right on fix and maintain before expanding 
and get Big Government out of the way. 
 
Forest Shomer 
inspass@whidbey.net 
Submitted on 2013/05/31 at 10:49 pm 
Focus first on maintenance of existing trails. Adding trails potentially adds to the 
overburden of trails not receiving sufficient maintenance–compounds the problem. 
 
John 
john@moosefish.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/31 at 8:17 am 
I believe the balance between maintaining existing trails and developing new trails should 
reflect use patterns. A trail that receives high usage should receive more maintenance 
funding than a trail that is rarely used. The exception is that if a seldom used trail is 
unsafe it should be assessed for closure or repair. 
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New trails should be developed to accommodate usage. The decision to develop a new, 
more sustainable trail up Mailbox Peak near North Bend is a good example of this 
principle. As trails in the area became overloaded, the existing Mailbox Peak trail 
experienced a surge in traffic. However, the rough trail has sections that are unsafe for 
hikers unfamiliar with the short, steep route. The new trail will ease traffic on surrounding 
trails such as Mt. Si and provide a safe and less intense experience for hikers. 
I am in favor of reasonable user fees to fund improvements as well as partnerships with 
local advocacy and user groups. 
 
Lori Flemm 
loriflemm@live.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/30 at 7:35 pm 
Generally speaking, I don’t think we should build a new trail that can’t be maintained. The 
maintenance management plan should be defined before the trail is constructed. Balance 
should be a local decision, it would be tough to achieve balance on a statewide level. I 
hope our state grant programs won’t devote funds only toward statewide priorities. Each 
trail provider has to identify their own priorities. Priorities change, and seem to change 
before the next plan is written.  
Few people are satisfied maintaining existing trails. People always want more and want 
new. Look at how many trails are created by users going off trail. Within a week of 
opening a new regional asphalt bicycle/pedestrian trail in our city, many many were 
calling for it to be extended closer to their home.  
Volunteers (eagle scouts, church groups, and students) are building a municipal hiking 
trail in our city that the neighborhood trail users are maintaining becuse they appreciate 
having the trail close to home, and want to see it remain in good shape. Minimal public 
dollars and staff time have been used for construction or maintenance. We would not 
have the trails we have in our state without volunteers. 
 
Claudia Johnson 
jojohnso@charter.net 
Submitted on 2013/05/29 at 10:12 pm 
I find your request for feedback to be very non-user friendly. Some of us really care about 
trails, but are not experts on the state of trails in WA and need more details or at least a 
simple summary to go on. We might now our trail systems close to home, but might not 
now the overall state wide picture. You don’t provide any summaries of where trails are 
now, their status, pictures? You are assuming that folks will read the 56 page Nova plan 
(2005-2011). I did, it was not helpful. Why don’t share some maps of where existing trails 
are, how they are distributed across the state or by zipcode and how the funding is 
distributed? Where are the proposed new trails located? How much would it cost to bring 
in new trails into service (an estimate per mile of trail would be nice)? Is the distribution of 
trails equal by region? Zipcode? Race? Income level? What trails are available to 
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disabled users/wheelchair accessible? What is a basic description of the current trail 
situation that we could read to provide you with some feedback. Social media is great–but 
the onus is on government to make its data accessible and easy to read–if it really wants 
comment from the public at large. Otherwise, this is just a formality with little meaning–
just the appearance of an open process. 
 
Earl Nettnin 
esnettnin@aol.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/29 at 7:44 pm 
We need to maintain the trails we have with no closures. Volunteers are always ready to 
help. Lets make use of them. 
 
Helen M 
helenorjohn@comcast.net 
Submitted on 2013/05/29 at 3:29 pm 
I believe existing trails and access to existing trails should take priority. I would like to see 
the road to Excelsor trail head be repaired, also the road to Canyon Creek. 
 
Norm 
normbuckley@msn.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/29 at 11:17 am 
My two cents worth: Maintain existing trails and access roads as the highest priority. 
 
Mike McGlenn 
mike@mikemcglenn.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/29 at 10:22 am 
The current back log of trail maintenance is growing daily. The fires, the pine beetle and 
other issues have really set things back and will for the foreseeable future. Maintaining 
the current trails to standard in most cases should be the first priority. On a national basis, 
collaboration and partnerships with other user groups has been a big help in stretching 
the dollars available. In the case of horsemen, we seem to be getting older and less able 
to do some of the ground work. But we can pack in tools, supplies, materials, food and 
camps for folks like the Washington Trails Association so that younger backs can get the 
ground work done. Look for ways to partner with nontraditional groups. Conservation 
groups will help work on trails. Sports teams, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts anyone who enjoys 
being out doors can help. Volunteers will put in many hours opening up and maintaining 
their access to the outdoors. It would be helpful to streamline the bureaucratic paperwork 
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machine that in many cases makes it very difficult to volunteer. Make it easier for all of us, 
horsemen, hikers, bikers to do the work needed and it will make the money go farther. 
 
Logan 
logan.riggs@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/28 at 1:36 pm 
I think that maintaing existing trails should be the highest priority. 100 eroded trails 
covered in blowdown are pretty much useless to anybody. If there is not enough money to 
keep ‘enough’ trails maintained then what good does it do to build another trail that will 
succumb to lack of maintenance? I imagine you can maintain 10 miles of trail or more for 
the cost of opening 1 new mile. 
 
Darrell Wallace 
exec@bchw.org 
Submitted on 2013/05/28 at 11:21 am 
While I support maintenance of existing trails over construction of new trails, I do feel that 
there needs to be a mechanism for evaluating the need for a new trail. For example, if a 
large geographic area has no accessible trails suitable for one or more recreational 
groups, and a viable plan for construction and sustained maintenance of a suitable new 
trail is presented, it should be considered. However, I think that should be the exception, 
not the rule. 
I am a little surprised at how many commenters have focused on where to find more 
funding; I interpreted the question as asking about how to set priorities for existing 
funding. But I value reading ALL comments and thank everyone for making them. 
 
darcy 
djmitchem@hotmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/28 at 10:52 am 
Over the last decade I have seen our rural quality of life erode–and a lot of it traces to the 
collapse of forestry providing honorable family wage jobs. The USFS has no money or 
jobs to speak of since the spotted owl. Mechanization and high L & I also have reduced 
employment. Rural communities, like mine, have lost mills that paid taxes and supported 
public works. Instead, our county is currently thinking of giving away its parks. Once 
vibrant communities like Morton, Packwood, and Darington are shriveling, and trying to 
rely on “tourism”. We seem to find plenty of ways and funding to save salmon, save owls, 
save wolves, save wetlands, but we are failing to save our communities. Gallantly, 
citizens have stepped up with friends groups, clubs, partnerships and other volunteer 
efforts. These are good, and need to continue, but more funding is needed. The Discover 
Pass was a noble idea, but administered badly–doing more harm than good, and putting 
more burden on fewer people. I would create a “Week in Washington” pass for tourists, 
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and use it as a promotional item: free state map, week DP, coupons, promotions etc. But 
our system threatens and scares tourists–they show up at a beach and can’t even buy a 
pass on site!  
Meanwhile, thousands–even millions–of acres of private timberlands are being closed to 
public recreation or moved to a pay or lease model. These timberlands pay pennies per 
acre in property taxes while systematically removing “public benefits” that justified these 
low rates in the first place. I believe a review of tax breaks here is appropriate, with any 
additional income dedicated to providing recreation on public lands to compensate for the 
loss on private. Also, income from private land leases and fees should be rolled into the 
hotel/motel tax or timber excise tax with that funding dedicated to providing recreation on 
public lands. The idea of reviewing our tax policies was discussed in the new SCORP, 
and needs to be taken seriously.  
I also believe barriers to volunteers (supported by public employee unions) need to be 
removed. We must get past this protectionism. Grants need to be easier–less 
administration and overhead, more on the ground. Stop making DNR, Parks, and WDFW 
go through the whole 2-year RCO process–just give them $ to fix trails without all the dog-
and-pony show waste. The RCO guidelines need to value economy, efficiency, and 
simplicity more. Our laws need updated and overhead capped–Replace SEPA with best 
management practices. 90% + of every dollar should go on the ground. Primitive dirt trails 
and gravel parking lots (which because of ADA are basically shunned) should be 
encouraged. Get creative with funding, too. Business partnerships, concessions, leases, 
sponsorships, camp hosts, maintenance partnerships with cities and schools, 
Metropolitan Park Districts –many things are possible with flexibility. Imagine how much 
money a coffee cart at a popular beach or trailhead could bring in! 
A portion of the general fund should go to cover the “conservation” missions of state 
public lands. Why should recreationists alone pay for archaeology, wetland preservation, 
old growth studies, endangered species and other items unrelated to recreation 
facilities/or game species? These areas benefit the whole population. In general, we need 
to comb our laws and policies and find efficiencies, scrutinize regulations, review 
incentives, create opportunity, remove barriers, and focus funds on the ground. 
 
Steve 
stevejustham@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/28 at 9:50 am 
Volunteers can maintain and create most if not all of the trails in the ORV community, and 
are already doing that a fair amount. 
Requiring expensive environmental studies and other hurdles created to slow or reverse 
the new trail building process, is a waste of money and has made it difficult to move 
forward with new trails being built, and is used as a deterent by anti ORV groups, which 
just wastes time and taxpayers money.  
Get user groups to do the trail maintenance and develop new trails. 
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William 
reson46@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/28 at 8:56 am 
Completely agree with Dave Hiatt. The NOVA fund has been continually eroded and 
completely raided in the past. It needs to be restored to its original purpose. If the taxes I 
contribute through OHV use were actually used for OHV trails, there would be no funding 
issues. 
 
Keith Wisnieski 
kwisn@aol.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/28 at 7:58 am 
Every user should help fund maintaining existing trails and establishing new trail. Each 
user should be responsible to pay their fair share and not depend on the largess of 
another group. 
Maintaining trail should have priority over new trail development. 
 
Linda N. McAskill 
lmcask1@aol.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/28 at 6:59 am 
There are many groups that could be communicated with that would be willing to volunter 
for maintaining trails, such as the military. Washington state has many military personell, 
that might like very much to explore and work on trails in urban and high country, 
partnering with DNR or USFS on projects, might just need a schedule and or 
transportation. 
Should avoid user fees and or higher user fees, so all the public can enjoy the outdoors. 
Non motorized use is my preferred use of funds. Enjoys the sights and sounds of being 
outdoors! 
 
Kathy Young 
kyoung1735@aol.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/27 at 8:29 pm 
I certainly agree with the comments of Mr Ron Downing, Volunteers are an invaluable 
resource in maintaining trails and backcountry facilities, I have seen the level of 
dedication and the abilities of these volunteers when building and clearing trails. It will 
continue to be advantageous for the various user groups to work cooperatively with the 
government agencies to keep our trails open. 
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Joan Fleming 
joanfleming@q.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/27 at 5:52 pm 
Areas like Capitol Forest near Olympia get a lot done with heavy participation by user 
groups. Also, grants are applied for well in advance to acquire the materials needed to get 
the work done. So, despite insufficient Discover Pass funds, projects are getting done. 
Development of strong, cooperative user groups goes a long way towards keeping trails 
open. 
 
Ron Downing 
vpfarm@hotmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/27 at 3:59 pm 
Trails in undeveloped areas have been developed in large part by the equine community 
as a matter of need or preference for transportation or recreation. Clearing the right of 
way has been done as needed by the users. Over the past 50 years of my experience 
with trail building and maintenance, most of this work has been done in private-public 
partnerships with most of the capital assets funded by the public agency. Some priority 
has to be assigned to the work inventory that is the most urgent for safety issues and 
secondarily to work that serves a balance of use to the user groups with a eye to the 
groups most willing to contribute to the work to be done. The value of the volunteer 
commitment can be used to supplement the agency budget directly and in support of 
grants, matching and in full. Trails in more suburban and interurban areas require public 
input and the balanced view of other needs and the near term population growth that may 
inter fear with or conflict with trail use or trail maintenance and the changing needs of the 
area. Generally, these areas require more administration, money, and resource than 
undeveloped areas. Focus of the trail systems that provide the most recreational 
opportunity for the least out of pocket cost, those that attract the most volunteer interest 
and donated capital expense has been and appears to be a thoughtful approach for the 
next term of years. When the economy gets stronger and as agency budgets that have 
jurisdiction over these areas can be restored, lesser priority or higher cost projects not 
funded could be approached. Trails and facilities not maintained due to budget shortfalls 
should be signed as not maintained for liability issues, but allowed to remain open for use 
as long safety and other concerns are not acute. 
 
David Overfield 
kdx220dave@yahoo.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/27 at 3:09 pm 
Charge a user fee similar to ORV tabs for non motorized. Bicycles, Horseback, Hikers, 
In my opinion we are not getting enough of the Discover pass money the State Parks 
need to raise their fees to support themselves. 
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Jack 
horsedoc@rainierconnect.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/27 at 11:53 am 
I am an outdoorsman. When I was younger, hiking was foremost in my recreation. After 
getting older I have resorted to riding those same trails on my mule. On almost all trail 
rides we perform some trail work, from removing downed trees to clearing brush and 
replacing water bars. I have found a tremendous amount of satisfaction working with 
other user groups like Washington Trails Association, Pacific Crest Trails Assocation, 
ORV clubs and the Boy Scouts.We all have one thing in common, and that is to enjoy the 
backcountry. 
Backcountry stock (horse, mule and pack-stock) activity is up 14% over the last year. It 
continues to rise after following our recent “recession”. As stock use increases, the 
amount of funding for it should also increase, and should be proportionate to the 
volunteer hours we spend improving the trails we all use. 
 
RW 
wescnmbkr1@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/27 at 9:45 am 
A few years ago while employed by REI, we were asked to donate time to work on 
several trails in the Cascade’s. Quite a number of employee’s agreed to donate their time 
and some included some materials and equipment. 
So before I give my opinion as to where to get more funds for these projects, I would like 
to see a dedicated report of where the present funds are being spent and the amount of 
dollars presently spent, as well as where these funds are coming from. Every 
administration and division has out stretched arms asking for MORE!!! 
 
Gavin Glore 
gavinglore@msn.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 4:07 pm 
Priority should be given to the user groups who support and maintain the exisitng and 
planned trails on public land. There are numerous non-profit groups who help with 
maintenance, construction and stewardship of the state forests that they patronize. As the 
demographics of our state shift, the groups that use and support these resources have 
changed accordingly. With reductions in funding the new normal, it is imperative that the 
agencies that manage trails identify the groups that will support those efforts and find 
ways to support those groups. A good example in my area is Friends of Capitol Forest. 
They work with all user maintain existing trails and are actively working with local land 
managers (Wa DNR) to enhance the user experience for all appropriate recreation 
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activities. Groups like these should be recognized for the thousands of hours they invest 
in a public resource. 
 
Chris Marsh 
thehouseofccccc@msn.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 11:20 am 
I believe if they put there efforts into maintaining the trails and roads out there there will 
be no reason to build new ones. Instead of closing a damaged trail and build a new one,. 
Get them all repaired and then build new ones. use the KISS method to fix them. Loggers 
have been building and maintaining roads cheaply for years. using trees to build bridges, 
existing gravel pits to rebuild roads, get rid of the environmental buearacracy. Open all 
public and private forest land up to everyone and better policing of the bad people and we 
all can get along and enjoy the outdoors. 
 
Gail Garman, Salmon Ridge Coordinator for the Nooksack Nordic Ski Club 
evobunny@comcast.net 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 10:29 am 
As someone who has worked hard to maintain the Salmon Ridge Trail System in 
northwest Washington for the last 14 years, I feel the highest priority should be to provide 
funding for trail maintenance over trail development. However, development of new trails 
in areas for user groups that are under served should also be considered as a high 
priority if there is a clear long term commitment that has been made for them to be 
maintained by the user groups, and if providing the new trail does not adversely affect the 
area or other users in that area. Without the maintenance commitment, it makes no sense 
to pursue new trail development. 
Gail Garman, 
Salmon Ridge Coordinator for 
Nooksack Nordic Ski Club 
 
Wayne 
wfmohler@msn.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 10:25 am 
priority should be to take care of what you presently have. 
 
Cheryl Conklin 
cherylconk@hotmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 9:34 am 
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Everyone loves the glamour and publicity of opening a new trail. However, trails are 
useless and sometimes dangerous if they’re not maintained; that has to be the top 
priority, especially with the seasonal beating that the trails of the PNW receive. 
 
William Casperson 
willcasp@outlook.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 9:15 am 
NOVA funds should only be used to maintain resources used for motorized activities, as 
that is where the funds come from. In the case of non motorized activities, the funds 
should only be used to maintain access to the activities, as that is where the non highway 
fuel is used. 
 
Jason Ridlon 
jhridlon@fairpoint.net 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 7:10 am 
The balance to these priorities should swing toward maintaning existing trail systems. 
Washington has a number of backlogged trail maintance issues, that affect the safety and 
quailty of the trail users experience. New trail systems should only be built when their is a 
clear funding mechanism to support the new trail system. 
 
kevin ashe 
d.iga@frontier.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 6:41 am 
right now there can be no ‘balance’ to the trail situation. i believe all efforts and 
rescources have to be applied to the existing trails. if not, we will loose them. why divert 
monies to new trails when we can’t adequatly take care of the old ones. this should be our 
priority: keep the existing trails healthy THEN as new funding arises we can branch out 
creating new trails. but let me say once again, we need to focus on roads too. without 
roads we will not need trails due to access. there is a push right now to close 75% of 
roads in the mt. baker / snoqualmie forest. 75%!!! most people will quit using the trails of 
this happens. thank you 
 
Catherine (Cathie) Christie 
Cathie.Christie@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/26 at 1:47 am 
Appropriate PARTNERING with the trails user groups is one hsnds on approach to fix 
trails & ‘getter done. 
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I’ve only recently returned to using our local state & national trail systems again since 
2010, but In my youth & raising my daughter we used to walk, hike, bike & camp all over 
outside of the obvious weekender campsites. 
Now, at my current retirement age, my most effective mode of access & enjoyment to the 
peace & quiet of our ‘for public’ held lands has been to travel by horseback – my 
Appaloosa gelding & I have now traveled hundreds of miles of trails together in WA, ID, 
MT, WY, CO & this year OR too. I have friends well into their 80′s still successfully riding 
these backcountry trails, the locations of the dreams in our youth. 
I became a member of several trail riding organizations ( BCH, JWPWR & ApHC) to 
access their knowledge of our current trail systems as well as to contribute to the 
seasonal repair & upkeep of those trails. 
For example, part of the mission of the Back Country Horsemen is their annual 
committment of thousands of volunteer man hours & the use of their equipment, horses & 
pack animals to clear & repair & create new trails for the benefit of walkers, hikers & 
bicycle rides as well as recreational horsemen on non-motorized trails. 
The BCH also add their fundraiser dollars $$$ to available grant $$$ monies to & thru the 
governing agencies entrusted with the care & maintenance of our public lands. 
The BCH continually look for ways to partner with those governing agencies to get more 
of the needed jobs done quickly & environmentally compatible each year. 
There is so much more the BCH would/could do if their weren’t so many strings, (issues & 
egos?) seemingly locked into the governmental processes. 
There are also riders in other clubs & organizations who would gladly partner, volunteer 
time & resources with you to ensure the continued horse riding access if you would but 
provide a sensible path through the red tape so we could all just move from endless 
planning to actually repairing or creating new trails. 
I believe partnering with all & within the user groups with those individuals willing to work, 
not just show up & play, is a strong solution for you. You may contact me anytime & Hope 
to see you on the trails too! 
Sincerely, 
Catherine Christie 
REALTOR 
Women’s Army Corp Vietnam Era Veteran 
Member since 2011 of: 
Back Country Horsemen of America & WA 
Appaloosa Horse Club 
John Wayne Pioneer Wagons & Riders 
Cathie.Christie@gmsil.commailto:Cathie.Christie@gmsil.com ; 
CathieChristie@Windermere.commailto:CathieChristie@Windermere.com ; 
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Al Pelletier 
sekiusweep@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/25 at 10:31 pm 
People will “vote with their feet.” The trails of all types that get the most use will need, and 
get, the most funding for maintenance. There needs to be a way to promote volunteer tail 
maintenance on less used routes. 
To construct new trails, things like B&O tax credits to private landowners (corporate) or 
property tax credits to individuals. can generate capital and encourage access. 501C 
nonprofits can raise tax-exempt capital to donate to the state or private route owners. The 
boost to local economies that results from trail use will be the impetus to businesses to 
contribute. Also trail users will be encouraged to voluntarily contribute to what they want 
for trails. This solution won’t please everyone, but it should come close. 
 
KJ 
kjrjatprairierim@aol.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/25 at 9:44 pm 
I believe increasing user fees is a fair way of sharing the opportunity to use, develop, and 
maintain trails. Agencies may need to sponsor specific work parties to attract volunteers 
to help with the development and maintence of trails. As an incentive for persons to 
actively participate several times, they should be given some compensation such as a 
discount on the user fee or as WDNR gives a free pass for logging 24 hrs. of volunteer 
service. 
 
Dave Hiatt 
dhiatt07@gmail.com 
Submitted on 2013/05/25 at 8:57 pm 
The solutions are available if the legislators in Olympia will support the State Constitution 
as they have sworn to do. Gas taxes for fuel use on other than State funded roads and 
highways is to be refunded to users per the WA State Constitution.  
NOVA (Nonhighway Offroad Vehicle Activities) was created in the early seventies as an 
aggregation of the refund eligible money from ONLY the Off Road Vehicle (4WD, ATV & 
Dirt Bike) users. The 1972-73 ATV fuel use study estimated 4.6% of the state fuel tax to 
be produced by ALL nonhighway vehicle use, e.g. ORVs + cars driving to hiking trail 
heads + scenic driving on NHRs + hunting + berry picking, etc. The ORV users gave up 
their State Constitutional right to an individual refund of their personal nonhighway & off-
road gas tax refund moneys in exchange for this legislation that was to benefit only them 
via their 1% of the overall 4.6%. 
Unconstitutional legislative action has subsequently arbitrarily capped the 1% at 
significantly less than 1% of the gas tax. Other legislative actions at the behest of anti-
access, anti-motorized, anti-shared use, paid lobbyists and biased IAC (now RCO) staff 
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stole a large percentage of the NOVA funds for non-motorized use. See my prior post for 
details.  
The solution is to have the RCO support returning a full 1% to benefit (see JLARC report) 
its rightful owners, the ORV users. The RCO should then work with the non-motorized 
users to obtain their own funding from the remaining 3.6% instead of stealing from the 
ORV users.  
We should also end the DNR’s skim of approximately 36% of the NOVA funds right off the 
top as they have continually reduced or eliminated ORV use on DNR lands and should no 
longer have these funds. 
A true 1% for only the real NOVA ORV trail users and proper allocation of the other 3.6% 
for non-motorized trail users will provide adequate funding if the appropriate users are 
allowed to select where those funds are utilized, i.e. user control, NOT RCO control. 
 
Paul Yelk 
paulp575@dog-walker.us 
71.32.219.191  
Submitted on 2013/05/25 at 7:53 pm 
Getting corporate alliances to assist with funding. In return, they could promote their 
alliance with a small sign and logo. 
 


