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

Interim Report 
Round 3 - 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 Trails 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 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• This is a draft document, do not cite as a definitive source.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 this round of input from the 
Internet Town Hall blog discussion.   
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Summary Observations by the Blog Facilitator 

 

41 people commented in this round of discussion.  They provided 42 comments.  Below 
is a summary of the themes contained in the commenting followed by a verbatim 
reporting of all comments.   

 

Cooperation Issues 
While acknowledging a sense of competition between user groups, commenters wished 
to reframe that controversy.  As one person put it, “Teach tolerance between ALL trail 
users.  Tolerate don’t discriminate.”  Some commenters pointed out the potential loss if 
there is a lack of cooperation, “There are a lot of roads and bridges that need to be fixed, 
and state park employees that need to be paid, so if you want to argue about it, trail users 
all lose.”  There is optimism in the user community that improved relations are possible, 
“Multi-use with minimal conflict is possible, Washington needs to learn how to do it.  I live 
in a town that has developed a 4 user group multi-use ethic.  Motorcycles, Mtn Bikes, 
Hikers, and Horsemen all share at least some of the trails, with restrictions to one or more 
of the groups where it makes sense.”  And there were calls for the users, themselves, to 
work on solutions instead of appealing to government, “Trail opposition needs to be met 
head on – nimbys, conflicting user groups, and “entitled” users.  WE need to start working 
together better.”  “With respect to both trail maintenance and use, perhaps it is time that 
Washington State combined up the various ad hoc efforts of user groups to sit at the 
round table together into a trails leadership council.  By this we would spend less time 
finding fault with each other and more time finding solutions to state, regional, and local 
issues.” 
Specific Issues Named in this Category: 

• Lack of a user-group forum for forging cooperation (e.g., a ‘leadership council’ as 
proposed by one commenter) 

• Lack of user-group collaborations (e.g., maintenance work parties) on the same 
trail system 

Round 3 Question 

Thanks for telling us your priorities in the previous rounds of discussion.  This 
time let’s get specific.  Please list 2-5 of the most important issues relating to 
trails you see as emerging in the next five years (and only for the next five 
years).  Think broadly–consider all kinds of trails (land, water, rural, urban, 
motorized, non-motorized, etc.).  In other words, if you were in charge, what is 
the short list of emerging issues you would pay attention to that could be 
realistically addressed (or at least started) in the next five years? 
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• Perceptions of unfair treatment as a user group that has been singled out as 
unpopular (e.g., motorized users) or as an ignored user group (e.g., mountain 
bikers) or as a heritage user-group that is being displaced by incompatible uses on 
a trail (e.g., equestrians and hikers by mountain bikers and motorized users) 

• Shortage of education programs  
• Pervasive attitude between users of an ‘us-versus-them’ competitive decision-

making environment instead of an ‘us-against-the-problem’ collaboration 
environment 

• ORV community anger about allocations of NOVA funds 
• Lack of understanding of the distribution and volume of trail use by the different 

user groups 
 
Trail Program Capacity and Administration Issues 
It is not just problems that need management planning.  Sometimes success creates a 
new management need.  One commenter said, “Make sure you plan for success as well 
as diminish opportunities for conflict.  If you build a good multi-use area, sign it and 
encourage good behavior, establish a local council made up of various users, you will get 
your maintenance taken care of by appreciative user maintenance organizations, similar 
to the folks who maintain the Pacific Northwest Scenic Trail.  Let’s leave a legacy of 
cooperation, not conflict and exclusion.”  The issue of accommodating underserved users 
was mentioned, “Accessibility for multi-generational users, – children to elders.”   
Specific Issues Named in this Category: 

• Funding allocations not matching the contemporary user-demand profile 
• Funding, in total, is insufficient 
• Users not having enough control of expenditures 
• Different user sectors being asked to carry a disproportionate amount of the tax 

and fee burden 
• Lack of water trails in the state (e.g., water walks, paddles, boating) 
• Lack of land trails associated with water 
• The need for an inventory of trail use by category of users 
• Zoning of use versus multiple use 
• Multiple fee and permit requirements across the various government sectors  

 
Access Issues  
Considerable concern was expressed by commenters about limited access.  There were 
repeated references to the lack of opportunity within a ‘reasonable’ commute from major 
population centers, especially for motorized recreation.  Other commenters expressed 
concerns about backcountry road closures on both public and private lands.  Often these 
stakeholders noted that there would be a quick and easy expansion of opportunity 
through road openings and that this increased recreation opportunity would ease 
congestion and multiple-use conflicts by spreading the current use across more land.  At 
the same time other commenters pointed out that increasing recreation areas through 
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road openings is not free as this solution carries an increased management and 
enforcement responsibility and it increases liability concerns since opening a road implies 
that a landowner has met appropriate public safety standards.   

• Limited facilities near major population centers (e.g., comments about long 
commute times to recreation sites, especially for motorized recreationists) 

• Rogue (unauthorized) trail construction and use  
• Closure of private lands to public recreation 
• Closure of public lands to public recreation 
• Insufficient connection of trails to communities 
• Incorporating trails into the transportation system 
• Lack of trail-to-trail connectivity 
• Trails not being integrated into the transportation systems 
• Trail closures 
• Road closures (e.g., logging roads suitable for motorized recreation) 
• Access road deficiencies 
• Access for under-served communities, especially children and youth, and 

underserved geographies 
• Education 

 
Trail Maintenance Issues 
Some commenters expressed frustration that, despite wanting to assist government 
managers, there are impediments that arise from the high standards that are applied.  For 
some it is about getting access to resources from the RCO, “My complaint is the lengthy 
process and procedure to apply for NOVA grants.  No longer can I do it myself, I must 
hire a consultant for the process.”  Others cautioned that volunteers are not a complete 
solution, “Volunteer trail maintenance done to excess…  When a trail is ‘brushed’ to six-
foot width when three feet is sufficient, we lose a lot of the most interesting plants which 
are the very reason I am on the trail…” 
Specific Issues Named in this Category: 

• Backlog of maintenance 
• Increasing intensity of use adding onto the existing maintenance need 
• Use of volunteers (some people say use more, others say be careful because of 

concerns about the quality of work and liability) 
• Construction standards and permitting requirements are too onerous 
• Wheel damage to trails 
• Feet (human) and damage to trails 
• Invasive species 
• Use of herbicides 
• Horse hoof damage to trails 

 
Multiple Use Issues 
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A large number of comments were received about single- versus multiple use on the 
same trail.   
Specific Issues Named in this Category: 

• Multiple use is possible (even desirable).  As one commenter put it, in his area 
“Motorcycles, Mtn Bikes, Hikers, and Horsemen all share at least some of the 
trails, with restrictions to one or more of the groups where it makes sense.”  And he 
expressed that multiple use carries with it a desirable impact, “I know if our mindset 
is about enjoying the outdoor experience rather than denying access to public 
lands (ie the recent closure of a campsite in the N Cascades because a bear had a 
meal at a garbage can) the state can actually help its residents get outdoors…a 
theme we need to encourage.”  Other commenters cautioned against negatively 
stereotyping user groups as it is inaccurate and unhelpful, “Keep in mind that the 
majority of users are not causing the problems but it only takes one in a thousand 
to reflect adversely to the rest of them.”  And some commenters observed that 
separated use can make the evolution of cooperation more difficult, “Segregated 
use not only concentrate[s] use in certain areas, but it also tends to create a false 
sense of ownership/entitlement within user groups, breeds intolerance, and results 
in various interests digging their heels deep in order to protect what is perceived to 
be ‘theirs’.  This in turn will make cooperation and collaboration amongst various 
user groups even harder.” 

• Respect.  Two recurring complaints between users in a multiple-use setting were 
one or another user group not cleaning up after themselves (most frequently feces 
from animals being left on the trail for the next user to avoid) and damage that 
wheeled vehicles cause to trails (most frequently trail rutting and breakdowns 
caused by tire tracking and speed turning on trail bends).  Another concern is that 
the inherent dynamics of one mode of recreation conflicts with the dynamics of 
another mode (e.g., mountain bikers and horse riders), “This is not a matter of one 
group being better than another but rather capacity or traffic management when 
the use of a trail system by fast moving users becomes heavy enough that there is 
a significant safety factor that drives other users away.”  There were frequent calls 
by commenters for users to respect the needs of users that come after them or that 
they meet on a trail.   

• Advocacy is more important.  In the face of these concerns commenters noted that 
multiple use could mean the ability to create a coalition of support for trails.  The 
logic was that more citizens using trails can mean a stronger voice for this 
recreation in state policy.   

• Acknowledge that there are Incompatible Uses.  Safety arising from recreationists 
who value speed on the trail compared to recreationists that need no surprises on 
the trail.  For example, an equestrian said, “My concern is bikes and horses on the 
same trails.  The bike riders go as FAST as they can.  When they come around 
those corners at that speed and come up on a horse…….” 

 
Safety, Security, and Quality of the Experience Issues  
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Commenters were concerned about safety, usually around the multiple use issues 
discussed above.  Some recreation modes value speed and these can easily come into 
conflict with other modes, like horse-back riding, where the rapid appearance of a 
mountain bike, motorcycle, quad, etc. can startle the horse and thereby create a safety 
risk.  A number of commenters mentioned trail head parking lots as not secure thereby 
creating a risk for vehicle break-ins and theft.  And different users have different 
acceptance levels of noise in their recreation environment; indeed, some seek out trails 
as a way to escape their noisy day-to-day living environment to find peace and quiet and 
others seek out remote recreation on trails because it is a venue where noisy equipment 
is more accepted than in their day-to-day normal living environment.   
Specific Issues Named in this Category: 

• Safety 
• Parking lot security 
• Enforcement 
• ‘Traffic’ management on the same trail by users with inherently different modes of 

trail use 
• Parking lot and trailhead deficiencies (e.g., lack of toilets, vehicle break-ins, 

inadequate signs) 
• The need for bicycling trails, especially in urban areas, that are safe and efficient 
• Adding ‘trails’ extensions (lanes) to vehicle-oriented bridges  
• Domestic animal (dogs and horses primarily) feces on trails. 
• Noise on the trails – acceptable or not? 

 
____________________________________________ 

 

Verbatim Comments Submitted on the Town Hall Website 
 

John Pope, Anacortes, WA 

popejp@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/21 at 8:18 am 

1. Multi-use with minimal conflict is possible, Washington needs to learn how to do it. I live in a town that 
has developed a 4 user group multi-use ethic. Motorcycles, Mtn Bikes, Hikers, and Horsemen all share at 
least some of the trails, with restrictions to one or more of the groups where it makes sense. Alaska and BC 
both share better than we do. Let’s show that we can do it by opening up more trails like the Carlton area 
ORV system…it does work! 

2. Make sure you plan for success as well as diminish opportunities for conflict. If you build a good multi-use 
area, sign it and encourage good behavior, establish a local council made up of various users, you will get 
your maintenance taken care of by appreciative user maintenance organizations, similar to the folks who 
maintain the Pacific Northwest Scenic Trail. Let’s leave a legacy of cooperation, not conflict and exclusion. 

3. Water on trails makes users blame each other. BCO, IMBA and other groups know how to design a dry 
trail. Dry trails reduce irritation between groups over who is at fault. 
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4. I have travelled by bike, horse, foot, motorcycle and jeep over many of our trails. I know if our mindset is 
about enjoying the outdoor experience rather than denying access to public lands (ie the recent closure of a 
campsite in the N Cascades because a bear had a meal at a garbage can) the state can actually help its 
residents get outdoors…a theme we need to encourage. We really have been guilty of denying access to 
our public and the result is an obese population that is turning its back on the backcountry experience. 

 

William 

reson46@gmail.com  

Submitted on 2013/06/20 at 2:56 pm 

1. Additional motorized trails. 

2. Motorized trails near the population centers that use them. (Hint – there are no OHV areas within King 
County) 

3. Funding theft – restore the funds collected from OHV users to use on OHV trails. Stop stealing to pay for 
non-motorized trails. 

 

Forest Shomer 

inspass@whidbey.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/17 at 11:31 pm 

I use surfaced trails as a bicyclist and non-motorized ‘soft’ trails as a walker and hiker. The issues or 
concerns I will list seem to be heightening a little with each passing year 

On surfaced trails: two concerns. 

(1) Dogs, whose owners don’t clean up after them; and unleashed dogs going after moving bicycles. I have 
been bitten in that very situation. It’s pretty dangerous as a rider to be fending off a charging dog. 

(2) Increasing use of herbicides. This becomes repetitive, annual or more, since killing off the vegetation 
only results in new vegetation, usually weedier, replacing what was killed. It makes it unsafe to pick berries 
along the trail, which is something that many of us like to do each summer. 

On soft trails, three items. 

(1) Backcountry trailheads are less and less secure. There is theft and break-ins. Discourages people from 
leaving a car for any length of time, even for just a few hours. There needs to be a way to deter theft, 
maybe by videocam. 

(2) Damage to trail surfaces by wheels. The main damage I am seeing has been done by mountain-bike 
wheels churning through wet places. It’s much more difficult and expensive to repair a remote trail, so I 
would ask my mountain bike-riding friends to dismount and walk past wet areas in order to preserve trails 
for all users. 

(3) Volunteer trail maintenance done to excess. We have the tools to quickly do a fair amount of damage to 
the trailside flora. When a trail is ‘brushed’ to six-foot width when three feet is sufficient, we lose a lot of the 
most interesting plants which are the very reason I am on the trail: to study plants and do photography. By 
early summer I often find that the uniquely interesting plants along the trail have been thoroughly shredded 
for the purpose of making the trail more open for convenience of one user group (e.g., mountain bikers) to 
the detriment of other users who just need a traditional single-path narrow trail lined with native wildflowers, 
berries, etc. This issue could be addressed by educating volunteers to recognize diversity, know what is 
native, and use more restraint in clearing the path. 

 

Jeff Selby, PTC Vice President for Jefferson County 
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SelbyJL44@gmail.com  

Submitted on 2013/06/19 

Submitted by email, posted by the moderator 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the RCO's request for comments on the future of Washington 
State trails.  I wish to address a specific area of concern here in Jefferson County.  It is the Jefferson Trails 
Coalition’s desire to work with the RCO on our proposed routing of the Olympic Discovery Trail (ODT) 
through Anderson Lake State Park (ALSP) and further south on the Quimper Peninsula toward Discovery 
Bay and on to the connection with the the ODT in Clallam County. We see this as the natural extension of 
the Larry Scott Memorial Trail (LSMT) in Jefferson County.  

The Jefferson Trails Coalition (JTC) is the Jefferson County “chapter” of the Peninsula Trails Coalition 
(PTC), a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation registered in Washington State, whose vision it has been for the 
past 25 years to establish a non-motorized transportation and recreation corridor across the northern 
lowlands of the Olympic Peninsula from Port Townsend to La Push on the Pacific Ocean. Here in Jefferson 
County the LSMT is considered to be the eastern end of the ODT.  Over the past two decades, the LSMT 
has grown from an idea to now extend 7.3 miles from the boatyard in Port Townsend, south on the Quimper 
Peninsula to the Milo-Curry Road intersection with S. Discovery Rd., near the Four Corners intersection on 
Highway 20.  The section of the ODT from Port Townsend to ALSP and possibly on to Discovery Bay is 
also considered to be coincident with the Pacific Northwest National Scenic Trail (PNNST).  The PNNST 
stretches from Glacier National Park in Montana, across northern Idaho and Washington, and crossing 
Puget Sound from Whidbey Island into Port Townsend via the Coopville-to-PT State ferry route.  The 
PNNST was designated as part of the National Scenic Trail network by President Obama just two years ago 
as part of the America’s Great Outdoors Initiative.  That was the first such designation in the previous 25 
years.  We are proud to be associated with the Pacific NW Trail Association and have been working closely 
with that organization for the past four years. 

After years of investigating various alternative routes beyond the Four Corners area, the JTC has concluded 
that a route that involves ALSP would be the most beneficial route to the promotion of the ODT, the 
PNNST, the ALSP itself, and the Tri-Area community of Chimacum, Port Hadlock, and Irondale.  In addition, 
when the Tollefson Trail is completed, linking Hadlock and Chumacum, another route accessing the ALSP 
from State Highway 19 may be possible.  Having this recreational resource in this region will have a lasting 
economic benefit for the local community and indeed the entire Olympic Peninsula as well.  Nationally, it 
has been well documented that a resource of this nature in other parts of the country accounts for literally 
millions of dollars in economic support. The State Parks System would certainly be a beneficiary of that 
support.  The Olympic Peninsula Visitors Bureau has recognized that in addition to creating an attractive 
transportation and recreational corridor locally, it will attract many visitors from outside the area, adding to 
the economic vitality of the entire region.  As a result, they allowed the PTC to enhance our website with a 
grant of $25,000.   

Continuing south from the Anderson Lake Park entrance road, we would like to see it pass through the 
ALSP land on the south side of the road, through Dept. of Natural Resources (DNR) land and continue its 
route toward Eaglemount Rd.  From there it would continue through DNR and private land toward the 
intersection of State Highway 20 and US Highway 101 at the southern tip of Discovery Bay.  These possible 
routes have been thoroughly scouted by the PTC/JTC.   

 A great deal of effort has been expended by the PTC working with the Washington Dept. of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW), the North Olympic Salmon Coalition (NOSC), the Washington State Dept. of 
Transportation (WADOT) and a private water company at the tip of Discovery Bay to coordinate the design 
of the ODT around the tip of the Bay with the shoreline restoration project in which the WDFW is currently 
engaged.  The PTC last year raised $45,000 in a special fundraising effort to support the inclusion of the 
ODT in this design.  These were all private donations from within the local area, a testimony to the great 
interest and dedication of the support of the trail concept by the local community.   

To the north of the Park, the route will need cooperation from both private and public land owners and 
easement holders.  The JTC has presented our desires for a trail corridor to the Jefferson PUD, which has 
recently acquired the electric grid infrastructure from PSE, including the easement for some of the distance 
of the proposed route between Four Corners Rd. and the ALSP.   
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These are the desires of the Jefferson Trails Coalition, the PTC, the PNTA, and many local individuals 
regarding this particular section of the ODT.  Further information about the Peninsula Trails Coalition 
organization, our mission and goals, and examples of our progress on various projects along the entire 
route of the ODT, can be accessed on our website, www.OlympicDiscoveryTrail.com.  Our desire is to 
promote a trail design that is of consistent parameters over the entire breadth of the Peninsula.  Specifically, 
the trail design page on our website, http://www.olympicdiscoverytrail.com/about_us/trail_design.html, will 
indicate the characteristics and design of the trail as it would approach and pass through ALSP.  However, 
we see this as a staged, on-going approach, with no expectations that it will reach the final design 
configuration upon initial construction, or frankly at any time in the near future. 

 

Lori Flemm 

loriflemm@live.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/17 at 11:11 pm 

1. Need funds to acquire rail trails when abandoned. Need funds to acquire trail corridors/easements and 
build for children to get to school on foot or bicycle, which can also be used for recreational use. 

2. light existing trails used by commuter bicyclists and pedestrians. 

3. dog owners need to clean up pet waste, in the future plastic bags may be banned or not provided due to 
budget cuts. 

4. IT is easier to build a road over a creek or lake than a trail. Permitting agencies need to ackowledge 
nonmotorized trails as a legitimate use and not make it so difficult. 

5. Trail opposition needs to be met head on – nimbys, conflicting user groups, and “entitled” users. WE 
need to start working together better. 

 

Larry Beardslee 

larry__beardslee@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/17 at 11:16 am 

Leaving Republic we have a 5 mile multi-use trail. Two miles are paved. All of the multitude of users get 
along without complaint (an occasional youth will speed on a quad, but he is soon met by police). 

My complaint is the lengthy process and procedure to apply for NOVA grants. No longer can I do it myself, I 
must hire a consultant for the process. Twenty five years ago when I got the first of many NOVA grants, it 
was not near as complex. Rural areas are expected to have trails, but we do not have DNR or USFS 
staffing. 

 

Don Larson 

larson_don@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/17 at 9:24 am 

The biggest issue we face today and going forward for 5 years is intolerance, it’s painfully clear after 
reading so many of these comments.  

If forest managers continue to employ discrimnate practices in their travel management, entire cultures will 
suffer, local economies and tourism markets will suffer, user conflict will only escalate and eventually law 
abiding people will become criminals just so they can recreate. 

As a 46 year old native of this state who’s children are 4th generation offroad motorcyclists, I can answer 
the question asked above – “Can we really believe that there aren’t enough places to drive machines?” 
Answer: Yes, believe it and by all means do your own fact checking but there is not one, (1), ORV park in 
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King Co.. While the sport grows, all the state and forest managers have done is close more and more and 
more areas down to motorized use.  

A statement like motorcyclists don’t “need” to be in the backcountry can easily be turned to say that no one 
“needs” to be in the backcountry and that hikers can just as easily enjoy the closed forest roads as much as 
any other user. Offroad motorcyclists continue to spend hundreds of dollars on aftermarket exhaust 
systems that provide quieter performance, specialized and costly “trials” tires that do not dig up the trail 
surface and offroad motorcycle clubs continue, as they have for years, to perform thousands of hours each 
year on trail maintenance.  

The next 5 years need to include – 

1. A true understanding and awareness amongst all users and managers that there are many LEGITIMATE 
ways of recreating and just because one or more groups does not care for the other, no single user group 
or organization should have influence over land managers convincing them that it would be in anyone’s best 
interest to lockout other users whether they be motorized, MTB, equistrian, hikers, trail runners, dog 
walkers, etc…… 

2. More access! Quit closing trails and forests! 

3. Legislation that abolishes the state’s, (or any land owner’s) liability or responsibility for accidents and 
injuries that occur during the act of recreation. We are all free thinking humans and the activities we 
participate in can be dangerous but we still willingly participate. 

4. No more red tape and environmental paralysis when trying to create new opportunities and areas for 
recreation. Common sense needs to prevail and it does not include the same standards and requirements 
to build a trail as it does to build an REI with a 100k sqft parking lot and wetland marsh outback. 

5. With the intent of sounding redundant more access, tolerance of non-hiking user groups and no more 
closures! 

 

Sue Wheeler 

sjwheeler65@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/17 at 8:50 am 

One of the big things for me is closing timberland and gating access to trails. The big timber companies are 
going to start charging and it affects access to the outdoor. I walk on logging roads for exercise and might 
not have anyplace to walk. At mt st Helens, my favorite trailheads are already locked behind private timber 
company gates. I think the discovery pass and all the other passes are confusing. You never know what 
you need where and have to keep moving passes around. I work in tourism and all these land closures and 
passes and requirements are hurting my business. Hikers cant get to trails, hunters can’t use land, anglers 
aren’t allowed access to the river. We need to do something now or our lifestyle will be ruined. 

 

Kathryn Longfellow 

klongfellow@frontier.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/16 at 9:11 pm 

There are several areas that I think are important to address: 

1. Accessibility for multi-generational users, – children to elders 

2. Maintenance of trails and trail heads as well as roads leading to the trail heads. The access roads need 
to address vehicles having a lower wheel clearance. 

3. Separation of motorized use areas from non-motorized use areas 

4. Safe bicycle routes away from motorized vehicle use 
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5. Trail heads that are fairly easy to locate – better signage and maps 

 

janet welch 

aloha@olympus.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/16 at 6:59 pm 

All users need to recognize that their use causes impacts to the trails, to varying degrees. A bicycle on a 
relatively flat trail might not cause much damage, but on a steep trail the impact increases 
disproportionately. The same is true for horse or motorized vehicles, but to a greater degree. Walkers 
create impact in that they often outnumber the others, at least on the trails I frequent.  

But in all cases, these users need to pay back for their use. Where there is erosion happening that can be 
easily remedied, sometimes just routing water from flowing down the trail, they need to just DO IT. We can’t 
expect someone else to clean up after us, or to do minor maintenance that can avoid major maintenance 
needs in the future. 

And if funding is short, the less impactful uses should receive priority in order to provide the most recreation 
for the highest number of people. 

And, lets not forget that closed roads can be used by ORVs…they don’t need to rip through the backcountry 
when the ride is the focus rather than the things that slower travelers enjoy. 

My bias is toward preserving the motorless opportunities—can we really believe that there aren’t enough 
places to drive machines? 

 

Steve Means 

big_slacker@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/16 at 10:01 am 

We really need more MTB and multi use trails. All you need to do is look at how people ‘get along’ on urban 
multi use trails in Bellevue for instance, or the massive success and volunteer maintenance on Duthie Hill in 
Issaquah. 

 

Jeff Chapman 

bbbramch@olympus.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/13 at 11:42 pm 

We saddle and pack stock users are concerned with the inability by our land management agencies to keep 
up with trail maintenance, particularly with the loss of a credible agency work force on the land. While it is 
true that volunteers can perform some of the work, there are many catches to even willing volunteers being 
able to volunteer. The expectation is that the agencies are still charged with nothing going wrong and 
everything being iron clad perfect in the sense that work efforts and results do not infringe on anyone’s and 
everyone’s interpretations of regulations. Nothing is addressed promptly anymore, not even fighting 
wildfires. Some of our users have tried to treat invasive species only to be told they were disturbing natural 
and cultural resources. When it comes to backcountry trails, the winters bring blowdowns and slides, the 
agencies evaluate this through the summer, and if lucky the trails are fixed by late fall……just in time for 
another winter. 

The nature of volunteerism too is that citizen participants often feel rewarded by the work that most benefits 
their form of recreation. This means there is in some cases a shift in what gets done based on the interests 
of the workers rather than the agency objectives. A horseback rider needs vertical clearance. A wheelchair 
user needs horizontal clearance. Switchbacks become narrow. Bridges become footlogs. Logs across trails 
and weak bridges are blockades to horse use but not to hikers or bikers. All in all there is a downgrading of 
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trail function. If trails don’t meet a multi-user standard, then friction develops between user groups. This 
results in efforts to segregate users or simply close trails to certain users. Responsible users do not want 
nondurable trails. We have nondurable trails because we can’t keep up. But the agencies do have a choice 
which is to not make fixing trails more of an administrative/policy investment than an on-the-ground one. 

Another issue is the need to address expanded populations of certain user types in areas like King County 
that quickly results in displacement of existing users. This is often related to an expanding mountain biking 
population that in numbers can be a challenge for other trail users. This is not a matter of one group being 
better than another but rather capacity or traffic management when the use of a trail system by fast moving 
users becomes heavy enough that there is a significant safety factor that drives other users away. Just like 
with traffic management, trail systems in populated areas need to be engineered, signed, and in many 
cases, expanded. The goal is that every outdoor enthusiast should be able to find a way to safely enjoy 
her/his form of recreation as long as it isn’t careless or destructive. 

With respect to both trail maintenance and use, perhaps it is time that Washington State combined up the 
various ad hoc efforts of user groups to sit at the round table together into a trails leadership council. By this 
we would spend less time finding fault with each other and more time finding solutions to state, regional, 
and local issues. 

As to the claims about NOVA and ORV tabs, ORV tab funding goes to motorized uses as it should. NOVA 
does get distributed to motorized and non-motorized trail users since funding for NOVA comes from gas 
spent by both motorized and non-motorized users to get to the trails. When I drive my truck and horse trailer 
to the trailhead, I am paying into the NOVA fund with the non-highway gas I am using. Some motorized 
users say they want their entire share. Well, you are getting your entire share. So instead of quibbling let’s 
work together to make sure we both don’t lose our shares. There are a lot of roads and bridges that need to 
be fixed, and state park employees that need to be paid, so if you want to argue about it, trail users all lose. 

 

ross krumpe 

rossk@q.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/13 at 10:02 pm 

The lack of off highway vehicle use areas, where the vehicles are challenged, would be my biggest 
concern. I see the biggest problem with “rogue” trails and illegal motorized traffic on lands is due to the lack 
of usable off highway trails for 4×4 vehicles. I hate to use a quote from a movie, but ” if you build it they will 
come” really comes to mind. Giving the offroad 4×4 community a place to go out and really challenge 
themselves and their vehicles will lend itself to keeping vehicles on legal trails. I would like to give the 
example of the Tillamook forest off road trail system, there are many many trails, hardcore to beginner for 
atvs, motorcycles, and 4×4 vehicles, and coming together with timber harvesting. The local economy gains 
from the use of these areas also. having a place to go where everyone has fun together and helps to 
maintain the area has been a pleasant experience. 

 

Herb Gerhardt 

hgerhardt@wavecable.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/13 at 10:46 am 

I would say, Education and Enforcement are the top priority. We have too many idiots in the woods that 
make the users feel uncomfortable and even scarred at times. We all need to help in combating these 
idiots. Keep in mind that the majority of users are not causing the problems but it only takes one in a 
thousand to reflect adversely to the rest of them. 

We need to provide more safe camping opportunities near our trails. 

We need to provide sanctioned areas where people can target shoot safely and not creating conflicts with 
other users. Yes, target shooting is a recreational activity enjoyed by many and if not done properly can 
create a problem with other recreational users. 
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Trail users need to be better educated to stay only on designated trails and not build unauthorized trails 
which destroy vegetation and animal habitat. 

 

Fabian White 

fabianwhite3@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/13 at 9:22 am 

Please list 2-5 of the most important issues relating to trails you see as emerging in the next five years (and 
only for the next five years). 

1. Determining what trails are actually being used and how much in relation to ALL trails as a percentage. 
(With the limited finances available, money should go to the top trails being used.) 

2. User review of ALL trails sounds in order! Maybe it’s time to relax/change user restrictions on some 
trails? With that said, it only takes a few bad apples from any single user group to spoil the harmony. I have 
been nearly run over by mountain bikers racing downhill going around blind corners. I have had to dodge 
piles of horse poop across the trail. And I’ve had to scrape dog poop out of my boots on more than one 
occasion. 

3. Maintenance of existing access roads, trail heads, and trails is paramount. Volunteerism is great but not 
a practical way to assure this is done. Money will have to be spent here. Can we shop around and be smart 
about the best labor to do this? (ie…minimum wage vs. $20-30/hr civil employees?, correctional work 
crews?) 

4. Trail head improvements where possible like vault toilets? Signboards/maps/etc? Or remote solar/battery 
powered security cameras at high theft/vandalism spots to help deter those activities? (thinking of a high 
pole, like a DOT traffic camera?) The rangers, sheriffs, etc can’t be at all places at once. We need to 
expand their reach with technologies. 

 

Al Pelletier 

sekiusweep@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/12 at 7:22 pm 

It is hard to add much to the above comments, and most of them seem well thought out and well stated. 

FUNDING is likely the top priority. One idea comes to mind. If WiFi can be available at the entry points, 
whichever “pass” may be required for that area can be purchased by cell, text, lap top or on-board 
computers. I recently heard about a Canadian citizen who visited Wa. He thought he’d bought every pass or 
permit, but still got an $80 citation for lack of some pass. If the information is posted, people can comply 
better. An extra “donation” amount could be designated to NOVA, or some local maintenance group. 

Entry fees for private land can also be collected this way. 

I never expected the cell phone to supersede the sheath knife as the outdoors-person’s most indispensable 
tool, but we live in the modern age.  

There are so many miles of graveled roads now, that it shouldn’t be necessary to construct any more ORV 
trails. Just allow access. Horses and quads don’t share trails very well. I don’t know exactly how to “share 
the road” for all users. But I hate to divide the state into “horse only” or “Snowmobile only” or “kayak only” 
areas. This topic might be worthy of a separate chat session! 

 

Dave Hiatt 

dhiatt07@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/11 at 11:34 pm 
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The one thing the RCO should do right now is correct the wrongs inflicted on the ORV users and manage 
the NOVA directly for the sole benefit of the ORV users.  

The RCO should work diligently to educate the legislature as necessary to rectify the IAC’s prior egregious 
violation of the trust placed in them by the ORV users. 

The second thing the RCO should do is to educate recreational users and the legislature as to the original 
precepts of the NOVA program and insure that Nonhighway gas taxes from NON-ORV users are properly 
refunded to fund NON-ORV recreation without stealing Nonhighway Offroad Vehicle Activities funds from 
the ORV users as is currently aided and abetted by the RCO.  

Third, the users providing the funds must have control of where those funds are spent (NOT RCO staff) 
once proper funding is restored. 

Once in control of their own funds, the users will be able to prioritize projects to effectively and efficiently 
provide for the needed recreational opportunities. Anything less, e.g. this whole time and money consuming 
WTTH ephemeral exercise is more comparable to debating how many angels can dance on the head of a 
pin, than to actually providing any benefit to recreationists. 

 

Nathan 

nathanchamilton@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/11 at 1:16 pm 

Unleash the trail builders. Local equestrians feel besieged by growing numbers of Mtn bikers. Meanwhile, 
new rules are calling for more red-tape for new trails (engineering reviews). We share well, but would be 
happier if we were allowed to make more of our own trails. 

 

Scott Smith 

emailsucks98@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/11 at 12:15 pm 

1. Leverage user groups for maintenance of existing trails & construction of new trails. Encourage “Adopt a 
trail” programs for primary users of those trails. 

2. Stop restricting usage on DNR working forests due to “environmental concerns”. If it’s going to be 
clearcut soon, why not people enjoy it while it’s here? 

3. More new specialized-use trails to spread use out, which in turn reduces user conflicts. For instance; give 
motos, horses, XC & DH MTB’ers new separate trails, which will reduce use on multi-use / hiking trails. 

 

Sheila B 

mrs.budb@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/11 at 10:47 am 

I agree with all above. There needs to be motorized and non-motorized trail availablity-including parking 
and access roads maintained. I too am a Back Country Horseman and am disappointed that when an 
access has a problem, it is often closed-specifically Deep Creek a campground that I love and has not been 
open for many years now. I believe that trail maintenance is the next biggest issue. With the cuts to funding, 
more user groups should be trained and allowed to help with trail maintanence and maybe spend the 
money providing access for everyone. The other issue that concerns me is safety at the camps. Many times 
vandals seem to take over camps again resulting in closures. Trails are for all who want to use them and 
treat them as the special places they are, no matter where they are. 
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Michael S. 

miposy2002@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/11 at 9:21 am 

Hikers are disproportionately powerful. That is a big, big problem. Bikers, ORV folks, and equestrians have 
just as much right to trail access overall than anybody else. That’s not to say that some trails are 
inappropriate for certain uses, but only to say that the days of only having access if hikers or the Sierra Club 
deigns it OK need to end NOW. 

 

leonard francies 

len.francies@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/11 at 12:45 am 

Per capita mountain bike citizens have more stewardship time than hiking citizens. The data sources are 
random yet if you have the spirit of truth seeking I’m confident you will validate the mt. Cyclists quandary of 
being lazier than hikers. 

The dedicated mt. Bike community wishes for greater cooperation and discussion within the ever ongoing 
back room negotiations. 

This is not intended to conflict or argue with other groups. The intent is to remind of our right to expect a 
lifestyle earned place at all levels of the negotiating table. 

  

Mire Levy 

mire101@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 11:27 pm 

Priority issue that needs to be addressed NOW so that Washington will be better prepared 5, 10 years from 
now is for the State land manager community to start realizing that segregated use is NOT the solution to 
the expected increase in outdoor recreation needs caused by projected population growth. In fact, 
segregated use will be the cause for increase in user conflicts in the future if not corrected soon. 

Segregated use not only concentrate use in certain areas, but it also tends to create a false sense of 
ownership/entitlement within user groups, breeds intolerance, and results in various interests digging their 
heels deep in order to protect what is perceived to be “theirs”. This in turn will make cooperation and 
collaboration amongst various user groups even harder. Land managers, by intending to limit user conflicts, 
are actually creating new ones that will become more difficult to undo with each passing year. 

We have seen this being played out in the other Washington in the political arena, and this Washington 
certainly deserves better than this. Create more shared use opportunities so that ALL trail usage can be 
more widely dispersed. Be the agent to facilitate inter-group collaborations by building a common ground for 
ALL user groups to care about. We are all in this together, after all. 

 

Kathy 

kyoung1735@aol.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 9:55 pm 

Within the next five years I would like to see an emphasis on trail head parking and maintenance of existing 
trails. I think it will be important to train and encourage larger numbers of volunteers to assist with 
maintenance, In this time of tightened budgets volunteers can make the difference in keeping our recreation 
areas open. Make the volunteer opportunities very visible to the various user groups and to new users, and 
new groups. 
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Don Larson 

larson_don@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 4:10 pm 

An equitable share of trails for ALL users is what’s needed, now and 5 years from now. As a single track 
motorcyclist I am way past the “important issue” stage and left dealing with the fact that I must travel 2 to 4 
hours round trip to use a trail system that still allows the use of motorized vehicles (for now). I live in rural 
King county and I am surrounded by county and state funded trail systems that discriminate against 
anything without a human or horse heartbeat, (i.e., motorized, MTB and dogs) yet there are gun ranges, 
gravel pits, and highways all around us creating noise and pollution BUT there is no motorized trail access 
ANYWHERE in King Co. 

The important issue going forward for 5 years is the practice of de-commissioning, or shutting down ANY 
trails!!! The practice of closing and locking gates to keep the public of public land is another issue not only 
prevelant now but seemingly gaining in popularity with forest managers…. If the current pace of shutting the 
public out keeps up for the next 5 years, there will be no legal place for anyone to recreate on trails. 

To the question that ORV contributes more funding per individual, I would remind other user groups that 
while ORV users also pay for hauling vehicles, fuel (in the ORV as well), taxes, tabs, D-PAss, Forest Pass, 
supporting local establishments and economies, etc….. ORV’s are also required to purchase and maintain 
state ORV tabs. When we start seeing the state require stickers on horses, hiking boots and MTB’s in order 
to just set foot or rubber on a trail, things will become equitable…  

Like Shrubitup said – “Tolerate, don’t discriminate” 

Happy Trails…. 

 

Tom Fitzpatrick 

t-cfitz2@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 3:57 pm 

1. Teach toleration. 2. Look esp. closely at state lands close to population centers so the demand for trails 
can be addressed in a cost- and energy-efficient manner. 3. Need to keep up to date the population data for 
each user group as one basis for distributing resources in a fair way. 

 

Tarekith 

Tarekith@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 2:12 pm 

Encourage more inter-group trail maintenance days on shared use trails. Currently it’s only the hiker, or only 
the bikers, etc that get together to do maintenance on trail days. By encouraging users from different groups 
to work together, more could be done to foster a more positive attitude that we’re all on this together. We all 
need less of the “us versus them” attitude that predominates so many trail issues today. 

Better maintenance of access roads would be nice as well. 

 

Byron Stuck 

nmatrust@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 1:34 pm 
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I very much like Joe’s comment about a clear and pointed bias against OHV enthusiasts and thus failure to 
address their needs. My personal view is that the statewide organization of which I’m president likely WAS 
CREATED because of the failure of the RCO and related governmental agencies to respect and attempt to 
meet the OHV community’s needs. It’s a personal choice when user groups disagree, it’s a failure of 
government when that disagreement devalues the needs of one side, creating the external need for 
advocacy. 

And since you’ve given us 2-5 issues, I’d add the availability of OHV trails as a second priority. That 
includes single track for motorcycles, and wider trails/roads for OHVs with more than two wheels. 

Third I’d ask for funding sources (pay-to-play for the various user groups) and clearly would include 
volunteer hours as part of the payment. Protecting those funding sources is an issue in itself but not even 
our elected officials and judges have shown that to be possible … 

My fourth and final issue would be to make the funding system integrated across governmental units. It’s 
not the user’s fault that the state’s trail systems require a Discover Pass for DNR access and a USFS pass 
for other trails. Oh wait, this was supposed to be achievable within 5 years … sorry, strike this one! 

 

Bryan P 

Commerce@terran.org 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 12:16 pm 

1. Not losing any more MTB-use trails to Wilderness designation. 

2. Fixing Wilderness designation to allow MTB as a grandfather option or case-by-case with review. 

3. More MTB-use trails. 

4. Ensuring that National Park hiking-only trails are preserved and maintained, but kept wild and natural. 

 

darcy 

djmitchem@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 10:16 am 

Emerging issues: 

1)Closure of private lands to public recreation. 

For the last century large timber companies have allowed (and our public laws/tax policy has encouraged) 
public recreational access to private timberland. Now that is changing, as these lands have gone from to 
“closed to motorized access” to “closed to all entry without paying”. In the past, rural residence didn’t need 
trails because they had logging roads to hike or ride horses, bicycles, motorcycles, ATV’s. We have already 
seen how closing these lands to motorized access is causing a huge push for more motorized areas on 
public land. Now imagine if walking/horseback/mt. bike were closed on timberland, too. Rural and suburban 
areas will need to provide replacement trails. Many rural horseback riders do not have trailers, and ride from 
home through neighboring timberlands. Soon they will need public trails, as motorized does. As private land 
closes, there will be increased demand for access to public lands ad links to public trails. The implications of 
closing millions of acres of private land is a key emerging issue. 

2) Trails that connect regional parks to communities. 

Our national/regional parks and monuments want to be connected to nearby communities with trails. Mount 
Rainier NP is doing this and Mt. St. Helens is looking at possibilities. Regionally connecting trails are the 
future. 

3) Incorporating trails into the transportation system: 
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Local governments are recognizing that trails can become part of the transportation system. Trails for 
commuting, safe routes to schools, wellness and fighting obesity, connecting parks with communities–all 
these issues are related to using and adding trails to communities. As urban/suburban linking trails become 
more important safety and vandalism (metal thieves, drug activity, prowlers etc) will need to be aggressively 
combatted by partnerships between users and government. Easements, rail road right-of-ways, shoulder of 
roads, utility corridors: all of these options will need to be looked at for linking trails. 

4) New trails being “regulated to death” 

New trails may be priced out of existence because of barrier free, paved standards on top of multiple layers 
of costly environmental scrutiny, and a web of grant requirements. Trails are supposed to have obstacles 
and be challenging. Today’s standards aren’t trails but narrow roads. Trails near or along water are 
especially vulnerable to extinction via regulation.  

5) Funding system shake-up. 

Reading all these posts tells me of an impending battle over NOVA funds between motorized and non. 
Although I hike, and do not ride motorized at all, I see the real angst over this fund–especially after State 
Parks “poached” the money and they don’t allow motorized. RCO needs a more efficient distribution 
system. And budget proposals that just ignore the ratings and put the money in areas with the most votes 
are unethical. The Discover pass is floundering with admin. taking too much while the same groups pay 
more and more. User anger is growing at the whole system. I foresee another shake-up in funding. 

 

Heather McCartney 

hmccartney@ci.mukilteo.wa.us 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 9:16 am 

The Three Key Issues for Trails in the Future are: 

1) Access to the water and Puget Sound. (waterwalks and paddles) 

The State of WA needs to work with BNSF to develop a “Puget Sound Access Initiative” that identifies 
where access points are and where they are possible in the future with underpasses or bridges over BNSF 
RR Tracks. BNSF is willing to work on this and having a vision would assist local jurisdictions in completing 
it over time. 

2) Safe & separated bikeways that are connected 

Bicycling whether to commute, long-distance or excercise needs to be on safe routes. Having them 
separated helps to ensure this. Connectivity is key to allow the rider to choose the level of challenge and 
distance. STP and STV are examples where routes that are safe need to be provided. One hundred mile 
loops need to be planned. 

3) Trail Maintenance and Miss Use of public property. The Forest Service is underfunded for the heavy use 
that their offical campsites and ATV trails. The unoffical use is creating significant problems for rivers and 
streams and distruction with automatic firearms. Partnerships are needed to increase maintenance and 
manage useage. 

 

Joe Clark 

larsonclark@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 9:13 am 

Its good to have a place for trail users to express their views which hopefully will result in expansion of 
recreational trails that are equitable for ALL trail users. As a regular volunteer on a trail building/maintaining 
crew its easy to see the need for additional sustainable trails and less ‘bootleg’ activities that damage the 
environment and give a bad name to recreational trail users. Cooperation among all parties is key. 
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Tootie Crowson 

crowson2@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 8:46 am 

My concern is bikes and horses on the same trails. The bike riders go as FAST as they can. When they 
come around those corners at that speed and come up on a horse……. 

We also horse camp with BCH, and the roads to the camps need to be repaired and maintained. 

 

Kye iris 

kye.iris@dfw.wa.gov 

Submitted on 2013/06/10 at 8:30 am 

Throughout the state there are many trails that have fallen into disuse, and the neighboring landowners 
have blocked legal access to the trails. County and State agencies do not have the resources dedicated to 
pursue reclaiming this public asset. Often re-opening the trail involves extensive legal fees. A funding 
category dedicated to reclaiming these assets could help the public regain access. 

 

shrubitup 

ontopofit@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/09 at 10:26 pm 

Teach tolerance between ALL trail users. Tolerate don’t discriminate. 

 

Chris Marsh 

thehouseofccccc@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/09 at 10:10 pm 

1. Open all public and private forest lands to everyone. 

2. Educate the people. Have a system like Oregon where everyone who ORv’s must take a certification 
class. This includes minors. Educate the non-motorized users to understand that the lands are for 
everyone. Though they enjoy their siteseeing by non-motorized use, it isnt the only way to view the scenic 
areas. I personally love to have an adventure in a motorized vehicle to get to the area and then do some 
hiking as well. That doesn’t make us bad people to recreate differently. Also educate the people on 
reporting the vandilsm and illegal dumping of garbage and yard debris. That is a main reason that roads get 
closed because of the costs to clean up the messes of the inconsiderate people. Educate the firearm target 
shooters to clean up after they are done. These messes that they leave behind is just rediculous but 
everyone you talk to will tell you they clean up after themselves. We all can get along and enjoy the great 
outdoors if we all understand where each other is coming from and respect each others decisions on how to 
recreate. 

3. Law enforcement…….stop the thefts, the breaking of windows, the vandlalsm, the illegal dumping, the 
burning of stolen cars. I know of one sheriff that patrols an area by me and has to cover hundreds of miles. 
He just has roads closed so that it can be easier to pack the citizens into one area to be monitored. We 
should be able to monitor each other along with more patrols to make us all safer. The Meth heads that 
break into our stuff need to be dealt with swiftly and harshly. We the people worked hard to own our nice 
stuff not to give it to jerks to get high. 

4. Stop the beaucracy……trail systems can be fixed simply by using the resources that are provided on the 
land. The loggers do it. Mine the existing gravel pits. build log bridges. Stop over engineering of simple 
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things. Make people responsible for their own actions. The government does not need to save them from 
themselves. An higher power will decide that…..not the government. Quit wasting money on studies that 
uses all the money that was intended to do the project. That to me is the most rediculous part. 500,000 for a 
person or group of people to tell the government if they can or can’t build something. We the people already 
pay wages for people within the government who are more than qualified to make those desicions. Stop the 
frivilous lawsuits from out of state or from the so call victims. You knew the risks before you went out. If you 
know you are injury prone……stay home. 

5. Quit charging for everything. Rouge trails are being built because not only is there no place to go, there 
are beginners that maybe can’t afford to get into an area. So they are place into a position to violate to have 
fun. Reiter Pit was a great place for everyone (and there was many) until it was downsized and became an 
elitist park. And if you do need to charge, charge fees to everyone, license the horse, the hiker, the 
biker……so along with their discovery pass they have a 40 dollar licensing fee as well. SO MY BIGGEST 
THING IS TO MAKE IT FAIR ACROSS THE BOARD!!!!! Or give the ones who pay the most fees……the 
biggest say on land use and not turn them into the minority or the problem child. 

People wonder why other people are always angry is because we are not allowed to recreate in our own 
fashion. The elitists have turned us into caged animals…… 

 

Jerry 

hardinester@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/09 at 10:08 pm 

My top two five-year trails priorities are: 

1. Improve access for under-served communities, especially children and youth, and underserved 
geographies. 

2. Build capacity for inspiring trail users to develop and practice a “trail ethic.” Examples include the 
excellent Wild Whatcom in Bellingham and the USFS Mountain Stewards program. One goal of such 
educational programs should be to anticipate and address trail user conflicts. 

 

Crazy Eddie 

roberts.noah@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/09 at 8:38 pm 

I would like to see a lot more support for urban bike traffic, especially commuter oriented. Our roads lack 
both in number and quality of bike lanes that in fact don’t even support all kinds of pedal transport. 
Education is getting better and I find that the yelling is reduced, but it’s still not particularly safe out there. I 
know at least one road plan where millions are going to be spent “updating” one of the worse roads in 
Lacey which crams bikes in a tiny, 3′ lane in an area where they’ll also be smashing the lane width for cars 
to a barely possible level. 

Plans for future development should place MORE attention to bikes, not less. We need less roundabouts 
that are perhaps safer for drivers but extremely dangerous for bikes and pedestrians. We should be looking 
at countries in Europe that are encouraging bike and foot traffic within their cities and reaping the great 
benefits to the encouraged consumer behavior in the local marketplaces. 

I would also like to see better support for MTB trails in our parks, but I believe the issue of urban bike traffic 
is more important for our future and is quite definitely an immediate issue for the next five years at least. 

 

Linda Roe 

lzroe1951@msn.com 
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Submitted on 2013/06/09 at 6:46 pm 

1) Road access to trailheads. So many trails have been lost to the public due to deteriorating or undriveable 
roads. 2) Unsafe conditions on the trails, for hikers and horses, washed out bridges, rockslides etc. These 
would be my top priorities 

 

Linda McAskill 

lmcask1@aol.com 

Submitted on 2013/06/09 at 12:25 pm 

Maintenance of access roads and adequate parking for non motorized use. Equestrians and hikers. many 
of the access roads are a landmine of potholes. such as the Middle Fork Teanaway road into Indian Camp 
Campground. 5 MPH max. very hard of vehicles and animals in trailer. 

 

Beth Blay 

bbinaz@earthlink.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/09 at 11:23 am 

Priority issue(s): 1. Maintain existing trails 2. Safety–separate motorized from non motorized & do NOT 
permit earphone use by any user. This limits ability for users to be aware of other users whether hiker, 
horse, or biker and creates dangerous situations 3. Encourage local business involvement for either 
sponsorship(s) or actual work. 4.Given the fact that as an equestrian, I maintain 2 horses at no small 
expense, pay taxes on property to do so & also pay license & tax fees for pick up and horse trailer plus fuel 
and maintenance for same, I question prior comment that ORV contributes more funding per individual. (I 
also belong to Back Country Horsemen and contribute toward actual trail work.) 

 

Joseph Wernex 

jawernex@fairpoint.net 

Submitted on 2013/06/08 at 7:19 pm 

The single most important question facing the trails community today is whether off road vehicle enthusiasts 
will continue to subjected to bias, discrimination and often malicious prejudice and hate speech or IF RCO 
and other government agencies involved with trail based recreation will summon the ethics and courage to 
ensure that motorized trail recreationists are at long last treated with fairness and equality. A civil rights and 
equality act for outdoor recreation as it were. 

It is unacceptable and blatantly unethical that members of the ORV community, who contribute more 
funding per individual recreationist than any other trail based group have access to far fewer trails than 
those in other groups. 

Most if not all of the RTP (Symms Act) money is generated by ORV recreationists, however only a very 
small portion is actually expended on trails for ORV recreation. WHY ???? In regard to in state trail funding 
I.e. NOVA funds ORV recreationists are again the highest contributors per individual. again why?? ORV 
recreationists use fuel on which tax is collected both when traveling to trailheads on non-highway roads and 
while riding their machines on trails.  

There are so few single track ORV trails available in WA state that those that do exist are subject to a high 
of wear due to the extraordinarily high volume of use. By and large maintenance on the few trails that exist 
is grossly inadequate. Major increases in single track ORV trail is a necessity. 
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The lack of off highway vehicle use areas, where the vehicles are challenged, would be my biggest 
concern. I see the biggest problem with “rogue” trails and illegal motorized traffic on lands is due to the lack 
of usable off highway trails for 4×4 vehicles. I hate to use a quote from a movie, but ” if you build it they will 
come” really comes to mind. Giving the offroad 4×4 community a place to go out and really challenge 
themselves and their vehicles will lend itself to keeping vehicles on legal trails. I would like to give the 
example of the Tillamook forest off road trail system, there are many many trails, hardcore to beginner for 
atvs, motorcycles, and 4×4 vehicles, and coming together with timber harvesting. The local economy gains 
from the use of these areas also. having a place to go where everyone has fun together and helps to 
maintain the area has been a pleasant experience. 


