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

Interim Report 
Round 7 - 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• This is a draft document, do not cite as a definitive source.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.   

 

  

http://watrailstownhall.wordpress.com/
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Round 7 Question 

In our surveys, in this online Town Hall, and in the Advisory Groups people are 
telling us that funding is one of the most important issues.  We would like to 
know your ideas for solutions.   

So far, your comments seem to be split between taxes and user fees, with some 
people feeling that they already pay enough and some people feeling that it is 
worth it to pay.  Still, other people feel like the money they are spending on 
taxes etc. should be prioritized to address more important issues than trails or 
that they pay enough already.   

Will the funding issue get worse (or at least not get much better) or will it work 
itself out over time?  If funding is a problem, what alternatives/solutions, in your 
opinion, will have both the desired impact and be acceptable to Washington’s 
residents? 

 

Summary Observations by the Blog Facilitator 

 

26 people commented in this round of discussion.  They provided 27 comments.  Below 
is a summary of the themes contained in the commenting followed by a verbatim 
reporting of all comments.   

 

Most people responding to the survey felt that the funding issue would continue to 
worsen and they expressed the following concerns and ideas.  

 

Concerns about Funding 

• Spending Efficiency. There are concerns about the administrative efficiency in 
making and allocating spending decisions, especially from NOVA stakeholders.  
These concerns centered on the belief that the grant application process is too 
complex.   

o “RCO administration is eating a lion’s share of the NOVA funds with their 
complex grant application process, which has evolved from a simple visit and 
recommendation of a staff person to a 2 year complexity not designed for 
better facilities, but to cover RCOs behind.” 
 

• Discover Pass and NOVA Account Fund Allocations 
o “As I see it we do not have a funding problem for trails in Washington State. 

The problem that we have is the funds that are collected through the 
Discover Pass go towards maintaining State Parks and not the trail system. 
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84% of the money that is collected goes to [s]ate parks, 8% to Fish and 
Wildlife and 8% to trails.” 

o “I think if you use the NOVA funds as they were designed to be used, there 
should be enough money for trails and education and enforcements. The 
NOVA funds must not be used to support WA Parks operations.” 

 
• Unfair Competition 

o At least one private campground provider feels disadvantaged because she is 
required to have customers pay hotel/motel taxes while public providers are 
not so required.   

 
• Unnecessarily High Standards 

o Some commenters believe that the current construction and maintenance 
standards are impeding progress because meeting these standards is more 
expensive than is necessary for trails.  Their logic is that because the work is 
on trails it can proceed with different standards than for other public 
infrastructure projects like roads.   

 
• Multiple Permit Requirements 

o Though not expressed as a funding problem, per se, the various government 
permit requirements across providers was cited as an impediment to 
recreation participation.  

o There were calls for a simplified and unified permit structure.  The value of 
doing so would be to make it easy for a recreationist to meet the legal permit 
requirements across multiple providers.    

 

Ideas for New Revenue Sources 

• Excise tax on outdoor recreation equipment.  There was some interest in creating a 
new revenue stream through an excise tax on outdoor equipment like tents, 
mountain bikes, hiking boots, etc.  The reference point for this recommendation is 
the successful use of this funding approach for fish and wildlife issues in the nation. 

o “This system is already in place for hunting/fishing, and it is supported by 
users and has done good things. Strange that only Hunting and fishing has 
stepped up in this way, but not hiking, camping, and riding.”   

o This support for a new tax, however, was made with conditions.  Some 
commenters believe there is waste in the current system of funding and their 
support for a new tax is conditioned on first eliminating this waste.   

o Another condition users would impose is assurance that the new tax funding 
would be dedicated to the purpose of supporting the recreation activities 
that generated the new tax monies.   
 

• Reallocate some of the existing hotel/motel taxes.  A private campground owner 
made the point that some of the hotel/motel taxes she collects should be directed 
to her customer base.  
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o “Use or tweek existing laws in creative ways.  I own a campground that caters 
to outdoor enthusiasts, but the hotel/motel tax I pay into only promotes city 
or developed tourism.  The amount that campgrounds and other outdoor 
lodging like cabins and resorts pay in, should go to outdoor tourism items 
(like trails and trail promotion).” 
 

• Volunteer check boxes on vehicle license applications.   
o “I know this idea has been around but I support the concept of including on 

our vehicle and personal license renewal forms the box to check if they wish 
to include $5.00 specifically for recreational trails.” 
 

• Broaden the funding base generally by enlisting private companies.   
o “Since trail use benefits the local communities and the people who use them 

perhaps putting in for grants from large companies could come up with extra 
funding. This is indeed a tough question and as a person commented already 
funding will continue to be challenging into the future.” 
 

• Improve and increase the use of non-staff labor sources. 
o Maximize the use of volunteers.   
o Use labor from the state’s prison population to build and maintain trails.   
o Doing so is like adding a new revenue stream as it brings otherwise 

unaffordable labor to support trails. 
 

• Raise the fuel tax lid for NOVA.   
o “One effort that hopefully can gain some traction is raising the artificial lid 

on fuel tax for the NOVA program. Right now it is capped at 1% even though 
research has shown that non highway fuel use is as much as 3.5%.” 

 

Additional Ideas and Comments 

• Add Trails to Transportation Development Projects 
o “Convince developers to add trails to subdivisions. Incorporate trails into the 

transportation system and the county and regional transportation level. The DOT 
should play a larger role in trails. Scenic Byways should at a minimum provide 
easy access to nearby trails and support trailheads.” 

• Information Request 
o “…to further this discussion, a simple chart of the current funding sources 

(federal, state, DP [Discover Pass], gas, volunteer) and how it is spent would be 
helpful.” 

 

____________________________________________ 

 

Verbatim Comments Submitted on the Town Hall Website 
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Larry Beardslee TCMRA NCATV BCHW 

larry__beardslee@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/10 at 7:21 am 

RCO administration is eating a lion’s share of the NOVA funds with their complex grant application 
process, which has evolved from a simple visit and recommendation of a staff person to a 2 year 
complexity not designed for better facilities, but to cover RCOs behind. 

 

darcy 

djmitchem@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/08 at 9:19 am 

One more thing… 

Concerning #4 above, I also do not think it is fair that as a Private campground owner I must collect 
hotel/motel tax, but public campgrounds do not. If they had to pay into the fund like me, that could 
provide more funding for outdoor rec. facilities and promotion. 

 

darcy 

djmitchem@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/08 at 9:06 am 

1) Optimize the dollars you already have on the ground. 

As a volunteer I recently applied for/received an RCO grant. We are used to doing things cheaply and 
quickly. The waste in that system is absurd–multi-page applications, hours of office work, presentations, 
tracking, reviews, ADA everything, paved everything etc. Those hours at the computer should be buying 
bridges instead. Why do DNR/WDFW/USFS/Parks even need to jump through these hoops for MAINTENCE 
funds? If we can’t trust them to prioritize trails internally, then incompetent people are in the jobs. Just 
give them their % and put the funds on the ground! Use Best management instead of individual EA’s, 
SEPA’s, NEPA’s, HPA’s FPA’s. All this paper wastes our money and doesn’t fix trails. I’m just familiar with 
one program, but most government projects are run this way–study two years for two weeks of actual 
work. Lower the standards–these are trails not roads. There are ways around the bid laws, prevailing 
wage, volunteer limitations, but we may need legislative fixes for some of this waste. One way is to set 
up non-profits for volunteer labor, and use public funds for supplies. Every charity that calls me looking 
for a donation, I always ask what % goes “on the ground”–has anyone asked that of our trail funding? 
Audit the whole system with the goal of putting funds on the ground ASAP. 

2) The Discover Pass is hideous. It is an ok idea gone rogue. The result is similar to poaching ORV funds 
for state parks. Hunters/horseback/motorized/bike are subsidizing state parks that limit those uses. Such 
an unfair approach will never get support. The “hassle factor” is the next biggest problem. Adding to the 
confusion is the Federal pass system, and now each private timber company is getting into the fee game. 
I would support more general fund fees for state parks (to compensate for the habitat/historic/ecological 
uses of state parks that benefit everyone in the state). Revamp the DP–a license plate sticker good for 5 
years, or an upgraded license plate and it covers EVERYONE and EVERYTHING. Something you don’t have 
to think about each time you leave for the woods. Keep State park entrance fee if you want, but not for 
DNR/WDFW. If you must keep it, promote it as a positive marketing and tourism tool (buy a DP get 
discounts, coupons, free coffee at local shops etc.) . But if it is tossed out all together, I would 
celebrate. 

3) AFTER the waste is fixed (and only after that), I would support an excise tax on outdoor equipment 
like tents, mtn. bikes, hiking boots at the federal level. But the funds need to we watchdogged carefully. 
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This system is already in place for hunting/fishing, and it is supported by users and has done good things. 
Strange that only Hunting and fishing has stepped up in this way, but not hiking, camping, and riding. It 
might even work in-state because we have many passionate outdoor folks. Maybe a voluntary campaign 
such as for every pair of boots, donate a dollar for trails. We have the big outdoor retailers here (REI, 
Cabelas etc). get them on board. Safeway is always doing this type of charity work at checkout.  

4) Use or tweek existing laws in creative ways. 

I own a campground that caters to outdoor enthusiasts, but the hotel/motel tax I pay into only promotes 
city or developed tourism. The amount that campgrounds and other outdoor lodging like cabins and 
resorts pay in, should go to outdoor tourism items (like trails and trail promotion). Timber companies are 
now charging for access their land. They are now essentially large private “resorts” and should pay into 
the same funds as other resorts. That money should be used to improve recreation on public lands. 
Metropolitan Park Districts and other special purpose districts should be used to fund more local 
neighborhood trails. In my county, the road dept. was using gas funds for trails to simply widen the 
shoulder of county roads. Our parks director convinced him to put those dollars into real trails–now that 
fund has $350,000 just waiting to be used on neighborhood trails that connect. Convince developers to 
add trails to subdivisions. Incorporate trails into the transportation system and the county and regional 
transportation level. The DOT should play a larger role in trails. Scenic Byways should at a minimum 
provide easy access to nearby trails and support trailheads.  

5) Re-visit the whole NOVA issue. As we have seen there is a huge amount of angst over this fund 
between groups. Take another look at it and push the legislature to optimize and streamline this fund for 
ALL trails. 

6) REQUEST: to further this discussion, a simple chart of the current funding sources (federal, state, DP, 
gas, volunteer) and how it is spent would be helpful. 

 

Scott Chezick 

schezick@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/08/07 at 8:56 pm 

I have anywhere from three to four ORV’s that I pay for tabs on each year. I wouldn’t have a problem 
with the $120 or so I spend a year if I felt like ORV users were getting a fair shake. I would gladly pay 
double if I knew that each dollar I spent was being responsibly used with a genuine goal of providing the 
only thing off-road riders really want – More places to ride. Living in Western Washington I am lucky that I 
happen to live near Walker Valley and only have to drive a little over an hour. I would be curious to know 
if any of the sales tax generated from the sale of ORV’s is allocated to supporting ORV activities? 

 

Ron Tennyson 

ronsyellowyj@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/07 at 7:41 am 

As I see it we do not have a funding problem for trails in Washington State. The problem that we have is 
the funds that are collected through the Discover Pass go towards maintaining State Parks and not the 
trail system. 84% of the money that is collected goes to ate parks, 8% to Fish and Wildlife and 8% to 
trails. If State Parks needs to maintain their parks then let them place user fees at the gate when people 
enter the park. 

ORV tabs should be used to support recreation on state lands as well as money collected for the NOVA 
fund. Make our state representative’s use the money as it was designed instead of raiding the funds to 
pay for more of their pet projects. The theft of the NOVA funds is a perfect example of why we cannot 
trust our state elected officials to wisely use money that we give them.  
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I would support a program were off road vehicle users paid for ORV tabs if 100% of the money went to 
support off road vehicle activities. Let hikers pay their fee supporting hiking trails, Horsemen pay fees to 
support their sport and so on. I would also require that the NOVA funds be used as they were intended 
and the Discover Pass program was shared fairly among the groups or better yet it the program died and 
went away. 

As I see it off roaders pay a lot more in taxes for their sport that do hikers. We have to pay for the 
registration on the vehicle either license tabs or ORV tabs. We also have tow vehicles and campers or 
RV’s that we pay the tax on. We pay to stay in state and federal parks as well as private campgrounds 
who pay their taxes. We buy fuel, food, parts and everything else that is involved with our sport and 
there are taxes on these items.  

I think we are paying our fair share now lets see some benefit from it. 

 

Chris Marsh 

thehouseofccccc@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 8:51 pm 

I feel that we pay more than enough for the lack of trails for orv use. The more fees you charge, the 
more you turn these activities into a higher income elitists sport. Thus creating more and more illegal 
trails and trespassing because the lower income people or individuals trying to get into the sport, can’t 
afford to play. I totally agree that the other user groups should pay license fees as well as the orv users. 
What I don’t like is that if I have a street legal vehicle that I am charged triple almost to use it on public 
lands. Quit supplying subsidies to businesses and other special user groups, use the monies that we pay to 
come back to us and the activities that we chose to do. Keep it cheap, keep it simple, and everyone will 
be happy. 

 

Beth Blay – Back Country Horsemen 

bbinaz@earthlink.net 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 1:56 pm 

I know this idea has been around but I support the concept of including on our vehicle and personal 
license renewal forms the box to check if they wish to include $5.00 specifically for recreational trails. 

 

Don Larson 

larson_don@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 1:39 pm 

Require license tabs /stickers on MTB’s, Horses and Hiking Boots. The funding can go directly to NOVA 
after the DOL gets their cut….  

You’ll still need a Disco Pass to park at the trailhead but hey…. welcome to my world. 

 

Kathryn Longfellow 

klongfellow@frontier.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 12:35 pm 

Funding is always a concern for maintenance and improvement of any project. I think the trail system is 
very vital for the health of our community and that it needs to be enticing to use and explore for all 
members of the community whether young or old, temporarily able or disabled. I think that a board tax 
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base would be the best approach as I think user fees for trail use would be hard to enforce and would be 
discouraging for a novice trail walker. 

 

Kevin McGrath 

reliable.kevin@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 10:28 am 

Funding will continue to deteriorate as long as the originally intended funds continue to be siphoned off. 
Like a bucket full of holes, the more you pour in, the higher water level simply means more holes for 
water to flow out. The only long term solution is to patch the holes, one step at a time, faster than new 
ones are created. 

Along with education, infrastructure and protection; recreation (including trails) are the basic tenants for 
which our tax collections were authorized and intended. Our sales, fuel and property taxes provided 
ample funding for these purposes prior to the addition of outlandish social and environmental programs 
added in recent decades. Active pruning of these programs is the only way to restore proper funding for 
basic government services (including recreation) because no amount of funding can ever satisfy the 
appetite for social/environmental engineering. 

If you want proper funding for things that matter, vote out the social/environmental meddlers and 
replace them with plain spoken people who are committed to simplify, prioritize and eliminate. Start 
fixing holes at the bottom of the bucket and work your way up. Otherwise there’s no water at the 
bottom in a drought. 

 

Donna Ruelas-Semasko 

dsemasko@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 10:19 am 

As trails are designated for different users, could it be possible to entice those particular users to pay 
user fees? Stock trails where horses are used are more expensive to keep up than hiker trails; those trails 
where we use our packgoats are also stock trails but our stock adds nothing to the detriment of the trail; 
mountain bike user trails are also expensive to keep up. Designating trails by users and charging 
accordingly may help but those of us trail users should not bear the brunt of the funding. Since trail use 
benefits the local communities and the people who use them perhaps putting in for grants from large 
companies could come up with extra funding. This is indeed a tough question and as a person commented 
already funding will continue to be challenging into the future. 

 

Al Brown 

al@yakimagreenway.org 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 10:15 am 

As the Executive Director of a small non-profit, I manage a 3 passive use parks, 15 mile-long urban trail 
system with 8 paved trail heads, two playgrounds, two boat launches and several fishing ponds. We take 
care of all of this without any government level support. When we build new things, local government 
has stepped in to sponsor grants that we do not qualify for, but we raise the local match as needed. We 
do not have a fee to use system, so all of is open to the public without charge. It takes an effort for us to 
raise all of the funds necessary from the local community, but we have been doing this for some time. A 
large part of the community does not realize that we are not government funded, They believe their 
taxes pay for what we do, but the segment of the community that knows we are not subsidized by public 
funds has responded in a huge way in both direct financial support and fundraising events. The 
community also supports us with a huge volunteer effort. In such a small organization, we dedicate 
nearly one full-time person to manage volunteers. This allows us to leverage every hard dollar we 
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receive. Any new taxes or fees imposed by government could have a negative impact on our ability to 
generate the funds to take care of all that we do and should be clearly thought out before 
implementation. Local, State and Federal regulation should help us do the job we do, rather than hinder 
our abilities.  

In short, maybe it’s time to consider alternatives to taxes and fees, as both have inherent drawbacks. 

 

Shane Donogh 

shanedonogh@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 9:52 am 

1. Currently I have 3 discover passes, 4 ORV tabs, and 1 Northwest Forest Pass. I am thoroughly confused 
on where I will need which pass in the state of Washington. Please simplify this process. Also, a very 
small percentage of the money I spent on those passes will go to Off Highway Vehicle trails, where I 
spend most of my time.  

2. Enforcement and patrols on our public and private forest land should be a much bigger priority. One of 
the reasons why Reiter and other places get shut down was because DNR never patrolled or enforced 
anything, and I have heard the reason for that was lack of funds. Patrols and enforcement can be 
expensive (that is why there are so many darn yellow gates up these days, the cheapest form of 
enforcement is exclusion), but I personally say that is an expense I would pay for if it helps keep more 
trails and roads open in our PUBLIC forests. We can all help this process by reporting trash dumping, 
stolen vehichles, meth labs, and other illegal activities to proper athourities/land managers.  

3. Don’t waste money on bringing in unnecessary outside materials for building trails and engineered 
bridges. The majority of trails can be made and maintained using the resources of the land and with 
volunteer work hours, like it has been done for decades. 

 

Tom 

washelk18@yahoo.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 9:20 am 

I dont believe trails should have any sort of fee structure for maintenance or use. I think our prison 
population should be employed to maintain and construct the necessary trail infrastructure. Give them 
something to do. I am ok with the Northwest forest pass. They seem to be using those funds wisely. 

 

Keith Birkhofer 

keith.birkhofer@vsi.cc 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 9:15 am 

User fees are the perfect solution to funding “problems”. Why should a non-user pay for something they 
never use? Maybe we have a spending problem, rather than a funding problem. 

 

Tootie Crowson 

crowson2@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 8:59 am 
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Isn’t NOVA the funding mechanism? And then there is the Discover Pass. I for one am really tired of all 
the fees and taxes being leveled on us. BCHW and other groups work to maintain the trails. Besides these 
three things, what else is needed? 

 

John Keates 

keates3@msn.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 8:37 am 

I don’t see the funding situation getting better unless some type of action is taken in the near future. 
Just last week I was receiving more e-mails about certain members of Congress wanting to eliminate the 
Recreation Trails Program (RTP). RTP is a huge contributor to our trail maintenance for motorized and 
non-motorized recreation in our state. User fee’s are already being levied to use state and federal land 
via a forest pass, discover pass or ORV tags. One effort that hopefully can gain some traction is raising 
the artificial lid on fuel tax for the NOVA program. Right now it is capped at 1% even though research has 
shown that non highway fuel use is as much as 3.5%. This is one specific funding measure that trails 
enthusiasts could support to bring in additional dollars. Raising the cap is been proposed but so far the 
legislature has not supports a Bill to address this. 

 

William 

reson46@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/06 at 7:33 am 

If the legislature would not steal money from dedicated funds, like NOVA, there would be no funding 
problems. I do not support any additional taxes or user fees. The state has proven they can’t be trusted 
with their existing funding. Who in their right mind would support giving them more? When they do 
create a user fee system, like the Discover Pass abomination, it becomes a system that forces DNR and 
DFW users to subsidize state parks that they do not even use! Plus they make it as difficult and confusing 
to use as possible. 

 

Dave Hiatt 

wohva.org x 

dhiatt07@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/05 at 8:22 pm 

See my prior comments regarding NOVA only being the 1% of the gas tax attributable to off road vehicles 
and strongly suggesting the RCO educate the legislature that in the 1970′s there was an additional 3.5% of 
the gas taxes attributable to nonhighway road use.  

Then get the legislature to properly apportion that other 3.5% of the gas tax for NON Off Road Vehicle 
use. The NON ORV recreational money pot would have money to burn if the RCO did this. 

Return NOVA (Nonhighway Offroad Vehicle Activities) funds to where they belong, i.e. to only the ORV 
users it was intended for (they are the only ones who have given up their personal WA State 
Constitutional Right to a refund) and remove the phoney cap that currently puts their amount way below 
1% of the gas tax so they get their full 1% of the gas tax. See the recent JLARC report stating the current 
cap is improper and should be rectified. 

The RCO could accomplish this education of the legislature if they so desired. After all the IAC was the 
agency that assisted the non-motorized users in their theft of the ORV funds some years ago. Therefore, 
the RCO should rectify that action by educating the legislature as to what the IAC did in the past and give 
NOVA back to the ORV users.  
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Anything less just adds justification for citizen mistrust of government and their refusal to ever support 
providing money to government for anything given government’s proven record of abusing prior trust 
placed in them. Once burned, twice learned and we will NOT forgive nor forget! 

 

SquakMtn 

john-traeger@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/08/05 at 6:13 pm 

There is no doubt the current funding model is broken. One of the primary problems with taxpayers these 
days is they demand some kind of immediate and personal benefit from any tax or fee they pay. What 
they are missing is all of the indirect benefits of taxes that support sustainable trail systems; economic 
growth for local communities, lower healthcare costs for society due to a more active population, regions 
and the state attracting industries and companies due to a healthy and accessible outdoor environment. 
It is very hard to quantify these benefits, especially in short term dollars. Yet ignoring them results in a 
slow decent into economic irrelevancy and environmental decay. 

This means that until the taxpayer mentality changes, the funding issue will become worse. User fees 
will never capture the total revenues needed, as they can only be raised so far before people lose 
interest and total revenues actually drop. Unfortunately for the current users, the economy, and the 
environment, it doesn’t appear the change will come anytime soon. 

 

Gelentere 

lloydkgh@gmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/05 at 6:00 pm 

Go back to logging for funding trails.The forrests are in horrible shape and need to be thinned to promote 
tree growth.Let cattle and sheep graze on state and federal land as a source of revenue.If the forrest 
were cleaned up high temperature forrest fires would be reduced saving money on fighting forrest 
fires.Go back to hiring forrester instead of recreation planners to accomplish the above. 

 

Scott Thomas 

scottryanthomas@hotmail.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/05 at 4:51 pm 

Trail systems are multi-generational serving people in all ages, stages and abilities in life, so they are 
among the most important issues any level of government should address and are worthy of financial 
support. Even so, funding for all public programs will be challenging well into the future as we continue 
to experience funding constraints from all sources. It seems to me that user fees tend to limit access and 
provide inadequate funding for maintenance, much less development of public facilities. As such, we 
should pursue broad tax sources generated by the whole community as the benefits (such as health) 
accrue to the whole community, whether an individual uses the trail system or not. 

 

Chris Searcy 

chris_searcy@comcast.net 

Submitted on 2013/08/05 at 4:23 pm 

Prioritize tax revenue on trails and other linear facilities that promote a healthy, active lifestyle. User 
fees should be used more for distinct, destination-type facilities such as state parks, boat launches, ORV 
parks, etc. that are more logistically feasible for collecting user fees. 
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Herb Gerhardt 

hgerhardt@wavecable.com 

Submitted on 2013/08/05 at 4:20 pm 

I think if you use the NOVA funds as they were designed to be used, there should be enough money for 
trails and education and enforcements. The NOVA funds must not be used to support WA Parks 
operations. I would presume that NOVA funding is increasing yearly since there is more and more outdoor 
non-highway recreation. 


