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INTERAGENCY
COMMITTEE
FOR
Outpoor
RECREATION

The IAC bas important responsibilities in
guiding the wise use of Washington’s
recreational resources for the future. As the
state’s principal recreational grants and
planning agency, the IAC assists local, state,
and federal governments in planning,
acquiring, and developing recreational
resources. Project funding comes from state

and federal sources.

AITAC activities are intended to comply with
federal guidelines for non-discrimination on
the basis of race, color, national origin, age, or
disability. Anyone who feels they bave been
discriminated against by any IAC program
may express concern to the IAC or the Director,
Equal Opportunity Program, U.S. Department
of Interior, National Park Service, P.O. Box
37127, Washington D.C. 20013-7127.
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Introduction

 Trails in Washington

X '7Tra11s are 1mportant to: outdoor recreatlon in
Washington State. According toa study
conducted in 1986-87, 76 peroent of all state

. households walk or hike for recreauon and 26 ‘

percent use veh1c1es off-roads for recreatlon
(IAC 1987)

* Trails have only recently emerged froman
‘ extended penod of bemgn neglect. At the end of

'Natlonal Forest managed over 900 miles of trail,
trails used prlmarlly for Forest administration. By
1987, with primary use of the trail system havmg

‘ _already shifted to recreation, the Olympic was
i managlng less than 300 miles of tra11

At the same tlme that these traxl mlles were
dlsappearmg, the State’s population had more
than doubled: from 1,736, 191 in 1940 to

4, 132 353in 1980 I ‘

Slmultaneously, new kmds of tra11 use have )

v ‘appeared Thirty years ago, there were virtually

" no off-road vehicles used-on recreational trails.
In 1974, 11,306 off-road vehicles were registered

- statewide; in 1989, the Department of Licensing.

- reported 34, 919 off-road vehicle reglstratxons
- Ten years ago, a bicycle on a mountain trail

" would have been an oddity. In 1989, an estimated
- 10,000 to 14,000 mountain bicycles, many of '
which are used on trails, were sold in the state.

N

' ._GrOng pubhc mterest in tralls and in the many S
- issues surrounding recreational trails has been -
- recognized by the State Leglslature The Legisla-
ture has d1rected the Interagency ¢ Committee for
- Outdoor Recreatlon (IAC) to “prepare a state

“trails plan as part of the statewide outdoor

recreation and open space plan” under Chapter
67.32 RCW :

s The Tralls Plan
- the Second World War, for example, the Olymplc - RREEEE ‘

The Washmgton State ﬂazls Plan is an element.of

the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recrea-

. tion Planning (SCORP) program. The Planis &

; made up of three documents: L :

® A Policy and ACthIl Document Wthh
prov1des background information, estab-
lishes State policies, and presents the
Flndmgs, Goals, and Actions of the Plan

s e A:Process Document Wthh descnbes how

the Plan was developed; and
@ ATechmcal Assistance: Manual Wthh

‘provides t technical information and guldance L
on trail pro;ects with emphasxs on the needs :

'~ oflocal agencies. -

 The Policy and Action Décimént provides

- statistical data and research findings, and

discussion of key issues surroundmg trail-based

‘recreatxon The list of key issues was developed in
: "consultatlon w1th the State Tralls Adwsory

)
I o
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‘Committee. Many of the issues are controversial. - Trall Deﬁnmon

- The text attempts to find a balance and common

, ground among sometrmes opposrng pomts of N j A zrazl, ‘ SO e

2 v1ew : LR T gl zsapath route, way,nght-ofway, orcorrldor e

D1scus51on of the key 1ssues (Chapter Four) R posted, szgned, or deszgnated as open for travel or

o rforms the foundation for the Findingsand _ passage by the general public but not normally

- Actions of the Plan The Actions followingeach ~ designated as open for the transportanon of .

- issue have been de51gned to focus attention, = commerczal goods or services by motonzed

- answer fundamental questions, and keep ob]ec- A vehicles. :

tives. realistic and specific. The Actions convey
- important information on how to meet the
L challenges confrontmg trall-based recreatron
; Each Actron contalns a

.isan opportumty to expenence solztude or
2 compamonshlp, recreation or challenge an ¥
- opportunity for the appreczatzon of nature; a
: . means of achzevmg renewal of body, mmd, and S
e Problem statement based on text found in - spirit. :
the precedmg issue; : .

: o “Participant list, or actors, that will playan -

. important role i in solvmg the problem, o BLM\ i ‘USDI Bureau of Land Management
e 7 o Time frame durmg wh1ch solut10n act1v1t1m e, DNR L Washrngton State Department of
should occur; and : o R ' Natural Resources L
N ) Strategles and tasks descnbrng means to 1 S IAC Interagency Commrttee for Outdoor g
1mp1ement the solutron DA © . ‘Recreation -

o ,The language in each of these Actlons has been LWCE. .. Land and Water Conservatlon Fund

- reviewed by representatives of listed participants. - NOVA Nonhighway and Off- -Road Veh1cle o ‘
" Inevery case, a special effort has been made to- - Activities program . g
' ensure that solutions and strategiesaresup- . NPS' ~ USDINational Park Servrce L
& ported by, and con51stent w1th the m1SS1on of ~ ORV ‘Off Road Vehrcle )
 each participant. T ) ~ RCW . Revised Code of Washmgton S
. The Washmgton State Trazls Plan has been ..~ ROS Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
- developed in consultation and cooperationwith ~~ RTC - Rails-to-Trails Conservancy
- agencies, user groups, and trail enthusiasts from . SCORP . - Statewide Comprehens1ve Outdoor v
+ . the public at large. These same : agenc1es user . Recreation Planning TR
e groups, and enthusiasts : are invited to use th1s ~ STAC  State Trails Advrsory Commlttee :
~_Planas atool for advocacy, a foundation on: . o S
e o {Wthh to bu1ld a shared agenda anda blueprmt TRIS S g;?;ggg))rmatmn System (COmputer o
A for a?“"“ USDA . United States’ Department of
Agrlculture T S
USDI  United States Department of the RRE
; ~Imterior -~ RTINS

- USEFS - USDAForest Servroe S L
- WDW Washmgton Department of Wlldllfe‘
 'WSDOT ' - Washington State. Department of

Transportatron i e

SlE T e e T e et s D B ntraduietion”

o Solut1on statlng how to resolve the problem, o ;Abbre\na’uons Used ’ i ‘i J \' o
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!_ “V'Slon Statemem

, Thrs Vrsron Statement has been developed to o S
AT mtegrate the ﬁndmgs, actions, and priorities of -
the Washtngton State Tratls Plan. The intent is to L

establish, protect, and maintain this preferred -

- future for tralls in Washrngton State ) Sy ’

"A szgmﬁcant statewrde network of tratls

" connects trail systems within population centers

ey with trail systems within natural areas. The
- network includes a vanety of public routes

. created from abandoned railroad nghts-of way, o

\utllzty corridors, greenbelts, open spaces, and
- other natural corridors. The network makes lt
B posszble to travel border to border wrthm the -
. state by way of trails located in predommantly
" natural settings. The network takes into :
account a spectrum of trail uses. Further, the

" network connects with the trail systems of. Idaho Do
- Oregon, and British Columbta and is available S
i year-round for both ftransporta"tion ~and frecrea-f ;

) ,tzon, - ;
A Appropnatlons are made to protect and
- maintain existing trails-and to construct new
' rmaisas opportumtzes expand and populattons
I and trazl use grow Agenczes and advocates take

ST ,advantage of opportumtles to conserve nghts-of :
- way and open space corridors, Trail planmng
 and implementation is coordinated at all levels

~of government. User groups and managers work i

© in partnership to develop and zmplement EROTE R

" strategies to promote the protection and proper R T

- stewardship of trails and the many settings S

A, traversed by them, whtle mmtmtzmg use conﬂzcts s

. ;" Flndlngs

Fmdmg 1. Prevrous efforts at trall planmng ona e
: statewrde basis have not produoed tangrble SR
* results.’ i o

E \Fmdmg 2. Most trails are not where people are,
- often located at hrgher elevatrons andi 1nacces- ‘

" -sible durmg the snow season, or are located

- where users do not ﬁnd them convenient to

use. Exrstmg trails are often drscontmuous not

= interconnected with other trails or trarl systems o

i Fmdmg 3 Tra11 miles have not increased -
- srgmﬁcantly for decades whrle the state’s- "
population has grown three-fold. Many trails
.. are already overcrowded and trail useis
- projected to. grow 34 percent in the next ten :

years
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Fmdmg 4 Some trarI uses are 1ncompat1ble w1th
~others. S i

Fmdmg 5 There is madequate fundlng for rrght-
o of way accmrsmon trail construction,
e ;reconstructron, and- mamtenance at all levels of
iy governmentr At the same tlme, tra11 users and
. managers have not discovered how to work -
A together effectlvely in the trail budgetmg and
- funding processes. The communication links

;f medmg 6. Management of resources 1nc1ud1ng
tlmber often result 1n the loss of tra11 mlles and
tra11 opportumtres ; STl

f[‘; ‘Fmdmg 7. Trails are becommg more unportant
' to urban and rural mobrhty and transportatlon

tron and new development

e medmg 8. Settmgs corridors, and r1ghts-0f-way
- available and critical to trarls ‘and access to -
- water by way of trails, are berng lost. to
' urbamzatlon and land development

i :f\Fmdmg 9. Vlrtually all managers report large .
i mamtenanoe backlogs TR,

S Fmdmg 10. Many opportumtres for tra11 use
~ omnor ad]acent to pnvate land have not been
reahzed : , :

i corrrdors often go unrealrzed

: ,abandoned rarlroad rights-of-way t0 trarls =
_ present as many obstacIes as opportumtres

mformatlon on tralls

= Fmdmg 14, People usmg trarls prefer a “nature” :

expenence (that 1s, the opportumty to en]oy

between and among users and managers are :‘_ :

s Fmdmg 12 Exrstrng processes to convert ' .

O Fmdmg 13. Users haveaneed for better *f ] § e

Goals

" Goal L. Develop new tra11s and paths in c1ty\and L

yet planmng falls to tnelude. trarls n transp orta- o 450 miles of rail-trails whe;re rail corridors are -

and appre01ate the outdoors) 1n vrrtually a11
settmgs \ ' R -

To address the Flndlngs llsted above the ' )
followmg Goals have been establrshed mcludlng
ob]ectrves with whrch to measure progress e

county ]urrsdrctlons L
ObJectrve. Add ﬁfty peroent more City and c0unty
 trail miles statew1de by the year 2000.

Goal 2 Connect trarl systems and populated
_areas via tra1ls and paths .

ObJectrve Establish approprrate corndors and

‘ rrghts-of-way for trails, 1nc1ud1ng an addmonal

~‘not needed for erustlng or future frelght rail -

- service consistent with the state’s Frelght Rall
. Plan. Complete the Cross-State Tra11 by the
. year 2000. . : ;

Goal 3. Reduce state and fed f"al tra11 marn-'

~ tenance backlo gs. :
Objectrve Decrease backlogs by a mlmmum of
thrrty percent per agency by 1995 el

Goal 4. Increase the m11es of trall avarlable

semr-prlmltrve and other remote settings o £

Objectrve Implement and fund tra11 elements of
- National Forest Plans and other federal agency
plans at preferred alternatlve levels. -

Goal 5. Strengthen exrstmg fundmg sources and
_create new fundmg sources for trall main--
tenance, construction, and reconstruction.

Objective Establrsh major new funding erther
- from hrgher approprratrons through exrstmg
programs or new programs SeTE
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i, 2 “Most trarls are. not where people are Taa

- alone do not convey the adequaéy
i ‘mventory (Tables 2-1,2-2). The trarl settmg 1s
i a}rmportant 100. The settlng provrdes the -
T experience t that one seeks-on a trarl However
. the adequacy of the trail : #
= "?measure in absolute or ob]ectrve terms. In some]f : F
* instances (mountarn bicycling, for example) the

settmg is difficult to -

" miles shown are legally open and available toa - :
i grven use but may in realrty be unsurtable for a. :
varlety of reasons AL e

B 'Map 1 (1ns1de back cover) deprcts the drstrlbu- ;
. tion of trails statewide. The: ‘map clearly indicates
" that although major trail systems exist in various
- locations, many systems are i solated and have 2
B many d1sconnected drvrdual trails. ;f; S

The predommance of trarls ata 81gn1ﬁcant dlS-
tance from populated areas underscores Fmdmg

S i";rm Washmgton

o / Forest Servrce is gulded by the mandate of
: ‘multrple use of pubhc land‘ The Forest Servroe

~*~')}Under the gurda ‘ce of the Natlonal Recreatron
‘Strategy, the Forest Service i is errrphasrzmg AR T
i partnershrpswrth other agencies and groups as a' ' Salen

~_way to expand and improve its trail program. -

W Currently, Regron6 ‘which mcludes Washmgton‘, s = E

“and Oregon, has predomlnantly horse and hiker =~

- trails, but it is. seekrng to offer the full range of T

opportumtles pr1m1t1ve mechamzed all season,?

;'barrrer-free short and extended loops and L
‘frnt‘ rpretrve (Petersen 1989) :

Y The srgmﬁca t holdmg of large blocks of pubhc -

\ “,y:land makes it possible. for the Forest Service to j A

L provrde such an extensrve and d1verse trall S
i ;program i ~ -
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- Washi‘ngtor‘l"’si 3 P‘lanhingj[f)i;st"r?icfts R

Okanogan

Snohomish g © 7

~ Chelan -

"

" Stevens g

King - R Do‘uglu‘ -

 Figure2-1 -

CONO OB QN

~ Planning
_District -

Mlles of Trall Open to Varlous Tra:l Uses

*Hike/f,
~Walkk
. 734

e

o8
1,436
. 582
- 706
1,348
-~ 80

16
. 366

96

205

<

by Planmng Dlstrlct

Mountam e

“Bicycle -
28
19

31

59
241

- 1,079
- 80

147
199

 2*890 ‘

88 15}'& 356
44 42 . 376
83 148 o612
241 14 . 547
32 144 . 508 -
. 638 153 2,558
- 644 - 84 1201
o0 . 0 . 8O
-4 .0 . 0
8 8 77
199 0 = 242

2474 683 6956 2

B : XC “Pack& . Snow- |
~ ORV ~ Ski_~ Saddle  mobile
g
o |
o118
107 |
o158 |
508 |
e
e
L0
418
o162

132j‘

S B § B .

Table2- 5
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' The Forest Service has an extensive inventory of -
_unmaintained trail miles: up to 40 percent of its
 trails go without maintenance each year. Lack of

adequate funding has contributed to this backlog -

(General Accountrng Office, 1989)

The National Park Service (NPS) mission is to

manage its land to conserve natural resources for -
_ use and enjoyment. NPS provides trails L

predominantly for hiker and horse use in ‘North
Cascades, Mt. Rarmer, and Olymprc National

Parks. Motorized or‘mechamzed use of its lands

are limited to road systems. Asmall area is -

available to all-terrain vehicles in the Coulee

Dam Natronal Recreatron Area.

The NPS Regional Office, through the Rivers
and Trails Conservation Assistance Program,

~ provides technical assistance to managers or

interest groups. planning or developing trails.

'The Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

manages land undera multrple-use mandate.
Most of its acreage is in Eastern Washington. .
These lands receive significant off-road vehicle
(ORV) use, most often related to hunting and
fishing (BLM 1989)

The Fish and Wildlife Service manages certain

~ wildlife species in 10 national wildlife refuges
~throughout Washington State. Emphasis is on

the needs of wildlife and its habitat. Recreation,

- including trails, must be compatible with the pur-

pose for which each wildlife refuge was estab-

lished. A typical trail opportunity offered by Fish '
- and Wildlife would be walking or hrkrng orrented

and 1nterpret1ve in character.

State Agenciés '

The'Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
manages State trust lands to return revenue to

" 'the State’s trust holders, such as the common
-~ school constructron fund. Chapter’ 79.68 RCW.
- authorizes the agency to manage its lands undera
. multiple-use concept, as long as the multlple uses -
. are in the best interest of the State and consistent -
- with applicable trust provisions.

Management

DNR offers a variety of trail experiences from
hiking and equestrian to motorized. A priority
for DNR is to secure funds to adequately main- -

- tain and operate trails. DNR manages the

Aquatic Land Enhancement Account (ALEA),

_funds which may be used for trails accessing

water

The State Parks and Recreation Commission
(State Parks) manages 107 developed parks and
recreation facilities statewide. Thirty-five of -
these parks have designated trails or trail systems.
Typically, trails are used in conjunction with
other activities, leadmg to points of 1nterest
within a park.

In partnership with several counties, the Forest

Service, two citizen advisory-committees, and
user groups, the State Parks and Recreation Com-.
mission provides outstandmg winter trail oppor- -

. tunities for both motorlzed and nonmotorrzed !
- users. :

The Department of Transportation (WSDOT) is -

_a provider of paths and routes for pedestrians,

equestrians, and bicyclists: Under Chapter 47.30
RCW, WSDOT directs a minimum of three-

- tenths of one percent of its construction program

to paths and trails, usually in the form of widened
highway shoulders (used predominantly by

- bicyclists). These facilities are constructed under

WSDOT contracts and upon completion are

- usually transferred to other agencies for manage-

ment and maintenance.

WSDOT is responsrble for the State’s Transporta-
tion Plan; and seeks to provrde for various modes
of transportation. WSDOT works with a Bicycle

“Advisory Committee on a var1ety of bicycle-
’ related issues. ‘

The Department of Wildlife (WDW) manages

-game and nongame wildlife in a variety of set-

tings. The Department of Wildlife’s mission is to

preserve, protect, and perpetuate Washington’s
_diverse wildlife and wildlife habitat while maxi-

mizing the recreational and aesthetic benefits of

: - wildlife for all citizens. The Department does not
have a multrple-use mandate
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Inventory of Trall Mlles ;;]f
by Manager and User Type i R

:\',;Manager g ‘Type ofTraII LR Mﬂes ofTrarI’f’:, oo
it f,Forest Serwce f{HlkmgNVaIklng DRV AT:7 A
‘ ...~ . Bicycle (Mountaln) 2460 |
. Off-Road Vehlcle 2207 |
. i,%,Skl/Snowshoe o 549 | o
- Pack and Saddle . 5898 |
-~ “Snowmobile o oo19s0 |
Rt ,TOTAL ALL TYPES1 8515 |

,g‘Natronal Park HlkrngNVaIklng
e \service ol Bicycle (Road)
SROER IS l";}‘;{;’Off-RoadVehlcle g:’r SRS T
- Ski/Snowshoe - - 86 |

. Pack andSaddIe

©~ . Snowmobile - .
: kTOTAL ALL TYPES‘

1 State Parks and ‘;HlklngNVaIklng
| Recreation . ‘ Bicycle -
"~ | Commission - Off-Road Vehucle
T l{",‘;Skl/Snowshoe ROEN A
. Packand Saddle R
- - Snowmobile T
8 ”"ii'_j{TOTAL ALLTYPES1 See

it \H|k|n97Walk|ng
- - Bicycle GVIountarn)
-~ Off-Road Vehrcle

_ Ski/Snowshoe

S {Pack and Saddle
/. Snowmobile =

T ‘:'TOTAL ALL TYPES‘

| state Forests
= ff(DNR)

.| Counties ;]*leklngNValklng
T e T ;;,Off-Road Vehlcle e
~Ski/Snowshoe -

" Packand Saddle
.ﬁ:,_“fSnowmobrle O N ) p L
.,-,‘TOTAL ALLTYPES‘
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il Inventory of Tra|I Mrles ,
by Manager and User Type (Cont )

‘jManager i ‘j o Type of Trail Mlles of Trail, "

l ,;Cmes Drstncts . H|k|ng/WaIk|ng B g

| R s T B e i e N L L R T ; Bl \B'CV"'e AR e P8R

; R N ey Ay A T D Off- HoadVehlcle oL pt AT O

L g S R e Bl s e O e e R R Ski/Snowshoe KRS NE NG A et
il D A e e B S el S G et e ek Paclkcand Saddlg: e 34.: o
s iy N R RS e T S S owmobile o S T &

l
: e ST R e e S S TOTAL, ALLTYPES1 37
| GRANDTOTAL2 Gan 113401'

% A T e T 1 Theflgurefor“TOTAL ALLTYPES” mdlcatesthatsome S ey
Pl e e e e g M - trails are opento morethan onetype ofuse Mrles are : RN T T
S gy e L e e S | not “double counted.” ~ :
e, o e C T U T .In-addition to this total are640 mlles of desrgnated brcycle :
LT L e R TR i rolites oniroads anid highway shoulders. The Washington | -
R S ARNR S o (I S o '*‘State DepartmentofTransportatrontakesanactlverole in-- |
L. oo providing routes for bicycling along public highways,
oo .o o including the Interstate System. A total of about 38,000
o oo e milles of county roads, city streets, and state highways < |

~. |~ areopen to bicycle use. Chapter 47.30 RCW defines: the e

<. | - shoulders of many of these roads and hlghways as e
. “trails and paths e i

@ Table{2-2’ \(Cont-),': ,

1
L

i The Department prov1des trarl opportunmes on
- 'some of its land in its Wildlife Area Program '
' One management goal is to ensure that trail -

- Jocations and 'uses do not conflict with w1ldltfe i
- -and habitat goals Another role that the Depart- W
- ment plays is to provide publrc information o

trail user groups about wrldhfe and w11d11fe

Tl ‘habltats

e ~The Department of Ecology (Ecology) manages 5
- - few trails, but'has an interest in providing publlc Sty
- ‘access to-shorelines when developmentsare .

‘ 'proposed under the Shorehne Management Act R

vy,'/The Department’s Coastal Zone Management PEEY

306A grant program uses some momes from i

- Management

gk federal sources to pay for short tralls and path- N
' ways to improve public access to. shorelrnes This -

program is: hmlted to 15 coastal countres '

: 2 The Interagency Commlttee for Outdoor S
“Recreation (IAC) is a planning and grant- .

managlng agency dtstrlbutmg recreation funds ‘

. from various sources, mcludmg the Land and -
~Water Conservation Fund (LWCEF). IAC does

not manage tralls, but it does provide: grant e

- money for trail projects. IAC maintains several
plans as part of the State Comprehensrve

Outdoor Recreauon Planning (SCORP). g
program. Washington Outdoors: Assessmentand. -
Policy Plan is the State’s five-year outdoor recrea- ‘

| . tion and open space agenda. RCW 67.32.050, the -




20090207-1983 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/30/2009

‘“State Recreation Trails Act,” directs IAC to
prepare a state trails plan IAC also publishes a
- State. Trazls Dzrectory, and an Qf Road Vehlcle
Guzde

Local Agenmes

- Counties, c1t1es and towns provide fewer trarl
" miles than other agencies, yet dlrectly serve the -
majority of the state’s populatlon

: _Many counties are in a strategic posrtron to carry

out a two-fold mission: 1) to provide trails and-

~ trail corridors serving populated areas, and 2)

. linking otherwise separate trall systems managed
by other agenmes :

Although a number of count1es have trail plans

“many counties lacking resources such as planning

staff do not. However; it is not necessary to have
a separate plan for trails. Trail planning can be
- -accomplished effectively by including trails in

transportation planning and parks and recreat1on :

planning. Often, a publrc works department can

be instrumental in providing trails and paths. For -

this reason, communication between recreation
‘managers and public works or eéngineering
managers is 1mportant :

Asin countres, trails in cities or towns canbe:

. part of a transportation or park/recreation plan

- The importance of trails for transportation in
' pOpulatron centers cannot be overemphasrzed

The vast majority of nonmotonzed trail demand

appears to be in populatron centers. Simply put,
_people want trails near home. Acquisition of trail

A05 o

corridors, open space, and greenbelts is a critical

issue in rapidly growmg communities.

: “Plggy-backmg” trails onto other prOJects such as’
 utility routes, sewer pI‘O]eCtS, or road improve-
~ ments has proven to be highly successful in some -
‘cities. In Seattle, a $120,000 annual trail budget
- for bicycle and pedestrian pathways is'augmented

each year by literally millions of dollars through
this approach (City of Seattle 1989).

Populated and. rap1d1y expandmg countres c1t1es

- or towns wishing to expand trails and parks must

compete with other interests, often private

developers, for remaining corridors, open spaces,
~ greenbelts, and other parcels of land. Since these

lands are often quite expensive in relation to,

limited agency budgets, workable strategies must

be developed and implemented. Four strategies
that have been proven effcctrve include:

‘® Acquiring an easement or rrght-of-way
~'instead of outrlght purchase; *

L Requmng trails and related facilities as
mitigation for private developments.
Developers working through the permit
process may be required to provide open -
spaces; greenbelts, or pathways. Many
'developers are learning that such “conces- .-
~sions” become in fact amenities that make -
“their propertles more des1rable, v

) “Prggy-backmg” trail pro;ects onto utility
comdors, and
o Seekmg gifts and bequests from pr1vate
partles
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,4 {How User Needs Were

= _IV_VDetermlned

Trail needs and user demands have been e 5
: determmed by a varlety of methods '

- ;{;,Forest Plans of the seven nat10nal forests in |
~Washington State, Pubhc comment on these
R _j‘,documents proved to be especrally valuable

. views of trail users is the State Trails Advisory
B Commlttee (STAC) This volunteer adv1sory

.. and expertise, as well as a zeal for creatmg and -
Lo e 'fprotectrng tratls for the future ‘

~ sentatives, ‘user group representatives, reglonal
A ~representatwes (1nd1v1duals with general mter%t
.- in outdoor recreation and a knowledge of trails-

-~ within their respectlve regron) anda prrvate ’

fod i flandowner representative selected from ma]or

]

i j/f'fpubllc trall use on their lands P

_ Avital link between the plannmg process and the

o ;STAC isa team of managlng agency repre- 7, It

. landowners w1th sufficient acreage to provrde R Pr0]ected gIOWth of demand are froma study

: * conducted by IAC in cooperation with the Pacific O
S :Northwest Regronal Recreatron Commlttee T T

', ‘.IAC staff met w1th STAC 1n numerous meetmgs
“overa penod ofnearly two years. In addrtlon '

. "staff met individually with each of the 18 ,
“members of the Commlttee STAC’s guldanee

has been mstrumental in the productrOn of thlS

o o Plan

G therature review 1nc1uded the draft and fmal : o In 1990 IAC conducted i s erles of p ubl i e et-

L ings. The meetmgs were held in the home towns

. ofthe regional STAC representatlves (Port
: -Angeles Seattle, and Yakima) and in Spokane B

_and Vancouver. A wide range of comments were —©

- heard from trail users and managers private land-

:‘owners and other mterested people ‘ 0

= committee has provrded firsthand trail knowledge L I d drtron IAC staff att en ded an d ma d e

: Upresentatlons to meetlngs of varrous user. groups s
o pubhshed articles on the Plan in user group o
ey \newsletters malled nearly 10 000 rnformanonal
i brochures and issued press releases to every -
ok newspaper in the state to advise of the planmng
; ‘ :process and 1nv1t1ng pubhc partrclpatlon

By «,Statrstlcs used to reflect household partxclpatlon, LT

“users’ preference for various tra11 settings, and

R
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o "v;"lanousehold1 Parhcnpatlon

,Actmty

" Walk or Hrke , ‘
~Walk mNerghborhood Parks
: ;ABlcyc, nF
~Day Hike on Trarls r
Hrke/Backpack Overnlght ,
~ along Trails N f
e 4-Wheel Dnve Vehlcles :
- OffRoads =~ .~
 Bicycle Off Roads ‘,
f'?CFOSS Country Sk|
' orSnowshoe -.
”;Cltmb/Mountalneer
~Motorcycle Off Roads
~ Ride Horses -
- UseAll- Terram Vehlcles
(B and4- Wheel)
- Snowmobile .
~ BicycleTour -
1o Camp wnth Packstock

i
Trall Related Recreatlon:'

1 g “Household” means that at Ieast one person in a surveyed
"household took part in the act:vnty dunng the survey penod

i ~(PNRRC) The PNRRC is composed of , i
© - representatives from state recreation plannrng O
gencies and universities from Washmgton, e
Oregon, and Idaho and seven federal agencres e

: ,Washmgton S data were gathered by the ,
- Northwest Recreation Research Center at
W Wmtem Wash1ngton Unlversrty between = i
. February 1986 and January 1987: Washmgton § i
‘portlon of the stud' 'exammed through a .. :

g telephon_ k urvey, ‘the rec “atro proﬁle of 1‘
: ,households Addltronally, 1,17
5households partrcrpated in \‘m “1/’

FN Study results indlcate that'three-quarters of

e ‘,Washmgton households, partrcrpate in'some form :
- of trail-related recreation (Table 3-1). Pamcrpa-
i ‘tron in‘'some of these activities is expected 1
. increase‘as much as 44 peroent between 1987 and -

return SUI'VC
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e “‘The IAC study also measured user preferences,
i by Acttvrty Category, for certam recreation .
: o, settings. These settings were. based onthe .

: /;Recreatron ‘Opportunity Spectrum (ROS): as
S f‘developed by the Forest Service (Figure 3-1)..

g Because each Actrvrty Category included several v

o -trail acttvmes (for. example, nonmotonzed riding -

- | included equestrian and bicycling actrvmes), i

- discussions of preferences for specific trail user.
fo groups should be 1nterpreted w1th cautron ]

1 Activlty
| Bicycle on Roads '

‘along Trails

| off Roads.
" Bicycle Off Roads

. orSnowshoe:

“ | RideHorses -

(3-and 4- Wheel)
Snowmoblle :

e Household Tnps in 1987
and Pro;ected Growth to 2000

| Walkin Nelghborhood Parks 8756 i o 44%

~ DayHike on Trails
: t;Hrke/Backpack Overnlght

Use 4- Wheel Dnv_elvehlcles 4

‘Cross-Country Sk| i

“| -Climb/Mountaineer R Al
- Motorcycle Off Roads

1 use AII-Terrarn Vehlcles

52 Camp with Packstock

W i " 1988 State Parks and Recreatlon Commnssron survey lndlcated
i R 15 6 average annual per-household tnps (State Parks 1990)

’ Tnps in ) Projected‘_f )

1987 _ Growth o

. (1000s) tozooo,

BBl e 3%

1,273 :‘ ! L ) i 0%\5.‘ :
¢ 737 ‘; \, N ; '35% :

o AV09B; TR 7%}
Cg7g oy

B9
707 3 i 17% §

VT T R
192 o o 16% |
7 o »8%‘/

B :H|k1ngNVaIk|ng
4 Partlmpatlon

 Seventy-six percent of all Washmgton State :
' ~households hike or walk for recreat1on More '
e .specrﬁcally g ~ :

‘0 75 percent walk along nerghborhood streets '
“or roads,

e 55 percent walk in nelghborhood parks

; e 46 percent day h1ke on trails; ;
X ,. 19 percent h1ke/backpack overmght along

 trails; and ;
012 percent clrmb or mountameer

e e e e [

o540 ooms% |

Table 3-2- e
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o rustlc

: R‘eCreation Qpportunity Spectrum (ROS) Setting D‘escri'ptionss

1 Prlmrtlve Natural settlng little influenced by the works of people The most remote parts of -
‘the forest where you will meet few if any people. Access is by cross-country travel or by
* trails. No motorized use'is allowed. Woodsmanshrp skills are |mportant Recreation

facilities are generally not provided. -

Semr Prrmmve Marnly natural setting where you erI occasronally meet other people Access :
ﬂ is by trails, although some primitive roads may exist. Motorized vehicles are generally :
prohrblted Few recreatlon facilities are prowded and those that exist are mrnlmal and

1 ‘Roaded Modified: Nature has obvrously been altered by logglng, m|n|ng, farmlng, or grazing. -
‘Many roads and some developed campgrounds exist. You will meet other people in cars,
trucks, and motorbikes. You may be able to get away from others in remote camp spots

Roaded Natural: Forest range, and coastal settings that look natural or shghtly altered. Ac-
cess is by trail, road, and highway. Recreatron facilities such as developed campgrounds
may exist. There may be opportunltles to camp’ away from other people W|th no facilities.

" Rural: Farms forests, and other managed lands that provnde a sense of open space but not
necessarily with a natural appearance. Access is by trail, road and hlghway There will be
_many fences, with moderate to sparse populatlons ,

a ‘,Urban Cities, towns, large resorts, and major ski areas with burldrngs paved roads, and lots :
~of people Many developed recreation facrlmes and easy vehlcle access. ‘

i Inventory by Settlng
- Statewide, hikers/walkers’ have accessto .

~ about 9,300 miles of trail (Table 3-3).

5 The total miles of trail, however, tends N

" to overstate the true availability of trail

~ opportunity. A significant number of the .

miles in the national forests and parks -

~arein higher elevations, thus inacces-
- sible during the snow season. In some
- years, snow will close trails for erght to
- nine ‘months. :

Preferred Settmgs

_The IAC study shows strong hlker/
walker preference for less developed set-
tings, especially the semi-primitive and

~ primitive (Figure 3-2). However, the

I

~ Figure 3-1

HlklngNVaIklng :
Trall lnventory by Manager
. ) , : Percent
Manager - Miles. . of Total - .
" Urban/City -~ - 249 . 27%
© County 104 - 1.1%
~State Parks: 305 33%
- State Forests 162 7% |
National Parks © 1,208 . 13.9%
National Forests " - 7,187 1 76.9%
Other : 39 - 0.4%
~ TOTAL 9,344 1100.0%

‘Table 3-3

- Chapter Three ‘
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I mEE settrng last used tended to be close to
i home : R0

Hlklng/Wa|klng Seﬂ]ngsﬂ SRR

Des1re for local access, tlme constramts ’
~seasonal restraints on use of a majority | - -
- of'trail 1nventory, andother factors = | p,;..,n.\,.'f-
‘would appear to preventhikersfrom = | o [7
leavrng populatlon centerstouse trails =~ | . Semi-primitive. |
. inpreferred settings.’ "This would explain ‘j SRR S D
. why 38 percent of hikers/walkers used R Rag adlled,
-~ urban settings on their last outmg,
settlngs which account for less- than :
four peroent of the trall mventory

: ! Descrlptlon

| - Roaded Natural -

S urban

DlSCUSSlon ) (/ e }/1,. o :O'Li', g 0% "20"5" 30% 46'/. : 50'/. 3
Many hikers and walkers have expressed el Prefemd -Lw Used ;
w the desue for CIOse'm (local) fac111t1es ' ' Includes h|k|ng, walkmg, cllmblng, an' backpacklng

 This desire, coupled with the lack of - ST & b Fi S
local facilities, shows theneedformore ff i e P T, ,* R ’ R
tralls and Paths in these settmgs AT S e T R Figurea 2

Because of the strong preference shown S
, T “for the natural or natural~appear1ng e B
e settmg, the rmportance of greenbelts, - i S PuC el

- - parks, andopenspaoesmmore e SN |
developed areas is clear. Equally cleari is S
* the strong preferenceforsemr—pnnutlve e e N S e
and primitive settings andtheneedto S e e e Percent
. retain such settings for trarl based St Manager }Miles;,;;f B ofTotaI foelnl
- recreation. ey Urban/Clty 640 57.3% A
- County o 432;[ 387%; | G T
MISC (WSDOT) 85 31%«:;-,;_ ORI Rt
Natlonal Parks 8 07% |
L Other Federal s L 2 02% o) LIRS

, \TOTAL; B 117 v1oo,.n,0%f. 5 i

L g Brcycle G
B Tra|I Inventory by Manager

. 7,1,- ;» vnoad B|cyC|lng

Partlclpatlon

C ~ About 50 percent ofall households
Lo surveyed reported rldlng blcycles on

v‘ -~ Toads or paths for a trip one day or less
[ k ~in duratron Overmght or brcycle t0ur-
e ing was en]oyed by five. percent of state
|

|

|

Tblsa ST

 households.” T Ly ';626 miles of Interstate nghway (WSDOT 1989)
S ST T e Most often, the b1cychst usesaroadway shoulder

Inventory by Settmg : AL : , e TR
Feiaiiii Blcychsts have access to about 1 100 mlles of £y ';» i Preferred Settmgs e O A N
o e brcycle trail (des1gnated facilities 1nclud1ng srgned Brcychsts and other nonmotonzed rrders appear
P = brcycle paths and routes)(Table 3-4) In addition, j to prefer roaded settmgs outside of cities and | :
“atotal of about 38 OQO miles of city street, county ' other developed areas where there is less e
" road,and state hrghway areopen to blcycle use. f j{‘ - vehicular traffic (Frgure 3—3) Although most ;, B
: ThlS mcludes 6 970 mrles of state hrghway and i ,developed facrhtres are in urban settmgs, 1t would i
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L appear that a rural or country settmg is
: often the setting of chorce

B _T,/“Dlscussmn

~ More expertenced btcycltsts and those in.
- organized clubs are interested in retam- '
ing the right to use streets roads, and:
b hlghways These bicyclists are adept at S
~_riding in traffic. They desire route S
o ~ continuity (not necessartly separate,
' paths) from one jurisdiction to another.
y Conttnurty provides for continuous
. travel from one ]ur1sd1ctron to another i
. .on adequate shoulders or facrhtres

;Organtzed btcyclrng events tend to use
* county roads. Extensive use of state high--
- way shoulders is often undesirable for -
- such events because of high volumes of

* ‘Descriptlon\:—‘ L

" geml-Priniltive
* Roaded Modified

I Roaded Natural ‘

 Nonmotorized Riding Settings

Primitive

: -Urban 3

0% 10%  20% . 30% 40% ‘ sos 80%.,:

L Z preferred - Last Uud

\

! ,’|ncl'udes blcycling and,horsebackf riding.

:‘vehtcular trafﬁc it

Provrdmg shoulders on county roads
“with moderate to low traffic volume - -
= would be of great beneﬁt to the experrenced i
5 _blcycltst BOERE S

ey The less expenenced young, or casual b1cycl1st
~~ would greatly benefit from trails and paths which
- are separated from the road. system. While the

. more expertenced or serious btcychst is adept at -
- riding in traffic or along roads, the casual or rnex-

o  perienced btcycllst often prefers the percetved
- safety of riding out of trafftc ona separate fac111ty

L (Abraham, 1989). At the same time, however, the - -
- right of all brcychsts to use streets and htghways 5

.- should by no means be restrrcted

' Urban trarls successfully provrdmg a separate

‘ facility include Seattle’s ‘Burke-Gilman and the
“Yakima Greenway Noel Pathway, these are very
';popular with btcycltsts '

o Popular long drstance routes connect a vanety of

 facilities including city streets, county roads, and
_ state highways. The htghly popular Seattle to. - -
-~ 'Portland annual rrdrng event takes advantage of -
‘sucha route, Tt would be beneficial to b1cycltsts
- ‘to have such routes permanently marked or-
sl signed. Other examples of popular routes that
o ;could be marked or srgned mclude a cross-state

-

L)

route following HighWay 20, another cross-state

; route followmg U.S.2,and Highway 101 with its f 39

o connectors around the Olymptc Penmsula

f,‘ V-V'Mountaln Blcycllng

-~ Figure 33

5 ',Partlclpatlon

In 1986 87, about 14 percent of all households »_,
engaged in b1cyc11ng off the road at least once. In
- 1989 an estimated 10,000 to 14,000 mountain =

~ tionally, there is consensus among retailers and
- manufacturers that the popularity of the. moun-
tain bicycle for uses of all kinds is expected to
contmue to grow (Hemsworth 1989)

L Mountam blcychng appears to be among the i
fastest-growing segments of trail use. The 1986-

_-87 data used here may not accurately reflect the' Vs 7

rap1d growth of the actrvrty

: Inventory by Settmg

- Statewide, about 2,900 mtles of tratl are open for
: mountatn brcyclmg (Table 3-5)

Sy A

- Chapter Three

>b1cyc1es were sold in the state (REI 1989). Addi- . :
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e

. ‘Uncounted numbers of mountarn
- bicyclists. r1de many of the more than
© - 20,000 miles of nonhighway roads, such
-~ as logging roads; available throughout
“the state. However, mountain b1cycles C R
7 are appearmg ona varrety of trarls in e
N fmcreaslng numbers : ¢

~ Many mountain bicycles are purchased A
~for in-town uses such as commuting and
- riding for pleasure in parks or in nergh-( 7

‘ brcycle s wide, low-pressure tires and -5
»uprrght ndmg position. Also, new rlders 5

Preferred Settmgs

borhoods because of the enhanced
comfort offered by the mountain

Mountaln Blcycle ,
Tra|I Inventory by Manager

Percent e

ik iM;anage\r" o Miles of'[otal i
| GCityurban 32 L ALSS
~County - .- 48 - A7% |
~StateForest . - 348 . 120%
|* National Forest ~ °~ . 2460 .. 851%
‘,OtherFederaI LR SR 0.1%
- TOTAL 2,800 1oo 0%

i who might wish to-have an. off road’

: experrence are often unaware of trail - _
.~ opportunities in less developed settmgs or may L
- have limited time or resources with which to pur- SN
~:sue these interests. This would’ reflect the urban ¢
setting as that most “last used” of the “Non-

. ‘motor1zed thrng Sett1ngs” (see F1gure 3- 3)

3 The | growmg demand for’ mountam brcycle trails -
- in other settings is 1nd1cated by the high sales of . =
- ‘mountain blcycle gurdes and the i increasing

.~ number of organrzatrons and clubs for mountarn
o _brcycle rlders : 3 t

i Dlscusslon : \
Mountam brcychng 1s a leg1t1mate use -of P“blrc N

. trails, subject to the approprrate regulation of -

¢

: ',managmg agencies. In. the spectrum of trail users, :
_mountain bicycling appears to fall somewhere e
,\.between foot and: motorrzed travel

A ‘Some managers and orgamzatrons have tended to
direct mountain brcycles to off-road vehicle trarls.. ;
"~ 'While: welcommg the opportumty to ride these - gree

* trails, mountain btcyclrsts seem to prefer closer
- association with the h1k1ng community, stressing -
“the quret nonpollutrng nature of therr activity.

‘ Mountam brcyclmg organrzatrons have expressed :
~ the desire for trails near populated areas. A - :
*variety of trails, from the easy to the challengmg, L

S desued Mountam brcychsts have resrsted the

Table 35

idea that the1r act1v1ty can srmply be relegated to

nonh1ghway roads..

: Many mountarn brcychsts are expenenoed road
. bicyclists and have participated in road events for -
' ~which routes are marked. Satisfactory routes can
. 'be established for mountain bicycles on existing
" facilities by connecting trails to roads (paved,
.~ unpaved, and primitive) and back 1o trails,
~* through directional signing. See “Management
- Options for Mountain Bicycling” in the Techm- ,
cal Assistance Manual for further drscussron of -
o thrs concept R SRR

. ;Pack and Saddle

_'Partlclpatmn

- Twelve percent of all Washmgton State R
= households went horseback r1d1ng durmg the
- 1986-87 survey period. Two percent ofall -

- households reported camping with packstock t

" Very small numbers of people use packstock such
‘ as llamas donkeys, and burros for tratl trrps £

Inventory by Settmg : ;
Statew1de about 7,000 mrles of trail are opento |

,pack and saddle use, (Table 3-6). The total miles |
-of trail, however, tends to overstatethe. =~ - °
R avarlabthty of tra11 opportunrty Many of the :

ST
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trail miles in the national forests and
~ national parks are at higher elevations
~ and inaccessible during the snow season.
Following spring thaws, additional time
~ may be required to allow trails to dry | ‘ : Py
‘and harden before heavy pack use is per- . - ey KSR Percent
_ mitted. Further, inventorydoesnot =~ - Manager -~ Miles.  of Total
address party size limitations found in S ‘

 Packand Saddle
Trail Inventory by Manager

some administrative settmgs which may City/Urban . -~ .. . - 34 0.5%
 inhibit trail use. - ‘ County. . - 85 1. 08%
~ State Parks o188 20%
Sl Preferred Settmgs SPAE State Forests T B2 - 36%
\ i oo oo 'National Parks -~ - 578 - 82%
AR fAsprev10usly ‘mentioned, nonmotorlzed_ National Forests  5,'898 84.8%
i riders appear to prefer roaded settings ~ Other Federal L 6 0‘1%
- outside of cities and other developed , ‘ ‘ ~ SR »
areas where there is less vehicular traffic TOTAL g - 6956 100 0%
(see Figure 3-3). Members of organized G S : - :
" pack and saddle groups have communi- i Table 3-6 '

cated a strong preference for semi-
primitive and primitive settings. How-

ever, lack of time, problems of transportatron
_and seasonal trail inaccessibility tend to

© - contribute to the actual use of the more -

_ developed settmg

o Dlscussmn

“'In raprdly growing countres mformal Or owner-
tolerated paths or trails on private lands once -

used by the public are becoming inaccessible due -

~to development and landowner fears of llablhty
Most often, developers have no incentive to

~ provide an equestrian trail. At times, simply
paving a trail will preclude use by equestrians.

~In backcountry settings, horse users would like
- trailheads with facilities capable of handling
*trucks with trailers. These trailheads should

_include a watering facility and campsites. Loop or
, destmatton-orrented trails are preferred by many. -

. There has been concern among organized -

- equestrian groups on admmlstratwely-rmposed
 party size limitations in less developed settings,
P mcludmg Wilderness, Commercial outfitter and

- guide services which depend on trails in such set-
tings have been especially concerned. Managers -
have been attemptmg to balance the needs of
these organized groups with the need to protect

- thetrail resource and trarl setting.

18

' Other groups ‘have expressed the need for “horse B

only” trails on which to train green horses and
prov1de experlence for nowce riders. :

| Off-Road Vehlcles

| Partlclpatlon

During 1986-87, 26 percent of Washmgton State

~households reported use of off-road vehicles
(ORYVs) for recreation. ThlS includes the follow- -

ing sub-groups y b _
® 15 percent used four-wheel drive vehicles off
. 1oads; ’
‘e 12 percent used motorcycles off roads; and

- e 10 percent used: all-terram vehlcles (3- and -
4-wheel). | ,

‘Inventory by Settmg

~About 2,400 miles of trail are open to various

forms of off-road vehicle (ORV) use in

Washington State (Table 3-7). This total 1nc1udes ;

about 1,800 miles of trail open to off-road motor-

 cycles and about 600 miles open to all-terrain
vehicles (ATVs), with less than 200 miles avail-

able for w1de-base 4-wheel drrve vehlcles

Chapter Three
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e ;Drscussron

Kbl ,Off-road vehrcle use, 1nc1ud1ng demand

- and need for trails, is examined in detarl
" inthe Washmgton State Qf Road g
L Vehlcle Plan (IAC 1987)

R s

i “;The total m11es of trarl actually tends o
~overstate the true ava11ab111ty of trail
~ opportunity. Many of the trail miles i it
- national forests, especrally those in seml- N
. primitive settings, are at higher eleva- ol
- tions, thus closed durmg the snow
. season. Following spring thaws, add1- :
 tional time may be required to allow
o trails to dry and harden before heavy
S motonzed use is permrtted \ ey

e Preferred Settrngs

A balance of preference and use e)nsts 1n
- the roaded modified and roaded natural
- setting for ORV riders (Flgure 3- 4) A
" number of factors oontrrbute to this
“ ,balance, mcludmg the preference of
- ‘some users for roads relatrve ease of .-
access to the roaded settmg, restrlctlons
. ‘on access to unroaded settings, ‘and lack
i of facrlmes in the urban or rural settmg

-~ Bvenin the roaded settmg, however

- trails are important to ORV users. .~
- ~Roadswill often be used for mtercon- -
' nection between trails to complete

~~ loops. Members of orgamzed ORV ‘
-~ groups have expressed strong preference e
. for the semr-prumtlve, or roadless R

i settmg o : :

S - As w1th other user groups, a supply of
~ facilities close to population centers =

appears to be desirable, especrally for -

'juvenrlerrders LT e A L

| ~ Off-Road Vehicle
Trarl Inventory by Manager

BRI ,»?N S f‘,""l'?ercentfy S

.‘ Manager i Mrles :

;uman/c,ty
: '.«,State Forests 28
~ National Forests S 2207
k;Other Federal e Bl R i
2 f,;jiTOTAL LTy 2474

;..‘of Total, A
o 08% |

95% |-
89 2%

R [ f§‘om'l-Prrlrnl"tlveV}
" Roaded Modified

. Roaded Natural |

Motonzed ORV1 Settrngs

e | i?Descrlption S

< ,anriivo

© Urban-

10% 20% - 30%-

S a0% o sO% |

| ' Does n‘ot;i‘neludespo\igrndbiling‘.g,,' b

| zz Prforrod MM Last Used | oo

~ Figure3-4

o4% |

A%
T 100 0%
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D 51986-87 about 13p cent
" ouseholds repor 2d | part1c1pat10n 1n
cross-country skiing and snowshoemg

‘Cross-country skungrs the more R

"'rﬂuctuatron of the snow lrnelas factors

2 Many skrers and snowshoers do not .
need a marked srgned trall—they simply
‘travel cross country utrhzmg navrgatron
. skills, while others use: nonhrghway i
‘ L;roads when the roads are STIOW COV!

el However the State Parks andRecrea
- il nCommrssron reoently n0ted

L '“Up o about 20 years ago cross
o country ski -advocates were
« predommantly backcountry SR
A ‘)orrented -The majority of today s
. .cross country skiers expect and.

- demand, at least in high use areas,
_trails that : are properly-mgned o
‘mapped and groomed*

Preferred Settmg ]

% ‘The “Snow A 1v1t1es Settmg chart

ctivities such-as downhlll skung and

-that offer groomed trarIs

- ‘Manager

3 ‘State Parks'

| TotaL

,f'unpredlctablhty of annual snowfall and E | ! Totaln

Clty/Urban
~ County

" 'National Parks
Natlonal Forests i
Other Federal !

(State Parks,t p

o 'SemIQPrlrnltllye,y :
" ‘Roaded Moditied: -

e 'hoqdedj'Nitu‘ral

TR

S

S

lncludes dOthl" skung, cross-country skung, snowshoemg, :

. sleddlng, ice skatmg, snowmobllmg, and general snowfp, Y.

eddmg This would account for the S
) 'ipreference shown for the urban (that is, - s £l
:developed) settmg Cross-country skiingis s
_increasing in popularity at developed Skl srtes e

: (Fxgure 3-5) mcludes a variety ofsnow L
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Snowmobrle

v

i tlons as a hmderance to aocurate repor( n

! Preferred Settmgs i ,
: tappe’ rs that the settmgs avallable satlsfy most
needs of IhlS user group Tthough opportu g

o tlon, s0me managers cued seasonal snow' uctu‘ '

i requested
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: ‘IS.sues;

Chapter Four

: How users get to a trail can be as important as '_

actual use of a trail. Modes of transportatlon
impact trail access, whether in urban or remote

; backcountry settmgs

- Urban resrdents who wish to experlenoe a trarl

activity in town, asina neighborhood park, often

find that the easiest way to get there is to drive.
- This apparent contradiction is often the result of

desrgnmg prrmanly for auto access.

. Trailsin many urban settings need to be planned i
+and desrgned to minimize dependence on access .
~via private vehicle, It should be possible to. access.

_ atrail by foot, bicycle, or horse without having to.

first drive to the trailhead or cross a busy internal
park road or parking lot. In some cases, this =~ -

, ,,would mean a short trail segment connecting to
-~ .an existing sidewalk or bike lane.on the perrmeter e
_ of the park. :

‘Trarls in urban settmgs should be provrded for
access between neighborhoods and community

-services, as trails can offer alternative transporta-

tion routes. Connecting neighborhoods to busi- -

- ness areas, schools, and parks by means of trails

or paths, including widened road shoulders for - o

“bicycles, could help alleviate traffic congestion:
e Further, the urban tra11 user would benefit if -

certain barriers such asa freeway or busy street

~can be overcome

" For a11 settings, trails need to be located in
| _proximity.to a public transit line. Even users of
 the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail (PCT)

benefit by pubhc transit access, as this trail is -
crossed by major highways six timesin
Washrngton State

| Backcountry trarls such’ as the PCT usually
- Tequire access by way of a private vehicle. ThlS is
._especially true for equestrians and motorized.

users who requlre trailers and a great dealof -

Aheavy equipment. -

Some managers are ooncerned that vehrcles can
- sometimes make access so easy that trails and
- their: settmgs receive more use than can be accom-

modated. For example, the Snow Lakes Trailin

- the Mt. Baker-Snoqualmre National Forest is one
- of the most popular Wilderness trails in the state.

Its proximity to Interstate 90 and the Seattle-
Bellevue area has led to tremendous numbers of

visitors entering the Alpine Lakes Wilderness,
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~ barrrer-free trarls need to be bu11t,m the e e
‘»~‘1akeshores and other resources m the thderness boardwalk style of. the Lava Cast Trail, nor do

In lu h 1 it it b o ' _f barrrer-free tralls need to be paved. Width, grade
t ga plne se 1ngs : may b ome necessary In-; e length support fac111tles and a smooth surface
j\, ; the near future to adopt,more aggressrve manage- , SR -

. "‘above The popular trarls at Paradrse 1n Mt
" Rainier Natronal Park. are accessed via prrvate
,,jvehrcles Because of th‘ mandate to protect the
‘ | parkrng facrht1es would o USFS 'NPS, user groups. S
‘regurre a 51gn1ﬁcant review. zUse of m-park L Tlme Frame' 1991-1995 : s o
.jshuttles may soon come abOllt S f Strategres Trail and transportatlon planners
‘ )~ should work to ensure that: a) acoess to trai
. f‘_1noorporated into transportatlon plans -and b) .
- ,'trarls are recognized as a means of trans'po s
- tion and are 1ntegrated into transportauon G
‘ plans ‘User groups must be willing to work .
- with planners to establlsh needs and pnonttes
: "»:fortrarls Lk 4
Task 1: WSDOT should 1nc1ud, brcycle, ,
, A TICRRVE T equestrran and walkmg trails and paths as. ap-
, Bamer-free trarls provrde unhmxted oppor- o _propriate facilities in the Washmgton State
: tumtres for- many users, ncludmg people with f’j_ Transportatron Pohcy Plan. -
permanent and. temporary disabilities, elderly = - Task 2: WSDOT will complete the Washmgton
- people, chlldren and people wrth lrrnrted S 2 o ,jState Blcycle Polrcy ‘Plan in cooperatron w1th
smobrhty : : its Bicycle Advisory C Comm' tee by 1991.
: Task 3: IAC will send a ¢ of the Washmgton
State Trails | Plan to all metropolrtan and
g ,;egionar,pmnnmg ganizatiOn,s\‘in the stat
along with a lette ~transm1ttal drscussmg-thrs
1ssue by June 1991 e

,‘:Partlclpants WSDOT IAC’local agencres

f‘» Rather than blammg vehlcles for brmgmg t00¢

ffmany people to trails, it has been suggested that

10t ¢ ough trails and trailheads to

o accommodate demand By offerrng more dis-

persed opportumtres managers could help solve o
T some of the « ‘overuse” pressures brought to bear

* on trailheads, parkmg lots and tralls (Also see
: v,“Capacrtles ”) ' e

e Barrrer-free standards should'be c0ns1dered for

every trall, but not. every trail should be barrrer- S
~free. An mdrvrdual’s self- assessment of -

o ‘ capabrlmes is 1mportant Inf0rmatron is crucral to

- help people ‘with self-assessment, rncludmg infor- - -
' mation on trai tdlfﬁculty, length ‘and available i 4 Actlon 2
o facrlrtres With sufﬁc1ent 1nformat10n, those wrth

Problem radrtronal park and recreatron plan-

Wherever possrble representatrve samples ; :
g of an area ’s- unrque natural features and :

access by hrkers-walkersrbrcyclrsts an ,

" perience. ofa unique geologic feature of the Mt : 5
{43 q geologi equestrrans to trarls from extstmg or proposed o

A ;“Helens Natlonal Volcamc Monument Not all B

: ChapterFour 3




20090207-1983 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/30/2009

L transportat1on routes (srdewalks brke lanes
road shoulders, etc). . i

~ Task 1: IAC will 1ncorporate thrs actron in 1ts
. review of park plans. ;
. Task 2: IAC will complete the Tra11 Techmcal '
i - .Assistance Manual, including dlscussron of .
... alternative access, by December 1991.
| Task3:IACand NPS will schedule trail

f‘_'Actlon3

. . Problem: Many tra1ls and trarlheads are over-

C o crowded. . ;

AR S Solutron Provide more trarl opportunmes to L
" . disperse use. Publicize ex1stmg opportumtres

on less crowded trails. =

- groups, WWRC."
“ Time Frame: 1991-1995.
Strategres Assist local agencres in developmg
- trails. Accelerate trail construction in semi-
- primitive. settmgs -Accelerate rail-to- trail
'~conversrons Provide information through

2 Trail Informatron System (TRIS), publ1cat1ons ]

~meetings with user ‘groups. Continue support
- for Outdoor Recreation and- Habltat Conserva-
_ tion Accounts continue to fund local trail.
7, projects by way of Washmgton thdhfe and
- . Recreation Program. : ;
P Task 1: IAC staff and STAC meet annually Wlth
" USFS Region 6'staff and Forest Trail Coor-
dinators to review the Region 6, 5-year, Trails

[t Trails Plan, and to develop a strategy for how -
Chhsnl thie Regron 6 program can complement the

RN Plan.

: U Task 2: USFS should ask gurdebook authors and

‘ness trails to help disperse use and toen-~
courage recreation in semi-primitive settings. -
Task 3: IAC will work with participants to.
develop and implement strategies which w111
 result in the establishment of a stable source of

lssues”

‘ workshops for local agencres begmmng in 1991 '

| Capital Investment Plan to determine how well
" the program meshes with the Washington State =

publrshers to continue to pubhcrze non-erder-’ -

v funds for-outdoor recreation including trails. - - s

Capacmes

: ‘Do we need more tra11 mrles" If so, where can - :
- these trails be built? Does available land have the _

capacity to carry more trail miles per acre and

. withstand the impacts of additional visitation? If
- more trails are built, who will pay for them, and
‘how? And who will take care, of them once they
 are built? ~ L

wr In the urban settmg, the need for addrtronal tra1ls :
© ' is clear. Cities and counties manage less than four. -
~percent of the total inventory of walking and -
* . hiking trails, yet serve the majority of the user
- population. As populatrons grow in our state,

demand for trail opportunmes w111 also grow o

Partrcrpants ‘Managing agencres IAC user =5 L f(see Table3 2)

Insome urban areas, however there could be.
difficulties in finding corridors or routes for new i

~ trails. Some creative solutions include use of -
- existing corridors or rights-of-way by piggy- =
- backing trails onto roadway and utility projects;
- using the permit process to encourage Or require
~developers to preserve greenbelts or trails -

corridors; and converting abandoned rarlroad
r1ghts -of: way to trail use.. : :

Trarl systems in “urban forests” such as the Mt

~-Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest and Tiger
' Mountain State Forest also serve. population:
“centers. These trails can be reached in-an hour or -
less from populated areas. (RCW 43.51.380 ‘
o sdeﬁnes urban center as any incorporated city of
~ 5,000 or more people and any county with 250 or.

more people per square mile.)

" - Many users prefer the less' developed ‘more -

- ‘remote settings found in the national forests and
. parks. This preference appears to be resulting in’
“overuse of many attractive sites and trails. A
. review of the Forest Plans for each of the state’s

~ national forests reveals that recreation is at or 7
- near capacity in virtually all settings of the ROS. -

New facilities are needed, but not all settings can

carry more facilities. For eXample; current

- management direction indicates that few new
*+_trails will be built in de51gnated Wilderness areas.
- Therefore, other Forest lands need to be :
A ’exammed for new tra11 opportunmes

25
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Many miles of Forest Service trail are found on
land under intensive timber management. While
~ some users do not object to trails in these set--
 tings, others wish to recreate in undeveloped
areas. Further, trails in these settmgs are sub]ect
to drsrupuon

‘The Forest Serviceland “in between” Wilderness ,

‘and commodity use is classified “semi-primitive.”

* Sometimes called roadless areas, semr-prrmmve
areas can be managed for both motorized and
nonmotorized recreation. Semi- -primitive areas
should be fully utilized for new tra1l construction.

,There is less semi- pr1m1t1ve land than any other
“in the ROS. In the early 1980s, there were about
2.6 million acres of semi-primitive land in the
. natlonal forests of Washmgton Currently, there
are approximately 1.8 million acres (Forest
- Service, 1989). The decline reflects a shift from
. semi-primitive to roaded natural and roaded
i s modified by timber harvest act1v1ty Exammauon
~ and analysis of draft Forest Plans indicate that

 this total could drop to less than 1.2 mllhon acres. -

“in the next three decades

A balanced spectrum of recreauon settlngs needs
to be established and maintained. Therefore,

 there should be no net loss of semi- pr1m1t1ve land.

The Nat1ona1 Park Service reconstructs and
, 'constructs new trails as funds become available.
“Trail development competes with other needs

- and activities at each park. The National Park -

- Service coordinates with adjacent land managers
“in trail projects. For example new trails may be
,bullt along the North Cascades Highway

Corridor from the road to the Park boundary to

provide viewpoints into the Park; these new trails. '

‘would often be on Forest Serv1ce land.

A key constraint on new tra11 construcuon is the
~lack of funds for trail maintenance. Trail -
managers and trail users agree that there is little
- to'be gained by bu1ldmg trails that cannot be
~ adequately maintained. The Department of
Natural Resources is one important trail 5
manager that does not have sufficient funds to -

‘maintain its trail inventory. Both the National

Park Service and the Forest Service have
extensive backlogs of trail maintenance needs

\ statewrde and have closed trails because they

cannot be maintained. -

Fundmg for the reoonstructlon of substandard

trails also remains below management needs.

Reconstruction of substandard trails could be an
1mportant means of reducmg mamtenance needs.’

In spite ¢ of such constramts new construction in
all settings is still desirable. New construction can
reduce pressure on overused tra1ls, draw people
away from highly 1mpacted areas, and reduoe user
conflicts. ~

Many creative 'proposals for new trail construc-
tion have been brought forward by responsible

~user groups. These proposals need to address the

need for long-range maintenance, including
realistic appraisals of the ability of volunteers to
maintain new trails.

When considering new tralls, carrying capacrty

~ for both land and trails needs. to be established by
" 'managing agencies in consultation with user

groups. Limits of acceptable change and use :
densities need to be established to safeguard the -
quality of the trail environment, as well as the

~ quality of other resources that trails might - .~ |

impact. Management tools including permit -
systems, access fees, and trail objectives are -
appropriate in order to protect the rntegnty of
trails and their environment.

A varlety of trail expenences needs to be avail-

able, from the urban to the primitive, recognizing

that each trail cannot accommodate all users.
Action 4. |

Problem: Growing populations and user demands
- are increasing pressure-on all trail systems.

_Solution: Provide more trail opportunities in

populated areas including cities and counties.
Participants: Local agencies, DNR, WSDOT,

- State Parks, user groups, land trusts; assisted by

-TACand NPS’s Rivers and Tra1ls Technical

Assistance Program.

‘Time Frame: 1991-1995.
‘Strategies: Construct new trails to serve

populated areas. Provide technical assistance '
to local agencies. Utilize local option vehicle

ChapterFour |




20090207-1983 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/30/2009

. 5

L‘LActlon 5.

- Problem: Semr-pnmltlve areas h1gh1y prrzed by gy 2
_ trail users, are - rapidly dtsappearlng under the e o

C

: and fuel taxes to fund nonmotorrzed transporta— S Sy
. tion trails and corridors. i
iy Task 1: DNR should complete recreation plans P
- forland managed in King, Snohomish, Pierce,
. Mason, Clark, ‘and Skamania Countres by 1994 R
~ . Task2: IAC and NPS will schedule trail - R
e workshops for local agencies begrnnrng in A
1991, and will bring information on trail fund-‘ RN
ing options,  methods of 1dent1fy1ng appropnate’ B
- corridors, and success stories from c1t1es and T

. ,countres

pI'CSSl:lI'C Of I esource extr aCtIOIl

~ Solution: Retain: seml-prtmrtrve settrngs w1th no

" netloss.
Participants: USFS IAC user groups
- conservation groups, STAC '

~ Time Frame: 1991-1995. , ;
e Strategies Promote recreatronal use of semr- ;

- primitive settmgs through means suchas -
* publicity, signing, mapping, and 1 new trail

development Encourage partnershrps with -
private organizations and nonproﬁt grOups

" Task1: IAC staff and STAC should meet
fannually with USFS Reglon 6 staff and Forest I

~ Trail Coordinators to review the Reglon 6,

2 5-year, Trails Caprtal Investment Plan to

'determme ‘how well the pro gram meshes w1th

- the Washmgton State Trails Plan, and to -
- develop a strategy for how the Reglon 6

- program can complement the Plan. e
~ Task 2: IAC staff should meet by December 1991 g B

- with USFS Region 6 recreation staff and all

Reglon 6 Forest Trail Coordlnators to PreSent SO

~ findings and recommendations of thts Plan
and to discuss 1mplementat1on ‘

- Task 3: USFS will ensure that all Forest tralls )
 that are entered into the Trail Information Sys- i

Stem (TRIS) will have location maps avallable

‘with other TRIS information. .
Task 4: USFS should ask gurdebook authors

and publlshers to continue to pub11c1ze non-
thderness trails to help disperse use and to
‘encourage recreatron in semi-primitive set-

" . tings, and encourage volunteer organizations

. lssues .

i to help burld and mamtarn tralls in semr-

prlmltrve settrngs g

Ay gCommunlcatlon

waealth of 1nformat10n exists for the trarl user STHl
e to answer the questron, “Where can1go to ,
r S recreate on traﬂs"” Among avallable sources are: :

o The Washmgton State Tratls Dzrectory,

- managing trails.

Q ‘The Washmgton Off- Road Vehzcle Gutde a
- directory of areas open to motorlzed ’

- recreation. S R
e Department of Natural Resources Guzde to '
- Camp and Picnic Sztes 1nc1ud1ng trallheads

o and ‘state forest” maps ' o

o e Forest Servrce and Natronal Park Servrce

~ guides to facilities mcludrng trails. These

- two.agencies also operate the joint. Informa- B i

tron Center in Seattle

o Commercrally pubhshed gurdes such as
those publlshed by Mountalneers Books

pubhshed by IAC whrch lrsts agenc1es i et
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- magazine. -
‘@ The Trail Informatron System (TRIS) a

ff computer database ‘managed by the Forest ) i~
" Service: w1th a number of terrnmal/outlets o

statew1de

i v In sprte of thrs wealth of 1nformat10n, up to date

Its relatrvely easyt 10 answer the quest1on

| s s e * “Where can 1go?” It’s sometimes nearly 1mpos- e

i Publ1catrons from user groups such as. the SR
‘;Washmgton Trarls Assoc1atron s Slgnpost

trarl spec1ﬁc 1nformatron continues to be elusrve e

A s1b1e to answer the quest1on, f‘What will I ﬁnd i K ‘

R Is there snow on the tra1l? Are there blowdowns
- er other barr1ers on the route? Is the access road
- washed outor otherw15e difficult to travel" Are
B "brrdges in place or are there water courses that
will requtre fording? - e

PRSI

o ' Some users will not know whom to call for
SRR SR mformatton, not knowmg who manages the land
f,},and tralls theywrsh to use W , -

: . Although some managers belleve that users need
i to accept l’lSk and drscovery as part of the tratl

Sl 1nformatron

e trons, there is roughly a four to : six week lag trme
e in reportmg on-the ground 1nformat10n

- tion: Sometlmes agency personnel are ‘worried
i ,about lrabrhty by provrdmg information or adee

~ and'will be evasive or less than informative. At -
" other times personnel will overstate dangers or
e constramts to “be on the safe s1de

e Actlon 6 :
‘ Problem Informatlon on tra11 opportumtles and
: condttlons 1s often not avarlable 1n a trmely

St manner. .o :
Rt 'Solutlon Estabhsh a state-federal partnerslup 1n

- capacity of the Trarl Informatlon System
s, (TRIS) o
B Partlcrpants IAC State Parks DNR USFS
NPS user groups (such as: Washlngton Trarls

L ~exper1ence many people do demand precrse %

In even the most aggressrve 1nformat1on pubhca-

often 1nadequate for user needs. ot R
Ll Solutmns Work in consultatron wnh user groups 255 e A

" Many users w111 telephone managers for mforma-

= e feasrbrhty of publrshrng gutdes for other trall

cooperatron with user groups to expand the ',

5 ( y tratl gurde by the end of 1995

Task 1: By May 1991, 1AC should meet with

' ~ updates of trail 1nformatton for ex1st1ng and

: Task 3:1AC wrll investigate feasrbrlrty of -

- accurate.

B T1me Frame 1991- 1995

: - rrdrng, and nonmotorrzed boatmg by the end e
. of1992.- . P N
Taskz IAC wﬂl share the Geograplnc Informa-« A

' Task 3: NPS will complete the regronal

Assocratron :Volunteers for Outdoor RO

Tlme Frame 1991-1993 : s
Strategres Include mformatron on as many drf-
ferent agency trails as pos51ble Expand TRIS
. software drstrlbutron network. ‘Encourage
partrcrpatron by user groups and nonproﬁt
- organizations.

USFS Region 6 recreation staff to develop a
- strategy for 1nputt1ng and provrdlng current

" planned trails.
Task 2: IACand USFS will contact user groups
~ and non-proﬁt orgamzatlons by the end of
1991 to identify project partners. - :

; / i ]
|
|

publrshrng a newsletter devoted to 1 trarls 1n
Washrngton State by the end of 1993

Actlon 7 : , ,
Problem Agency-prov1ded maps and gurdes are

to ensure that mformatron 1is usable and

Partrcrpants Managrng agencres (such as USFS
_ WSDOT), user groups (suchas: Mountain .
_Bike Task Force, Pacific Northwest Four- - -

~ Wheel Drive Assocratlon), IAC STAC

Strategres Encourage agencres ‘to form partner-
shrps with nonprofit and commerc1a1 orgamza- :
~tions to produce and drstrrbute maps, and s
gurdes as efﬁcrently as possrble Lplernen

Task 1: IAC will revise and publlsh the
j“Washlngton Oﬁ ~Road Vehicle Guide in consult

* -ation with users, and will investigate the

*uses such as mountain’ brcyclmg, horseback’

tion System- (GIS) trail database with other
“agencies and organizations. °

(Washtngton, Oregon, Idaho) trarl map and

. Creperfow
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i \,?*chsehold'Trail"-Equipmentj
Investment by Actnvnty :

Household Households © ' Investment

Task 4: USFS will ensure that all Forest trails- :

and other trails mapped in the Washington .
State Trails Plan will be added to Forest recrea-

'tion‘maps when the maps are annually updated. o

| ”Economlcs and Fundlng

Trall users 1nvest not only time but money, Wthh
: ,makes trarl use 1mportant to the state’s: economy RS
' _Spec1a11zed equipment is usually needed for com-
- fort and safety on the trail. Based on mformatron
- provrded in equrpment lists submitted by the user
.- group representanves of STAC, it is estimated - -
“that trail users in Washington State havea

current investment in outdoor equrpment of overf ‘

$3.4 billion dollars (Table 4-1). -

~ This dollar ﬁgure may not reﬂect those who

invest in hrghly sophisticated gear:; and who may

have’ multlple items. Further, it is assumed that S
~only one person per household partrcrpates ina

given activity. For these and other reasons the :

~ estimate is conservative,

I Activity . - Investment Participaﬂng. _Statewide
| walking $50 1,323,616 $66180 800 °
" Day Hiking 530 . 801,136 . 424,602,080
Backpacking 720 330,904 238,250,880
‘Mountaineering 850 . 208,992 - 177,643,200 |
Bicycling 450 870,800 391,860,000
~ Bicycle Touring - 5 1,410 .~ 87,080 - . 96,658,800
“Motorcycling Off Roads 3630 208992 . 758,640,960
" 8kiing orSnowshoelng / 740 ' 226,408 167,541,920 |
Snowmobiling: ; 6,070 121,912 740,005,840 |
ey Campmg wnth Packstock; . $11,070 34 832, 385,590,240
’ i v PR RER $3446 974 720
Table 4-1= ‘

* Dollar amounts for the purchase offpassen'ger S

vehicles are not included in this estrmate,

although there is an intuitive connéction between

one’s recreation. behavror and purchase dec151ons

for cars and trucks. The decision to purchase a’
‘ partrcular vehicle is influenced by a variety of - ;
factors not limited to recreation ch01ces Vehrcles

are not usually used excluswely for access to trail -
recreatlon -

Itis true that much of the equlpment purchased 5
*for trail use will not be used exclusrvely for recrea-

“tion. Gore-Tex™ rarncoats are seen-in‘town as
‘well as on the trarl HOWever, itis assumed here

- that the primary motivation for the purchase of.
" the equipment was trail use. Also, equrpment
purchased will be used in more than one act1v1ty

For example, itis assumed that day hrkmg equrp- ,
ment is the foundation for backpacking and .
mountameermg, that bicycling is the foundation

- for bicycle touring. In other words, a backpacker e
s assumed to have the day: ‘hiker’s equipment
* . investment of $531, with an additional invest- -

ment of $716 for overmght gear, for a total invest- ‘
‘ment of $1,247. A mountaineer will have the

e , mvestment of both day hrkmg and backpackmg

‘Issues .

g
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plus another $850 of specrahzed gear such as
ropes, crampons, carabiners, and ice axes. Equip-

" ment has not been “double counted »

' Equrpment 1ncluded in the STAC—provrded lists
ranged from coats, boots, hats, and other items of
clothing; bicycles; sleeping bags, tents, stoves, and
~ Cookware; motorcycles, helmets, and trailers.

Equipment does not last forever, and changes in.
technology will make replacement or upgrading
desirable. A certain amount of 'replacement cost
is to be expected, depending on the amount of
equipment use. leen this, it is reasonable to

_ predict that 10 percent of all the items will be

- replaced-or upgraded per year. At this rate, yearly '_
 retail sales of about $345 million a year: would be

generated

' The investment in trail equipment is sub]ect to
- state and local sales taxes (Table 4-2). Further
~ growth in investment can be anticipated based on -

" the prolected actrvrty growth (see Table 3-2). -

Another way to look at the economic impact of

trails is the amount spent by users for the trail

- trip itself. Anecdotal figures on actual cost per

trail trip have been provided by user group
representatives of STAC (Table 4-3). Most costs
reported are gasoline and food (usually in a ‘

restaurant), though some reported lodgmg and

- Other costs.

A Natlonal Park Service study concluded that
‘visitors to Mt. Rainier National Park in 1985
spent §13 million on goods and services in the

- vicinity of the Park, and nearly $37 million in the
- State of Washington (Aldwell, 1986).

. Atthe very least, the figures demonstrate that

~ people are willing to invest a great deal of money
- for trall-based recreatlon

k Throughout Washlngton State and at all levels of

government, recreation funding has not com-
peted well in the budgeting process (IAC, 1989a).
Other interests have succeeded in commanding

- greater shares of budget allocations in recent
-years. The popularity of trail use and its impor-

- tance to the lifestyle en]oyed by Washington resi-

dents, in addition to the attraction that trails.
have for visitors and tourists, indicate that

.30

Sales Tax from 3
Annual Equipment Sales of
| -$345 Million
| Tax Rate of Generates
4% i $13.8 million
5% © . 17.3 million
6% . 20.7 million
% 24.2 million
8% - 276milion

Table 4-2

~ regular appropriations for trail recreation is an

appropriate government action. This is especially
true in view of the large contribution that trail
users make to the state’s economy.

Federal ag‘encies rely on Congressional -
appropriations. The approprratlons for trails

- within a given agency compete with all other
_activities. The annual budgeting process is a

political process, with competing interests
clamoring for the attention and money of
Congress

Those programs that return money to the
treasury fare better than those that do not. In the
Forest Service, for example, trail: appropriations

- often compete poorly with timber-related road

building appropriations. Some user and conserva-
tion groups have suggested cutting Forest Service

_road building appropriations in order to fund a .
~ higher level of trail and recreation appropriations
(Natronal Trails Coalmon, 1990). : :

“National forests in Washrngton State have

invested many years in produc1ng Forest Plans to

‘guide future management decisions. Draft and

final Forest Plans have recognized the i impor-
tance of recreation, with special attention to
trails. Future funding of trails in national forests,
as a minimum, should be at the levels detarled in
these Plans.’

Chapter Four
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~Inthe nat10na1 parks, trails compete with a11

other facilities for fundmg Each park supermten-

- dent will review facrhty needs and make priority -
decisions concerning the distribution of limited

funds. Naturally, the most pressmg needs wﬂl

; I'CCCIVC the most attentlon

" The federal Land and Water Conservation Fund |
~ (LWCF), appropriated by Congress, has provided
*  Washington State and local agéncies with more

than $50 million since 1965. Federal agencies in
the state have received direct LWCF appropria-
tions of over $78 million in the same period.

- Trails have often been a component of the
| projects funded through LWCF. ‘

- State agencres face a similar approprlatlons

process. Actual dollars for appropriation begin at
the State Legislature and work their way down to
various agencies and programs. ;

~ One rellable source of trail money has proven to
_ be the IAC-managed Nonhighway and Off-Road-
kVehxcle Activities (NOVA) Grant Program. This

program, allocating between $2 and $3 million a
year in grants for recreation projects, is funded
through a portion of fuel taxes returned to -

- recreationists as directed in RCW 46.09.170,

Refunds from Motor Vehicle Fund. The ongmal 4

\“refund’f went exclusively to off-road vehicle ,
" projects, but since 1986 has been apportioned to .

" lssues

Household Trlp Cost of Selected Tra|I Actlvmes
_Activnty Household ;Cost1 . Total Costv’
1 Trlps 1989' - PerTrip ' ofTrips
. DayHiking 3218000“ . $25  $80,450,000 |
Mountaineering : - 254,000 - 40 10,160,000 .
- Motorcycling Off Roads 691,000 75. . 51,825,000
. Skiing or Snowshoeing 879000 - . - .29 10,991,000 |
~ Snowmobiling ' 192,000 . 124 23,808,000 |
Camping with Packstock 87000 50 - 1,850.000
e, SR e T +$179,084,000 | -
: ' As reported by STAC. |
‘ | "  Table 4-3

g mclnde nonmotonzed trail actrv1ty In 1989 385 ,
percent more nonhlghway funds were requested :

than were avaxlable

" For the most part fundmg for the NOVA

,Program comes from a legislatively mandated
_one percent gasoline fuel tax refund. This amount
was established after considering a 1974 Depart-

‘ment of Licensing study which revealed that

 during the study period 4.61 percent of the state’s

motor vehicle fuel was consumed for nonhighway
-and off-road vehicle recreation. Obviously, if a
“higher tax refund percentage were.to'be made
available, the funding shortage in the NOVA
Program mlght be eliminated. -

The Washmgton Wildlife and Recreatlon

v‘ Program (WWRP) was created by an act of the

Legislature in 1990. Building on the work of the |
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Coalition

e (WWRC), the Legislature established the pro-

gram with an initial approprlatlon ‘of $53 million -

.. to the IAC-managed Outdoor Recreation and'
’ ‘Habltat Conservation Accounts. Trails are recog-
- nized through a specific application category in

the Outdoor Recreation Account. Eight specific
‘trail pro;ects managed by state agencies were
-earmarked in the legislation, fora. total

. appropriation of approximately $3.9 million.

In addition, another $3.45 million for local trail
projects funding in fiscal years 1991-92 was

- 31,




20090207-1983 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/30/2009

01 recommended to- the Governor through the
\ IAC-managed Teview process in 1990.

: The magmtude of the funding need for local

- close-to-home trails was underscored’ by grant '
applications from local agencies which totaled -
more than $8 million. Future approprlattons to

~ the WWRP account are 1mportant to the future -
of trails, especially for trails in urban areas and,
trails that connect populated areas.

. Another state fundmg source of interest is the
provision of Chapter 47.30 RCW, Trails and

Paths. This directs the Department of Transporta-

‘tion to expend asa minimum,. ‘three-tenths of

- one percent of all transportation funds, both .~ -~ |

-state and federal, on facilities for pedestrians,
~equestrians, or brcychsts According to RCW

E © 47.30.020 these facilities are to be 1ncorporated

_ into the design of highways and freeways along
~ corridors where such facllmes do not exrst

Chapter 4730 RCW also drrects local agencres

~ . with certain except1ons o expend as a minimum-

~ one-half of one percent on trails and paths. Here

: agam, the trails and paths must be part of the. .-
local agency’s comprehensrve trail or transporta-

“tion plan to be eligible for funds from this source.

- Unfortunately, it often takes smaller local

! agencres many years to accumulate sufficient
funds to pay for meaningful projects.

T RCW 47. 30.030 allows for separate non- -
" motorized facilities in order to mcrease motor

’ vehlcle safety where such nonmototized facilities - §
~area part of an agency S comprehensrve trail and . .
o path plan. -

2 For b1cycllsts and others who are w1111ng to

_ engage in a long-term process of planmng and

budgeting, this represents an excellent oppor-
tunity to fund trarls and paths for transportatlon
‘ uses. ,

: For example, the b1cycle mterests of a g1ven
; commumty could work with planners to ensure
that a system of trails and pathsis designed into .
“the community’ s transportation plan. With the
design in hand, the same interests could then
make the trail/path plan a part of the budget
process for fundmg through WSDOT sources.

32

It 1s possible that an interconnecting route such
as an abandoned railroad right-of-way could be -

- _ funded in'this manner; assuming that such a’

route was made part of an agency’s comprehen-

© sive plan and that the route increases transporta- .

tion safety by segregating motor1zed and"

nonmotorrzed ‘uses.

New sources of revenue for trarls have been

'drscussed for years. Proposals from user groups :

have included trail use permits or licenses, taxes -
on trail equipment, additional fees on horse or

" ORV trailers, and additional gasolme taxes.

,A tax on outdoor equipment was examined by the
- 1989 Washington Wildlife and Recreation -~~~

Coalition report (WWRC, 1989). The report

- - points. out the difficulty of approprrately defmmg ;
* what should be taxed, uniformly imposing the tax,

and hrgh costs associated with collectmg the tax

. Many years of drscussron has produced-no broad s
_consensus on the issue of trail use permits. Some -

people argue that permit systems would be

Chapter Four - -
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unreahstrc and unmanageable Summer use tralls o
. are widely scattered at great dlstances and some- -
. timesiin very remote sites, unlike. Sno Park

system trails which tend to be close to ma]or

“highways or roads. The. result, accordmg to this :
- point of view, would be a system that would ] prove :
- tobe trme-consummg, 1nefﬁcrent -and expenswe '

~‘ 'People counterlng this argument suggest thata -
© permit system controlling parking and trail access:

could be effective. It would not be necessary to '

monitor every trailhead, but only the larger or

more popular trailheads that tend to concentrate

people and vehicles. An attractive feature of park- '
_ing permit enforcement is the presence of agency .
- personnel at popular trailheads which in recent

years have mcreasmgly become the target of

vandalism and theft; the presence of agency pet-.

sonnel could deter such crimes. Addmonally,
those favormg a pay-for-play trail use permit -
contend that an administrative mechanism exists -

» ‘(Sno Parks) ‘that could be e1ther overlard or -
- copied.

; Whatever the source of funds tra11 managers at
ol levels need the support of user groups when
oy competmg for budget dollars. User groups, in -

turn, require channels of communication to .

. managers to ensure that budgets address on- the-
- ground needs..

Further there isa cr1t1ca1 ongomg necd to 4
“educate and inform the Legislature and Congress‘ o

on the importance of trails to the people of
Washrngton State—tralls that need regular

S approprlatrons

Actlon 8.

Problem: The state s Congressronal delegatron: i

d and Legislature are not adequately educated
and informed on the need for mcreased '

o fundmg for trails.

Solution: Educate budget makers on the Value "
and economic contribution of trails and the o
need for trail fundmg ‘ '

3 Participants: User groups (such as: Natlonal

Trails Coalition, Blue Ribbon Coahtlon),
- conservation groups, WWRC ‘

Time Frame: 1991.1995.

“lssues

‘.Strategres Gather statistical ev1dence prepare

- information to educate legislators. Stress the -

S ¢conomic contribution of tralls, mcludmg sales

- and gasoline taxes ‘generated by trail use.

. Develop coordinated, comprehensive and - \

. ongoing ¢ efforts based on common user needs.
“Continue funding support from the state’s

“Outdoor Recreation and Habitat Conservatron e

~ Accounts. Continue to seek support for hrgher

federal appropriations to NPS USFS,  BLM,

*and other federal trail managers. | :
Task 1: IAC should present this Plan to the

Washrngton Congressional delegation, the

- -~ Governor, the Secretary of State, key Legrs-

“lators, and other officials to estabhsh need and

goals by the end of 1991. .

Task 2: TAC will coordinate a. STAC meetrng

 with trail advocacy groups including the
Natronal Trails Coahtron Public Land Users

Socrety, and others to 1dent1fy areas of agree- ,l
ment and needed consensus by the end of 1992

Actlon 9. :
\Problem User groups and managers have not

discovered how to work together effectlvely in.
 the trail fundmg and budgetmg process. -

" Solution: Establish processes to allow user

groups and managers to meet regularly
-concerning budget needs.. -

| ‘Partrcrpants Managing agencres (such as: USFS =
- NPS), user groups (such as: Northwest Motor-

cycle Association, Washmgton Trails Associa-
_tion, Mountaineers), IAC, WWRC, STAC
Trme Frame:'1991-1995. *

Strategies: STAC should meet quarterly and act )

- asa forum for managers and user groups to o

drscuss budgetmg priorities.

Task 1:1AC, in cooperation with STAC wrll
oomprle agency budget process information for '

review and coordination by December 1991.

. Task 2: 1AC will work with participants to-

develop and 1mplement strategies which will -

result in the establishment of a stable source of «

-~ funds for outdoor recreation including trails. -
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: Long-Dlstance Trails and a State |

Tra|I Network

A long-distance tra11 isa single trail or a series of

“connected trails requiring three or more days to -
-~ travel by foot, or a day and a half to travel by a
- motorized vehicle or bicycle.

,Long-drstance trails are 1mportant to the trail-
~ community. A key function of the long-distance
" trail is to connect otherwise distinct or isolated
- trail systems. The Pacific Crest National Scenic
Trail (commonly called the PCT) is the one trail-
~ . link between systems of two national parks and
“four national forests. The John Wayne Pioneer
Trail, following the route of the east-west
Milwaukee right-of-way (sometimes referred to . -

as the Cross-State Trail), is the trail link between

 the Idaho border and the Puget Sound Basin.

Further, long-drstance tralls provide a focus for -
\ the trails community. A trail like the PCT or the
“Cross-State” trail captures the imagination and

presents a challénge, not only in terms of actual - ;

use but in terms of creatmg the long-distance
route, as well.

DevelOpment of long-distance trails should‘ '
-emphasize an evolution that begins at the local
' level. Local trails connected to other local trails
by way of county or regional corridors would
“create long-distance opportunities without the

need to plan and execute the entire length ofa

long-dlstance trarl all at once. -

_ Rail-to-trail conversrons offer an exoellent
- opportunity to add to the long-drstance trail
inventory. Rail-to-trail conversions help connect
_population centers, are useful for commuting,
and have a positive environmental 1mpact (See
- “Railroad Rights-of-Way.”) .

‘Coordmatron of this evolutron of trail systems

~ would result in a true state trails network, with

~ the existing reglonal systems lmked by county and
regional corrrdors

Motorized trail users have expressed concern that
there are no formal long-distance routes for their
use. It may be possible to identify existing infor-
mal routes that can be mapped and signed to -

Task 1: IAC and NPS will schedule trail

prov1de long drstance opportumtles for thls
group.

Actnon 1 0

Problem: Long dlstance trails are needed as'links

in a state trail network, but creating new long- s
- distance trail corridors is costly and time-

consuming.
Solution: Develop local pro]ects that emphasize

- interconnections with other local projects.

~ Participants: Local agencies, user groups (such

as: Washington State Chapter of the RTC,

Rails to Trails Coalition, Backcountry Horse-

- men of Washington, Cascade Bicycle Club),

IAC, STAC, NPS Rivers and Trails Technical , .

Assistance Program, State Parks. : : 8 e
Time Frame: 1991-1995. ; wE Pl o |
Strategies: Accelerate rail-to-trail conversions o

that offer connecting links. Develop partner-

ships with interest groups to promote local

trails. NPS, IAC, State Parks to provide coor-

dinated local assistance. Hold trail workshops

- for local agencies. Hold a biennial trail con-

ference for all managers and user groups.

‘workshops for local managers beginning in

- 1991, to assist local agencies in planning and
development of trail systems and to encourage
appropriate “linkage” between local agency

- trail systems. . -

Task 2: IAC staff will consult with STAC,
- American Trails, NPS, other organizations to
begm conference planning by the end of 1991.

. Task 3: NPS will coordinate regional

(Washrngton Oregon, Idaho) trail plannmg
and mappmg by the end of 1995. :

Action 11.

_ Problem: Development of local and regional

- trails is taking place without coordination or
adequate statewide perspective, preventing -
linkage and hindering creatlon of a state trail -
“network.

Solution: Coordmated p]anmng and mformatlon

sharing following the policies established by
“the Washmgton State Trails Plan. RS SR ly !
Participants: IAC, State Parks, DNR, NPS, L e
USFS, local agencies, user groups (suchas: . ‘

Chapter Four -




20090207-1983 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/30/2009

~ King County Executive Horse Council; Bicycle 2

- Federation of Washmgton), STAC
Time Frame: 1991-1995.

,Strategtes Provide technical assistance programs

for local agencies including handbooks or -
manuals, workshops, conferences interagency
meetings to coordinate plannmg and on-the-

. ground action.’

gy Task 1: JAC and NPS. wrll schedule trarl

workshops for local agencies beginning in
1991, to assist local agencies in planning and
~development of trail systems and to encourage
cooperative tra11 planning among local
_agencies. ‘

. Task 2: IAC staff w111 consult w1th STAC :
American Trails, NPS, other organizations to - -

begrn conference planmng by the end of 1991

~ ,,‘Malntenance

All users 1mpact trarls and contrrbute to the need

for maintenance. However, the most important

consideration for trail maintenance is whether or
not a trail has been built correctly to begin with.-
--Many trails were never designed or constructed
_for the type or amount of use they currently
_receive. Often, trails were created by miners,

herders, and firefighters who simply wanted to

“get from here to there” the quickest way .
possible, never ‘mind the fragile meadow or the -
steepness of the grade or the absence of water-

- bars. -

: 'Appropriate trail design:a_nd construction, includ- -
 ing route location, will do more for the life of a
 trail than any amount of mainténance. Redesrgn
and reconstruction of “substandard” trails is

often needed to prevent resource damage and to ‘
enhance user safety and enjoyment. At the same
time, it is usually important to retain the tra11’

original objective.

. Many users have' suggested that new trail -

construction levels are often set at too hrgh a

" standard. One popular guidebook referred to the
‘Pacific Crest Trail as the “Pacific Crest Freeway”

(Manning, 1980). Users need to work with

' . managers at the plannrng stage to prevent
7 “overburlt” trarls .

‘Issues

Actlon 12

Problem: Federal and state managers have
‘extensive trail maintenance backlogs.

Solutions: Emphasize reduction of mamtenance

~ backlog in next five years, with equal emphasis -
‘on reconstruction of ¢ substandard” trails.

Part1c1pants Managing agencies (such as: USFS, ‘
NPS, DNR), IAC.

" Time Frame: 1991-1995,

Strategies: Set marntenance and reconstructron
as federalyand state agency priorities, consider-
ing new construction when it would support

- the goal of linking systems into a statewide trail

network. (Also see Actron 15 under “Multrple-
Use Trails.”)
Task 1: USFS Regional office will ensure that in-

~ - crements of the 1991 through 1993 trail pro-

gram budgets for Region 6 include emphasis
on trail reconstruction and maintenance within
the constraints of the 1990 Renewable

35
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Resources Plan (RPA) alternatlves and the
Regron s budgeting process.

o Task 2: IAC’s Trall Technical A551stance Manual

- will include a sample maintenance schedule
and suggested mamtenanee levels

; _"'Multlple Use Management

Multlple-use management is management of the

same land base for two or more ob]ectrves

s Untrl reeently, trarls have suffered under the
‘multiple-use concept. Trails were often a minor

consideration in management decisions. Only -

__those trails protected by certain designations
- could reasonably be expected to escape dlsrup-
tion, abandonment or destructron

oy Multlple Use in National Forests. At the end of
 the 1940s, the Olympic National Forest managed
-~ over 900 miles of trail, used prrmarlly for manage-

_ment of the Forest. By 1987, trail use had shifted

to recreation, yet the number of trail miles had -

. fdropped to less than 300 (Olympic National
- Forest, 1987). Most of these trail miles were
‘ ,replaced by forest roads

Itis current Forest Semce polrcy to replace trails
.disrupted by timber harvest. The policy of the Mt.
VBaker-Snoqualmle National Forest reads, in part,

. “Trails interrupted by logging or road construc-
- tion will be restored or substitute trails provrded
50 that mileage of trails in a given area is not '

- diminished. Trails will be kept open, and clear

~ . directions for users provided during 1nterruptmg sy

activities.” (Mt. Baker Snoqualmle Natronal

Forest 1989)

. ‘This pohcy is sometimes overlooked in harvest

management, resulting i ina pub11c perception.
that trails are treated as secondary in manage-

- ment decisions. From the user perspective, trails
cinor ad]acent to timber harvest settings present
~negatives including mileage lost to roads, trail

segmentation when a trail is intersected or “cut”

- byaroad, viewshed destruction, and increased

noise pollution. Many users have suggested | that

. timber and other resource management should =
- not dictate what happens to trails; rather that
) trarls should gurde timber management d_ecrsrons.

* This problem may be nearing solution. A whole '

new focus for Forest Service trails has been

“created through the Service’s Recreation

Strategy. This Strategy was developed to acknow-

‘ledge the overwhelming response of citizens to

- proposed Forest Plans, a response that made it -
clear that the general public sees recreation as
oone of the many important uses of forest lands --
natronally Public response was confirmed by the. -
Report of the President’s Commission on
Amencans Outdoors (1987)

This i isa bold, creatlve and promrsrng change of
 direction. One of the most important features of -

the Strategy is its strengthenrng the position of
recreation in integrated resource management -
decisions. While some continue to be concerned
with the lack of regular appropriations for this
Strategy, it’s important to recognize that the -
Strategy represents a change in attitude. The -

Strategy has given recreation managers ‘the ab111ty< :

. to better compete for often limited resources.-

Multiple Use in State Forests. Lands managed by

- the state’s Department of Natural Resources are

- viewed by many as “muItrple-use” lands. More
prec1se1y, DNR manages trust lands on which

- multiple use can be accommodated as long as the '

uses are consistent with trust land management.
In order to accommodate multrple use such as
recreatlon, the trust lands must be Ieased or i
purchased from a trust. . ¥

Tlger Mountam and Capitol State Forests are

excellent examples of a strong role for recreatron “

- in multrple use of DNR land.

DNR pohcy is to.replace by: relocatlng or reburld-
ing those trails; drsrupted by timber harvestor . -
other trust activities. In effect, there is no net loss
- of trail miles. However, this policy has not always
been communicated to the public. Many users
perceive that. the ‘temporary disruptions are
‘permanent. Further, users do not always- under-
_stand that DNR lands are managed for trust

- purposes, not for retentron of the natural - -

~ landscape users prize. : ' T

Multrple Usei in Other Settmgs Other managers
not formally recognized as “multiple use”
managers can, in fact, practlee multiple use.

. ‘.Ch‘apter Fo‘ur
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These managers mclude local agencres that must_ :
~make decisions through zoning for multlple uses; :
of hmtted land resources. < -

In a local setttng, the pub11c mtght use an infor- : ’. -

mal trarl or route that crosses prtvate land whtle '

When the land is later developed and the trarl

s obhterated the public can. form an 1mpress1on 7
. “that government has somehow fa11ed to protect ;
"7 -the trall ,

‘To help prevent these kmds of sxtuattons trails © -
© ‘mustbe mtegrated mto land use decrsrons at the
local level RS,

Action 13

7 : ;Problem Management activities mcludmg trmber, 2
-~ harvest and road butldrng often d1srupt system SN

-trails in many settings. -

" Solution: Recogntze trails as an equal factor in-

integrated resource management.

BLM, DNR), user groups (such as: Northwest
Motorcycle Association, Washington Trails
~ Association, Backcountry Horsemen), IAC

'~ Time Frame: 1991-1995.

Strategies: Utilize USFS- “Recreatton Strategy

~to strengthen the status of recreation and. trails.

- Communicate and enforce DNR and USFS

- policy to restore and/or replace trails drsrupted ‘
~ - by management activities. Design’ harvests'and
-, r1oads to avoid physical impacts on trails. Pro-

: i,v1de buffers or corridors for trails by leavmg
 standing trees whenever poss1b1e

iy ‘Task 1: DNR will complete and begin 1mp1emen- w

tation of a trail sign plan by the end of 1992.

_ 'Task 2: USFS Regton 6 will revise its Recreatlon o

‘Trail Handbook 1nclud1ng a vision statement -

. witha prov131on that new trailswillbe con-~
’stmcted only in Forest Plan land allocations or

comdors having prescnpttons that comple-~ '
ment and protect the recreatlon trail

' ctnvestment

‘Actlon 14.

Problem Informal trails and paths in cmes and

o , counttes are frequently dtsrupted by develop-

ment actrvrttes

Issues

BN A S

: 3 ,Solutron Estabhsh and protect formal tralls and

comdors

.,'Partrctpants Local agenctes, user groups,

development interests.
Time Frame: 1991-1995.

: Strategles Tralls should be an element of both

“recreation and transportatton planning. Local -

‘agencies should have a policy similar to that

~ found in Action 13. Utilize fee s1mp1e lease
easements, or development mitigation 1 to

establish corridors and trails.

: Task 1: User groups need to map or 1nventory

informal trails and present the information to ; .
approprlate managers beginning in 1991.

: Task 2: Local agencies should work with -

developers to identify and retain informal trails
as'system trails and to prov1de open space and
’, comdors through new developments ‘

$ie Multlple Use Tralls

- Participants: Managtng agencies (such as: USFS {

A “multtple-use” tra11 isa tra11 that provtdes for"
~~more than one type of use. For example, a
“Wilderness trail can provide recreational and -
~ administrative uses and is therefore a multrple-
use trail. Multi-mode trails Jprovide for more than:
. .one mode of travel; a horse-hiker trail is multi- -
. mode,asisa motorrzed trail open to mountarn '
, brcycles and htkers ‘ , : '

In any settmg, multtple use does not' have to
-~ mean all uses at all times on all tralls It can mean

seasonal, apportioned, or sometimes limited uses.
An example of seasonal multtple use is a winter

- trail used exclusively for cross-country skiing that
- in summer becomes a trail for mountain bicycles

or all-terram vehicles in snow-free months

Multtple-use tratls appear attracttve to managers

-and users alike. They give the perception of fair-

~  mnessand efficient allocation of sometimes scarce -
~ resources. However, by allowmg more than one’
'use without regard to compatlbrhty, safety, and

_user expectatrons a trail manager can create a .
“scenario for user conflict which can ulttmately

- lead to ltmttatlons on some users. -

3 -Further, there can be dlffermg expectattons
3 created by. the term multrple-use trarl For

37,
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~example, many nonmotorized"users Object‘to the
presence of motorized vehicles on the same trail,

- while many motorized users perceive the =

- multiple-use trail as the only type available for.

~ motorized use. Some motorized users express the

opmlon that “multiple use” does not exist

w1thout motorized use.

* Trails can accommodate otherwise mcompauble

uses when the levels of use are relatively light.
More heavily used trails, however, are most suc-
. oessful when use is among generally compauble

user groups. Incompatible use leads to user con- -

flict, usually resulting i in the loss of opportumty
for a glven user.

Too often, the des1gn ofa multlple -use tra11 isat

besta compromlse between the needs of dxfferent» '
.- uses, a compromise which can reduce some users’
s enjoyment. For example, a trail “armored” with

. concrete blocks to prevent undue wear by
- wheeled vehicles is uncomfortable for walkmg
- andwill discourage hiker use. |

At times, reconstructlon of trails to differing
standards may result in displacement or recrea-

“tional succession. Displacement is when a given -~

user group chooses to go elsewhere because of
-perceived undesirable changes. The displaced
group may be replaced, or succeeded, by a

- different group. This is espec1a11y true when the -
. level of trail reconstructlon is not almed at
~ established uses.

Unless use levels are light, trail méﬁagement ona
generic “multiple use” basis is not recommended. -

Instead, trail management should be by primary
~ objective, including primary use, for both trail
‘systems and individual trails. Once the primary

- use objective is set for a trail, other compatible
~ uses can be determined. Agencies including the -

- Forest Service are already managmg trails on'a
'pnmary ob]ecuve bas1s ' ‘ ,

| Actlon 15.

: Problem ‘Users are often unaware of manage- -
ment goals such as maintenance standards and
_primary trail objectives; which often leads to
- user dissatisfaction or unmet user needs. -

38

SOlllthll Pub11c1ze trail objectlves and -
maintenance standards. :
Partlclpants. Managing agencies. :

Time Frame: 1991-1995. ;
Strategies: Augment trailhead sign programs to -

inform users about trail objectives, difficulty
level, and maintenance standards. Provide -
information to educate the public on trail
objectives including maintenance levels.
'Promote user-management cooperation to -
establish objectives and standards.

Task 1: DNR will complete and begin 1mplemen-

tation of a sign plan to address these strategxes
by the end of 1992. ‘

‘ Task 2: USFS Region 6 énémeermg group will

revise the Trails section of its Regional Sign:
Handbook to ensure that current recreational -
trail objectives are reflected in the signs to be

~ used on trails in the region, and will encourage
* IAC to coordinate signing techniques to match '

- or resemble Region 6 51gn1ng

Actlon 1 6.

Problem: Reconstructxon of estabhshcd trails
can result in unantlclpated and undesirable
displacement or successmn of established -

. trail uses.

. Solution: Provide new or substxtute tralls

Participants: Managing agencies.
Time Frame: 1991-1995.

" Strategies: Provide new trails or. new routes for
new uses to avoid reconstruction of established =

trails with established uses. Utilize existing
" facilities, including roads, to establish routes
~whenever possible. Target trail reconstruction
standards by primary objectives to avoid com- -
promise standards. (Also see Actions 22 and 23
under “Use Compatibility.”) o5

' Task 1: IAC will conduct a workshop on identify-

ing and marking routes on existing facilities for
uses including mountain bicycles; off-road -
vehicles, and horses by the end of 1991.

- Task 2:'USFS Region 6 will complete revision of

recreation trail management objectives,
primary recreation trail uses, trail settings and
opportunities by the end of 1991. USFS
computerized Trail Information System

Chrapt,e'r’ Four
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i Natural Resources and
Resource Comdors

*Issues

(TRIS) wrll sort tralls on these uses, settmgs
and ob)ectrves S e : :

¥ \Natural resources are often the reason why a tratl.,
- exists: for access to alake, a ﬁshmg stream, the ‘
en]oyment ofa forest ride or walk. Use ofa
- natural resource, however careful, will always
i result in 1mpacts of some kind. Some 1mpacts can e
2 ;'have serrous envrronmental consequences SR

Sz ,Tra11 management must take mto account the S

‘needs of natural resources of a11 k1nds Some - % i

B (szldllfe habitat areas may, not be appropriate: for oy LSRR
~trails. A wetland or riparian area may be excluded . PﬂVate LandS Pl’lVate Concerns U

from trall plannmg because of the need to protect‘f N

i water or ﬁsh resources

"[, At tlmes, tratl uses may compete w1th natural
" resources. The same forest that is popular y w1th v
 trail users mtght be earmarked for timber harvest. :
S Untrl reoently, trails usually lost in the competi- -
. tion for limited resouroes (see"‘Multrple-Use P
- «ff“Management”) : s LA

A natural resource corrrdor 1s a greenbelt or
~ linear open space. Assuch,a natural resource
¥ 'corrtdor could include an abandoned rarlroad
; *arrght-of way, a w11dl1fe migration comdor, ora
‘watercourse. If new trail<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>