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January 8, 2014 
 
RE: Teanaway Community Forest Recreation Planning 
 
Dear Teanaway Community Forest Advisory Committee, Washington Department of Natural Resources 
and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife: 
 
The Access Fund, American Alpine Club, American Whitewater, El Sendero, Evergreen Mountain Bike 
Alliance, The Mountaineers, Washington Climbers Coalition and Washington Trails Association - all 
human-powered recreation organizations in Washington State – come together as a coalition on issues 
relating to recreation, access and conservation. As the group Washington Outdoor Alliance we represent 
more than 34,000 members who undertake human-powered recreation on public lands here in 
Washington state. We respectfully submit comments regarding the creation of a management plan for 
the Teanaway Community Forest. 
 
For many years the land of the Teanaway Community Forest offered year-round recreational 
opportunities that included snowshoeing, cross-country skiing, hiking, mountain biking, trail running, 
paddling, camping and backpacking. For that reason our organizations were pleased by the state's 
purchase of the Teanaway Community Forest, ensuring the long-term protection of the land, water, and 
low-impact recreation of this incredible area. During the summer, non-motorized recreation was and 
remains the primary legitimate recreational use of the greater Teanaway area. Additionally, there is the 
potential for significantly enhancing these non-motorized recreation opportunities while continuing to 
protect the watershed. 
 
We feel strongly that preserving this land as a predominantly non-motorized forest during the summer 
will serve the recreational needs of the largest portion of the outdoor community. For most of our 
members the noise, fumes and direct trail impacts, such as trenching, from motorized recreation will 
significantly reduce the quality of the recreational experiences that they are seeking. Research shows 
that when significant motorized use is present, it tends to displace most other recreational uses.1 There 
are few other locations in Kittitas County that offer such easily accessible and exclusively non-motorized 
trails.  
 
We are pleased to see that the Jan 7th "Motorcycle Recreation Draft" has specifically included a 
directive to "address displacement concerns expressed by other user groups" and that this was carried 
to the Management component of the draft Recreation Criteria.  However neither of these drafts give 
any consideration to the extent of recreation opportunities that already exist on the broader landscape 

                                                        
1 USGS Environmental Effects of Off-Highway Vehicles on Bureau of Land Management Lands: A Literature Synthesis, 
Annotated Bibliographies, Extensive Bibliographies, and Internet Resources. Section 2.7.3 Types, Sources, and Effects of 
OHV User Conflict. 

 
 



 
 
 

outside of the Teanaway Community Forest.  Rather than treating the Teanaway Community Forest as if 
the goal is to find ways of incorporating all recreation, it should be viewed first and foremost as an 
opportunity to balance the tremendous need for quiet, muscle-powered, recreation. 
 
As representatives of recreational users, and many that face access challenges of their own at times, we 
do not take a position to restrict access to other users without careful deliberation. That deliberation 
includes the impact on our users, the relative number of users from each group affected, and an 
evaluation of other opportunities already available. In this case restriction is the appropriate position, 
and to support this we offer the following for your consideration:  
 

1. There is a critical shortage of non-motorized trails around Cle Elum and Kittitas County. Within 
the 625 sq mi centered around Cle Elum (a square of 25 miles on each side, see attached map) 
there are only 17 miles open to mountain biking, 20 miles for equestrian, and 36 miles 
exclusively for hiking.  

2. There is no similar shortage of trail open to motorized use around Cle Elum and Kittitas County. 
According to data compiled from the USFS trails list and geodatabase there are 271 miles of 
motorcycle trails within 625 sq mi centered at Cle Elum. Within 2500 sq mi (50 miles by 50 
miles) this increases to 445 miles of motorcycle trail and additionally there are over 160 miles of 
roads, double track, and trails specifically designated for 4WD or ATV. Within this same 2500 sq 
mi there are only 47 miles of non-motorized trail open to mountain biking - despite mountain 
biking being one of the fastest growing trails activities in the state. 

3. According to the 2013 Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan2: 
a. 51.0% of Washington residents participate in "Hiking - Trails" 
b. 24.4% of Washington residents participate in "Bicycle Riding - Trails" 
c.  2.7% of Washington residents participate in "Off-roading-Motorcycle - Trails" 
d.  5.2% of Washington residents participate in "Off-roading - ATV/Dune Buggy - Trails" 

4. Despite having 5 to 10 times greater participation rates, our non-motorized recreationists have 
only 1/5th to 1/10th as many miles of trails to use that are free of motorized vehicles. 

5. When ranking the importance of activity by surveyed recreation providers, "designated 
motorized trails" ranked at the bottom -- #45. With zero providers ranking it as of "high" or 
"medium" importance. Meanwhile "un-surfaced trails" (i.e. dirt trails) ranked 3rd with 42 
providers ranking it as "high" or "medium." (#1 was picnic areas, #2 was equipped 
playground/play areas).3 

6. Many studies have been done that document the effects of ORV use on other recreationists, 
both direct and indirect. From one literature review: 

a. Trails: "Compaction and erosion caused by off-road and all-terrain vehicles reduce the 
quality of recreational trails and require expanded management efforts to develop and 
maintain safe, usable trails."4 

b. Recreation Impacts: "One of the most contentious impacts of ATVs is their conflict with 
non-motorized users including hikers and cross-country skiers. The noise and intrusion 
of the modern world into nature (particularly in distant or secluded areas) compromises 
the enjoyment of many user groups." And "the increasing numbers of visitors using 

                                                        
2 2013 State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, Full Report, WA Recreation and Conservation Office, p. 182 & 183 
3 Ibid, p. 
4 Environmental and Social Effects of ORVs: An Annotated Bibliography and Research Assessment, Nov 2000, p.14, available 
online at http://www.nature.nps.gov/sound/assets/docs/ohvbibliogVT00.pdf  

http://www.nature.nps.gov/sound/assets/docs/ohvbibliogVT00.pdf


 
 
 

motorized vehicles for recreation, though, creates significant environmental 
degradation and social conflict with other recreationists."5 

c. Wildlife Impacts: "Wildlife are negatively impacted by the presence and noise of ATVs, 
ORVs, and snowmobiles, although some mammals (deer, for example) may become, 
over time, habituated to these vehicles."6 

7. Conflict between recreationists is often viewed through the framework of "goal interference 
attributed to others behavior"7. This conflict is more common between ORV users and human-
powered recreationists. 

a. "Feelings of conflict often occur among quiet users when they hear motor vehicle noise, 
witness acts of great speed and/or reckless behavior, smell exhaust, and see visible 
environmental damage. This all leads to reduced opportunity and displacement of non-
motorized recreationists from places they would normally frequent."8 (emphasis added) 

b. This "displacement effect" of non-motorized user is further evidenced "where trails are 
designated as multiple-use, heavy motorized use tends to cause other trail users to 
pursue opportunities at other locations in order to realize the desired experiences. 
There are numerous examples of non-motorized recreationists being displaced or 
leaving an area altogether where motorized use is common."9 (emphasis added) 

c. Best Management Practices recommended to reduce conflict include: 
i. Designate motor-free Quiet Use Zones in both backcountry and front-country 

settings that emphasize wildlife needs and relatively low-impact recreational 
activities.10 

ii. Ensure that ORV use does not preclude meeting the demand for hiking, 
equestrian and other non-motorized recreational uses.11 

iii. Do not locate ORV routes on trails, areas, or watersheds primarily used by 
hikers, horseback riders, mountain bikers, hunters, birdwatchers or other quiet 
recreationists and sportsmen, particularly those routes where unmanaged use 
has lead to motorized encroachment on non-motorized trails.12 

iv. Match ORV use to the available management and enforcement capacity 
(funding and staffing). This will assure that resources exist to guarantee 
adequate legal enforcement along all routes.13 

8. We can state from personal experience and the comments from our communities that the vast 
majority of motorcycle trails in the Cle Elum area, such as the Manastash and Taneum, are 
considered to provide not just a subpar recreation experience for our users, but are frequently 
avoided by human-powered recreationists. The reasons vary from not enjoying the interaction 
and sound pollution to the trails themselves being unusable by many mountain bikers because 
of erosion or trenching. 

                                                        
5 Ibid, p. 20 
6 Ibid, p. 16 
7 Jacob and Schreher, Conflict in Outdoor Recreation: A Theoretical Perspective, Journal of Leisure Sciences, Vol 12 (1980), No. 4, 
p. 368 
8 Switalski and Jones, Off-road Vehicle Best Management Practices for Forestlands, Journal of Conservation Planning, Vol 8 
(2012), p. 20, available online at http://www.journalconsplanning.org/2012/JCP_v8_2_Switalski.pdf 
9 Ibid, p 21 
10 Ibid, p.20 
11 Ibid, p. 20 
12 Ibid, p. 20 
13 Ibid, p. 20 

http://www.journalconsplanning.org/2012/JCP_v8_2_Switalski.pdf


 
 
 

9. Creating opportunities that will attract new non-motorized participants will maximize the 
economic benefit of recreation to the local communities and the county. Given the tremendous 
amount of OHV trail mileage in the area, the incremental benefit from providing additional OHV 
trails in the Teanaway Community Forest would be small. However the creation of a primarily 
non-motorized trail network would have much great potential. In fact, a well-designed and built, 
non-motorized trail system could become a destination-quality area for mountain biking on par 
with Bend, Oregon; Oakridge, Oregon; or Squamish, B.C. The financial impacts are significant: 
Oakridge receives $1.2M of spending from only 2 weeks of mountain biking special events14, and 
Squamish received $1.7M of spending from non-local mountain biking during a four-month 
study.15 

 
The Teanaway Community Forest provides a unique opportunity for low-elevation, readily-accessible 
recreation. A well-designed trail network will provide healthy outdoor recreation opportunities, and 
economic benefits to the local communities and Kittitas County in general - as well as draw visitors from 
much of the Puget Sound to the nearest eastside destination for recreation. 
 
Consistent with this background and the mandate for the Teanaway Community Forest we would like to 
make the following recommendations: 

1. We ask for a predominantly non-motorized, summer-trail network with attention given to 
maximizing the spectrum of benefits to users through appropriate trail classifications. This could 
include trail restrictions where necessary to ensure minimum conflict and significant attention 
to creating beginner and family-friendly trail recreation. The details of recreation should be left 
to an agency-led Landscape Recreation Planning Process. 

2. The extent of motorized recreation that should be allowed is a very significant management 
question that has implications for every other aspect of the Forest, from water quality to law 
enforcement to user conflict. We believe it is the obligation of this Advisory Committee to state 
a position on how much motorized recreation should be allowed rather than leaving this 
question to be answered by a Recreation Planning Process.  

3. We support an evaluation of the existing USFS trails currently open to motorized use. If the 
impact of motorcycle use is found to be consistent with, or can be mitigated to be consistent 
with, the watershed and habitat goals of RCW 90.38.130 then we recommend working to allow 
continued motorcycle use on the Teanaway Community Forest only for the purpose of 
connecting to these trails. 

4. We strongly recommend that no additional summer motorized access be allowed in order to 
provide the user experience that non-motorized users are in need of in this area. 

5. If this Advisory Committee is not willing to take a position that recommends no expansion of 
summer motorized recreation then we ask that you direct any future Recreation Planning 
Process to specifically include an assessment of existing recreation opportunities (to include 
mileage, quality, and accessibility) on the broader landscape outside of the Teanaway 
Community Forest with the intent to address recreation with the highest unmet need first. 

 
 
 
 

                                                        
14 McNamee, Main, Hashimoto, The Economic Effect of Mountain Bicycle Events in Oregon, 2013, p. 4 
15 Sea to Sky Mountain Biking Economic Impact Study, WCMTBA, p. 14 



 
 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to give input on the future of the Teanaway Community Forest. For our 
membership of over 34,000, keeping the Teanaway Community Forest as predominantly non-motorized 
during the summer is incredibly important to provide a recreation opportunity that is otherwise in short 
supply. We urge the Teanaway Advisory Committee to carefully consider our input. 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
Andrea Imler, Advocacy Director, Washington Trails Association 
Eddie Espinosa, Northwest Region Director, American Alpine Club 
Glenn Glover, Executive Director, Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance  
Gus Bekker, President, El Sendero Backcountry Ski and Snowshoe Club 
Joe Sambataro, Northwest Regional Director, Access Fund 
Katherine Hollis, Conservation and Responsible Recreation Manager, The Mountaineers 
Matt Perkins, Washington Climbers Coalition 
Thomas O’Keefe, Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director, American Whitewater 
 
cc: 
Tom Flynn, Regional Director, Outdoor Alliance 



 
 
 

 


