Subject: Re: Recreation Plan
Date: Mon, 14 Jan 2002 22:02:31 -0500
From: Jon Sundquist <jsundqui @buffnet.net>
To: Dave Sinclair <dmsincla@gw.dec.state.ny.us>

Dave Sinclair wote:

>

> Jon,

> Thanks for making the trip to Syracuse the other night, to give us your
> comments on the plan. As | nentioned, once we gather all the coments
> and get a sense of where people are at, we can sit down and di scuss the
> nmountai n bi ki ng section

> A thought occurred to us, as we evaluate the comments we’'re getting from
> nountain bikers; we're wondering if people are nisinterpreting the plan
> regardi ng bike trails.

> The "existing trails" as listed on page 200, we intend to keep open and
> the "proposed trails" on page 202 will be new additions. So when we

> finalize the plan, the bike trails will include the "existing " plus

> "proposed" trails. Based on the feedback we’'re getting, sone of the

> nountai n bikers, nmay have interpreted that the "proposed trails" wll

> be all they are left with when the plan is finalized. W do want the
> correct information to be circul ated however nmaybe we did not nmke that
> clear in the plan.

Thank you for the information. As | have pl edged before, I will make
sure that as accruate as possible information get out to all who are
responding to the plan.

We appreciate the plan's designations of either "existing"” or "planned"
trails. Further, we realize that you are in a difficult situation
devel oping this plan. As Howard Beye correctly pointed out in Syracuse,
your first responsibility is to protect the resource. Beyond that
starting point, you then have many conpeting interests fromdifferent
users that you have to balance. As we have nade clear, there are but
rare situations where bicycles should not be allowed on any trail that
is suitable for hiking froma resource protection standpoint. And we
support the closure of trails that are inherently unsustainable.
However, given the conpeting pressures you are under, we realize the
need to work with you to devel op sone sort of conpronise situation. |
believe that is what you were getting at during our brief conversation
in Syracuse when we tal ked about solitude in the forest. | interpreted
your discussion to refer to the "State Forests Wthout Designated
Recreational Trails" section of the plan because | had recalled it

designated those 29 forests as trailless because "Many people ... go to
the state forests to seek solitude" (p. 21) (no, | couldn’'t have recited
it frommenory that night -- 1've read the whole plan but haven't

menorized it verbatim) But what | think now you were referring to was
acconodati ng people who don’t want to see bicycles on the trails because
of personal preferences. Wile | argue that that preference shoul dn’t
outwei gh the preference of many to not to be told to | eave their

bi cycl es
at the trailhead, | realize the need to conme to certain conpronises
on the final managenment plan. | am sure we can work out sonething that

may i nclude designation of sone trails as not open to bicycles, even if
they are conpletely sustai nable, based solely on sonme users’



pref erences.

The one issue that by its binary nature can't be conmpromni zed upon is the
plan’s intention to change the managenment policy from

open-unl ess-desi gnated-cl osed to the other way around. This issue is by
far the nost inportant issue, and overshadows entirely how nmany specific

nmles are designated as "existing" or "proposed". | can not

over emphasi ze our concern over, or the depths of our objection to, this
proposed managenent policy reversal. It is the single nobst inportant
revi sion that needs to be nade before the plan goes final. | wll be

submi tting a conprehensi ve comment package later this week, but briefly,
here are some of the reasons we so vehenently object to this proposed
change i n managenent :

- We are concerned that the DEC does not have an adequate inventory of
the trails in the state forests. Neither the "existing" nor the

"proposed" lists in Appendix 6 covers the anpbunt of trails that | know

to exist, and | don’t even get to Region 7 that often. And no, these

are not trails that have been nade by cyclists. They are trails that

have been there for years. There will be cyclists who have been riding
responsi bly for years on sustainable trails that suddenly find they are

| aw br eakers because nobody stuck up for his or her trail

- Cyclists will be required to go only on trails that the DEC foresees
as attractive loops. | made ny comment about Robert Frost at the

neeting not because | ama literary scholar, but because it just struck

nme as so relevant. Never again can a cyclist explore the trail |ess

travel ed when he or she comes upon it in the woods. Mybe it is just a
spur trail that nobody ever thought would be taken since it just dead
ends. Maybe few knew it was there. Maybe it even has a few wet spots,
but if it genuinely is so unused, then the ocassional user will not
impact it in any measurable way. Maybe they woul d never take it again
because it wasn’t very scenic. This is too nmuch freedomto |ose, and
can only be justified if it were significantly inpacting the resource.
Per haps because the plan itself assunes that for the typical cyclist
"enj oyment of the surroundings is secondary” this tremendous |oss was
not apparent when the draft plan was witten.

- Thi s designation conciously or unconciously will lunp bicycles in the
same category with horses and notorized users in some people’ s m nds,

even though they naturally belong in the sanme group as ot her

human- powered users of trails. This is inappropriate and we object to

being included in that category, even if we are not included

explicitely.

As | have said above, we are willing to sit down and di scuss what sort
of revised mountain bicycle section should be included in the fina
plan. W are sensitive to the various pressures you get from other user

groups, and will take that into consideration in our discussions. The
only issue that needs to be at the basis of the managenent plan is
retaining

the current open-unless-closed policy. | look forward to di scussing

this further with you when nore coments (including mne!) are recieved.

Jon Sundqui st
| MBA State Representative
NYMBC Chai r



