
From: Torsten Heycke
To: Jason Minica; Chris Chambers; cill@cot.net; Luke Brandy; Nathan Lewis; Frank Betlejewski; John Williams;

Stefani Seffinger; Shannon Downey
Subject: Information that might help at the next meeting re/contested trail section
Date: Monday, August 10, 2020 8:47:17 AM
Attachments: Screen Shot 2020-08-09 at 8.25.21 AM.png

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Some hopefully helpful Information regarding the trail section under consideration per the
equestrian and biker petitions:

1. Just to be clear, the trail section under consideration is not Snark, but an overlapping
section of Red Queen/Bandersnatch. See: https://caltopo.com/m/F4P3 You can zoom in
to the above map to see more closely the trail names, but I put a screen shot below for
reference with the profile and the direction that Joy has proposed.

The length is roughly .12 miles (according to the Caltopo maps, see above).

2. Bandersnatch was conceived as a pedestrian-only trail and presented to FLC in 2011.
AWTA board member, Nathan Riddle, proposed Bandersnatch as a way to separate
pedestrian traffic from the roughly parallel BTI trail. Rob Cain presented Bandersnatch
before the FLC in 2011.

3. At FLC meetings, Joy argued that Bandersnatch should also be an equestrian trail.
Eventually, after some discussion, the FLC approved the trail in 2012 as both pedestrian
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and equestrian.

4. AWTA worked with FS general trail construction guidelines (e.g., generally 24"
wide...but specifically, Class 3 trails from the FSH 2309.18 –TRAILS MANAGEMENT
HANDBOOK and whatever else Jeff McFarland asked us to do. In subsequent pass-
throughs, we widened some sections for passing, particularly on some turns.

Aside: We think the ~24-inch FS specs work fine--even for multi-use trails--if
they are not close to an urban area with heavy traffic. The specifications for
equestrian "non-wilderness" trails are substantially wider--at least double what we
built.

5. Part of Bandersnatch incorporated a section of what was then called BTO. BTO was a
rogue trail that had some relatively steep climbs and descents. At the time, the future of
BTO was uncertain, but the part we incorporated the section in red above because it was
relatively flat and was on the right trajectory.

6. Much later, Chris suggested that BTO (among other trails) needed to be assessed and
brought into compliance or be decommissioned. Jeff McFarland and I walked the trail
and AWTA did some subsequent work allowing this to be presented to the Forest Lands
Commission as a system trail. The FLC objected to the name BTO because it honored
the rogue trail builder (Bennie) and so AWTA proposed another Lewis Carroll themed
name, Snark. Snark connects Waterline to Bandersnatch and crosses Jabberwocky. At
the time, Jeff suggested that Snark have a provisional bike-ped designation unless there
were conflicts and then the trail would revert to ped-only.

7. AWTA's position on the overlapping Red Queen/Bandersnatch segment is that it doesn't
warrant major designation changes. Yet. There aren't many bikers or equestrians in this
section and there has only been one reported incident (AFAIK). 

If, however, there is an increase in equestrians or cyclists, then we think revisiting this is
merited. 

Torsten



From: Torsten Heycke
To: Chris Chambers
Subject: More FS info on equestrian trails: Space Needed
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 1:34:02 PM

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Hi Chris,

Sorry to barrage you...(I've bolded the relevant sections):

From the FS: https://www.fs.fed.us/t-d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm07232816/page05.htm

Trail Talk

On the Edge

Horses and mules are most comfortable in the track that other stock have trod. They favor the
outer edge of a tread, especially if this ground is less densely packed. Having a 2-foot
shoulder (0.6- meter) of nontread material or a downslope defines the edge to the animal and
rider.

In areas with low development, stock tend to travel about 18 inches (457 millimeters) from the
edge of the tread surface (figure 3–10, A). Riders often guide their animals farther away from
fences or other obstacles because the riders are more comfortable there. The trod area
frequently lies 2 feet (0.6 meter) or more away from obstacles (figure 3–10, B). In areas with a
high level of development, for example between tall structures, stock tend to walk about a foot
(0.3 meter) from the tread edge of a single-lane trail. If there is a 2-foot (0.6-meter) shoulder,
this means they travel about 3 feet (0.9 meter) from the wall or building.

The amount of horizontal shy distance an animal needs in addition to tread width depends on
the trail design. Bill Archibald (personal communication) of the Canadian Equestrian
Federation suggests using reasonable design parameters, based on what is appropriate for
average riders. Too much shy distance may be counterproductive, because a startled animal
that wants to bolt may take advantage of the available space. Experienced stock, under the
control of experienced riders, often get by with 3 to 4 feet (0.9 to 1.2 meters) of horizontal shy
distance. They usually keep within the normal 5- to 6-foot (1.5- to 1.8-meter) tread width
on many horse trails, provided there is adequate clearance on both sides of the tread.
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From: Torsten Heycke
To: Chris Chambers
Subject: Re: FW: Forest Lands Commission submission for meeting
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 1:23:08 PM

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Hi Chris,

This is salient also:

Making Do

Trail corridors—especially in urban areas—are often not as wide as would be ideal for
multiple treads. Planners and designers resort to working with the space that is
available, designing compact trails with multiple treads. Bill Archibald (personal
communication) sketched shared-use trails that fit within converted urban corridors and
residential lanes. The tread widths are shown in figure 3–16. These trail widths only
apply in tight corridors and represent the minimum for shared-use situations—
additional width and more separation between treads would be better. The widths
shown assume that riders and their mounts have at least average trail experience,
and are comfortable in the setting. The recommended minimum width is 8 feet (2.4
meters) for double-track horse trails and 6 feet (1.8 meters) for single-track horse
trails.

(source: https://www.fs.fed.us/t-d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm07232816/page06.htm)

Torsten

On Mon, Jul 13, 2020 at 11:18 AM Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us> wrote:

FYI

 

From: Joy Trevey Lowell <joytreveylowell@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2020 10:01 AM
To: Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us>
Subject: Forest Lands Commission submission for meeting

 

[EXTERNAL SENDER]
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Chris,

I would like to respectfully submit this information to be reviewed by the Board at yout July
14th 5:30 meeting. 

Thank you,

Joy Trevey-Lowell

Public Lands Director

Sourdough BCHO



From: Torsten Heycke
To: Chris Chambers
Subject: Re: FW: Forest Lands Commission submission for meeting
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 1:17:30 PM
Attachments: Screen Shot 2020-03-15 at 7.06.10 PM.png

Screen Shot 2020-07-13 at 12.48.05 PM.png
Screen Shot 2020-07-13 at 1.00.34 PM.png

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Hi Chris,

As you probably know, AWTA tries to generally follow the FS trail guidelines. Our trails are
generally 24-inches wide. Note the width in the pics below for the Forest Service
recommended shared-use trails. Source: https://www.fs.fed.us/t-
d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm07232816/page06.htm
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And here's a pic from the the FS Equestrian Trail Design Guidebook, Source:
https://www.fs.fed.us/t-d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm07232816/page03.htm

Note that the width here is twice our normal trail width.

https://www.fs.fed.us/t-d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm07232816/page03.htm


This doesn't even take into account the steep topography. Equestrians want pedestrians and
other users to step down off the trail for their horses. What happens when a horse meets a
horse on one of our trails? 

Torsten

On Mon, Jul 13, 2020 at 11:18 AM Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us> wrote:

FYI
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From: Joy Trevey Lowell <joytreveylowell@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2020 10:01 AM
To: Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us>
Subject: Forest Lands Commission submission for meeting

 

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Chris,

I would like to respectfully submit this information to be reviewed by the Board at yout July
14th 5:30 meeting. 

Thank you,

Joy Trevey-Lowell

Public Lands Director

Sourdough BCHO
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Providing	Safety	Policies	for	Users	of	Bandersnatch	and	Red	Queen	Trails		(July	13,	2020)	
	
PROBLEM:	
Equestrians	and	hikers	do	not	feel	safe	on	Bandersnatch	or	Red	Queen	trails,	eventhough	both	are	
designated	for	their	use	only,	due	to	bikes	speeding	past	them	on	a	non-bike	trail.		
	
*		Both	Bandersnatch	and	Red	Queen	were	proposed	and	are	officially	designated	by	permit	for	hikers	and	
equestrians	only.			
	
•		Although	Snark	is	a	bike	trail,	no	permit	showing	this	official	designation	has	been	forthcoming	after	four	
(4)	requests	over	the	past	four	(4)	months.	(See	attached	requests.)	
	
•		Snark	Trail	intersects	and	merges	with	Bandersnatch	for	about	1/4	mile,	thereby	violating	
Bandersnatch’s	and	Red	Queens	hiker/horse	only	trail	designation.		
	
•		Bikes	entering	from	Jub	Jub	or	BTI	at	a	grade	of	14%	are	traveling	at	44	feet	per	second,	this	is	before	
they	descend	a	grade	of	45%	as	they	enter	Red	Queen/Bandersnatch	to	reach	Snark.		
	
PROPOSAL:	
Ensure	safety	of	hikers	and	equestrians	and	encourage	their	renewed	patronage	of	Bandersnatch	
by	the	following	changes	in	trail	use	of		Snark:	
	
•	Change	Snark	trail	to	directional	uphill	bikes	only	and	mark	accordingly.	
	
•	Prohibit	downhill	bikes	on	Snark	from	BTI	or	Jub	Jub.		Signage	indicating	“No	Bikes”	
	
•	At	south	intersection	of	Snark	with	Bandersnatch,	add	"Walk	Your	Bike"	sign	.	
	
SUMMARY	
This	plan	allows	bikes	to	go	uphill	on	Snark	(which	is	already	customary),	hand-walk	through	
Bandersnatch	section,	then	turn	left	to	access	BTI	for	downhill	biking	or	to	continue	to	JubJub	and	
then	onto	Road	2060.		Hikers	and	equestrians	can	feel	assured	that	they	will	not	be	threatened	by	
speeding	bikers	on	Bandersnatch	Trail.		
	
Submitted	here	are	approximately	100	signatures	of	those	who	are	concerned	for	their	safety	and	
the	safety	of	others	on	both	of	these	trails.	(See	attached	list	of	signatures.)	
	
Respectfully	submitted	by	Joy	Trevey	Lowell,	Public	Lands	Director,		
Sourdough	Chapter	of	the	Back	Country	Horsemen	
	

			
	
	



SNARK	APPLICATION	REQUESTS	
	
                                                                                                                                                                                                              
 
Chris,  
 
 

Mar 11, 
2020, 2:39 
PM 

Terry and I would like to thank you and the Forest Lands Commission for listening to our safety 
concerns regarding Bandersnatch Trail and its overlap with Snark Trail.  We very much 
appreciate being able to address this issue.  As only three members have listed their 
respective emails on the FLC site, I would very much appreciate it if you would forward this 
thank you to all the members.  Everyone was so genuine.  I also realize that they may have 
questions about the information which I distributed. Would you be so kind as to pass along my 
contact information? 
 
As the Board recommended we will give Jason the necessary safety signage needed to 
approach Bandersnatch from both directions.  We also appreciate being able to revisit this 
issue next month and or again in the near future. 
   
Would you please forward me the submitted application for BTO/Snark? Torsten said it 
was in 2017. I combed all the meetings listed and could not find an application 
submitted nor an approval for this trail by either name. 
 
Thanks in advance for your help. 
Respectfully, 
Joy Trevey-Lowell 
Public Lands Director  
Sourdough BCHO 
joytreveylowell@gmail.com 
541-951-3008 
 
Joy Trevey Lowell <joytreveylowell@gmail.com> 
 

Mar 13, 
2020, 3:25 

PM 

  
 

to Chris, stefani, rick 

  Chris,  
Please send me the minutes from March 10, 2020, Tuesday.   
Also, as a reminder, please send me the application for BTO or Snark trail received by 
the Forest Lands Commission, whenever it was submitted, including the meeting 
minutes when it was approved.  
I have emailed Torsten for Snark or BTO  application, which he said had been approved 
and indicated he was looking at it on his laptop (March 10, 2020, Tuesday, at the meeting). I 
have not received a return email from him either, but hope to soon. 
In the alternative, please put me down for the next Forest Lands Commission meeting in April 
for:  
 1.  Snark: unauthorized/unapproved trail discussion and 
 2.  Bandersnatch Trail, and the safety concerns related to the overlap.  
Twenty five to forty minutes should be sufficient.  
Thanks in advance for your help, 



Joy Trevey-Lowell 
Public Lands Director  
Sourdough  
BCHO 
 
Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us> 
 

Fri, Mar 
13, 4:44 

PM 

  
 

to me 

  Joy, while I appreciate that this is important to you, we cannot drop everything to serve your 
needs as this moment, and especially this moment with corona virus and the middle of our 
controlled burn season (among myriad other issues) this is not a priority and you will have to 
wait until we can address it. Please be patient and I think you will find people more willing to 
help you and your cause. 
  
Respectfully, 
  
Chris 
  
 
Joy Trevey Lowell <joytreveylowell@gmail.com> 
 

Fri, Jul 10, 
9:05 AM (3 
days ago) 

  
 

to Chris 

  Chris,  
Please include in your response to this email, the Chairpersons current email address. 
Thank you, 
Joy 
 
  
 
 
	
	
	
	
	
 
 

Wed, Mar 11, 2:47 PM 

 
 
Torsten, 

  Would you please forward me the submitted application for BTO/Snark? I believe you 
said it was in 2017. I combed all the meetings listed from 2011 forward and could not find an 
application submitted nor an approval for this trail by either name.  I did see where you 
mentioned the name Snark twice in both January and April of 2017, but was unable more? 
Thanks in advance for your help, 
Joy Trevey-Lowell 
Public Lands Director 

 
 



Sourdough BCHO 
 

  
 
Municipal Court <municourt@ashland.or.us> 
 

Mon, Jun 
8, 9:46 

AM 

  
 

to me 

  Dear Joy Trevey Lowell, 
 
Ashland Municipal Court does not handle permit applications or meeting minutes. Your request has 
been forwarded to the City Recorder, Melissa Huhtala. Please contact the City Recorder (541)552-2084, 
regarding your request.  It is not known to the Court whether or to what extent they may be able to assist 
with your request.            
  
        
Thank you, 
 
 
Court Clerk 
City of Ashland Municipal Court 
1175 E. Main St. 
Ashland, OR  97520 
Ph:   (541)482-5214  Fax: (541)488-5586 
 

 



	
	



















Dear Forest Lands Commission: 
 
I am writing representing Rogue Valley Mountain Bike Association regarding your recent 
meeting held July 14th, 2020. It has come to our attention that there has been discussion and 
input from an equestrian user regarding removing mountain bike access in some form on Snark 
trail.  
 
Rogue Valley Mountain Bike Association strongly opposes any reduction in access in trails open 
to mountain biking. Currently we are experiencing a shortage of mountain bike trails in Ashland. 
Mountain bike activity and related tourism is rapidly increasing to the point that there is not 
enough service to meet the demand. Riders are being turned away from our local shuttle 
company due to lack of vans and an understanding that sustainability of our local trail system is 
paramount to any increase in revenue from mountain bike tourism. Restricting access just 
serves to put more pressure on our other well-used trails. 
 
One of the shortcomings of our existing trail system is a viable climbing trail on the east side of 
the watershed that allows bikes to bypass riding on winding city roads that are not only dusty, 
but contain blind corners and don’t create a desirable way into the trail system. Even so, traffic 
on Snark remains a fraction of what we see on other trails due to its difficult nature. It does, 
however, create an uphill option for advanced riders favoring cross country riding and technical 
uphill riding, as well as a downhill route for those who don’t want the higher speed, flow trail 
experience of BTI and Jabberwocky.  
 
Interactions between mountain bikers and hikers remain, for the overwhelming majority, 
extremely friendly. Snark is designed in a way that keeps speeds low due to the difficult nature 
of the trail, and those using it are primarily local riders. The trail is simply not appealing to the 
tourists who come to ride here, and data from Strava, a good marker of trail use, would strongly 
support this. 
 
To sum it up, RVMBA has not received any complaints or heard of any user issues between 
mountain bikes and other user groups. RVMBA strongly advocates for keeping current access 
in place, unless an equitable alternative is proposed and accepted.  
 
With mountain biking currently contributing a large share of tourism in Ashland, RVMBA’s 
history of volunteer work, and working relationship with the U.S.F.S. and the city of Ashland, we 
believe losing or restricting access on Snark and the route to Ashland Loop Road is a poor 
suggestion from a user group not representative of current trail use numbers, and not an 
appropriate consideration at this time. Additionally, a member who attended a meeting earlier 
this year reports that signage stating horses may be present on the trail was considered, 
however we have not seen signage stating this yet. Education through signage seems like the 
most appropriate response in this matter. 
 



We are always available to participate in the discussion, answer questions, and contribute to 
FLC meetings as we do represent a large share of users affected by FLC decision making. 
Thank you for your consideration of our letter and your continued service in keeping our 
watershed safe, sustainable, and enjoyable for users. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Casey Botts 
RVMBA  
 
 







































August	9,	2020	
	
	
To	whom	it	may	concern,	
	
I’m	writing	to	express	my	opinion	on	the	Snark	Trail	discussion.	
	
As	an	avid	equestrian	and	mountain	biker,	I’m	in	a	unique	situation.	I	don’t	like	seeing	any	
trails	closed	to	anyone	at	anytime,	but	I	feel	like	this	is	a	matter	of	what	is	appropriate	and	
fair.	
	
Snark	Trail,	formerly	BTO,	was	built	by	mountain	bikers	and	is	primarily	used	by	runners,	
hikers,	and	uphill	mountain	bikers.	It	makes	an	absolutely	perfect	loop	for	me	and	my	dog	
on	a	bike	ride:	up	Waterline	to	Snark,	then	down	BTI.	I	personally	would	hate	to	lose	that	
option.	
	
Now,	from	an	equestrian	point	of	view	…	Snark	Trail	is	steep	and	narrow,	and	I	would	
NEVER	ride	my	horse	on	it.	There	is	absolutely	nowhere	to	pass	anyone	if	I	were	to	meet	a	
hiker	with	or	without	a	dog.	There	is	nowhere	to	go!	It	is	a	dangerous	trail	for	horseback	
riding.	
	
I	currently	board	at	Laura	Stuteman’s	Rising	Hope	Barn.	Rising	Hope	is	the	largest	
equestrian	barn	in	the	Ashland	area	with	forty	horses	residing	there.	I	have	interviewed	
every	boarder	there,	prior	to	writing	this	letter,	and	none	of	them	ride	in	the	watershed,	for	
several	reasons:	
	

1. Parking	trailers	is	difficult	and	there	is	not	much	space	available.	One	four-horse	
trailer	and	truck	needs	approximately	six	parking	spots	with	easy	loading	and	
unloading	access,	as	well	as	a	spot	to	easily	turn	around	or	back	up.	

2. The	watershed	is	steep!	It	is	hard	on	horses	and	most	people	are	just	weekend	
warriors	so	their	horses	are	not	conditioned	to	that	level	of	riding	difficulty.		

3. Multi-use	trails:	downhill	bikes	and	horses	simply	don’t	mix.	Period.	Furthermore,	
runners	and	hikers	do	not	appreciate	horse	poop	on	the	trails.	

4. We	have	many	other	better	and	more	appropriate	options!	The	PCT	trails	around	
here	are	amazing	for	horses.	Also,	Lily	Glen,	Emigrant	Lake,	the	Monument,	Green	
Springs	…	all	are	much	better	choices.	

	
Thanks	for	reading	this	and	considering	my	unique	point	of	view	from	both	the	mountain	
biker	and	equestrian	perspectives.	
	
Best,	
	
Suzanne	O’Daly	
	
180	Timberlake	Drive	
Ashland,	OR	97520	
suodaly@gmail.com	
(831)	233-1435	
	



From: Milo Shubat
To: Chris Chambers
Subject: Snark trail access - proposed change
Date: Sunday, August 9, 2020 2:40:09 PM
Attachments: image003.png

[EXTERNAL SENDER]
Chris,
I am writing to you in regards to the FLC consideration of the proposed trail use change to Snark trail
in the lower Ashland Watershed. As a 20 year Ashland resident and avid hiker and mountain biker, I
wanted to make sure you hear from a trail user who finds this single user group request for usage
change an overreach. I have seen the deliberate and thoughtful development of the lower
watershed trails over the last 20 years and can appreciate that here are a growing number of users
with what is essentially a fixed number of trails to choose from. In that time, I have seen fewer
equestrian users and  what appears to be a slight increase in hikers and bikers. With the advent of
segregated (by user group) trails at several areas of higher congestion, the overall increase in trail
users has not felt like a strain to the trail system. As a hiker walking on a section of singletrack trail at
2-3mph, I can appreciate what it feels like to see / hear an approaching bicycle at anywhere from 5-
15+ mph. Fortunately, the areas where there are multi-user trails (hike/horse/bike or hike/bike) are
generally relatively 'open' trails with good site-lines (at least 150'). Currently, the section of Lower
Red Queen / Snark / Jub Jub is the only portion trail I am aware of that has access by all 3 trail user
groups - hike, horse, bike. As such, it has the potential for user 'conflict' in as much as it is a relatively
narrow section of trail, however, in the 700' of trail, there are no sections of less  than 150' clear
visibility, and the grade / trail width do not encourage speed in excess of 5-7mph for the average
bike user. While it is a bit of a bottleneck in cases of high concurrent trail usage, I regularly ride my
bike 2x weekly along this section of trail (weekdays) and have never encountered more than 4
hikers, even fewer bikers and never have I seen (in person or visible signs of) a horse. I have also
hiked this section on weekends, when I am more likely to see hikers, very seldom bikes and never
any signs of horses.
 
I can appreciate that some horse riders may be reluctant to use a trail open to them because of
concerns over perceived 'conflict' with other trail users - in particular bikes as they may create more
of a 'panic' reaction on the part of the horse. This is an inherent risk that would come with choosing
to ride on a multi-user trail section - hikers could also feel a similar concern for the potential
'conflict' with a faster moving bike. We all have these concerns, and I feel that the majority of the
trail users in the lower watershed appreciate that care must be taken and consideration of other
users when using the multi-user sections of the trail network is part of using these trails. In the few
times I have encountered horses on the lower watershed trails, I have stopped / dismounted and
made contact with the rider before proceeding if told to do so by the rider or otherwise allowing the
horse / rider to proceed while I waited alongside the trail. I do essentially the same with hikers I
encounter. The interaction of different users is part of a mixed use trail system and is not necessarily
'conflict' that needs to be remedied with restricting a particular trail user group.
 
In my experience riding bikes in the lower watershed, Snark is one of the least used trails by bikes.
Horses are not allowed on Snark for the obvious reason that it is a very narrow and in places steep
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trail unsuited to horse travel. Red Queen is not open to bikes for the obvious reason that it is meant
to be a primary access route to the Lamb Saddle area for hikers and horses - bikes have other shared
/ bike only trails to / from the same area - pulling the users apart to avoid 'conflict' is working fine.
The petitioner's proposal for the restriction of Snark to uphill only as well as requiring bikes walk the
700' section from where Snark leaves Lower Red Queen until it reaches BTI (700') is an overreach.
Bike traffic in either direction along the overlapping section of trails in question has the same impact
/ effect on horses - making that section hike-a-bike would certainly slow down bikes, but the bikes
are already moving slowly in that section because it's currently multi-user. Making Snark one way
uphill from Waterline is a red herring in this situation and seems unfair in particular when you
consider it is being proposed by the minority trail user group and would have no impact in itself on
the perceived conflict under consideration.
 
I am hopeful that the upcoming FLC meeting will allow time for more in-depth discussion of the
views / needs of the other trail user groups who regularly use the lower watershed trails and have
found the current user designations to be satisfactory.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
 
Milo Shubat
 
 

www.ashlanddesignsolutions.com
 

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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From: Emily Trivette
To: Chris Chambers
Subject: Snark Trail
Date: Monday, August 10, 2020 9:34:40 AM

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

To Whom it May Concern,

My name is Emily Trivette and I have lived in this area for over ten years. Myself and my family have been hiking,
biking and riding horses on all the trails Ashland has to offer, including the Alice in Wonderland trails above Lithia
Park, where we get to enjoy some of the best world class mountain biking on the planet. It is a true privilege to be
able to use our trails in a safe and effective way, bringing many people from across the country and the rest of the
world, to our small area of Southern Oregon.

I am also an equestrian with over twenty five years of experience in the arena, and on the trails. I am a true adherer
to the rules, and I know what it is like to share trails with hikers and mountain bikers. I have ridden my horse all
over southern Oregon, with Lilly Glen being my favorite spot.

To take a horse up the trails above Lithia Park, is not necessarily a fun thing. With the restrictions to manure pickup
(Its nearly impossible to dismount, scoop the poop, remount with a giant bag of poop and continue on) and the
amount of traffic on the trails, its just not worth it to trailer my horse up there. I understand it, and I respect it. I
choose not to ride up there, because there are way better places to go that are just as close. I leave those trails to the
hikers and bikers, and I am happy to do so. Its a choice I make based on the information and experiences I have had.

That being said, its a choice a LOT of equestrians have made. We have access to thousands and thousands of trails
all over Southern Oregon that are PERFECT for our sport, but are not conducive to mountain bikers or hikers
because they are not made for those specific sports. I hike Bandersnatch, Snark, Red Queen, Wonder, Jub Jub,
Caterpillar, Toothpick and the Lewis Loops trails four to five days a week consistently and I have done so for the
past five years. I have only ever seen one horse and rider EVER in that entire time, and the feedback was because of
the manure pickup it wasn't worth it. The trails above Lithia Park are tailor made for hikers and bikers. Thats their
purpose. Do we share them with equestrians? Of course we do and we are happy to do so. Should an entire trail be
made obsolete to mountain bikers just so a few horse and rider teams can ride up it without worrying about a bike
coming up behind them? Absolutely not. We as equestrians have a lot more choice and variety than the mountain
bikers and hikers in our area. To close off a vital trail to mountain bikers because of a few people who choose to ride
their horses on these trails is not a good idea. We all know as horse people, what these trails are like. Its all about
freedom of our own choices. Horse people know inherently what is and is not safe for their own particular mount.
Snark is a shared trail that rarely sees a bike, and even more rarely sees a horse. To make more rules to control our
beautiful, free trails, is just hindering us as people who all just want to get outside and use the amazing bounty in our
own backyards. Sometimes we all have to make a choice about where we ride, hike or bike, and thats a luxury we
are lucky to have.

I personally believe that creating more rules to cater to a single, small demographic such as equestrians on the
Wonder Trails above Lithia Park, is a grave mistake and will only add to the stress and strife we are all experiencing
as a community during this time of a pandemic. Please keep Snark a multi-use trail, with the same rules as it has
always had. We all follow them to the best of our ability, but to give precedence to a handful or people over a huge
community, is not something I can stand behind.

There are a lot of other, better places to ride your horse if you don't want to be surprised by mountain bikers and/or
hikers. Way more places for horses than there are for mountain biking or hiking.

Thank You,

mailto:emilytrivette1@gmail.com
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From: Rick Landt
To: Chris Chambers
Subject: Re: Map to help write motion
Date: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 11:21:21 PM

Hi Chris,

I have been thinking about the trail issue related to the attached map and before I am inclined
to support another rule that won't be followed, I would like answers to the following:

1) What is the carrying capacity for miles of bicycle trails/square mile in steep granitic soils?
2) What is the carrying capacity for miles of hiking trails/square mile in steep granitic soils?
3) What is the carrying capacity for miles of equestrian trails/square mile in steep granitic
soils?
4) What are the standards in terms of width for equestrian trails?
5) What are the standards and recommendations for commingling hikers, bicyclists and
equestrian users?
6) What are the implications if an outside, non-governmental organization is responsible for
maintaining signs that contain rules enforced by the governmental body?
7) What research has been done to quantify the amount of erosion currently caused by
Ashland Watershed trails?

Sincerely,

Rick

From: Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us>
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 9:34 AM
To: Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us>
Cc: ashlandjohn@gmail.com <ashlandjohn@gmail.com>; Betlejewski, Frank
<frank@ashlandcreek.net>; Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us>; cill (cill@cot.net)
<cill@cot.net>; downeyshan@gmail.com <downeyshan@gmail.com>; Jason Minica
<jason.minica@ashland.or.us>; Katie Gibble <katie.gibble@ashland.or.us>; Luke Brandy
<bonsaigoat@gmail.com>; Marty Main <mmain3@mind.net>; Nathan Lewis <dyjobu@yahoo.com>;
Rick Landt <commissioner_landt@external.ashland.or.us>
Subject: FW: Map to help write motion
 
Commissioners, here’s input from AWTA on the trail proposal discussed at yesterday’s meeting and
deferred until next meeting for a motion and vote. Remember to avoid group emails about this as
that can create a quorum and unnoticed and illegal meeting.

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=CB7C611E36EF4D23A3F1A0BE83A765D0-COMMISSIONE
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Chris
 

From: Torsten Heycke <Torsten@ashlandtrails.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 8:03 AM
To: cill@cot.net; Chris Chambers <chris.chambers@ashland.or.us>
Subject: Map to help write motion
 
[EXTERNAL SENDER]
Chris, Cil,
 
Here's a map online with screen shot below with the trail area in question. The directional arrows
depict the allowed bike traffic per Joy's recommendation. (To add to the confusion, the trail is really
a combination of Red Queen and Bandersnatch...but historically the stretch was part of Snark (BTO)
before Bandersnatch and Red Queen existed.)
 
According to Caltopo, the distance in red below is .12 miles and you can see the profile below. You
can call it uphill, but it is really rolling.
 
I want to re-iterate that Joy's proposal suggests that bikers walk their bikes in the indicated direction
and I can virtually guarantee that most (all?) bikers will NOT do that.
 
I want to also re-iterate that if even a small number of Joy's petitioners actually ride Bandersnatch,
then we will have a huge problem of a different sort. As Joy described, 1000-lb animals on a 20-24"
trail pose a challenge for the trail itself as well as anyone they encounter.
 
As it stands, very few equestrians ride this section and very few mt bikers ride it as well. It's really a
rare problem...if a problem at all. The solution may create the problem.
 

https://caltopo.com/m/F4P3


Screen Shot 2020-07-15 at 7.47.59 AM.png

 
Torsten
 



Emily Jane Trivette



Trail Use Dogs
Approx. distance 

from photo (miles)

Alice in 

Wonderland
Bike Yes 0.3

Alice in 

Wonderland
Multi Yes 0.1

Bandersnatch Hiker, Equestrian Yes 0.1

Bandersnatch Multi Yes 1.7

BTI Bike No 0.6

Gryphon Hiker Yes 0.2

Jabberwocky Bike No 0.4

Jubjub Multi Yes 0.1

Red Queen Hiker, Equestrian Yes 0.3

Red Queen Multi Yes 0.1

Snark Bike, Pedestrian Yes 0.2

Waterline Bike, Pedestrian Yes 0.4

4.5



4.5 trail miles / 0.2 square 

miles = 22.5 miles of trail / 

square mile







General Safety and Trail Use Protocols 
 
1. Stay on the trail. Overland travel can be dangerous and harmful to ecosystems. 
 
2. On multi-use trails: cyclists yield to pedestrians and everyone yields to 
 equestrians. 
 
3.  Obey trail designations (e.g., pedestrian, equestrian trails, mountain bike only 
 trails, etc). 
 
4.  Respect wildlife. 
 
5.  Respect private property. 
 
6.  Do not use off-trail switchbacks even if they exist. 
 
7.  Pack out your trash 
 
8.  When meeting a horse: 
  • Move off the trail on the downhill side. 
 
  • Quietly greet the rider in a steady and calm voice asking if you are ok where 
   you are. 
 
  • Stand quietly while the horses pass. 
 
 
Cyclists 
 
1.  Stop your bicycle for equestrians. 
 
2.  Slow down on hidden corners. 
 
3.  Stop for pedestrians when descending steep grades. 
 
4.  Warn others when passing or when sight distance is limited. 
 
5. Do not ride muddy trails. 
 
Dog Owners 
 
1.  Keep your dog on a leash and under control at all times. 
 
2.  Clean up after your dog. 
 



3.  Carry out your dog waste. Never leave bagged dog feces along the trail even while you 
 complete your hike. 
 
Equestrians 
 
1.  Clean up after your horse and carry out the waste. 
 
2.  Do not ride horses at a pace greater than a walk on muddy trails. 
 
3.  Cross creeks and wetlands only in designated areas to guard against adverse landscape 
 impact. 
 
 
 



In recent years, Forest Service and City personnel, as well as casual trail users, have noticed a 
sharp increase in the number of visitors to the greater Ashland Watershed (USDA FS, 2014). 
This recent escalation has impacted user experiences, strained natural resources and created 
parking issues at trailheads on City lands. Increased use combined with the existence of 
unsigned trails and unsanctioned, user-created trails has generated confusion and tension for trail 
users. 
 
The current management trend is to identify trails on City forestlands for specific uses or, in 
some cases, multiple uses depending on user demand and natural resource management 
objectives. Sanctioned and sustainable trails are regularly repaired, signed and maintained while 
unsustainable trails are eliminated. In addition, trail managers try to create a challenging 
and positive trail environment where some users are not motivated to build 
unsanctioned trails (McFarland, 2015 personal communication). 
 
In 2011 the Ashland Woodland Trails Association (AWTA), a local nonprofit organization, 
developed their own master plan which listed the current state of the trails system, uses, 
concerns, conflicts and management recommendations (AWTA, 2011). As new types of trail 
usage arise within the recreation community with the inevitable attendant concerns, 
the various interested parties in Ashland are continually working together 
on developing adaptive management solutions to protect and enhance the 
valuable resource of Ashland Watershed forestland trails. 
 
Trail use in the City forestlands include: hiking, trail running, equestrian use, and mountain 
biking. The purpose of regulating trails for specific uses is to reduce user conflict, enhance user 
experience and to protect natural resources by promoting trail sustainability. 
 
Hikers and their impacts are typically concentrated closer to trailheads and are affected by 
parking availability. The heaviest use occurs on the lower reaches of Road 2060 (both ends) and 
on the BTI, Alice in Wonderland, White Rabbit, Toothpick, Jabberwocky, and Caterpillar Trails 
(USDA FS, 2014). 
 
Trail running has gained popularity more recently and this use often starts on City forestlands 
and extends to the Forest Service trails. Trail runners may start in the city itself and access Forest 
Service trails in the upper watershed via City forestland trails with trail runners looping via 
multiple trails. Other runners park at City trailheads to begin their runs. The trail running 
community has a history stretching back several decades of organizing weekly group runs which 
start in downtown Ashland and may include 10 to 20 participants. 
 
User Conflicts 
 
Conflict happens in recreational settings when a user’s expectation and desire for a positive 
recreational experience are not met. Such conflict occurs more frequently with increasing use 
and multiple use (USDA - FS, 2014). Conflict may arise between users in the same or different 
user groups. User conflict is experienced uniquely by individuals. What one individual deems as 
appropriate and an enjoyable recreation experience can be judged by another user as an 
unacceptable and unfulfilling recreational activity. 



The primary user conflict in the Ashland Watershed is between downhill mountain bikers and 
pedestrians (hikers, runners, and dog walkers), and to a lesser extent, equestrians (USDA - FS, 
2014). Pedestrians have reported becoming startled and fearful of near misses by extreme 
downhill mountain bike riders. The 2006 Ashland TMP also identified off-leash dogs, dog waste, 
and untenable noise as sources of user conflict between user groups (City of Ashland, 2006). It 
should be noted that the proximity of City forestlands to private residential property also creates 
potential user conflict between homeowners and trails users. This conflict is generally comprised 
of noise and visual disturbances, as well as perceived threats of trail-user created wildfires and 
the use of City forestland trails to establish transient camps in the broader Ashland Watershed 
(City of Ashland, 2006 and City of Ashland, 2014). 
 
User conflict may be mitigated by creative trail design and by regulating the type of use on 
specific trails. According to the Forest Service, “…inadequate trail design can contribute to 
conflict because of inadequate sight distance, sharp switchbacks, narrow trails directly down the 
fall line, and overall inconsistent design on a particular trail” (USDA FS, 2014). 
 
User conflict generally increases on the Ashland forestland trails closest to the city. The Forest 
Service has identified the east side of Ashland Creek, in the vicinity of White Rabbit trailhead, 
on the Alice in Wonderland, White Rabbit, and Caterpillar trails as having the highest user 
conflict. 
  
City forestlands that have experienced high user conflicts include the area below the BTI Trail 
where the Waterline Trail meets the Bandersnatch and BTI Trail intersections. The City sees an 
opportunity for ways to lessen user conflicts when new tie-in trails are developed to connect with 
the Forest Service trails in their Ashland Trails Project. 
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