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Fix the road  
 
In the last 10 years the parks department resurfaced the road from the Mt.Spokane Park 
entry gate on hwy 206 to the Saddle (the snow mobile parking lot).  They left the rest of the 
road past "lodge one" to the "lodge two parking lot" to continue to deteriorate. That part of 
the road was far worse than that part which was resurfaced.  
 
I lived at the condominiums at Mt.Spokane and used the high way repeatedly. That part of 
the road left to deteriorate caused the front suspension of my car to need to be replaced for 
$2400, even as I tried to miss all the pot holes.   I and others repeatedly asked the parks 
department to repair the road.  The response was the parks would try to get it in the "next 
year's" budget.  Now at the parks meeting at the Shadle Park Library, after 4 years, you are 
saying the same thing, "next year we will try to get money in the  budget to fix that terrible 
part of the road".  
 
Please get that approximately 1 mile of road resurfaced. 
 
Bear Creek Lodge. 
The Bear Creek Lodge can be improved for much less money than the park's department cost 
suggested to put up a new building with far less floor space. When the Bear Creek Lodge was 
open I was able  to report wrecks on the road at the Bear Creek Lodge. Since the park has 
taken over the Lodge, phone service to get help is further away.  The current Bear Creek 
Lodge is quant and historic, and can serve as a venue for groups as the Bear Creel Lodge, and 
Micham's barn down the road, served in the past. Micham's lodge and the Bear Creek Lodge 
are both closed now.  The Bear Creek Lodge was providing a service until the parks 
department bought the facility. 
 
Please make the facility at Bear Creek Lodge a place for the public.   
 
Please acknowledge receiving this correspondence. 1 

 
Comment 1. Phase 3 Project Actions, p. 39: The description of action, "Phase 3 Trail 
System Enhancement Package" lacks detail that was incorporated for other project 
actions. Washington State Parks (WSP) should edit the description to state clear goals, 
needs, vision, and considerations. The lack of clarity causes me to question what WSP 
means when they say "realignment" and "heavy maintenance," as well as what 
considerations should be made for existing and future mountain bike use. The 
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description should note that considerations should be made to maintain and preserve 
existing and future mountain bike use, the existing trail rating per International Mountain 
Bike Association (IMBA) standards, and what is meant by realignment and heavy 
maintenance or what the outcome of those activities would be (e.g. prevent trail user 
conflicts with added line of sight but maintain existing IMBA trail rating, etc.).  
Comment 2. Project Detail - Summit Road Renovation & Roadways, p. 41: WSP shares its 
vision on Page 29, using descriptors like "views," "preservation," "proximity," "family-
oriented," "variety of experiences," and "low-key." WSP acknowledges that, "The summit 
is a popular summer attraction for visitors and a necessity for park management, to 
serve summit infrastructure including communication tower lease sites and the Vista 
House...the feedback received was clear that retaining this access is important for the 
visitor experience and should be a continued priority for the park." Yet only one of the 
outlined options adheres to the public's consistent feedback on maintaining Summit 
Road access. The Summit Road provides a wide range of meaningful recreational 
activities - hiking, biking, camping, picnics, summit views, wedding ceremonies, 
huckleberry gathering, etc. Many of these activities take place off of the Summit Road 
due to its unique accessibility, which is a pointed goal of WSP's vision with Mount 
Spokane State Park. Removing this road from public access would limit accessibility for 
a range of community members, including people with disabilities and families. It is 
interesting that WSP finds that spending millions on a new "Park Gateway" is a better use 
of funds than renovating and maintaining the Summit Road for public access. A park 
gateway will not bring visitors - the recreational opportunities will. While WSP maintains 
that 75% of park visitors use the park during the winter season, WSP conveniently does 
not assess the money spent by the other 25% in trail investments, park passes, Vista 
House rentals, Bald Knob campground rentals, and money spent by area visitors in 
Spokane in the summer. While 25% of trail users may not be the majority, cutting off 
access to some of the most popular reasons to visit for that 25% only serves to transition 
Mount Spokane to a winter-time only destination and that point, WSP should be more 
transparent about its long-term vision and should consider that some of these projects 
would be moot if visitors can't take the Summit Road. Additionally, in the other outlined 
options, WSP suggests a shuttle or lift access. It is unknown if any other WA state park 
currently operates shuttles like the one suggested, and if WSP does not operate any 
shuttles, then it is unclear how WSP would do this to preserve existing access and 
address the overwhelming public feedback received during public comment periods. It is 
concerning that this is an outlined option yet WSP did not demonstrate its ability to 
operate a functional shuttle service for a state park. Lift access is unclear - WSP 
suggests that Mount Spokane Ski & Snowboard Park would operate the lift for summit 
access in this outlined option. This leads to the assumption that summit access would 
come with more fees, would be limited in time of access due to park staffing, operational 
hours, and maintenance needs. This also does not address that much of the lift 
maintenance is performed seasonally, which would be during summer time access. Lift 
access is also limiting to the range of people that it can serve vs. direct vehicle access to 
the Summit Road and parking lots, again making it more difficult for accessibility. 
Overall, WSP's description of the Summit Road Renovation project is lacking, unclear, 
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and overwhelmingly rejects public feedback with the majority of presented options to be 
evaluated during feasibility. The description gives no estimated project cap maximum at 
which renovating and maintaining public access on the Summit Road becomes 
"unfeasible." It does not outline considerations to be made during the feasibility 
evaluation about revenue loss from limiting or removing public access on the Summit 
Road. It does not outline even a point at which the road would be preserved or removed 
for access, leading the reader to wonder if Bald Knob accessibility could be 
compromised. The description does not address money already spent on recreational 
opportunities served by public access of the Summit Road - WSP has spent money with 
non-profit organizations to create and maintain trails that would be impacted by this 
decision. It does not address how this project could significantly impact the outcome 
and success of other listed projects - if recreationists cannot shuttle to the top of Mount 
Spokane, cannot pick huckleberries off of the Summit Road, cannot visit the Vista 
House, etc., will they need new or renovated trails or will they stop visiting altogether? It 
does not even address a visitor/vehicle count to better evaluate use of the Summit Road, 
while other projects include this activity. I recommend that these points be considered 
and addressed transparently in the final master plan, and that more weight should be 
given to the existing public feedback that requests maintained direct public access to the 
Summit via the Summit Road, rather than weighing discussion towards options that limit 
access. 2 

Thank you for the extensive and excellent work that went into preparing this important 
and substantial document. It clearly reflects a mountain of effort and affection for 
sustaining and enhancing cherished resources. In that overall frame, I offer the following 
comments to improve the final master plan. 
 
First, the MSSP draft master plan provides excellent statements regarding tribal (cultural) 
significance, need, and thematic goals. However, the park history discussion of skiing is 
inappropriately almost exclusively focused on downhill skiing, with only passing 
references to nordic skiing. This should be changed, since nordic skiing has been going 
on at MSSP significantly and for as long as downhill skiing has taken place there. Also, 
many past and current users of MSSP use the nordic trails throughout the year that do 
not use the downhill facilities. This is confirmed by the separate discussion of the current 
Nordic Trail System and Selkirk Lodge ("NTS&SL").  
 
Second, with the above background, the Vision Description on pages 29-30 must be 
revised to add a new paragraph on the importance and value of maintaining and 
improving NTS&SL, and their associated parking lot for year-round use, which would be 
consistent with the overall park vision. This should be at least as long as the existing 
paragraph on the Ski and Snowboard Park.  
 
Third, in Chapter 3: Goals and Policies, Goal 2, Policy 3 should be revised to expressly 
reference maintenance and improvement of NTS&SL, since those provide an even better, 
all-season "low bar" for entry into outdoor recreation than the concessionaire-fee based 
winter-only downhill area, even if they add paid summer lift-chair access. 
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Fourth, consistent with all the above, I applaud the inclusion high in Phase 1 Project 
Actions - Years 1-7+ of the Nordic Center-Selkirk Lodge Modernization and 
Enhancement, including all referenced elements therein. This is reinforced by the good 
Project Detail discussion of that. 
 
Fifth, in Phase 3 Project Actions, in addition to or in lieu of the proposal for a rental cabin 
pod, I suggest including location and development of an additional "warming hut" within 
the NTS. The location should be sufficiently spaced away from Selkirk Lodge and existing 
huts, but well within the area for ease of ski/hike-in, ski/hike-out. This would be a 
valuable addition and could be used year-round, like the other existing warming huts. 
 
Sixth, in the Project Detail discussion of phase 1 for the Park Gateway Development, I 
applaud the proposal to salvage portions of the existing Bear Creek Lodge if feasible. 
Similarly, the Project Detail discussion of the Nordic Center is excellent. I also support 
maintaining public summer access to the Summit Road and the redevelopment of walk-
in-only campsites at Bald Knob. 3 

Please keep the vista cruiser chairlift it’s my favorite way to get up the mountain in the 
winter time. I love this chairlift. 4 

What is the point of having the public comment on the master plan when the state park 
and mt. Spokane 2000 are going to do whatever they want anyway? Over 90 people 
submitted comments to save bear creek lodge from demolition and also to keep the 
historic vista cruiser chair 1 from being replaced. But here you are going against the will 
of the public. The people have already spoken! but you will NOT LISTEN! Save the vista 
cruiser and bear creek lodge! Mt. Spokane 2000 and state parks took a huge financial 
loss this ski season and hopefully will not have the funding for several years to 
implement this horrible plan that goes against what the public wants. 5 

Keep Bear Creek Lodge. It's an icon with history. Mt. Spokane is an important state park. 
We see millions going into renovations elsewhere. Do the work, look for matching donors 
and grants, even the legislators. It can be a destination, a quality ELC, museum, event 
center. The tube hill and campground already has infrastructure in place. The 
campground is way nicer than bald knob for RVs. Horseshoe pits. Apartment to rent. You 
can even put walk in dry cabins on the ridge and dispersed tent camping in the summer 
next to the lodge. The interior is beautiful. It's old, classic and cozy. Expensive to fix 
probably, but worth it. You restored Fort Canby. Hundreds of parks. Why are you wanting 
to tear down this lodge? Putting up an ugly replacement is not good stewardship. I am 
beginning to think that the people in Olympia just don't give a damned about anything 
special in eastern Washington. The quote always "it's just not worth it. " So our icons and 
history aren't worth it is what I hear. And the lack of care and vision has me frustrated and 
scratching my head. You knew exactly what you were getting into when you negotiated 
purchase of the property. I was so excited and happy. I didn't like the previous owner but 
at least he kept it open. And he could do a lot with a million dollars. Develop a budget 
and a 5 and 10 year plan restoration and keeping this unique historic icon. It's part of Mt. 
Baldy, the CCC, plane crashes, the original lodge at the ski area where Rulon Downer lost 
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his life, and that's just the history. The lodge can be central towards cross country skiing, 
rentals, convenience store, museum selling Wash State memorabilia, snowshoeing, 
additional snow tubing for families, downhill skiing accommodations, spring, fall and 
summer gathering place, extra parking, site of hiking, and an educational event center. 
And you want to tear it down because it's "cheaper" to do this. Where is your guts and 
hard work and vision? I bet if it was near Seattle, you could easily find the money. So do 
it. Restore the lodge and do what's right! 6 

I lived in Spokane, and skied Mt Spokane on the historic Vista Cruiser chair lift for five 
years.  
The Vista is the heart and soul of Mt Spokanes operations. The masses of newer and 
beginner skiers and snow boarders are over in the main area by lodge two, where the 
easier trails and lifts that service those areas are busier and fuller. In my time there, chair 
2 was taken down for an overhaul in the middle of the season, over loading chair 3 for the 
easier trails.  
In my experience, the wait time for chair 3 was always the worst. I made it my mission to 
stay away from that area due to the heavier traffic and wait times in lift lines.  
It’s my belief that this money could be best served by upgrading the capacity of chair 3, 
to service the better part of visitors to the mountain. This would help with lift wait times, 
and help get more people on the mountains 7 

I reviewed the Master Plan and agree with the recommendations. 8 

Please keep the rerouting of Trail 110 and 140 as a priority in Phase 1. Presently there is 
no way for the majority of MTB riders to climb a trail from the (old)park entrance. 110 is 
too steep for most riders for about 1/4 mile. Trail 120 has a long steep climb Nic named 
the Wailing Wall, again too steep. Lower 290 is one way down. No one climbs 140.  
Presently MTB riders climb the paved road to Lower Kit Carson (1.5 miles) then they take 
Lower kit Carson to the trails. MTB riders love single track but pavement, not so much.  
Also, there is a gross misconception that Trail 140 is ridden bi-directional. No one climbs 
up 140. Also, no one climbs 182. Unfortunately, some of the subject matter experts are 
giving the state misinformation. I recommend that an unbiased state employee ride 
these trails and give an honest assessment. Perhaps a Park Assistant like Cory or Shawn. 
9 

Vista cruiser should not be replaced it should be restored and cherished for future 
generations. Replacing it will gut the heart and soul of the ski hill 10 

Do not replace Vista cruiser restore it like they did with the chair at mad river glen 11 

Bear creek lodge needs a second opinion and inspection from a few different 
contractors. Building a new park entrance when there is already an awesome historic 
lodge is ridiculous. Do you ever listen to the people? 12 

The Need to pave the parking lot at the ski hill should be the first priority! And Not taking 
down the chairlift at lodge one. It should remain in place if anything it should be placed 
on the historic register. if it’s not broken don’t fix it 13 

Please Move the tubeing hill back down to bear creek lodge. Keep the current lodge and 
have overnight accommodation for out of town ski race teams. Fix the parking lots and 
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also keep all the current chairlifts. Pretty shure they were all built in Spokane so why not 
keep them? 14 

I request that we preserve mountain biking in the park and to adopt strategies and trail 
design to minimize conflicts with uphill traffic. I have been biking on the hill for over a 
decade, and my favorite trails are 290 and 140. I would like to maintain access to all 
other trails as well, including 110 and 100, and to not limit our access. 15 

After reading the comments on the last survey from October it looks like the majority of 
the people want to keep and restore bear creek lodge to its former glory and keep chair 1 
and also expand/update Selkirk lodge? But the master plan seems to just ignore what the 
public wants. Kinda brings me back to memories of the 30$ car tabs we all voted for 16 

I believe replacing chair 1 [vista cruiser] is NOT the best course of action! With regards to 
the 5 riblet chairlifts on mt. Spokane, chair 1 has Been updated and upgraded with the 
most current technology of them all. The engineering of chair 1 allows for full speed 
operation of 500+ feet per minute in sustained winds of up to 45+ mph. As per current 
ANSI code we could run a double chairlift at up to 550 feet per minute. The current 
skytrac triple chairlift northwoods maximum allowable speed is 500 fpm. 50fpm slower 
than chair 1. Chair 6 is also more susceptible to be shut down when wind speeds reach 
30mph. If we replace chair 1 with a new triple or quad it would surely be put on hold or 
shut down completely because of wind speeds much more frequently than the current 
chair 1. If anything chair 2 and 3 should be replaced and the parts from them should be 
used to recondition and restore chair 1 vista cruiser to its original glory! Replacing the 
vista cruiser and chair 4 hidden treasure would be a foolish move in my opinion. Why 
erase Spokane history? 17 

Hello! 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment. I have been heavily involved in the 
development of trails at Mount Spokane. Paul will know who I am. 
 
I was hoping to provide comment regarding future development at Mount Spokane. You 
guys have done a great job with the draft master plan and alternatives A and B. 
 
I have seen the park use evolve over the years and obviously climate change is playing a 
huge role. In my opinion and recommendation there should be limited investment and 
winter activities as we see this year. The climate will continue to evolve and the viability 
of long-term winter activities seems extremely questionable. 
 
In regards to trails for summer activities limiting use for any specific user group seems 
counterproductive. For example, example There is a proposal to eliminate mountain 
biking from upper 110. I have used that trail many times myself and have done 
maintenance and trail clearing. It would be a big loss in order to lose access to that trail. 
 
The focus should be on developing additional trails specifically in more remote areas of 
the park, which have very little current activity 
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Also in areas where shuttling is not available. Obviously shuttling bikes and hikers 
creates additional traffic and damage to the trails. Thus building additional trails away 
from the main Summit Road should be a focus of the plan. 
 
Trail development can be done by volunteers and does not cost much money and is a 
huge asset to the community. Lift serviced trails in the summer seem like a simple 
opportunity with very little cost. Revenue can’t be generated from tickets as well as 
concessions. 
 
Although for myself lift access is not a huge priority. 
 
so I guess the summary of my comments are additional trail development multi use for 
everyone which does not cost much as well as setting aside some sort of funding or 
budget for trail maintenance. I have spent hundreds of hours maintaining those trails and 
they need constant work which takes time and resources. Thank you for the opportunity 
to comment and I look forward to continuing to have access to this great resource in 
Spokane. 18 

I would like to see some more winter fat bike trails or sharing with the XC ski trails. It 
would be nice to have more camping available also 19 

I have several concerns about the draft plan. I will first go through the specific proposals 
and then try to tackle the management issues. 
 
1. Phase 1 trail system enhancement should include the Trail 100 East realignment. It 
should not wait until Phase 2 because it is an existing trail that is too steep and badly 
eroded. It should therefore take priority over any new trail construction (as should the 
upper Trail 290 professional reroute). 
 
2. The junction between Trail 130 and the KC Loop Road west of the CCC cabin is 
severely eroded and should be a very high priority for repair. Supposedly that project was 
approved several years ago. Both the upper Trail 140 and lower 140 realignments should 
also occur in Phase 1 (not Phase 3) because they are long term existing erosion 
problems. Upper 140 was poorly rerouted by Evergreen, and lower 140 was originally 
built by members of BCH who did not understand sustainable trail building. These 
problems should not wait another 12+ years to be corrected. Additional options for 
realignment are now open and should be considered because of the Bear Creek Lodge 
purchase. 
 
3. The proposed bidirectional bike trail that supposedly parallels the paved road is really 
problematic. This definitely should not be in Phase 1 and should at least wait until 100E 
is rerouted. Preferably it should be relegated to Phase 3 to provide more time to assess 
more practical options for uphill bike travel. It should be possible to direct uphill bike 
traffic onto Trail 110 to the KC Loop Rd and then up 100E, making a new trail 
unnecessary. Trail 110 is already used by uphill bikers, but the current 100E is much 
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more difficult. Ideally 110/100E would be the one-way up for bikes with lower 290 being 
the one-way down. At a 5% grade, the proposed trail would need to be about 5 miles long 
(about twice as long as the paved road with its 9% overall grade), which is just too much 
new trail, especially for the limited number of people who want it. Plus it will need a ton 
of switchbacks. Judging from the poor maintenance of lower Trail 290, Evergreen will not 
be able to adequately maintain this additional long trail. We don’t need more trails in the 
park (with the possible exception of a lower 140 and 110 link to complete a loop that 
does not include Hwy 206)! We just need to improve and make better use of the trails we 
have (Goal 4 Policy 4). The emphasis should be on trail sustainability and functionality for 
everyone, not just mountain biking “needs.” 
 
4. There is no justification in the plan for yet another trail to Quartz Mtn. Before such a 
trail is included in the plan, that reasoning needs to be clearly spelled out. I can see no 
need for it, especially in such an important wildlife area where there are already too 
many trails. The trail to Horse Mtn from Quartz should be rerouted so it’s not so erodible, 
and I definitely agree that the Horse Mtn area should be reclassified NFA so bikes and 
horses are prohibited to minimize erosion. 
 
5. With regard to Ragged Ridge, the highest point is at 4917’ which is the very first peak at 
the main timberline. The main rocky outcrop further south is at 4893’. According to our 
original trail plan and the Ragged Ridge Management Plan, the hiking trail will be 
maintained to the south summit at 4560’ in Section 12, which represents more like 80% 
of the ridge (not 40%) if “the ridge” is defined as extending to the south property line. So 
this statement in the draft is inaccurate: “Maintain sustainable, hiker only trail between 
Quartz Mountain Trail and the high point of Ragged Ridge.” The “existing trail” also needs 
defining in the plan. 
 
6. The fat biking section is not clear. I’m reading it to say that winter fat tire biking will be 
restricted to groomed snowmobile trails (and presumably the lower KC Loop Rd), which I 
think is great. However, winter bikes should not be allowed on ungroomed, single track 
trails where summer mountain biking is allowed. That activity is incompatible with 
snowshoeing. More than once I’ve been startled and nearly run over by fat bikers silently 
coming up behind me and trying to pass me going downhill. Passing is much more 
awkward and annoying in the winter because of the width of the snowshoes, the 
narrowness of the track, the noise the snowshoes make in icy conditions making it 
difficult to hear bikers, and the size of the bikes. It usually requires the snowshoer to get 
off the trail, and that’s usually much more difficult in the winter given the steepness of 
the terrain and snow depth. Also, allowing fat bikes on snowmobile trails appears to 
contradict Goal 4 Policy B in the 2004 Trail Policy document which says that “Wheeled 
vehicles will not use trails groomed for snowmobile use.” And BTW, e-bikes should also 
be prohibited from single-track trails for similar reasons. 
 
7. I strongly disagree with the “no net loss” snowmobile plan. I agree that snowmobiling 
must be terminated near the entrance lodge which eliminates the 120/170 loop, but 
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expanding the summit road to 140 loop to Lodge 2 is just nutso. The last thing we need is 
a bunch of noisy, air polluting, 2-cycle snow machines/bikes and their clueless riders 
running around the bottom of Chair 3, the ski patrol and adaptive skier lodges, and out 
into the parking lot or across the front of Lodge 2. It will also ruin the current 
snowshoeing route up Trail 140 and over to IEP roads. Once the machines get past Lodge 
1, they could use the old power line cut to get back to the Lower Selkirk lot, but that 
corridor would be much better used by making it a groomed Nordic ski trail to Lodge 1. 
There is simply no appropriate pathway through the bottom of the downhill area, and the 
Condo owners kicked them off of their property years ago. Snowmobilers are also likely 
to use Trail 140 again for illegal access to IEP land. Acquiring the Blanchard Divide land 
would be nice, but that would just cause renewed problems for IEP, trying to keep them 
off the surrounding plantations. Things are finally stable with IEP now, and the park 
doesn’t need to be the cause of more conflict. I also imagine that the families that live 
next to the Day Rd entrance will be quite upset to learn of a snowmachine staging area 
happening in their backyard. They will have to put up with the noise and headlights until 
at least 10 PM plus during the time it takes to groom later at night, not to mention the 
noisy truck and trailer traffic. The original reason why groomed snowmachine trails were 
first developed was to lure them off of private property and move them deeper into the 
forests. That progress begins to reverse itself when a staging area is adjacent to homes. 
The only people who appreciate snowmobiling are the snowmobilers themselves, since 
they have been causing trouble at Mt. Spokane since well before the first day they were 
officially permitted in 1967. And how will the area accommodate snowmachine trailers if 
it’s not big enough for horse trailers? Further, since the Day Rd entrance is only about 60’ 
higher than Bear Cr Lodge, why should anyone expect it to be a practical alternative in 
low snow years, especially when the Day Rd gains elevation much more gradually than 
either Trail 120 or Trail 170? The reality is that snowmobiling is not, and has never been, 
appropriate at Mt. Spokane, because there are too many other conflicting uses. It needs 
to be phased out, and this is the perfect time to do it. It’s really no different than 
prohibiting dirt bikes and other ATVs in the summer.  
 
8. I would also encourage continuing the trail numbering system without trying to sign the 
trails with names. Aside from being an unnecessary expense, a maintenance nuisance, 
and very difficult to fit on maps, there are 137 trail segments, far too many to name. A 
large map display in the new visitor center, coupled with the paper maps, junction signs, 
and guidebook should be more than sufficient for orienting new visitors. I am currently 
working on updating the guidebook so that the Friends Group can start reselling it.  
 
9. Land Classifications, p. 33. For #6 the new NFAs should be described for more clarity 
in addition to their designation on the map. For #8, it’s not clear what the “connector to 
trail 140” refers to. Trail 130 is within the KC Loop Rd perimeter, but 140 is outside that 
perimeter. Does it refer to a rogue trail? For #9, please clarify the need to change west of 
Lodge 1 and east of 130 to Resource Rec. Are you trying to keep downhill skiers out of 
that area? For #11, I don’t know where the West Summit Meadows area is and where the 
classification might conflict with snowmobile use. Can this be clearer? 
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10. Pg 19. Note that Ragged Ridge is also hiker only. Goal 5 Policy 1, p. 32: Let’s not kid 
ourselves by calling the park a “backyard wilderness.” True wilderness has no 
development, including trails, signs, parking lots, and maintenance! Even official federal 
wilderness areas are not wilderness! Top of page 41 typo: “.and the If the project” needs 
correcting.  
 
11. Page 40, Nordic Center: The Selkirk Lodge needs further enlargement to include a 
larger ski patrol space, larger restrooms, and a concession area for rentals. The 
woodshed needs to be attached to a larger garage for snowmobile and grooming 
equipment storage which has a secure pull-through design and easy access to the Mtn 
View trail. I would encourage the Friends Group and Nordic Club to start working on that 
garage right away. A permanent timing shack with underground power access for races is 
also desirable.  
 
12. Notably absent from the plan is the expected disposition of the two staff houses and 
the potential uses for those sections of the park. Will both houses and the garage be 
demolished? Will the old collapsed ski club buildings ever be cleaned up? Could the old 
chimney be left as a historical monument with additional interpretation around the site? 
Does the site have any recreation potential such as for rental cabins or for reopening the 
ski slope as a sledding area? It’s fairly low elevation, but the snow does not have to be 
deep for sledding and it could conceivably be supplemented with artificial snow like Sam 
did for his hill. The area is right between two branches of Deadman Creek for water 
access. Has any thought been given to using the log house as a rental once the inholding 
is transferred to the park? The trail (112) from Jerry’s house up to Trail 110 could serve as 
an alternate and much easier trail for accessing Trail 110, and there is plenty of open 
space for parking. If this were used as an uphill bike route, there would only be a 0.4 mile 
section of the paved road that bikes would need to travel in order to complete a loop with 
lower 290. In other words, there is a lot of potential development in these areas that 
should be included in the plan. 
 
13. I would list the necessary park projects in the following order in descending priority: 
Deciding what to do with Bear Cr Lodge/property and initiating the plan. 
Repairing the damage done to the summit meadows by upper Trail 290. 
Finishing the rerouting of existing trails (100E, Lower 140, and 130 at KC Loop Rd). 
Deciding how and when to expand the Selkirk Lodge and parking area. 
Addressing the problematic management issues. 
Finishing the restoration of the Ragged Ridge trail to the 4560’ south summit and 
implementing an interpretive plan. 
Demolishing the old maintenance shed and restoring the site. 
Improving the road north of the Lower Selkirk Parking Lot and to the ski area. 
Connecting lower Trail 140 with Trail 110. 
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Park Management 
I am beginning to think that the idea of summer trail multiple use at Mt. Spokane needs 
to be seriously reconsidered. Multiple use worked well when the only trail users were 
hikers, equestrians, and cross-country mountain bikers, but with the advent of high 
speed downhill mountain bikes, 3 kinds of ebikes, and fat bikes, there is now too much 
actual and potential user group conflict and incompatibility. Equestrians have already 
been essentially pushed out by mountain biking and many hikers have given up on Mt. 
Spokane as well. This should not be happening.  
 
According to the WSP&RC Trail Goals & Policies document, “In general, State Parks trails 
are designed and managed for pedestrian uses” even though the goal is to “provide a 
diverse and superb system of non-motorized trail opportunities in State Parks to include 
pedestrian, bicycle, equestrian and dog-powered sports and experiences and facilities 
for all persons, including those with disabilities.” Pedestrians are especially being left 
behind, because what is lacking is a clear plan for managing this goal of “effectively 
accommodating the designated uses and protecting the resource.” I believe that second 
only to planning for Bear Creek Lodge and the Selkirk Lodge expansion, the biggest 
problem at Mt. Spokane is resource and recreation management, not the number of 
trails.  
 
If the draft plan is truly an attempt to “unify” previous plans, deliver “clear guidance for 
considering new projects and making operational decisions,” and replace the previous 
trail plans, it needs to include park management, as the Advisory Committee (AC) did it 
its trail plan. While the AC’s approved plan has largely been implemented, some 
provisions did not work well and need to be improved upon. That is what I was hoping 
this master plan would accomplish. Chief among these was the separation of downhill 
mountain biking from hiking and equestrian use. Upper Trail 290 was supposed to be so 
attractive for the downhillers that bike traffic on Trails 140 and 110, while still multiple 
use, would be greatly reduced and would be more enjoyable and safer for hikers and 
equestrians. Because the Evergreen volunteer trail builders did not follow the required 
IMBA sustainable trail building standards and there was no park staff supervision, that 
plan has fallen apart. Now, even if the trail can be professionally rebuilt, according to 
consultants, it will “likely outstrip Washington State Parks’ resources baseline-level of 
annual maintenance” (p. 20), and this plan offers no solution, since Evergreen is 
obviously not qualified for the task. Nor does the plan offer any alternative methods of 
separating downhill mountain biking from other uses. There may be no other choice than 
prohibiting bikes from certain trails if pedestrian use is still the priority.  
 
The AC plan adopted the “International Mountain Bicycling Association’s (IMBA) multi-
use trail building and maintenance standards as published in the Trail Solutions 
handbook of 2004 and subsequent versions.” A copy of that publication was provided for 
park staff, and it was assumed that they would use it as a reference, but apparently that 
did not happen. To our knowledge this was the first time any park had required a specific 
set of trail construction standards. They were badly needed, but poorly understood, 
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except by the Washington Trails Association volunteers. While the IMBA standards have a 
slight mountain biking bias, and they do not have a particularly solid scientific 
foundation, they still seem like the best set of standards available. These standards were 
later reviewed in this article. Other articles, such as this and this have since been 
published on the subject of trail sustainability, but I’ve not reviewed them. I would 
assume Parks planning staff would be familiar with this literature. If better standards 
have been devised, they need to be considered. In any event, it’s critical that very 
specific sustainable trail construction and maintenance standards be included in the 
master plan, and that a staff person is assigned as a qualified supervisor for any future 
trail building in the park. An additional provision in this section that seems to have been 
deleted from the current plan was: “New trails will be developed only as needed to 
protect the environment or to produce the desired experience, based on demonstrated 
need.” The AC was very clear that the impact of any new trails needed to be very carefully 
considered in order to prevent a very difficult to define overabundance of trails that 
would create an amusement park atmosphere, the overstressing of wildlife, additional 
enforcement challenges, and more maintenance work than could be realistically 
accomplished. 
 
Another important element of the AC’s trail plan was the section on Monitoring Park Use, 
Resource Impacts and Comments. This section replaced the Limits of Acceptable 
Change matrix in the earlier version, because that tool did not work. Unfortunately, the 
replacement monitoring system did not work well either, mainly because it was all 
volunteer managed when staff needed to be more involved to make it effective. I had 
hoped that planning staff would have come up with a better solution, but a system of 
monitoring visitor impact and conflict has been left out of the current plan. If impacts 
continue to be unmonitored, then management will continue to have an inaccurate 
understanding of what is really going on, and effective solutions will remain out of reach 
due to the lack of data. I would suggest that at a minimum, comment cards should be 
stocked at each trailhead with a locked deposit box located next to them. Staff would 
then be required to regularly review and tabulate the entries. Then at some point, various 
action options would be triggered.  
 
A third important element of the AC’s trail plan was the section on Criteria for Approving 
New Recreational Uses. This section was not as complete as it could have been, but it 
was the best that we could do at the time. Again, I was hoping this plan would improve 
upon it, and it has in terms of clarifying a more detailed park vision, but it still falls short 
when it comes to how, for example, ebikes, fat bikes and winter dirt bike conversions are 
to be managed. The ongoing upper 290 trail debacle, the embarrassing attempt to 
designate winter fat bike trails (2019-20), and the utter waste of time and resources 
devoted to the MREC project (2017-19), stand out as three major planning failures in this 
regard that should never have happened. 
 
A fourth element in the AC plan that I don’t see reflected in the draft plan is the 
commitment to volunteer participation for implementation of the plan. I’m concerned 
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about this because it is apparent that the current WSP&RC director does not value 
volunteers nearly as much as previous directors. Most of the proposed projects can 
benefit greatly from supervised volunteer participation, especially from members of the 
Friends Group and WTA, including more detailed project planning. This participation 
should go well beyond “stakeholder” feedback. 
 
One final element is the Seasonal Opening and Closing of Trails. A system has yet to be 
created for this. It’s important to inform the public, preferably in advance of their arrival 
at the park, when trails are too soft to use, when there is inadequate snow for 
snowmachines, or when there are trail closures for other reasons such as races.  
 
In summary, I’m rather disappointed in the draft plan because it is not a true master plan. 
It is more just a list of physical projects, some of which are inappropriate, alongside 
useful vision and future development guidance, with a lot of superfluous historical and 
inventory information. Effective management is what is most lacking at the park, and 
here the plan is silent. It can’t possibly replace the previous planning documents unless 
this major element is included. 20 

Hi Melinda, 
I’m writing to clarify the fat biking statements in the latest plan draft. I’ve had a question 
from a community member and want to make sure I can reply appropriately as well as 
form my own comment to the document. 
 
Is the draft proposing that fat bikes be limited on any trail, roads or parking lots? 
 
Thank you, 21 

The people in Olympia need to quit lying about bear creek lodge needing demolition and 
get a second and third opinion/inspection of the building. they knew what they were 
buying with OUR! tax dollars. Nobody cares about a new park entrance most people only 
stop to purchase a discovery pass or snow park pass and continue their journey into the 
park. Bear creek lodge needs to stay and be renovated as well as the tube hill across the 
street. Why demolish a locally historic building just to build a new unappealing park 
entrance. You already have a park entrance. Take care of the important things to like 
fixing the roads and parking lots. Keep the summit road open and last but not least don’t 
let mt. Spokane 2000 replace the locally historic chair lift systems. The public meetings 
on these issues were intentionally set for times during the week when most of the public 
was at work and couldn’t attend. It was set up so Olympia could pass their agenda with 
minimal public input. 22 

Need to Keep and maintain the bear creek lodge and tube area as well as preserve chair 
1 [vista cruiser]. And improve the trail systems 23 

The Spokane Winter Knights Snowmobile Club is appreciative of the ability to participate 
in the update to the Mt. Spokane Master Plan. We believe the master plan incorporates 
snowmobiling in the park per the meetings we have attended. This include developing 
some new higher elevation trails while closing some of the lower elevation trails. We 
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believe completing the loop from chair #4 to the, Mt. Spokane Ski Lodge #2, and back to 
the Selkirk parking area will be a great addition. This will allow snowmobilers to enjoy 
food at the Ski Lodge. In the past this was possible at Bear Creek Lodge and before that 
at Grambo's at Snowblaze.  
 
Historically snowmobiling has provided and continues to provide an important way for 
area residents to enjoy the beauty that winter provides at Mt. Spokane. We ask one 
clarification and that is the being allowed continued use of the CCC cabin given its 
proposed "Heritage" designation.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan. 24 

Please prioritize the building of Trail 110. Specifically the entrance or lower part by the 
CXT bathroom at the bottom. Please make this the first thing to do in 2026. There is some 
pressure by certain groups that want to keep MTB riders off the mountain. They have 
been successful in their desire because presently there is no way the majority of MTB 
riders can climb a trail from the base of the park. In order to meet the goal of the Park 
which is the Park is open to all users this is a required urgent need. 
Thank you 25 

Regarding the statements on fat biking on page 48: 
While the number of fat bikers is certainly less than summer mountain bikers, it has risen 
in the past few years (ask any local bike shop about their sales) and will be a continuing 
user group on both the snowmobile groomed trails and single track trails where biking is 
allowed. Fat bikers who purchase the appropriate sno-park pass should be allowed to 
use the available parking lots in the same way as other pass holders. I would support 
parking lot structure, design and monitoring by parks staff to facilitate the 
accommodation of snowmobile trailers along with other users in a way that maximizes 
the space for everyone. 26 

Why is this master plan silent on any future mountain biking actions? Mountain biking is 
referenced in the "Chapter 1: Park Profile and Context" chapter as a significant summer 
use, with increased usage observed especially within the last decade. In addition, its 
future use is quickly mentioned in "Chapter 4: Implementation "Road Map"" as 
potentially not feasible with respect to future options to be explored for the Summit Road 
Renovation project. However, Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance is mentioned as an 
important partner throughout the report. And yet... the master plan is completely silent 
on any actionable recommendations related to mountain biking?  
 
As a significant and growing recreational use, it is inappropriate for this report to remain 
silent on Mountain Biking. At a minimum, it should be considered as a category in the 
"Recommended Management Actions" section. 27 

I'm really disappointed there is not overnight accomodation included in the master plan. 
I was really hoping for over night accomodation at bear creek lodge location. At the very 
least RV hookups. 28 

The Tube hill at bear creek should reopen the current one at the top in lodge one parking 
lot is creating parking issues for people trying to go sking/boarding. And please do NOT 
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give mt. Spokane 2000 approval to replace any of the current chairlifts especially chair 1 
the vista cruiser. It’s a historic chairlift and has just as much importance as the vista 
house and cooks cabin. Right now The main priority of the state park should be to repair 
the parking lots. They are in horrible shape. Thank you 29 

Washington Trails Association (WTA) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments 
on the Mount Spokane State Park Draft Master Plan. WTA has a 60-year legacy of 
engaging the hiking community. 
WTA enhances hiking experiences across the state by empowering a diverse and growing 
community of 
hikers to explore, steward and protect trails and public lands. WTA is the nation’s largest 
state-based trail 
maintenance and hiking advocacy nonprofit organization, with more than 26,000 
member households. In 
2025, WTA crews largely composed of volunteers performed approximately 142,500 
hours of trail maintenance ($4.4 million in donated labor). In addition to volunteer 
stewardship, WTA is a trusted source for hiking information that is accessed by hundreds 
of thousands of outdoor enthusiasts each year. It is WTA’s privilege to work closely with 
the staff with Washington State Parks generally and Mount Spokane State Park 
specifically on projects large and small. 
 
WTA is supportive of Goal 4, policy 4: “Focus future trail investments on maintaining and 
improving existing trails, providing needed trail connections to improve trail system 
functionality.” This sentiment is echoed under the concession-specific section that 
reiterates “consistent with the expectation that the master plan’s new trail projects will 
be focused on improving existing trails, not expanding the trail system” (pg. 44). To that 
end, trails that are identified as in-need of maintenance and improved trail alignment 
should generally take priority over new trail development. New trail connectors to 
improve “circulation paths” and provide critical connections between existing parts of 
the trail system (such as “Park Gateway Development Phase 1—Site Redevelopment” on 
pg. 36 fit well into policy 4. The proposed “Phase 1 Trail System Enhancement Package” 
(pg. 36) includes some components that further this goal (connector trail for entrance 
trailhead, Trail 140, Trail 110, along with a realignment of Lower Trail 140 to create a 
“sustainable trail and encourage safe, multi-use,” whereas the proposed “new, multi-use 
trail designed for bi-directional mountain biking” should be considered after other 
maintenance needs elsewhere are addressed. Specifically, the “realignment of Trail 100 
East” (pg. 38, phase 2) should take precedence over new trail development, along with 
the “Phase 3 Trail System Enhancement Package” (pg. 39) which would allow for much-
needed maintenance on Upper and Middle 140 to improve the trail experience for all user 
groups. 
 
Land Classification & Long Term Boundary Actions (pg. 33) 
Clarification questions: 
Where the document states “Change Resource Recreation Classifications to Natural 
Forest Area Classifications to better align with ecological integrity assessment data:” 
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does this apply to all areas of the park, or should this section be in reference to a specific 
area that was omitted from the document? 
 
Where the document states “Clearly delineate Heritage Classification around CCC 
heritage Area to exclude Trail 130 and connector to Trail 140.” The language is unclear 
whether this means that the boundaries of the heritage area are intended to be changed 
in order to incorporate the non-compatible trail use within the current corridors, or if the 
clear delineation is a necessary first step of the long-proposed trail reroutes to allow the 
multi-use trails to avoid the Heritage Area. The portion of Trail 130 that connects to the 
Upper Kit Carson Loop Road at the edge of the Heritage Area is of an unsustainable grade 
and has long required a reroute. The “connector to Trail 140” was user-created and 
unsanctioned, and should be decommissioned as part of the process to realign upper 
trail 140 (see pg. 39, upper trail 140 realignment), if not earlier should it cross into the 
boundary of the Heritage Area. 
 
Ragged Ridge Natural Area Preserve (pg. 46-48) 
Clarification question: 
 
The document initially states that the trail will be maintained to “the high point on Ragged 
Ridge,” and later states that “The existing Ragged Ridge Trail should continue to be 
maintained.” The existing trail extends well beyond the high point (and all the way to the 
Idaho state line/to the end of State Parks property) This section of the plan could be 
improved by clarifying how much of the trail will be maintained. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Mount Spokane State Park 
Draft Master Plan. WTA appreciates that Washington State Parks continues to look at 
ways to improve their trail networks to benefit trail users. 30 

Save the vista cruiser and leave the lodge alone! 31 

Mt. Spokane State Park Draft Master Plan  
Comments March 16, 2026 
 
Thank you for asking for and accepting my input. Some of my thoughts are as follows: 
 
PHASE 1 
1. Agree with Park Gateway Site Redevelopment.  
 
2. There is NO need for a classroom in the Selkirk Lodge. Comparison to other Cross 
Country Skiing (Nordic Lodge) prove this to be a WASTE of space and money. We need 
more room for eating, gear storage, and hosting Nordic Kids and Race Team events. 
Please do NOT put in a wasteful classroom. This is much better placed in the future 
visitor center. 
 
3. A Parkwide Emergency Evacuation Plan is a good idea. 
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4. Develop a new, multi-use trail designed for bi-directional mountain biking-it would be 
nice to have an uphill mountain bike trail, hopefully using connectors to existing trails, to 
be able to ride mostly to the summit. Summit trails for mountain bikes should only be 
considered if the environment, and maintenance issues allow. You will need >5% grade 
otherwise the trail will be TOO LONG. “Adaptive Mountain Biking” should be covered by 
allowing type 1 E-MTB, not tricycles, quadcycles, etc.  
 
5. Add clear signage at each trailhead identifying the trailhead name is a no-brainer! YES! 
 
6. Phase 1 trail work should include the Trail 100 East realignment, upper. Trail 290, upper 
and lower Trail 140. All these trails are very eroded and need immediate attention.  
 
PHASE 2 
1. A New Visitor Center would be welcome and is needed. Have a CLASSROOM here, 
NOT in the SELKIRK LODGE 
 
2. Day Road Trailhead Development- make this for CARS ONLY. There is not enough room 
for horse or snowmobile trailers without a lot of damage to the area. And neighbors do 
NOT want to hear all the snowmobile noise/smell at all hours! 
3. Trail System Enhancement 1-We do NOT need another trail to Quartz Mt as anyone 
familiar with the area will agree. A sustainable Horse Mt trail and realign Trail 100E is 
reasonable. 
4. Wayfinding Enhancement proposal is reasonable. 
5. Develop Rental Cabin “Pod” (Location TBD)-This should NOT be by Selkirk Lodge. This 
area does NOT have the water, sewer, or electrical service needed. This would be a LOSS 
LEADER for the park. In addition, the difficulty in clearing snow from the lot with overnight 
cars parked would be an issue. 
 
6. The fat biking section is problematic. They can be allowed on multi-use roads and 
trails, BUT NOT IN THE NORDIC AREA. As the state does not differentiate between 
regular and E-bikes, people could basically ride electric motorcycles everywhere? This 
goes against the no ORV policy of the state, and potentially makes MSSP a 2 wheeled 
electric ORV park-NOT GOOD. 
 
7. We totally disagree with the “no net loss” snowmobile plan. There is minimal 
snowmobile use at MSSP. The lower Selkirk Lot is mostly used by snowshoers and back-
country skiers, at least 95%. With only 21 miles of trails, this minority causes many 
problems riding off road, destroying trees, harassing wildlife, and harassing other users. 
Let’s phase out snowmobiles and their unhealthy lifestyle and keep MSSP ORV free! 
 
8. There are errors in the “Nordic Center” section on page 40. We do need a bigger Selkirk 
Lodge for picnics, storage, and events. This could be done without a classroom but could 
have a separate multipurpose room that could function as overflow picnic area. The 
upper lot would have a LOT more capacity if better parking could be ensured by better 
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cone placement or parking (park?) aids ensuring tighter spaces for the first few hours of 
the weekend days. And again, the lower lot is used mostly by snowshoers, Alpine Tour 
skiers, and only a few snowmobile users; this is a fact!  
 
Sincerely 32 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide public comment on the Mount Spokane State 
Park Draft Master Plan. These comments reflect my personal views regarding Mount 
Spokane State Park as a long-time park user who has been deeply invested in the park, 
both personally and professionally, for over 20 years at this point. 
 
Considering my long-term involvement, the plan documents really drove home some 
things I understood on some level yet didn’t have exact figures for: it is incredible that 
park visitation has increased from 165,000 in 2015 to 551,000 in 2024! It is definitely a 
well-loved local park. I appreciate that the plan includes goals to preserve and protect 
high-quality plant communities and natural resources and recognize the park’s cultural 
significance above recreation values, even as a super-user of the park’s trail system! I 
place conservation values over recreation values, and want to see a plan that does the 
same. 
 
I am also amazed that winter visitation represents approximately 75% of total visitation, 
and the impacts of climate change on that visitation are definitely top of mind within the 
plan, especially considering the winter we just experienced. I appreciate that climate 
change is being considered within this planning effort (especially the information 
provided on pg. 22). 
 
Some aspects of the trail plan I found surprising &/or raised questions for me: 
• It was such a missed opportunity that the original legal agreements with Snowblaze 
Condominiums and Snowblaze Recreational Tracts, plus the ski concession (not 
mentioned, but probably also the Spokane Mountaineers?), did not provide an aspect of 
road maintenance funding. It is good to see that will be included moving forward. 
• I find that the background information on Upper 290 (pg. 19) is not quite accurate: 
where it states the trail was “a downhill directional black diamond (most difficult)…trail,” 
that was indeed the end result, although not the original goal. I was involved with the 
conversations that took place before the 2014 update to the trail plan that included 290, 
and it was always my understanding that 290 was intended to be a blue trail, with the 
ultimate goal that much of the downhill mountain bike traffic could be diverted away 
from Upper 140 through the addition of a bike-specific trail. The only bi-directional multi-
use trail to the summit is Upper 140, which continues to be a maintenance issue and 
also a trail that has a lot of user conflicts (or perhaps more accurately, user avoidance: 
many hikers and most horseback riders are basically afraid to use Upper 140; I myself 
have had numerous close-calls and no longer use Upper 140 on weekends due to safety 
concerns). This is mainly a comment about the nuance of the language here, since the 
current wording implies that Trail 290 became black diamond by design rather than 
unfortunate accident. I find the additional insight provided by Gravity Logic (pg. 20) to be 
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surprising yet most likely accurate, in terms of funding required for ongoing maintenance 
needs. 
• I just wanted to make sure I mentioned that I was super excited to learn that a pika has 
been observed near the summit! I checked out the pic on iNaturalist and it is fantastic! I 
think I’ll take a book and sit very quietly on the summit this summer in order to see if I 
can find one, too. And I also once found an ice crawler at Mount Spokane (although on 
the Mountaineers property instead of within the park), so was very happy to see that even 
the non-glamorous wildlife garners a mention. I also really appreciate the note on dark 
sky compliant lighting on pg. 32. 
• Under land classification and long-term boundary (pg. 33): I was uncertain what was 
meant by “Change Resource Recreation Classifications to Natural Forest Area 
Classifications to better align with ecological integrity assessment data.” Does this apply 
to all Resource Recreation Classifications within the park, or was that line meant to 
correspond to a specific area? I was also uncertain about “Change Natural Forest Area 
Classification to Resource Recreation Classification near Trail 140/Trail 110 to allow 
realignment flexibility,” and “Change Recreation Classification currently applied on West 
Summit Meadows to Natural Area where it doesn’t conflict with snowmobile use.” I 
believe that eligibility for Natural Area classification should guide management decisions 
about where that designation applies, as opposed to having areas omitted even though 
they qualify, due to a noncompatible use that could ultimately degrade the ecosystem. 
• The overall goals of the draft master plan point to a primary focus on improvements to 
current trails/buildings/facilities (especially Goal 4, policy 4: “Focus future trail 
investments on maintaining and improving existing trials, providing needed trail 
connections to improve trail system functionality” pg. 32), which is a sentiment with 
which I strongly agree. It is reiterated later within the discussion of the alpine ski 
concession: “consistent with the expectation that the master plan’s new trail projects 
will be focused on improving existing trails, not expanding the trail system.” Most of the 
proposed trail actions are in alignment with this concept, but a major departure is the 
including in phase 1 of the “new, multi-use trail designed for bi-directional mountain 
biking…” Knowing the terrain in between the start and end point of that proposed trail, it 
will be a major undertaking to (a) complete layout & (b) build to the correct trail design 
standard. Having had a hand in nearly all aspects of the creation of Trail 182 (I joined the 
Mount Spokane Friends board circa 2008 where 182 was included in the idea phase; I 
assisted in initial layout starting in 2015; I attended multiple site visits with State Parks 
staff starting in 2016 and continuing throughout the build phase, and the trail was not 
complete until late 2024), I know that a well-designed and well-built new trail of similar 
overall distance is a 10-year goal, not likely to be a phase 1 reality. In my opinion and in 
my experience, it would be much better to include all of the higher priority 
realignment/substantial maintenance projects in the first phase of the plan, and place 
stretch projects like this on the long-term plan/goal. People get excited about anything 
new, but it’s crucial to make sure that what already exists is also aligned correctly and 
meets current trail standards for sustainable multi-use. All sections of trail 140, but 
especially the deeply eroded and overly steep lower section, should be top priority. Trail 
100 between Lower Selkirk and the Hairpin Turn should also be prioritized over new trail 
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construction, particularly of a long trail. The trail connection between Trail 130 and the 
Upper Kit Carson Loop Road has been on the list for over a decade at this point, and is 
basically a short & easy project aside from the paperwork since it’s within a heritage area 
(ultimately so short a realignment that it should take merely a handful of days to 
complete once a final flag line is approved). I do understand and agree that the 
incorporation of the Bear Creek Lodge property creates a higher need for new trail 
segments that tie that property into the rest of the trail system. But I do not think that the 
longer trail on the east side of the main road should be prioritized in the same way. I’m 
also still a bit unclear about what it being suggested under phase 2, “Develop a new, 
multi-use trail through/around Linder Ridge (Lower Selkirk Trailhead to Quartz 
Peak/Horse Mountain). In terms of reroutes and improvements to existing single-track 
trail segments in the vicinity of Quartz Peak and Horse Mountain, I am in favor. However, I 
would be opposed to new singletrack that starts all the way back at Lower Selkirk 
Trailhead and extends all the way to Quartz Peak: that would be parallel trail that would 
merely further fragment habitat. This would by definition be a summer-only trail since it 
crosses the Nordic trail system, so it would be a major undertaking that would only be 
utilized by 25% of the recreating public (based on statistics of winter versus summer use) 
for approximately 8 months of the year. 
• If I am understanding correctly on pg. 38: the plan is suggesting that trees be thinned at 
Bald Knob Day Use Area for the specific purpose of improving the viewshed? I do not 
support tree removal for aesthetic purposes. The trees are the aesthetic now. 
• Under Nordic Center (pg. 40): the plan talks about removing the outside bathrooms in 
order to facilitate “lodge expansion [to] occur on that side of the lodge.” It is my 
understanding that the existing CXT toilets were inadvertently placed on Spokane 
Mountaineers’ property, along with at least a small portion of Selkirk Lodge itself. Would 
this plan be contingent upon acquiring the Spokane Mountaineer property? Or else a 
major easement.  
• From pg. 46: it had not even occurred to me about ending “rodent control measures 
used by tower lessees to avoid impacts to pica and other native species.” I am fully in 
support of eliminating this use, and would take it a step further: all rodenticide should be 
banned from use within the State Park due to widely documented instances of 
secondary poisonings on many other species. 
• Also from pg. 46: I fully support “Direct a meaningful percentage of annual tower lease 
revenue to a dedicated road fund…” I saw that the alpine ski concession section 
mentioned something similar for road maintenance near the lodges, but think the 
summit road should additionally be included. 
• From pg. 48 on Ragged Ridge: it is unclear what is being proposed as the end-point for 
the Ragged Ridge trail. First the document mentions the high point, then says “the 
existing Ragged Ridge Trail should continue to be maintained….” I agree with the second 
quote, and the existing trail ends at the park boundary/Idaho state line. 
• From pg. 48: “Given the lack of input supporting expansion” [!!!]. Okay, seriously, try 
harder next time. Skijor use has been managed under the umbrella of Spokane Nordic, 
which tends to limit opportunities for true skijor input. As a person who skijors with my 
dog as conditions allow, conditions are definitely improved since the early days (I have 
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been doing this long enough to remember Linder Road as shared-use with snowmobile), 
but are also lacking in a handful of crucial ways that would be easy to address. Namely: 
(a) allowing “all day” use only on Wednesdays is an allowance in name only. Without 
grooming on Tuesday/Wednesday, this is a lousy day to skijor (or ski, period), unless 
conditions are perfect (which they seldom are). At the very least, the “all day” use should 
be extended to Thursday, which is a day of light use on the Nordic trails but at least a day 
that sees grooming as conditions allow. I also fail to see the reason why Upper Tripps 
should be uphill only, and have provided feedback to Spokane Nordic about this for 
years…I’ll be sure to copy State Parks staff going forward. There have been many skijor-
permitted days where I’ve been out on the skijor trails and found that Upper Tripps was 
groomed while Lower Tripps was not. That meant I could skijor neither trail. I also think it 
would make great sense to include Tamarama and Outer Limits within the skijor-
permitted trail system. My current dog is no longer capable of a run of that distance, but 
when he was younger that would have greatly increased the options. Very few dogs are 
capable of that distance, so the numbers would not be great. Neither are the numbers of 
skiers utilizing those trails very large, period. It would create a much better skijor 
experience to have some minor tweaking of both the days of use and the trails offered.  
 
Some aspects of the trail plan made me wonder about plans for long-term monitoring 
and what/if any repercussions would occur should aspects laid out within the planning 
document are not followed going forward//additionally, I found some aspects of the plan 
contradicted itself: 
• Pg. 16: “Parks also provides review and approval of any vegetation or tree clearing 
within the concession area outside of routine maintenance of existing ski runs.” In the 
past I have personally witnessed/reported instances of removal of large diameter trees 
without State Parks knowledge/approval within the ski concession boundary, ostensibly 
with the purpose to provide straighter lines for the grooming equipment. I also know that 
the ski concession makes use of volunteers working with very little training/very little 
supervision to provide tree and brush clearing in exchange for season passes. I first 
started alpine skiing at Mount Spokane in the early 1990s, so the amount of vegetation 
and tree clearing within the concession footprint experienced in my lifetime has been 
substantial (and is clearly visible in Google Earth satellite imagery over time). In 
particular, there has been substantial removal of trees in treed areas in between runs, let 
alone within the major clearcut scars on the north aspect of the mountain (visible from 
the lifts at 49N, Pend Oreille County Park, Deer Park, etc.). In my experience, State Parks 
staff has had very little influence or oversight in vegetation clearing in the past. I am 
hopeful that this will be changing going forward, but I also would like to know what 
monitoring will be occurring, in particular when volunteers are permitted to do work 
without anyone monitoring what they are doing. The footprint of the concession area also 
has by far the greatest occurrence of noxious weed incursion within the State Park. If this 
was addressed in the planning document I missed it; I believe that it should be 
addressed, both within the concession footprint and elsewhere (I think noxious weeds 
were only mentioned in relation to Ragged Ridge?). 
• Under “Recommended Management Actions” in regards to snowmobiling (pg. 44). I find 
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the “overarching goal over the next 20-years of no net loss in the trail system mileage” 
problematic and in contradiction to other aspects of the plan. In particular, the 
discussion of project climate impacts is (a) sobering, (b) likely accurate, and additionally 
(c) bound to impact the number of miles available. I have a hard time envisioning how 
some of the proposed actions could be feasible: in particular, extending the trail system 
past chair 4 to Lodge 2, and then again to “‘Connect the Loop’ extending snowmobile trail 
from Lodge 2 to Lower Selkirk Trailhead parallel to park road.” This sounds like a 
management nightmare considering the number of congested trail crossings that would 
be required and the steep side-hill terrain. It’s not easy for a backcountry skier to 
navigate that area, let alone a snowmobile that needs to somehow safely cross areas 
with both vehicle traffic and pedestrian traffic. There is also a bit of a contradiction in the 
proposal for the Day Road Trailhead: if the trailhead will be too small to support 
equestrian use in the summer, I do not see how it would be large enough to 
accommodate snowmobile staging in the winter. Snowmobile trailers do tend to be 
somewhat smaller, but the footprint of the parking lot would also be smaller in winter 
due to plowing and snow berms. It also became very apparent this winter that the 
County-managed portion of Day Mountain Road will need some significant 
improvements to be able to accommodate longer-season use (road width, gravel). An 
additional consideration of snowmobile use in a rapidly changing climate is any 
discussion of management around snowmobile use by snowpack level. This point was 
especially at top of mind for me over the past weekend, where we finally got a bit of fresh 
snow but still had very little snowpack overall. I am still using social media platforms on 
behalf of the Friends group to urge snowshoe users to stick to the main trails to minimize 
resource damage to fragile plants that are still barely covered by this year’s very low 
snowpack. Then I hiked out to the CCC cabin and noticed that the snowmobile tracks 
were making heavy use of the traditional “play area” around the cabin. This raised 
serious concerns for two reasons: (a) impacts to vegetation, with signs of damage to 
exposed huckleberries and broken tops on young trees, and (b) potential for damage to 
the historic rock walls built by the CCC within the heritage area. In an area of such high 
cultural values as to exclude horse and mountain bike use during the summer season, 
there clearly should be rules about the necessary depth of snow to allow snowmobile 
use to occur in the area. I find it a strange management choice that snowmobile use is 
permitted within the heritage area period, but if it is allowed, the historic rock walls need 
to have firm/enforceable rules in place to provide adequate projection.  
 
A small thing of little consequence that I find unnecessary: 
• Goal 4, policy 6: the naming of trails. A good example of the unnecessary aspect of 
providing names came up recently in a Facebook post from the ski concession. They 
announced a chair closure by name. The comments all wanted to know which chair 
number, since most people can’t remember which chair number matches which chair 
name. If this change is adopted (a) a suitable naming convention will be difficult to agree 
to & implement, (b) everyone will need to include both the name and number anyway, (c) 
it’s okay that State Parks has always just used numbers. It’s actually simpler that way, 
and does an excellent job of avoiding problematic names found in other areas. If we 
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really do move to names, then I suggest further consulting with regional tribes to settle 
on traditional Salish names to go with the traditional State Park numbers. 
Thank you for your time in reading my very lengthy comment to the draft plan! (This is the 
trouble with writers who are deeply invested in fantastic public resources and want to 
make sure it can continue to be just as amazing into the distant future. I could write a 
novel, but restrained myself enough that you’re left with these 6+ single-spaced pages.) 33 

Thank you for the extensive and excellent work that went into preparing this important 
and substantial document. It clearly reflects significant effort and a strong commitment 
to sustaining and enhancing the park’s most valued resources. Within that context, I offer 
the following comments for strengthening the final master plan. 
 
First, while the draft master plan provides strong statements regarding tribal cultural 
significance, overall need, and thematic goals, the historical discussion of skiing is 
disproportionately focused on downhill skiing, with only brief references to Nordic skiing. 
This imbalance should be corrected. Nordic skiing has occurred at MSSP for as long—
and as meaningfully—as downhill skiing, and many users rely on the Nordic trail system 
year-round without using the downhill facilities. The separate and detailed treatment of 
the Nordic Trail System and Selkirk Lodge (“NTS&SL”) elsewhere in the document 
underscores this point. 
 
Second, the Vision Description on pages 29–30 should be revised to include a dedicated 
paragraph addressing the importance of maintaining and improving the NTS&SL and its 
associated year-round parking area. This addition would align with the broader park 
vision and should be comparable in length and substance to the existing paragraph on 
the Ski and Snowboard Park. 
 
Third, in Chapter 3: Goals and Policies, Goal 2, Policy 3 should be amended to explicitly 
reference the maintenance and enhancement of the NTS&SL. These facilities provide an 
accessible, all-season entry point into outdoor recreation that is distinct from, and in 
many ways more broadly available than, the concessionaire-operated, winter-only 
downhill area. 
 
Fourth, I strongly support the inclusion of the Nordic Center–Selkirk Lodge Modernization 
and Enhancement as a high-priority Phase 1 action (Years 1–7+). The associated Project 
Detail section is well-developed and appropriately emphasizes the value of these 
facilities. 
 
Fifth, in Phase 3 Project Actions, I recommend adding—either in addition to or in place of 
the proposed rental cabin pod—the identification and development of an additional 
warming hut within the Nordic Trail System. This hut should be located far enough from 
Selkirk Lodge and existing huts to provide meaningful distribution, while remaining easily 
accessible for ski- or hike-in use. Like the existing huts, it would serve visitors year-round 
and provide a valuable amenity. 
 



Page 24 of 30 
Future Planning for Mount Spokane Public Comments 
December 2025 – March 2026 

Sixth, in the Phase 1 Project Detail for the Park Gateway Development, I support the 
proposal to salvage portions of the existing Bear Creek Lodge where feasible. The Project 
Detail discussion of the Nordic Center is also excellent. I further support maintaining 
public summer access to the Summit Road and redeveloping walk-in-only campsites at 
Bald Knob. 34 

Please move the expansion the Selkirk Nordic Lodge and parking lot up in priority. On 
winter weekends and during events our facilities are maxed out. This limits participation 
and the growth of our community. 
We also overflow the facility when school groups come up to ski and snow shoe. 35 

Washington State Parks, thank you for all of the work that went into preparing this draft 
master plan and including the public comments.  
 
The MSSP draft master plan park history discussion of skiing is almost exclusively 
focused on downhill skiing. MSSP has a large Nordic skiing community and Nordic skiing 
has been going on at MSSP for as long as downhill skiing has taken place there. Many 
past and current users of MSSP use the Nordic trails throughout the year that do not use 
the downhill facilities.  
 
The Vision Description on pages 29-30 must be revised to add a new paragraph on the 
importance and value of maintaining and improving NTS&SL, and their associated 
parking lot for year-round use, which would be consistent with the overall park vision. 
This should be at least as long as the existing paragraph on the Ski and Snowboard Park.  
 
Chapter 3: Goals and Policies, Goal 2, Policy 3 should be revised to expressly reference 
maintenance and improvement of NTS&SL, since those provide an even better, all-
season entry into outdoor recreation than the concessionaire-fee based winter-only 
downhill area, even if they add paid summer lift-chair access. 
 
Thank you for moving the Nordic Center-Selkirk Lodge Modernization and Enhancement 
to Phase 1 Project Actions - Years 1-7+ of the master plan. 
 
Thank you again for all of the work put into this project. 36 

I appreciate a chance to share. I could not help but notice that the MSSP draft master 
plan spends a fair amount of time on the downhill skiing area and very little on the Nordic 
skiing. Nordic skiing has exponentially grown over the last 10-20 years. Our terrain has 
grown in that time. We can literally ski into Idaho from the Selkirk Lodge! Because of this 
growth, State Park staff nor Nordic Ski Patrol can offer the same presence that was once 
possible. As a result, the Mt. Spokane Mt. Host program was born. Close to 30 folks help 
be the eyes and ears of the park during the busy winter season. It takes a village for sure. 
The Selkirk Lodge is bursting at the seams. I highly encourage this committee to prioritize 
updating the Selkirk Lodge. This ought to be moved up to the Phase 1 Project Actions. 
Thank you for your consideration. 37 

Save the vista cruiser chair 1 38 
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Thank you for all the work that's gone into this project. I am most appreciative of the 
opportunity to give feedback and see that it has been heard. I am very encouraged to see 
the "upgrading" of the Selkirk Lodge Modernization and Enhancement. This Lodge is 
utilized beyond it's capacity regularly during the ski season. Even this most recent ski 
season when the down hill area was struggling because of low snow, the Nordic skiing 
was excellent. 
 
Another warming hut in the Nordic Ski Trail Network would be an excellent addition that 
could be utilized in the summer. 39 

Here’s a polished, expanded version of your comments—clear, grounded in the master 
plan, and written with the confident, constructive tone that land managers actually listen 
to. I kept your core points but added structure, rationale, and forward-looking framing 
that strengthens your advocacy. 
 
Refined & Strengthened Comments on the Mount Spokane Master Plan** 
 
I appreciate the work that has gone into this master plan, and I support the long-term 
vision for a sustainable, multi-use recreation area. That said, there are several areas 
where I believe the plan needs stronger consideration—particularly around parking 
capacity, mountain biking, fat biking, and access to key recreation assets. 
 
1. Parking Must Be Treated as a Priority, Not a Reduction Opportunity** 
 
With regional population growth and the increasing popularity of outdoor recreation, 
removing existing parking at Bear Creek Lodge will create long-term access issues. This 
area already experiences congestion during peak seasons, and the plan itself 
acknowledges rising visitation across all user groups. 
 
Eliminating parking now will only push the problem forward and make it more expensive 
to solve later. Instead, the plan should: 
 
- Preserve existing parking capacity at Bear Creek  
- Explore modest expansion or reconfiguration to improve flow  
- Prioritize year-round access for multi-use trail users  
 
Parking is foundational infrastructure. Without adequate access, every other recreation 
improvement becomes harder to enjoy. 
 
2. Protecting and Improving Mountain Bike Trails—Especially 140 and 290** 
 
As a mountain biker, I strongly support the plan’s emphasis on sustainable trail design. 
Trails 140 and 290 are two of the most valuable singletrack assets on the mountain, 
offering unique character, progression, and connectivity. They deserve explicit 
recognition and protection in the final plan. 
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- Trail 140 is a regional gem—flowy, scenic, and highly valued by riders. It should be 
maintained as a premier multi-use trail with sustainability upgrades where needed.  
- Trail 290 is equally important, especially as a lower-elevation option. I agree that the 
upper section of 290 needs modifications to address erosion and alignment issues, and I 
support thoughtful reroutes that preserve its character while improving sustainability. 
 
These trails are part of what makes Mount Spokane a destination for riders across the 
region. Their long-term health should be a clear priority. 
 
3. Expand Fat Biking Opportunities as Winters Warm** 
 
Fat biking is one of the fastest-growing winter recreation activities, and Mount Spokane is 
uniquely positioned to support it. As winters in town become warmer and less reliable, 
higher-elevation snow will soon be the only consistent option for the sport. 
 
The plan should: 
 
- Expand designated fat biking routes  
- Identify multi-use winter corridors that avoid conflict with Nordic grooming  
- Improve winter signage and trailhead access  
- Consider pilot programs on select groomed surfaces when conditions allow  
 
Supporting fat biking aligns with the plan’s goal of year-round recreation and helps 
diversify winter use in a sustainable way. 
 
4. Preserve Access to the Vista House—A Signature Experience** 
 
The Vista House is one of Mount Spokane’s most iconic features. It’s a cultural landmark, 
a community gathering point, and a major draw for visitors. Losing access—whether 
through road closures, reduced parking, or seasonal limitations—would diminish the 
unique character of the park. 
 
Maintaining access to the Vista House should remain a priority in the final plan, both for 
its historical value and its role in the visitor experience. 
 
Mount Spokane is a treasured recreation area for the entire region. With thoughtful 
planning—especially around parking, sustainable trail management, fat biking 
expansion, and access to signature features like the Vista House—the park can continue 
to serve a growing and diverse community for decades to come. 40 

After asking around on a busy Saturday in the state park A lot of people told me they had 
no idea about the master plan it wasn’t really shown to the public in the correct way. 
Most of them were against development and demolition of bear creek lodge  41 
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Save chair 1 vista cruiser it doesn’t need replacing. Invest in repairing Kirk’s lodge (bear 
creek) rather than demolishing and building a new park entrance. A new park entrance 
will be a huge waste of our taxpayers money people will not stop there to hangout they 
will buy a discovery pass and keep going. Clean up the hiking trails so mountain bikers 
and hikers can pass each other a lot more safely. 42 

Thanks for taking the time and energy to draft all the proposals into this document..  
 
As user of all things mt Spokane has to offer both summer/winter..  
* Since I have helped with completion/execution of all stages on the 290 trail (upper, L-
upper, and lower) kinda unfortunate giving the soil and build condition up higher in the 
hill... i/we manual builders couldn't make it happen.. and felt like plan didn't give me 
satisfactory plan going forward with trail and felt more of plan bash at EE but the planning 
phase was completed with both parties involved.. we attempted to maintain what we 
could with weather allowing.. I do agree that with the number if users/riders it's not 
sustainable giving the soil composition. 
* Still Would love extend lower 290 to the bear creek parklot  
 
Thank you for taking the time to read feedback 43 

In regards to the statements made regarding Fatbikes on page 46.  
1. That there is little use of Fatbikes. This is not true. There are well over 100 trips per year 
made to the mountain by Fatbikers 
2. In the statement that Fatbikes are to be ridden on snowmobile trails. It makes no 
mention of other trails such as 130, 131, 110, 100, 110, 182. Most of us Fatbikers use 
most or all of these trails. Language in the Master Plan should not exclude these trails for 
Fatbike use. 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns regarding my 
statements. 
Thanks 44 

1. increase handicapped access to trails or interpretive areas  
2. expand hours the park is open to the public (6:00am-10:00pm yearly) 
3. Selkirk lodge - open all year  
4. Day Rd. trailhead - no room for horse trailers OR snowmobile trailers  
5. Day Rd. trailhead - (concerning snowmobile lot) this area is at a very low elevation and 
is one of the first areas of the entire park to lose snow base. 
6. Ragged Ridge - add monitoring, especially on the back side where motorized vehicles 
have entered the ridge. Use web cams /security cameras 
7. Ragged Ridge - do not use a permitting process and clarify what the "high point" end of 
trail is actually located 
8. Agree with not allowing fat bikes or snowshoes on nordic trail system 
9. Fix summit road sooner than mentioned in the masterplan. It is very dangerous! 
10. Add family play area/tubing area at Bear Creek in the first part of Phase 1. There are 
far too many sledders on the hiking trails and nordic trails as well as in many parking lot 
areas. Families need a safe area to recreate.  
11. Push back the demolishing timeline of the old maintenance area. That money could 
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be used for other areas of the masterplan that are more pressing to address.  
12. Concerning the Alpine Concessionaire - the parks should be actively working on 
getting partial funding from that concessionaire for road and parking improvements. And 
the parks should absolutely not pay for any chairlifts or additional improvements to the 
Alpine Area. 
13. Concerning overnight camping - do not add or expand overnight camping sites or 
cabins (except by bald knob where the old campground was originally located) Please do 
not add camp sites or cabins in the nordic area. This will cause more problems 
concerning supervision/policing that area, more clean up, possible after hours skiing or 
illegal activities taking place without camp hosts. 
14. Also, please post quarterly (or sooner) all progress made on the masterplan.  
Thank you for your time and effort on this very complicated plan. 
Happy Trails! 45 

Don’t touch the vista cruiser chair 1. it’s the most important thing at the ski hill besides 
snow. Replacing it doesn’t make any sense. global warming is real. Mt Spokane 2000 has 
lost money 3 years in a row now. Investing in snow making equipment is the only option 
to keep sking alive up there and not replacing chairlifts. use what you have and be 
grateful. It’s not schwitzer 46 

Hello and thanks for the opportunity to review the current draft Master Plan. Overall, I 
think the plan captures the community's broad interests related to this unique property 
well. Mt Spokane State Park provides an important resource for people in the Spokane 
area - it is relatively close, offers a diversity of activities and environments, and 
encompasses important natural and cultural resource elements. 
 
One overall comment - while not articulated, I believe the plan allows for future flexibility, 
which is important - as reflected in how interests in the park have evolved in recent years. 
At the same time, a preference for non-motorized access and use should be articulated 
specifically. While access will, for the foreseeable future, rely on car transport, the actual 
use of park lands should promote non-motorized use. This priority accomplishes at least 
two important ends: allowing access for the greatest number of people (of all income 
levels) and protecting the natural environment that the park includes. 
 
More specifically, the goal to maintain a "no net loss" of snowmobile trails is misguided. 
Unfortunately, snowmobile use is not compatible with the park's priorities. My 
preference would be to phase out snowmobile access altogether. Snowmobiles 
consume a lot of "space" in their movements along trails and across the landscape. A 
single snowmobile's presence limits the use of these resources by dozens of people. 
Their noise and emissions further detract from the use and enjoyment of the park my 
many others. In addition, they create a bigger impact on the landscape, and require 
larger parking areas for the vehicles capable of transporting them. 
 
As the plan notes, some current access points will be eliminated. Unfortunately, the plan 
calls for increasing access further up the mountain. In an area where snowfall is 
becoming more uncertain, and access demand is growing - snowmobiles are really 
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incompatible with the park's future. WSP would undoubtedly face pushback from people 
in proposing a phase-out; however, at this key inflection point of planning the Park's 
future, now is the time.  
 
In addition, the plan should include a review of the appropriate type of e-bikes that can 
be responsibly accommodated.  
 
In short, Mount Spokane should be designed to promote access for the greatest number 
of people in ways that minimize impact on the environment. I support the ongoing 
concession and collaboration of the ski area and the expansion of the Nordic facilities. 
The popularity of snowshoeing is one of those items that should be considered - it's hard 
to tell how it may sustain/evolve. A warming hut at a location near the lower Nordic 
parking lot may be worth considering. 
 
While Snowblaze and others possess easements that don't require cost-sharing for 
roads, these should be reviewed; if they don't obligate State Parks to maintain the roads 
to a particular standard, there may be room for fresh negotiations on some cost-sharing.  
 
A new park entry at the site of the Bear Creek Lodge makes sense; I didn't see what the 
plans are related to the current office/house at the park entrance. That entire area should 
be the subject of a cohesive design, even if implementation evolves and takes many 
years. A cohesive set of architectural design elements there and throughout the park 
would be a benefit. I value the unique history of Linder's/Bear Creek Lodge and 
appreciate the goal of at least incorporating elements from it if possible. Alternatively, 
incorporating history of the park, including pre-contact history of the Tribes, into any new 
building, or a kiosk in the interim, would be valuable. In addition, the plan should include 
some kind of classroom setting where natural history classes could be taught, or where 
guided walks, by staff or volunteer naturalists, could originate. Let's incorporate learning 
elements into the visitor center in a meaningful way. 
 
Thank you 47 

Keep the vista cruiser 48 

To whom this may concern. 
 
My name is [x] and I am a current officer within the local Spokane paragliding club 
Cloudbase Collective. 
I would like to ask for a moment of your time to please read over my request or pass my 
request off to any individual that could potentially be involved in the submission of the 
2026 State Park Master Plan. 
 
As a local group/club with very little options for our sport, we would like to humbly 
request a thorough consideration for the addition of our activity to the park. We are a low 
footprint activity that only requires a small space for a very short period of time. 
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Wee have read over the included section of the master plan discussing paragliding. 
 
As we do understand the topics of interest for not supporting our requests, we do feel 
that their is the potential for hopeful compromises and discussions that could be made 
to help facilitate our community. 
 
*We understand the need to limit the amount of traffic on plant life.  
-Is there a potential area that has already been developed that could meet our needs for 
setup? 
- Reviewing the Mt. Spokane Ski trail map it would see plausible that the developed areas 
of Teakettle, No Alabi, and Northwest passage could all be feasible options and would 
optimistically not interfere with potential plant life. 
 
*Parking 
We understand that parking is limited and a concern. To eliminate the potential for 
additional stress on the regarding parking accessibility, we believe that hiking one of the 
designated trails to gain access to a potential determined setup area is perfectly 
acceptable if granted permission. This would meet the needs of the park. 
 
*Improving existing recreation activities. 
-In regards to the development of new activities. I would simply like to mention that we 
require no additional resources from the park. No additional labor from the park would 
be required and no monetary funds would be requested. If anything the park would 
benefit from the additional sale of discovery passes. 
 
We hope that you will take our request with an open mind and the knowledge that we are 
a group of individuals that have a love and respect for our parks. We are a small diverse 
group that would simply like the same opportunities as anyone else. We are happy to 
work with your teams in any way possible in attempt to find a reasonable compromise. 
We would even be willing to donate time as a club to assist Mt.Spokane with any needs 
they might need around the park. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. We welcome any communication you might 
be willing to provide. 49 
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