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Section 1: Purpose and Planning Framework 
The	Seeley	Lake	Trails	Advisory	Council	(SLTAC)	is	a	Seeley	Lake	Collaborative	that	
represents	many	different	perspectives	for	trail	use	within	the	community.	The	goal	
of	The	Council	is	to	improve	the	trails	of	the	Clearwater	region.		That	improvement	
is	determined	by	recreational	desires	of	residents	of	the	Clearwater	region	and	the	
economic	benefits	tourism	based	use	of	the	trails	provides,	including:	
	

• Improving	community	access	 to	healthy,	safe,	all-season	outdoor	recreation	
for	all	user	groups,	including	access	to	in-town	destinations	and	connections	
to	outlying	communities;	

• Enhancing	visitors’	experiences	and	attracting	more	visitors	to	benefit	 local	
businesses;	

• Supporting	 sustainable	 economic	 development	 that	 maintains	 the	 town’s	
rural	character;	and	

• Conserving	the	area’s	unique	ecosystems	and	sensitive	wildlife	species.		
To	meet	this	goal,	the	Trails	Advisory	Council	produced	a	Recreational	Trail	Plan	for	
the	Clearwater	Watershed.			The	plan	includes	input	from	members	of	the	council,	a	
community	survey,	and	a	business	survey.		 

Background 
The	Clearwater	valley	is	comprised	of	the	Clearwater	River	watershed,	which	occurs	
primarily	in	Missoula	County,	with	some	lands	in	Powell	County.	The	northern	part	
of	the	valley	sits	between	the	Mission	Mountains	on	the	west,	and	the	Swan	Range	
on	the	east.	The	northern	boundary	of	the	watershed	is	the	divide	between	the	Swan	
River	 watershed,	 which	 flows	 north	 into	 the	 Flathead	 River,	 and	 the	 Clearwater	
River	that	 flows	south	into	the	Blackfoot	River.	Total	area	of	the	Clearwater	valley	
planning	area	is	269,090	acres.			
	
Topography	 and	 elevation	 ranges	 of	 the	 valley	 are	 diverse.	 The	 elevation	 of	 the	
valley	 ranges	 from	 3,789ft	 at	 the	 confluence	 of	 the	 Clearwater	 River	 into	 the	
Blackfoot	River,	and	reaches	a	maximum	of	9,083ft	on	Ptarmigan	Point	in	the	Swan	
Range.	 The	 valley	 contains	 various	 ridges	 generally	 running	 north	 south	 between	
the	two	defining	mountain	ranges.		
	
Land	 ownership	 is	 mixed	 in	 the	 Clearwater	 valley	 (Figure	 1	 &	 Table	 1).	 The	 US	
Forest	 Service	 (USFS)	 is	 the	 largest	 landholder,	with	130,816	acres,	 is	46%	of	 the	
valley.	 	The	Nature	Conservancy	(TNC)	 is	second	with	53,295	acres;	Montana	Fish	
Wildlife	 &	 Parks	 (MTFW&P)	 has	 37,163	 acres;	 Montana	 Department	 of	 Natural	
Resources	 and	 Conservation	 (MTDNRC)	 has	 21,328	 acres.	 Private	 lands	 comprise	
22,256	acres	or	8%	of	the	Valley,	with	lakes	covering	the	remaining	2,888	acres	of	
the	 valley.	 A	 comprehensive	 trails	 plan	 requires	 partnerships	 across	 multiple	
ownerships,	management	mandates	and	trails	users.	
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Figure	1.		Planning	area	boundary	and	mixed	ownership	in	the	valley.	
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Table	1.		Acres	by	ownership	in	the	Clearwater	Watershed	planning	area.	
	

Owner  Acres  
BLM               90.98  
TNC       53,295.11  
Local Government             626.66  
MT DNRC       21,328.36  
MT DOT               69.37  
MT FWP       37,163.43  
Private       22,254.82  
Right of Way             519.70  
USFS     130,816.25  
Water         2,888.76  

	
The	Clearwater	watershed	is	home	to	essentially	all	of	the	native	species	that	were	
present	 prior	 to	 settlement.	 	 However,	 several	 have	 been	 listed	 as	 threatened	 or	
endangered	on	the	Endangered	Species	Act,	 including	Bull	Trout,	Grizzly	Bear,	and	
Lynx.		These	and	other	sensitive	species	require	significant	consideration,	especially	
by	 the	 USFS	 under	 NEPA	 requirements	 and	 agreements	 with	 USFWS	 on	 how	 to	
manage	these	sensitive	species.		For	instance,	the	Seeley	Lake	Ranger	District	has	a	
limit	 on	 open	 road	 density	 that	 it	manages	while	 conducting	 restoration	 projects	
that	include	timber	sales.	 	Wheeled	ORV’s	are	considered	the	same	as	any	wheeled	
vehicle	 and	 if	 trails	were	made	 for	 them	 they	would	 be	 considered	 an	 open	 road	
under	this	regulatory	agreement.	
	
The	watershed	has	an	extensive	road	network	with	260.8	miles	of	seasonally	open	
roads	and	217.5	miles	year	round	roads.		That	is	a	total	of	478.3	miles	of	roads	open	
to	ATV	use.	 	These	roads	are	shared	with	other	vehicles.	 	There	are	166.5	miles	of	
groomed	 snowmobile	 trails	 that	 are	 on	 roads.	 	 Off	 road	 use	 of	 the	 landscape	 by	
snowmobilers	is	extensive	on	non-groomed	snowfields.		Nordic	skiers,	dog	mushers,	
and	 fat	 tire	 bikes	 can	 use	 these	 groomed	 snowmobile	 trails.	 	 The	 USFS	 has	 51.8	
miles	of	 system	single	 track	multiple	use	 trails	 that	 are	maintained	when	budgets	
and	manpower	are	available.	 	Hikers,	bicycles,	horses,	 and	all	non-motorized	uses	
have	access	to	these	trails.			There	are	12.4	miles	of	groomed	Nordic	ski	trails	in	the	
valley.		These	are	used	year	round	for	hiking	and	bicycles	during	the	summer.	Thus	
it	is	not	the	amount	of	recreational	opportunity	that	is	at	issue,	it	is	how	to	enhance	
experiences,	 create	 new	 opportunities	 using	 current	 infrastructure,	 and	 create	
partnerships	with	the	ability	to	maintain	the	system.	
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Table	2.	Miles	of	open	roads	by	landowner	in	the	Clearwater	Drainage.	
	

Travel Management Ownership Miles 
Open - Seasonal Local Government 2.2 
Open - Seasonal Private 1.2 
Open - Seasonal Private - TNC 21.0 
Open - Seasonal State of Montana 49.8 

Open - Seasonal 
USDA Forest 
Service 186.5 

 Sub-Total 260.8 
   

Open - Yearlong Local Government 1.4 
Open - Yearlong Private 29.6 
Open - Yearlong Private - TNC 46.1 
Open - Yearlong MT DOT 19.6 
Open - Yearlong MT DNRC 62.8 

Open - Yearlong 
USDA Forest 
Service 57.8 

 Sub-Total 217.5 
   

 Total Miles 478.3 
   

	

Vision and Goals 
The	vision	of	the	Seeley	Lake	Trails	Council	 is	to	provide	the	community,	potential	
funders,	 and	 collaborative	 partners	with	 a	 logical	 and	 achievable	 approach	 to	 the	
development	 of	 an	 improved	 multi-use	 trail	 system	 for	 the	 valley.	 	 The	 system	
provides	 value	 within	 landowner	 constraints	 to	 all	 present	 and	 potential	 future	
recreational	users	in	this	landscape.			
		
The	overall	project	was	divided	into	three	phases.	The	Clearwater	Resource	Council	
committed	 to	 facilitating	 the	 first	 Phase.	 	 The	 Phase	 1	 goal	 was	 to	 develop	 a	
collaborative	of	diverse	trail	users	that	would	work	together	on	the	three	phases	of	
the	 project	 and	 an	 approach	 to	 trail	 enhancement	 across	 ownerships	 for	 the	
Clearwater	 Valley	 that	 will	 benefit	 all	 and	 include:	 a)	 improvements	 and	
maintenance	 for	 existing	 trail	 infrastructure;	 b)	 some	 development	 of	 new	 trails	
where	 opportunities	 and	 funding	 is	 feasible;	 and	 c)	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	
opportunity	 to	market	outdoor	recreation	and	 tourism	 for	 the	valley.	The	Phase	2	
goal	 includes	development	of	a	 strategy	 for	community	partners	 to	work	hand-in-
hand	 with	 land	 managers	 to	 go	 through	 the	 appropriate	 review	 and	 approval	
process	 collectively	 for	 individual	 trails.	 This	 includes	 identifying	 and	 tracking	
agency/land	manager	policies	and	procedures,	 followed	with	boots-on-the-ground	
trail	design	and	development.	 It	should	not	be	assumed	that	 land	managers	would	
ultimately	approve	proposed	trail	improvements;	it	is	the	project’s	goal	to	develop	a	
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plan	 that	 can	 be	 feasibly	 implemented.	 Phase	 3	 of	 the	 project	 will	 be	 the	
development	 of	 a	 long-term	 strategy	 of	 maintenance	 for	 the	 trail	 system	 in	 its	
entirety.	
New	trail	development	priorities	include:		

Ø In-town	access	to	the	trail	system;	
Ø Enhanced	recreational	opportunities,	including	motorized	trail	access	for	

seniors	and	handicapped	with	development	of	loop	trails;	and	
Ø Connections	to	nearby	towns	and	regional	trail	networks.		

	
When	implemented,	the	trail	system	is	expected	to:	

Ø Meet	the	needs	and	constraints	of	all	public	and	private	landowners;	
Ø Improve	community	access	to	healthy,	safe,	all-season	outdoor	recreation	for	

all	user	groups;	
Ø Enhance	visitors’	experiences	and	attract	more	visitors	to	benefit	local	

businesses;	
Ø Support	smart	sustainable	economic	development;	and	
Ø Protect	the	area’s	unique	ecosystems	and	sensitive	wildlife	species.		

	

Desired Outcomes  
The	planning	process	is	anticipated	to	result	in	the	following	desired	outcomes:		

1) Serve	the	needs	of	existing	and	new	residents	and	tourists;	
2) Enhance	the	quality	of	life	in	Seeley	Lake	and	encourage	healthy	lifestyles;	
3) Encourage	safe	alternative	transportation	options	in	and	around	Seeley	Lake;	
4) Advocate	connectivity	to	other	communities	and	the	larger	regional	trail	

system;	and	
5) Develop	relationships	and	partnerships	to	continue	to	meet	ongoing	

community	needs	and	maintain	the	trail	system.	
	

Guiding Principles and Organizational Structure 
A	guiding	principle	of	 this	effort	 is	 that	a	successful	plan	must	have	 the	 input	and	
support	of	all	 stakeholders	–	 local	 residents,	 local	businesses,	all	 recreational	user	
groups,	large	scale	land	managers,	local	and	regional	non-profits,	and,	to	the	extent	
possible,	 visitors,	 tourists	 and	 regional	 parties.	 The	 planning	 effort	 is	 led	 by	 the	
Seeley	Lake	Trails	Advisory	Council,	which	aims	 to	 represent	all	 recreational	user	
groups	and	other	community	leaders,	and	partner	with	large	land	managers	(see	the	
CRC	 website	 http://crcmt.org/trails-project/	 for	 Seeley	 Lake	 Trails	 Advisory	
Council	Charter).		
	
Recognizing	 that	not	everyone	has	 time	to	participate	 in	 the	Advisory	Council,	 the	
project	leaders	incorporated	processes	to	encourage	broader	public	input,	including	
public	and	business	surveys,	inclusion	of	organized	recreational	user	groups,	public	
meetings,	 and	 periodic	 communication	 to	 the	 community	 through	 newspaper	
articles,	 newsletters,	 and	 interpersonal	 communication	 with	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	
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community	 residents.	 With	 the	 goal	 of	 bringing	 the	 community	 together,	 the	
Advisory	 Council’s	 early	 motto	 was,	 “All	 for	 one,	 and	 one	 for	 all.”	 The	 advisory	
Council	 believed	 it	 was	 important	 to	 ensure	 all	 types	 of	 recreation	 were	 served	
through	 the	 process.	 Large	 land	managers	 and	 regional	 non-profits	 play	 a	much-
appreciated	 supporting	 role,	 providing	 critical	 input	 and	 technical	 expertise.	 The	
Clearwater	 Resource	 Council	 (CRC),	 a	 local	 natural	 resource	 organization	 with	
landscape	 scale	 planning	 and	 economic	 development	 experience	 served	 as	 the	
convener,	 project	 manager,	 and	 fiscal	 lead	 during	 Phase	 1	 of	 the	 project.	 The	
Advisory	Council	recognized	the	breadth	of	the	program	being	undertaken	and	the	
myriad	of	recreational	opportunities	available	in	this	watershed.	It	also	recognized	
that	funding	options	were	limited,	agency/land	manager	budgets	were	strained,	and	
that	there	is	a	limit	to	what	a	small-unincorporated	town	can	accomplish	with	finite	
resources.	 As	 a	 result,	 it	 was	 necessary	 to	 identify	 the	 most	 desired	 outcomes,	
evaluate	the	feasibility	of	each,	and	reduce	to	the	most	feasible	desired	trails.	

Land Manager Constraints 
The	collaborative	 first	 recognized	 that	any	efforts	on	 trails	must	be	authorized	by	
the	 various	 land	 managers	 and	 fit	 within	 their	 individual	 missions,	 policies	 and	
regulations.	Opportunities	and	constraints	were	discussed	from	the	very	beginning	
of	 the	 development	 of	 the	 trails	 council.	 	 A	 brief	 overview	 is	 described	 below	 for	
each	land	manager	organization.	

USDA Forest Service  
The	USDA	Forest	Service	(USFS),	specifically	the	Seeley	Lake	Ranger	District	(SLRD)	
of	the	Lolo	National	Forest	is	the	largest	land	manager	in	the	project	area.		The	land	
base	has	many	single-track	trails,	open	roads,	and	closed	roads.	Direction	for	trails	
management	comes	 from	the	Forest	Service	Handbook	on	 trails,	 the	Lolo	National	
Forest	 Plan,	 and	 the	 Bob	 Marshall	 Wilderness	 Complex	 Recreation	 Management	
Direction.	 	 These	 sources	 of	 direction	 serve	 to	 guide	 efforts	 in	 providing	 a	
sustainable	 trail	 system	 consistent	 with	 desired	 opportunities	 and	 balanced	 with	
other	 resources.	 	 The	 Forest	 Service	 has	 three	 fundamental	 trail	 types	
(Standard/Terra,	 Snow,	 and	 Water),	 five	 trail	 classifications	 based	 on	 level	 of	
development,	 and	varying	design	 standards	 for	different	 types	of	 trail	 uses.	There	
are	 specific	 requirements	 for	each	 system	 trail	 as	 to	 the	objective,	design,	defined	
uses,	 maintenance,	 and	 condition	 that	 are	 established	 prior	 to	 any	 new	 trail	
construction.		On	the	SLRD,	total	‘system’	trail	miles	(as	defined	by	36	CFR	212.1)	on	
the	SLRD	is	713.	This	includes	126	Wilderness	miles	and	587	non-Wilderness	miles.	
The	 non-Wilderness	miles	 are	 broken	 into	 263	miles	 of	 Hiker/Pedestrian	&	 Pack	
and	Saddle	trails,	312	miles	of	snowmobile	trails,	and	12	miles	of	ski	trails.			
	
There	 is	 an	 extensive	 system	 of	 Forest	 roads	 open	 to	motorized	 summer	 uses	 as	
indicated	 on	 the	Motor	 Vehicle	 Use	Map	 (MVUM).	 Roads	 are	managed	 separately	
through	 various	 classification	 and	 maintenance	 directives.	 	 Roads	 are	 not	 trails	
although	conversion	from	a	road	to	a	trail	can	be	done.			
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Some	challenges	and	considerations	with	trails	on	the	SLRD	include	 infrastructure	
to	support	of	 the	trail	system	to	maintenance	capacity.	 	Many	Forest	Service	 trails	
have	 established	 trailheads	 to	 provide	 visitor	 services	 such	 as	 parking,	 bulletin	
boards,	 restrooms,	water	 systems,	 stock	 facilities,	 campsites,	 etc.	These	 recreation	
facilities	 must	 be	 maintained	 and	 trailhead	 development	 is	 an	 important	
consideration	in	conjunction	with	new	trail	construction	or	change	in	use.		A	critical	
part	of	the	SLRD	trail	program	is	the	partners	who	assist	in	the	trails	program	and	
with	whom	there	are	 formal	agreements	to	complete	work.	 	Partnerships	 increase	
our	 capacity	 to	 better	 serve	 the	 public	 in	 the	 use	 of	 our	 existing	 program	 that	
enables	opportunities	to	be	offered	that	would	not	otherwise	be	possible.		Volunteer	
organizations	provide	capacity	to	conduct	annual	trail	clearing	and	complete	larger	
efforts	of	tread	repair,	construction	of	 fords	or	puncheons,	or	rock	retaining	walls.		
These	partnership	and	volunteer	relationships	require	administrative	oversight	for	
planning,	training,	and	implementation.	 	The	SLRD	balances	the	ability	to	maintain	
or	 increase	 the	 quality	 of	 existing	 trail	 system	within	 the	 practical	 constraints	 of	
workforce,	 funding	 levels,	 and	 capacity	 to	 continue	 partnership	 opportunities,	
direction	and	policy,	and	conflicting	uses.			
	
In	 addition,	 the	 Forest	 Service	 has	 regulations	 and	 environmental	 analysis	
requirements	 for	 new	 trails,	 converting	 currently	 closed	 roads	 to	 trails,	 or	
significantly	changing	the	use	of	a	current	trail.		The	agency	is	already	beyond	their	
ability	 to	 maintain	 what	 is	 currently	 on	 their	 “books”	 as	 system	 trails,	 based	 on	
funding	levels	and	workforce.	 	Any	new	trail	development	and	construction	would	
require	NEPA	 analysis.	 	 The	 decision	 to	 initiate	NEPA	on	 any	 particular	 new	 trail	
project	 is	 dependent	 on	 the	 funding	 allocation	 to	 districts	 and	 project	 ranking	
within	the	Lolo	Forest	overall	program	of	work.		In	addition	to	planning,	investment	
costs	of	implementation	and	long-term	maintenance	must	be	considered.			

Montana Department of Natural Resources Conservation - Forestry Division 
DNRC	Trust	Lands	have	specific	definitions	for	recreation	on	its	lands	and	rules	for	
trails.	 “By	 definition	 "General	 Recreation"	 includes	 most	 types	 of	 noncommercial	
and/or	 non-concentrated	 activities”	 such	 as	 hiking	 and	 camping.	 “By	 agreement	
between	DNRC	 and	 the	Montana	Department	 of	 Fish,	Wildlife	 and	 Parks,	 persons	
who	possess	a	valid	Montana	Conservation	License	from	MTFWP	will	be	authorized	
to	engage	in	hunting,	fishing,	and	trapping	on	legally	accessible	state	trust	lands	that	
are	 not	 closed	 or	 restricted	 to	 such	 use.”	 	 They	 have	 very	 specific	 rules	 for	
developing	and	maintaining	trails	on	their	lands.		The	rules	are	listed	in	Appendix	4.		
The	department	has	no	budget	or	program	for	recreation	on	its	lands,	so	any	trails	
would	 have	 to	 be	 maintained	 by	 partners	 through	 their	 agreement	 methods	
specified	in	Appendix	4.	

The Nature Conservancy 
The	Nature	Conservancy	is	the	largest	private	landowner	in	the	planning	area.		Most	
of	the	lands	are	cutover	from	the	previous	landowner,	Plum	Creek	Timber	Company,	
and	 has	 a	 legacy	 of	 high	 road	 densities,	 invasive	 weeds,	 and	 early	 succession	
habitats.	 	 Their	 commitment	 when	 purchasing	 the	 properties	 with	 private	
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conservation	dollars	was	to	improve	the	conservation	value	of	the	lands,	recognize	
the	 conservation	 needs	 of	 potential	 new	 landowners,	 including	 the	 USFS,	 BLM,	
MTDNRC,	MTFWP,	and	any	potential	private	 landowners.	 	They	maintain	a	similar	
open	lands	policy	as	Plum	Creek	had.		They	are	willing	to	entertain	new	recreational	
uses	 within	 their	 purchase	 agreements	 and	 are	 currently	 working	 with	 both	 the	
summer	motorized	users	and	the	mountain	bike	users.	

Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 
Montana	Fish,	Wildlife,	and	Parks	manages	approximately	50,000	acres	of	Wildlife	
Management	Area	(WMA)	within	the	Clearwater	drainage	and	Blackfoot	watershed	
portion	of	the	planning	area.		Much	of	the	land	is	former	corporate	timberland	and	
needs	forest	and	stream	restoration	work.		The	primary	function	of	the	WMAs	is	to	
provide	 fish	 and	 wildlife	 habitat	 and	 related	 recreational	 opportunities.	 	 The	
Marshall	 Creek	 WMA	 is	 open	 year-round	 to	 the	 public	 and	 FWP	 shares	 in	 the	
maintenance	 of	 approximately	 37	 miles	 of	 open	 road	 plus	 and	 expanded	
snowmobile	 trail	 system.	 	 The	Blackfoot-Clearwater	WMA	 is	 closed	during	winter	
and	spring	but	open	to	the	public	from	May	15	to	November	10.	Outdoor	recreation	
opportunities	include:	camping,	hunting,	fishing,	hiking,	biking,	and	more	during	the	
period	when	it	is	open.	FWP	lands	provide	wildlife	habitat	for	three	federally	listed	
threatened	species	and	many	species	of	concern,	similar	to	surrounding	lands	under	
federal,	state,	and	private	ownership.		Recreational	opportunities	on	FWP	managed	
lands	must	not	compromise	fish	and	wildlife	habitat	or	be	considered	a	disturbance	
to	 those	 species.	 FWP	 has	 a	 limited	 maintenance	 budget	 and	 staff	 for	 roads	 and	
trails.	
	
	

Section 2: Program Methods  
The	guiding	principles	of	the	project	required	a	rigorous	public	engagement	process	
and	 an	 Advisory	 Council	 that	 emphasized	 listening	 and	 working	 together	 across	
interest	 areas,	 user	 groups,	 land	 ownership,	 and	 business	 types.	 	 (see	 the	 CRC	
website	 http://crcmt.org/trails-project/	 for	 Seeley	 Lake	 Trails	 Advisory	 Council	
Charter).		

Planning Steps 
To	reach	the	goal	for	Phase	1	of	the	project,	the	Seeley	Lake	Trails	Advisory	Council	
advanced	the	following	strategies:		

1) Develop	 and	 train	 a	 diverse	 group	 of	 community	 members	 in	 becoming	 a	
Trails	Advisory	Council	as	a	community	collaborative	on	trails;	

2) Develop	an	understanding	of	trails	and	road	current	uses	for	the	Clearwater	
Watershed	 across	 four	 major	 jurisdictions:	 USFS,	 MTFWP,	 MTDNRC,	 and	
TNC;	

3) Generate	a	local	GIS	map	of	roads	and	trails	for	all	landowners;	
4) Engage	 local	 residents	 and	 stakeholders	 through	 a	 series	 of	 community	

meetings,	a	public	survey,	and	an	interactive	online	mapping	tool	to	identify	
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the	 community	 vision	 for	 trails,	 including	 specific	 suggestions	 for	 trail	
improvements;		

5) Review	 trails	 marketing	 strategies	 and	 infrastructure	 from	 comparable	
communities	to	identify	key	issues	to	successfully	market	Seeley	Lake	and	its	
recreational	opportunities;		

6) Gather	 information	on	 suggested	 trail	 enhancements	 to	 support	 systematic	
comparison	and	a	publicly	transparent	prioritization	process;	

7) Engage	 local	 residents	 and	 stakeholders	 in	 the	 prioritization	 process	 by	
seeking	 input	 on	 trails	 through	 a	 series	 of	 evaluation	 criteria	 and	 asking	
people	to	identify	their	preferences;	

8) Conduct	a	business	survey	to	get	input	from	community	businesses;	and	
9) Synthesize	 all	 information,	 analysis,	 and	 public	 input	 into	 a	 final	 report	

including	a	description	of	prioritized	next	steps	for	the	collaborative.		

Process Description 
In	 2014	 the	 Clearwater	 Resource	 Council	 in	 collaboration	 with	 Ecosystem	
Management	 Resource	 Institute	 (EMRI)	 convened	 a	 diverse	 group	 of	 trails	
stakeholders,	 including	 groups,	 businesses,	 non-profits	 and	 land	 managers,	 and	
served	as	 the	 fiscal	 sponsor	and	process	 facilitator.	 	This	group	 formed	the	Seeley	
Lake	Trails	Advisory	Council.	 	CRC	did	not	vote	on	the	substantive	decisions	of	the	
Advisory	 Council.	 From	 November	 2015	 to	 May	 2016,	 CRC,	 with	 funding	 from	
Bonneville	 Environmental	 Foundation,	 sponsored	 a	 series	 of	 three	 training	
workshops	 for	 the	 Advisory	 Council	 to	 build	 collaborative	 skills,	 while	 advancing	
their	work	 of	 establishing	 a	 vision,	 a	 Council	 charter,	 and	 evaluation	 criteria	 that	
served	as	the	foundation	for	this	planning	effort.		
	
Starting	 in	 2015,	 an	 inventory	 of	 the	 trail	 system	 was	 developed	 by	 combining	
information	 from	 large	 land	managers	 into	 a	 geo-database	 and	 assessing	 on-the-
ground	 conditions	 of	 portions	 of	 the	 trail	 system	 through	 interviews	 and	 field	
assessment.		
	
In	 2016,	 a	 public	 survey	 was	 developed	 to	 invite	 comment	 on	 existing	 trails,	
suggestions	 for	 improvement	 and	 interest	 in	 increased	 outdoor	 recreation	 and	
economic	 development.	 The	 public	 process	 was	 launched	 with	 a	 well-attended	
public	 meeting	 on	 February	 25,	 2017	 and	 the	 comment	 period	 remained	 open	 5	
months,	 through	 July	15,	2017.	The	 survey	was	promoted	online	and	a	hard	 copy	
was	 available	 at	 popular	 Seeley	Lake	businesses.	Trail	 suggestions	were	 compiled	
and	 reviewed	 by	 the	 Advisory	 Council	 relative	 to	 the	 evaluation	 criteria.	 Trail	
proposals	 that	 were	 identified	 as	 high	 priorities	 and	 relatively	 feasible	 were	
presented	 at	 a	 public	meeting	 on	March	 7,	 2018	 for	 review	 and	 comment	 before	
they	were	finalized	in	this	report.	
	
Concurrently,	the	Advisory	Council	conducted	an	informal	marketing	review	looking	
at	 similar	 towns	with	 recreation-based	economies	 in	 the	west.	 	A	business	 survey	
was	 developed	 inviting	 businesses	 to	 share	 their	 interests,	 concerns,	 and	 ideas	
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regarding	expanding	outdoor	recreation.	A	broad	range	of	businesses	participated	
in	 individual	meetings,	 focus	groups,	and	 the	online	survey	 to	provide	 their	 input.	
Results	were	presented	at	the	final	public	meeting.	

Collaboration Training and Charter Development 
The	 Advisory	 Council	 went	 through	 a	 series	 of	 three	 training	 workshops	 led	 by	
Jennifer	 Arnold	 of	 Reciprocity	 Consulting	 LLC.	 The	 trainings	 were	 designed	 to	
strengthen	relationships	and	collaboration	skills	to	help	the	Advisory	Council	learn	
how	to	work	effectively	together	and	to	understand	what	it	takes	for	an	open	public	
process.		
	
Each	 training	 session	 included	 a	 3-hour	 evening	 workshop	 session,	 where	
participants	 practiced	 using	 skills	 and	 concepts	 in	 small	 groups.	 The	 practice	
activities	used	questions	and	scenarios	from	the	trails	planning	process	so	that	the	
Council	was	actively	advancing	their	planning	effort,	while	building	skills.	The	three	
workshops	are	described	briefly:	

Listening, Understanding Interests and Establishing a Shared Vision 
The	 first	 training	 led	 people	 through	 a	 visioning	 exercise	 where	 each	 person	
practiced	 speaking,	 listening	 and	 asking	 questions	 to	 better	 understand	 and	
appreciate	 the	 diverse	 interests	 represented	 in	 this	 effort.	 People	 identified	
challenging	 issues	 that	 would	 come	 up	 over	 the	 course	 of	 the	 project	 and	 made	
personal	commitments	for	how	they	could	support	the	project’s	success.	

Building Trust and Establishing Roles, Timeline and Decision-making Rules 
The	 second	 training	 highlighted	 how	 trust	 is	 built	 through	 establishing	 shared	
expectations,	 demonstrating	 follow-through,	 and	 adapting	 based	 on	 feedback.	
People	walked	 through	 a	 series	 of	 questions	 that	 established	 key	 elements	 of	 the	
Advisory	 Committee	 charter,	 including	 roles,	 timeline	 and	 decision-making	 rules,	
specifically	 the	Council	 adopted	 rules	using	 the	Fist-to-Five	method	 for	 consensus	
building.	

Building Consensus for Evaluation Criteria 
The	third	training	focused	on	how	to	work	productively	through	challenging	issues	
to	reach	consensus	using	the	Fist-to-Five	method.	People	practiced	talking	through	
different	 ideas	 about	 what	 the	 comprehensive	 trail	 system	 will	 look	 like	 and	
reached	consensus	on	a	set	of	evaluation	criteria,	which	have	served	as	a	framework	
to	evaluate	proposed	trail	ideas.		

Trails Inventory Process 
The	 trails	 inventory	process	was	 officially	 launched	 in	 the	 summer	of	 2015	when	
The	Trust	for	Public	Land,	in	partnership	with	the	Montana	Conservation	Corps	and	
the	 US	 Forest	 Service,	 through	 a	 cost-share	 agreement,	 placed	 two	 AmeriCorps	
conservation	 interns	 in	 the	Seeley	Lake	area.	 Interns	 interviewed	members	of	 the	
Seeley	 Lake	 Trails	 Advisory	 Council,	 businesses,	 and	 additional	 community	
stakeholders	 to	 ask	 about	 trail	 usage,	 current	 conditions,	 and	 desires	 for	
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improvement.	 Large	 land	 managers	 provided	 feedback	 on	 ongoing	 projects	 and	
constraints.	 From	 conversations	 with	 user	 groups	 and	 feedback	 from	 agency	
representatives,	three	areas	were	prioritized	for	fieldwork:	the	Horseshoe	Hills,	the	
Morrell	 Creek/Rice	 Ridge	 area,	 and	 the	 area	 surrounding	 the	 Marshall	 Creek	
Wildlife	Management	Area.	Interns	conducted	trail	condition	surveys	in	these	areas	
using	the	Trail	Assessment	and	Conditions	Surveys	(TRACS)	tool	used	by	the	Forest	
Service.	 Data	was	 downloaded	 to	 the	 Forest	 Service	 and	 results	 from	 their	 effort	
were	shared	in	a	report	for	the	community	(See	Trust	for	Public	Lands	2016).	
	
Starting	 in	 2016,	 an	 online	 interactive	 map	 was	 developed	 by	 Ecosystem	
Management	 Research	 Institute	 in	 cooperation	 with	 the	 large	 land	 managers	 to	
integrate	 accurate	 information	 about	 existing	 trail	 infrastructure	 across	 land	
ownerships	 into	 a	 single	 geo-database.	 The	 online	 maps	 were	 produced	 for	 the	
public	 process,	 including	 an	 option	 to	 add	 comments	 to	 specific	 locations	 where	
people	would	like	to	see	trail	improvements.		
	
The	 interactive	 map	 was	 also	 valuable	 as	 the	 Advisory	 Council	 compiled	 and	
evaluated	 the	 trail	 ideas	 that	 were	 submitted	 during	 the	 public	 process.	 All	 trail	
ideas	 suggested	 by	 the	 public	 were	 mapped	 and	 merged	 with	 the	 existing	
infrastructure	to	facilitate	an	analysis	of	each	trail	idea	and	the	overall	trail	system	
to	locate	gaps,	identify	potential	recreation	areas	that	were	in	close	proximity	to	the	
town,	 and	 recognize	 how	 the	 most	 desired	 trails	 could	 be	 implemented	 most	
effectively	to	enhance	overall	recreational	opportunities.	After	trails	were	evaluated	
for	 feasibility	and	prioritized,	 the	 final	maps	were	designed	 to	demonstrate	 to	 the	
public	the	overall	trail	system	priorities.								

Public Process 
Jennifer	 Arnold	 of	 Reciprocity	 Consulting,	 LLC	working	 closely	with	 the	 Advisory	
Council,	 developed	 the	 public	 process	 and	 survey.	 Jenny	 Rohrer	 of	 CRC	 and	 the	
Public	 Engagement	 Committee	 of	 the	 Advisory	 Council	 coordinated	 the	 public	
meetings	and	public	outreach	strategies.		
	
The	 public	 comment	 period	was	 launched	with	 a	 public	meeting	 on	 February	 25,	
2017	and	attended	by	more	than	80	community	members	and	covered	by	the	local	
Pathfinder	newspaper.	It	consisted	of	short	presentations	providing	background	on	
the	 project	 goals	 and	 informal	 time	 for	 questions	 and	 discussion.	 Workstations	
supplied	with	electronic	and	paper	surveys	were	available	for	people	to	submit	their	
comments.	User	groups,	non-profits,	and	large	land	managers	provided	information,	
organized	 maps	 and	 informational	 booths.	 Advisory	 Council	 members	 served	 as	
ambassadors	to	the	project,	answering	questions	and	encouraging	people	to	fill	out	
the	surveys	with	their	trail	ideas.		
	
The	 18-question	 public	 survey	 included	 both	 ranking	 questions	 for	 people	 to	
indicate	 their	 favorite	 trails,	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 they	 wanted	 increased	 outdoor	
recreation,	 and	 open-ended	 questions	 for	 people	 to	 share	 their	 ideas	 on	 how	 the	
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trail	system	could	be	improved	(see	Appendix	1	for	survey	question	analysis).	The	
public	 survey	 was	 open	 for	 5	 months	 (February	 to	 July	 2017)	 and	 received	 328	
responses,	most	of	which	included	detailed,	thoughtful	comments.	
	
Public	 outreach	 during	 the	 comment	 period	 included	 email	 blasts,	 newspaper	
advertising,	 and	 paper	 copies	 of	 the	 survey	 distributed	 to	 local	 Seeley	 Lake	
businesses.	The	Advisory	Council	also	had	a	booth	at	summer	events,	including	the	
4th	 of	 July	 parade,	 the	 farmer’s	market,	 and	 the	 Bob	Marshall	Music	 Festival	with	
electronic	and	paper	surveys	for	people	to	fill	out.		
	

Figure	2.		Poster	for	the	first	Public	Meeting.	

	

Evaluation Criteria to Prioritize Trail Ideas 
The	Advisory	 Council	 developed	 a	 set	 of	 evaluation	 criteria	 (Appendix	 2),	which	
represent	the	characteristics	and	considerations	for	the	desired	future	trail	system	
and	 were	 used	 in	 the	 evaluation	 of	 each	 trail	 proposed	 by	 the	 community	 input	
process.	 Cathy	Kahnle	 of	 CRC,	 in	 coordination	with	 Jennifer	Arnold	 of	 Reciprocity	
Consulting,	 led	 the	 effort	 to	 evaluate	 the	 trails	 ideas	 received	 from	 the	 public	
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according	to	these	criteria.	The	Advisory	Council	provided	input	to	further	interpret	
and	prioritize	 trail	 ideas	 from	 the	public	based	on	 these	 criteria.	The	Council	was	
careful	 to	 consider	 each	 and	 every	 idea	 proposed	 by	 the	 public	 and	 provide	
explanation	for	those	ideas	considered	not	feasible	or	not	likely	to	be	implemented	
in	the	next	15	years.	

Marketing Review for Recreational Trails   
The	 Seeley	 Lake	Trails	Advisory	 Council	 obtained	 and	 reviewed	 a	wide	 variety	 of	
materials	 regarding	 economic	 development	 through	 outdoor	 recreation.	 An	
evaluation	 of	 these	 materials	 revealed	 various	 tourist/visitor	 trends.	 In	 the	
evaluation	 process	 the	 Advisory	 Council	 included	 the	 trends	 for	 the	 development	
and	improvement	of	the	overall	trail	system.				

Business Survey Process  
With	 the	 desire	 to	 reach	 out	 directly	 to	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 local	 businesses,	 the	
Advisory	 Council	 developed	 a	 business	 survey	 in	 summer	 2017.	 Due	 to	 the	 Rice	
Ridge	Fire,	which	drastically	affected	Seeley	Lake	businesses,	outreach	to	business	
owners	 was	 postponed	 until	 late	 2017	 and	 some	 questions	 were	 added	 to	 ask	
businesses	about	the	impact	of	the	fire.		
	
Jenny	 Rohrer	 of	 CRC,	 along	 with	 members	 from	 the	 Advisory	 Council,	 met	 with	
business	owners	individually	and	in	focus	groups	to	hear	their	interests	in	outdoor	
recreation	 and	 ideas	 for	 expanding	 outdoor	 recreation	 and	 tourism	 in	 ways	 that	
would	benefit	their	business.	They	interviewed	12	business	owners,	representing	7	
businesses,	and	26	businesses	responded	to	the	survey.	
	
A	 second	 pubic	 meeting	 was	 held	 to	 share	 the	 results	 of	 the	 Business	 and	 the	
Community	 surveys.	 	 There	 were	 60	 members	 of	 the	 public	 in	 attendance.	 	 The	
meeting	was	hosted	by	TNC.	 	The	meeting	described	the	outcomes	of	both	surveys	
and	resulted	in	a	comprehensive	article	in	the	local	paper.	
	

Section 3: General Findings & Survey 
Results   

Overview of Current Trails Uses 
Seeley	Lake	is	fortunate	to	have	a	spectacular	landscape	and	variety	of	features	that	
provide	 the	opportunity	 for	authorized	and	dispersed	recreational	use	across	 that	
landscape.	Lakes,	 rivers,	 streams,	mountains,	wilderness	roadless	areas,	and	many	
historic	 trails	 abound.	 Recreational	 prospects	 are	 varied	 for	 those	 interested	 in	
winter	and	summer	activities,	motorized	and	non-motorized	recreation,	as	well	as	
both	 land	 and	 water-based	 uses.	 Because	 there	 are	 varied	 options,	 the	 planning	
process	 recognized	 that	 making	 use	 of	 what	 was	 currently	 available	 should	 be	 a	
priority.	 Accordingly,	 a	 primary	 goal	 of	 the	 project	 was	 improvements	 and	
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maintenance	 for	 existing	 trail	 infrastructure	 (see	 Tables	 1	 &	 2	 for	 current	
infrastructure).			
	
Seeley	Lake	 is	positioned	to	capitalize	on	recreational	 tourism	for	 its	geographical	
location	 and	 a	 location	 along	 a	major	 corridor	between	Glacier	National	Park	 and	
Yellowstone	 National	 Park.	 Highway	 83,	 the	 main	 route	 through	 Seeley	 Lake,	
averages	over	2,300	vehicles	per	day	during	tourist	season.		
	
Winter	non-motorized	recreation	(skiing,	 snow	shoeing)	 is	 readily	available	 in	 the	
Clearwater	area	primarily	because	of	the	designated	ski	trail	system	at	Seeley	Creek	
Trail	 system,	which	 averages	 over	 110	 visitors	 per	 day	 during	 ski	 season.	 Seeley	
Creek	Trails	offer	over	12	miles	of	regularly	groomed	trails.	Ski	events,	such	as	the	
OSCR	 (Over	 Seeley	 Creeks	 and	 Ridges)	 and	 the	 annual	 Seeley	 Lake	 Challenge	
biathlon,	 attract	 spectators	 and	 participants.	 Skiing	 opportunities	 beyond	 Seeley	
Creek	 are	 available	 but	 somewhat	 less	 satisfactory.	 Skiers	 are	 limited	 to	 sharing	
groomed	 snowmobile	 trails	 or	 must	 travel	 via	 unmarked	 and	 ungroomed	 cross-
country	 trails.	 Such	 trails,	while	 potentially	 limitless,	 are	 less	 useful	 for	 economic	
development	through	tourist	recreation.		
	
Likewise,	 backcountry	 ski	 opportunities	 abound,	 but	 are	 generally	 limited	 by	
accessibility,	requiring	motorized	equipment	(vehicles,	snowmobiles,	snow	cats)	for	
reasonable	access	to	back	country	areas.											
	
The	 local	 school	 system	 maintains	 a	 robust	 outdoor	 education	 program,	 which	
encourages	outdoor	recreation	and	offers	cross-country	ski	training	and	athletic	ski	
team	 competition.	 Seeley	 Lake	 ROCKS	 periodically	 offers	 other	 cross-country	 ski	
events	 such	as	 the	Peter	Hale	Memorial	20k	Race.	 Seeley	Lake	Elementary	School	
organizes	 the	 Skiesta	 annually	 or	 bi-annually.	 Physical	 Education	 classes	 include	
skiing	in	the	winter	and	cycling	in	the	spring	and	fall	seasons.		
	
The	 “Connecting	 the	 Community”	 trails	 program	 sponsored	 by	 the	 Seeley	 Lake	
Community	Council	has	also	made	great	 strides	 toward	 the	development	of	an	 in-
town	trail	system,	and	 is	working	on	developing	a	trail	around	the	Seeley	Lake,	as	
well	as	a	variety	of	 in-town	connector	 trails,	and	safe	passage	 for	pedestrians	and	
cyclists	through	town	and	to	school.	
	
Winter	motorized	options	 (snowmobile)	are	highly	developed	and	widely	utilized,	
with	 approximately	 166	 miles	 of	 roads/trails	 that	 are	 groomed	 regularly	 in	 the	
Clearwater	Watershed.	According	 to	Seeley	Lake	Driftriders	 statistics,	 Seeley	Lake	
draws	 approximately	 20,000	 snowmobile	 visits	 per	 year.	 A	 piston	 bully	 grooms	
large	 sections	 of	 available	 roads	 each	 night	 during	 the	winter	 season.	 The	 annual	
Poker	 Run	 brings	 local	 and	 out-of-town	 snowmobile	 visitors	 and	 provides	 an	
additional	economic	boost	during	the	winter	economic	downturn.			
	
Summer	motorized	 recreation	 is	 restricted	 to	 roads	 (paved,	 gravel	 and	 dirt)	 and	
must	 be	 shared	 with	 normal	 highway	 vehicles.	 Off-road	 “trails”	 do	 not	 exist	 for	
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summer-motorized	 travel	 in	 this	 planning	 area	 at	 this	 time.	 Many	 pre-existing	
Forest	 Service	 roads	 (formerly	 Plum	 Creek	 Timber	 lands)	 are	 closed	 and	 gated,	
restricts	 from	 travel	 by	 ATVs	 and	 dirt	 bikes.	 	 	 In	 the	 case	 of	 the	 USFS,	 ATV’s	 are	
considered	 wheeled	 vehicles.	 	 The	 Seeley	 Lake	 Ranger	 District	 has	 an	 open	 road	
density	limitation	agreement	with	the	USFWS	on	management	of	grizzly	bears	and	
lynx.		Any	new	roads	opened	for	ATVs	would	trigger	closure	of	current	open	roads.		
Unless	the	road	density	agreement	is	changed,	there	are	very	limited	opportunities	
for	dedicated	ATV	trails	on	closed	roadbeds.		
	
The	 ATV	 recreational	 user	 group	 prefers	 road	 opportunities	 off	 open	 roads.	
Moreover,	desired	scenic	views	are	not	readily	available	on	existing	roads.	 	Lack	of	
summer	motorized	trail	availability	for	this	group	often	results	in	increased	in	non-
authorized	 uses,	 with	 motorized	 vehicles	 in	 locations	 that	 are	 environmentally,	
tribally	or	culturally	sensitive,	and	brings	about	trail	sharing	conflict	with	other	trail	
users.	 This	 group	 is	 growing	 in	 number	 as	 the	 population	 ages,	 and	 physical	
mobility	 becomes	 a	 problem.	 Although	 limited	 in	 physical	 capability,	 this	 group	
continues	 to	 seek	 recreational	 options	 that	 allow	 access	 to	 scenic	 views	 and	
convenient	connections	to	other	communities.	
	
	Similarly,	 limited	 options	 exist	 for	 summer-mechanized	 recreation	 (road	 bikes,	
mountain	 bikes,	 fat-tire	 bikes).	 Like	 summer	 motorized	 recreation,	 summer	
mechanized	travel	is	primarily	limited	to	roads	(gated	and	open)	and	off	trail	travel.	
The	 Seeley	 Creek	 trails	 are	 designated	 for	 summer	 bicycle	 use,	 however,	 trail	
mowing	is	often	neglected,	or	discouraged	by	winter	recreational	groups	for	fear	of	
wear	damage	to	the	trails.	Moreover,	the	wide,	smooth,	manicured	trails	do	not	offer	
the	technical	difficulty	or	more	desirable	single-track	experience	for	this	user	group.	
Very	few	of	the	authorized	single-track	bicycle	trails	are	available	in	the	watershed.		
	
The	widely	popular	and	well	known	Tour	Divide	bike	race	route	comes	within	one	
mile	 of	 Seeley	 Lake,	 which	 is	 the	 only	 reasonable	 bike	 rider	 “refueling”	 location	
located	 in	 the	 center	 of	 a	 200	mile	 stretch	 of	wilderness	 travel.	 The	 tiny	 town	 of	
Ovando	(population	71),	just	30	miles	from	Seeley	Lake,	capitalizes	on	the	business	
generated	by	this	group	of	cyclists	by	offering	temporary	lodging,	food,	telephones,	
computer	 access,	 bike	 parts,	 and	 other	 services.	 Similarly,	 Continental	 Divide	
cyclists	who	use	the	same	route,	travel	through	the	Seeley	Lake	area	throughout	the	
spring,	summer,	and	fall	seasons	(when	the	high	elevation	snow	pack	allows).	These	
tourists,	 who	 are	 typically	 high	 wage	 earners	 and	 are	 unable	 to	 carry	 food	 and	
clothing,	are	a	potential	source	of	income	for	Seeley	Lake.						
	
Winter	mechanized	recreation	is	not	available	at	the	Seeley	Creek	Trails	because	the	
groomed	snow	surface	is	damaged	by	the	bike	tires	and	decreases	the	quality	of	the	
experience	for	skiers.	Fat-tire	biking,	which	is	generally	low	impact	on	the	landscape,	
is	primarily	limited	to	motorized	groomed	areas.		
	
Perhaps	the	most	significant	issue	regarding	the	existing	trail	system	is	the	lack	of	
adequate	mapping,	signage,	and	trail	connectivity.	Trails	are	often	difficult	to	locate	
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and	follow.	It	is	believed	that	many	recreationalists	are	reluctant	to	utilize	the	trails	
for	fear	of	getting	lost.		
	
Another	 opportunity	 is	 the	 lack	 of	 convenient	 routes	 (motorized	 and	 non-
motorized)	 between	 Seeley	 Lake	 and	 other	 surrounding	 towns	 (Ovando,	 Lincoln,	
Greenough,	 Condon,	 Potomac,	Missoula,	Milltown,	Arlee).	Often	 it	 requires	 vehicle	
travel	to	connect	with	these	communities.	The	addition	of	trails	would	broaden	the	
scope	of	recreation	for	residents,	as	well	as	encouraging	out-of-town	visitors.				
	
The	 lack	 of	 a	 safe	 route	 for	 bicycle	 travel	 between	 Highway	 200	 (Clearwater	
Junction)	and	Seeley	Lake	is	a	significant	barrier	to	capitalizing	on	cycling	tourists.	A	
6	 mile	 segment	 of	 road	 along	 Highway	 83	 (MM5-MM11)	 is	 heavily	 traveled	 by	
motor	 vehicles,	 and	 does	 not	 provide	 sufficient	 room	 for	 cyclists	 to	 safely	 travel.	
Cyclists	 are	 often	 traveling	 on	 the	 road	 surface,	 as	 road	 aprons	 are	 small	 or	 non-
existent	with	drop	offs	into	the	lakes	or	against	rock	walls.	Drivers	often	encounter	
cyclists	unexpectedly	 around	 curves,	with	potential	 for	 accidents.	This	 road	 is	 the	
primary	 route	 for	 truck	 traffic,	 including	 log	 trucks,	 and	 doesn’t	 allow	 adequate	
safety	allowances.	The	development	of	alternative	cycling	routes,	or	re-construction	
of	 the	 road	 surface	 to	 include	aprons,	would	 increase	 cycle	 traffic,	 especially	 road	
bikers,	significantly.	
	
During	 the	 course	 of	 the	 Seeley	 Lake	Trails	 Project,	 it	 has	 become	evident	 that	 in	
addition	to	the	lack	of	off-road	summer	motorized	travel	opportunities,	the	options	
that	do	exist	are	often	not	designed	adequately	to	allow	for	preferred	travel	 loops,	
or	scenic	views.	Trails	or	roads	that	offer	loops	and	views	would	increase	motorized	
recreation	satisfaction	significantly.		
	
The	lack	of	safe	travel	options	through	town,	and	connector	trails	to	dispersed	trails	
are	 shortcomings	 in	 the	 existing	 trail	 system.	 Travel	 between	 Double	 Arrow	
Subdivision	 (the	 largest	 housing	 community)	 and	 Seeley	 Lake	 is	 limited	 to	motor	
vehicle	 routes,	 increasing	 the	 opportunity	 for	 accidents.	 Likewise,	 school	 children	
that	walk	 or	 ride	 bikes	 to	 school	 are	 at	 risk	 from	 less	 than	 safe	 pedestrian	 travel	
options	 through	 town.	Furthermore,	 the	 lack	of	 a	 safe	 trail	between	 town	and	 the	
lake,	or	Big	Larch	Campground	(and	its	beach)	increases	the	risk	of	accidents	along	
Highway	83.	There	has	already	been	one	fatality	and	several	other	“close	calls.”		
	

Public Survey Results 
Community/Public Survey 
In	 an	 effort	 to	 understand	 the	 needs	 and	wants	 of	 the	 Seeley	 Lake	 community	 in	
regard	 to	 recreational	 trails	 and	 economic	 growth,	 the	 Seeley	 Lake	 Trails	 Project	
developed	a	comprehensive	survey	for	community	residents	and	non-residents.	The	
survey	was	introduced	at	a	highly	publicized	public	meeting	and	widely	distributed	
throughout	 the	 community	 and	 beyond	 to	 recreational	 groups.	 Of	 the	 328	 total	
respondents,	 the	 majority	 were	 Seeley	 Lake	 residents	 (primary	 or	 secondary	
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homes).	 	 The	 next	 largest	 group	 of	 respondents	was	 from	Missoula	 (primary	 and	
secondary	 homes)	 followed	 closely	 by	 Montana	 residents.	 It	 was	 clear	 that	 the	
survey	 was	 taken	 seriously.	 Responses	 were	 almost	 uniformly	 complete	 and	
comprehensive.	 Most	 respondents	 added	 clarifying	 notes,	 comments,	 and	
suggestions.									
	
The	 public	 provided	 a	 wealth	 of	 information	 about	 the	 needs	 and	 desires	 of	 the	
community	regarding	recreational	trails	and	economic	development.	In	addition	to	
an	 overview	 of	 the	 basic	 concepts,	 respondents	 also	 submitted	 both	 general	
suggestions	 to	 improve	 the	 recreational	 trail	 system	 in	 Seeley	 Lake,	 as	 well	 as	
proposing	 specific	 trails	 for	 development.	 General	 suggestions	were	 aimed	 at	 the	
overall	 quality	 and	 usefulness	 of	 the	 system,	 such	 as	 desired	 signage,	maps,	 trail	
maintenance,	expanded	activities	and	amenities.	Specific	“on-the-ground”	trail	ideas	
were	 requested	 to	 generate	 proposed	 trails	 for	 all	 recreational	 user	 groups	
throughout	the	watershed.				
	
Headwaters	 Economics	 provided	 a	 visual	 analysis	 of	 the	 data	 generated	 in	 the	
Community	Survey	(Appendix	2).			
	
Diverse	 respondents	 and	 several	 recreational	 user	 groups	 participated.	
Demographically,	more	 respondents	were	male	 than	 female,	 and	 the	 results	were	
heavily	 weighted	 to	 older	 recreational	 users,	 many	 over	 age	 65.	 The	 largest	
percentage	of	respondents	were	members	of	the	Montana	Wilderness	Association,	a	
group	who	 are	 primarily	 engaged	 in	 non-motorized	 recreation	 (almost	 43%),	 yet	
the	 second	 largest	percentage	of	 respondents	were	affiliated	with	 the	Seeley	Lake	
Driftriders	 (almost	 26%)	 and	 the	 Seeley	 Lake	 ATV	 Club	 (over	 20%),	 which	 are	
primarily	summer	motorized	recreational	user	groups.			
	
Question	 1	 asked	 whether	 the	 respondent	 was	 satisfied	 with	 the	 existing	 trail	
system.	 The	 answers	 were	 weighted	 toward	 unsatisfied	 (31%)	 or	 moderately	
satisfied	(37%)	with	only	33%	being	reasonably	well	to	well	satisfied.			In	Appendix	
1	 the	 analysis	 breaks	 the	 information	 down	 in	 several	 ways	 including	 by	 age,	
respondents	 with	 children	 at	 home	 and	 not,	 respondents	 with	 and	 without	
disabilities	 and	 whether	 the	 respondent	 was	 a	 primary	 resident,	 second	 home	
owner	or	a	visitor.		(Appendix	1)	
	
Question	2	sought	information	regarding	whether	the	respondent	wanted	more	or	
less	 outdoor	 recreation	 opportunities.	 Of	 328	 responses,	 the	 response	 is	 heavily	
weighted	 toward	 more	 recreation	 with	 95%	 wanting	 more	 recreational	
opportunities.	 	 	 However,	 the	 trails	 group	 believe	 many	 do	 not	 have	 a	 full	
understanding	of	what	is	available	due	to	poor	maps,	lack	of	signage,	and	a	desire	by	
ATV	users	for	places	to	ride	that	are	off	open	system	roads.		(Appendix	1)	
	
Notable	 is	 that	 almost	 14%	 of	 the	 respondents	 indicated	 that	 they	 have	 special	
needs	 or	 disabilities	 that	 influence	 their	 use	 of	 trails.	 This	 response	 is	 consistent	
with	 the	 national	 percentage	 of	 citizens	 who	 identify	 themselves	 as	 having	 a	



	 22	

disability.	As	the	population	of	the	United	States	continues	to	age,	this	percentage	is	
expected	 to	 increase.	 Of	 note	 –	 people	 with	 disabilities	 tend	 to	 be	 much	 more	
dissatisfied	 with	 the	 present	 trails	 system.	 Comments	 suggested	 that	 disabled	
individuals	 are	 less	 satisfied	 from	 the	 lack	 of	 summer-motorized	 trails.	 Of	 the	
locations	 where	 people	 showed	 interest	 in	 exploring	 further,	 common	 negative	
comments	were	that	the	locations	were	not	accessible	to	people	with	disabilities,	or	
their	favorite	recreational	uses	were	not	authorized.		
	
Many	 of	 the	 respondents	 engaged	 in	 multiple	 recreational	 activities.	 Hiking;	
canoeing,	 kayaking	 and	boating;	walking,	 fishing,	 and	 cross-country	 skiing	 are	 the	
top	 five	 types	 of	 activities	 of	 respondents.	 The	 next	 five	 were	 camping,	 hunting,	
walking	with	dogs,	backpacking,	and	photography.	(See	question	3	in	Appendix	1).	
	
A	notable	trend	evident	from	the	survey	is	that	the	majority	of	the	respondents	felt	
that	there	should	be	a	balance	between	motorized	and	non-motorized	recreational	
uses.	While	both	motorized	and	non-motorized	respondent	groups	 included	a	 few	
individuals	 with	 comments	 suggesting	 other	 uses	 should	 be	 excluded,	 most	
respondents	 felt	 there	 was	 enough	 space	 for	 all	 uses.	 One	 particularly	 insightful	
comment	 pointed	 out	 that	 while	 motorized	 recreation	 far	 outweighs	 the	 non-
motorized	trails	in	the	winter,	it	is	heavily	flipped	to	the	non-motorized	recreation	
in	the	summer,	with	hundreds	of	miles	of	non-motorized	trails	and	no	motorized	off	
of	 open	 roads.	 The	 statement	 was;	 “While	 I’m	 not	 saying	 these	 trails	 need	 to	 be	
exclusive,	 I’m	saying	motorized	 recreationists	need	 to	be	allowed	 to	use	 the	 trails	
along	with	non-motorized.	There	is	only	so	much	land.	A	cooperative	approach	and	
a	little	tolerance	for	each	other	and	how	we	all	choose	to	enjoy	the	area	are	needed.”							
	
In	 order	 understand	 the	 favorite	 use	 areas	 of	 the	 watershed,	 respondents	 were	
asked	 to	 name	 their	 favorite	 areas.	 	 The	 responses	 can	 be	 seen	 in	question	 4	 of	
Appendix	 1.	 	 The	 top	 ten	 areas	were:	 	 Seeley	 Lake	 Trails;	 Trail	 30/Morrell	 Creek	
Areas;	Lake	Marshall	Area;	Lake	Elsina	Area;	Cottonwood	Lakes	Road;	Rice	Ridge;	
Mt	Henry;	Lake	Alva;	Clearwater	Lake	Trail;	and	Salmon	Lake	Area.	(Appendix1)	
	
Question	5	was	“reasons	why	I	haven’t	visited	some	areas	as	yet”.		The	two	largest	
reasons	were	“just	haven’t	made	it	yet”	and	“need	to	learn	more	about	it”.		Of	note,	
24%	 stated	 that	 their	 favorite	 use	was	 not	 authorized,	with	 12%	 stating	 that	 the	
area	was	not	accessible	to	people	with	disabilities.	(Appendix	1)	
	
Another	question	(Table	3)	not	part	of	Appendix	1,	asked	respondents	to	 identify	
places	they	would	like	to	explore:	
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Table	3.		New	places	of	interest	respondents	want	to	explore.	
	

Moose	Gap	 62%	
Hill	16	 56%	
Mount	Baldy	 57%	
Crescent	Lake	Route	 50%	
Horseshoe	Hills	 48%	
Owl	Creek	 58%	
Sunday	Mountain	 44%	
Mt.	Henry	 45%	
West	of	Lake	Alva	 55%	

	
When	 questioned	 about	 what	 they	 liked	 most	 about	 their	 favorite	 areas,	 scenic	
views	were	most	important	to	recreationalists	in	this	area	(Question	6	Appendix	1).	
Other	features	that	ranked	high	include:	 	wildlife	viewing,	 light	traffic,	nearby,	and	
connects	to	other	places.	
	
Question	7	asked	trail	users	what	trail	features	are	most	important.	The	responses	
indicate	 that	 trails	 are	 not	 adequately	 marked	 and	 signed.	 The	 features	 with	 the	
greatest	 percentages	were:	 trail	map	 posted	 at	 trailhead;	 natural	 surface	 on	 trail;	
connections	 to	 other	 places;	 loop	 trails;	 directional	 signs;	 and	 adequate	 parking	
were	the	top	six	responses.	(Appendix	1)	
	
Question	 8	 asked	 respondents’	 connection	 to	 trails	 and	 outdoor	 recreation	 to	
understand	 how	 respondents	 connected	 to	 the	 survey	 and	 trail	 use.		
Overwhelmingly,	 91%	 were	 actual	 trail	 users	 with	 a	 few	 being	 an	 interested	
community	resident.		Other	results	are	in	the	appendix.	(Appendix	1)	
	
The	 public	 survey	 results	 are	 far-reaching	 and	 exceptionally	 in-depth.	 It	 appears	
that	 people	 took	 this	 survey	 seriously	 and	 provided	 a	 wealth	 of	 information	 and	
ideas,	 and	 ultimately	 provided	 both	 the	 suggested	 trails	 used	 by	 the	 Advisory	
Council	to	develop	their	priorities	for	Phase	2,	but	also	the	framework	by	which	to	
evaluate	them.				
		

Public Survey – Overarching Themes to Improve the Trail System 
The	 public	 survey	 responses	 showed	 general	 themes	 in	 the	 needs/wishes	 of	 the	
community	for	the	trails	system:	(In	alphabetical	order)	

Ø Add	signage	and	mapping	to	help	people	find	and	follow	trails;		
Ø Connect	the	town	to	the	trails	for	all	users;	
Ø Connect	to	other	towns	for	all	users;	
Ø Connect	to	the	lakes	and	from	lake	to	lake	for	all	users;	
Ø Create	safe	trails	around	town;	
Ø Establish	a	single-track	mountain	bike	system;	
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Ø Establish	motorized	trails	(not	open	roads),	preferably	in	loops;	
Ø Expand	camping	or	overnight	access	in	summer	and	winter;	
Ø Expand	skiing	access	generally;	and		
Ø Improve	horse	access	in	the	Mission	Mountains		

Business Survey – Priorities for Outdoor Recreation and 
Economic Development 
As	a	 follow	up	 to	 the	public	 survey,	 the	Trails	Project	Advisory	Council	developed	
and	circulated	a	survey	aimed	at	the	businesses	in	Seeley	Lake.	It	was	felt	that	the	
local	 business	 community	would	 have	 specific	 needs	 and	 concerns	 and	would	 be	
able	to	identify	economic	indicators	to	help	in	evaluating	the	impact	of	trails	on	the	
economic	 health	 of	 the	 community.	 	 The	 survey	 results	 show	 that	 95%	 of	 the	
business	owners	 in	 town	believe	 that	 outdoor	 recreation	 is	 very	 important	 to	 the	
economy	of	 Seeley	Lake.	 It	 brings	new	visitors,	 keeps	 visitors	 coming	back,	 keeps	
visitors	staying	longer,	and	brings	in	new	residents.		
		
When	questioned	whether	expanding	outdoor	recreation	would	expand	the	tourist	
economy,	 77%	 of	 the	 respondents	 said	 that	 the	 Advisory	 Council	 should	 either	
cautiously	or	greatly	expand	the	activities,	with	another	18%	generally	supporting	
expansion	 with	 some	 clarifying	 comments.	 The	 comments	 suggest	 that	 solid	
infrastructure	(such	as	a	sewer	system)	is	an	important	factor	in	expanding	tourism,	
and	that	tourism	should	not	be	the	only	basis	for	the	economy.	It	 is	also	clear	that	
business	owners	agree	with	the	majority	of	the	Seeley	Lake	residents	who	feel	that	
the	small-town	feel	is	important	to	keep.		
	
Another	 concept	 demonstrated	 by	 the	 responses	 was	 that	 a	 balance	 between	
motorized	and	non-motorized	recreation	was	important	–	not	excluding	one	at	the	
expense	of	the	other.	A	further	comment	suggests	that	better	signage	and	mapping	
is	important	for	out	of	town	visitors.	
	
The	 survey	 asked,	 specifically	 whether	 Seeley	 Lake	 needs	 to	 expand	 or	 improve	
tourism	facilities	to	become	more	of	a	tourism	destination	(lodging,	RV	parks,	food	
vendors	 and	 restaurants,	 improved	 signage).	 The	 response	 was	 overwhelmingly	
positive	at	82%.	Better	signage	was	strongly	suggested,	as	was	more	diverse	lodging	
opportunities,	 including	 RV	 parks	 (accessible	 to	 larger	 vehicles),	 more	 camping	
facilities,	 and	better	 connectivity	 to	 campgrounds	 so	 there	 is	 easy	access	between	
the	 campground	 and	 the	 town.	 Unified	 marketing	 was	 also	 suggested,	 as	 well	 a	
ready	 access	 to	 public	 restrooms.	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 there	 is	 a	 minority	 of	
business	owners	who	do	not	want	expanded	tourism,	preferring	to	keep	Seeley	Lake	
the	way	it	is	so	that	it	does	not	to	lose	its	identity.	Regardless	of	the	level	of	growth	
desired,	 it	was	almost	uniform	that	the	business	owners	do	not	want	uncontrolled	
growth,	but	rather	a	healthy	community	with	thriving	businesses	that	don’t	have	to	
struggle	to	survive.	
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The	 types	of	outdoor	 recreation	 that	business	owners	 felt	were	most	beneficial	 to	
their	businesses	at	present	were:	
	
	
Table	8.	Most	important	current	outdoor	recreation	for	Seeley	Lake	

Snowmobiling	 62%	
Hiking	 52%	
ATV/OHV	 48%	
Nordic	Skiing	 43%	
Hunting	 43%	
Canoeing/Kayaking	 43%	
Motorboating	 43%	
Mountain	Biking	 38%	

	
The	activities	business	owners	 identified	as	contributing	 the	most	 to	 the	economy	
are	as	follows:	
	
Table	9.	Most	important	recreational	activities	to	the	local	economy.		

Camping	 95%	
Snowmobiling	 91%	
Fishing	 91%	
Motor	boating	 86%	
Canoeing/Kayaking	 64%	
Hiking	 68%	

	
However,	 the	 overwhelming	 majority	 of	 the	 respondents	 believe	 that	 mountain	
biking	 has	 the	 greatest	 chance	 of	 improving	 the	 economy,	 followed	 by	 hiking,	
ATV/OHV,	snowmobiling,	and	cross-country	skiing.	
	

Table	10.		Most	important	activities	for	expanding	the	local	tourist	economy.	
Mountain	Biking	 86%	
Hiking	 68%	
ATV/OHV	 55%	
Snowmobiling	 55%	
Nordic	Skiing	 45%	

	
It	comes	as	no	surprise	that	the	businesses	are	significantly	stronger	financially	 in	
May	(33%),	June	(67%),	July	(95%),	August	(90%),	and	September	(62%).	There	is	
a	slight	increase	in	December	(19%),	and	January	(29%),	related	to	the	increase	in	
snowmobile	 and	 cross-country	 ski	 visitors,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 slight	 increase	 in	 gift	
purchases	 through	 the	Christmas	holidays.	Seeley	Lake	has	 traditionally	had	more	
tourists	 in	 the	 summer	months,	 forcing	businesses	 to	 survive	on	a	 seasonal	basis.	
The	 months	 business	 owners	 indicated	 had	 the	 most	 opportunity	 for	 economic	
growth	 were	 March	 (81%),	 February	 (71%),	 January	 (67%),	 October	 (57%),	
December,	 and	 April	 (both	 at	 52%).	 	 This	 demonstrates	 the	 need	 for	 increased	
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recreation	 opportunities	 or	 stronger	 marketing	 of	 what	 is	 available	 for	 the	 slow	
seasons	to	stabilize	the	economy,	which	may	increase	year	round	employment.	
	
The	survey	asked	for	specific	suggestions	on	how	to	supplement	recreation	during	
the	slower	months.	Some	ideas	offered	included	movies,	concerts,	and	indoor	sports	
if	 a	 suitable	venue	could	be	developed.	Enhanced	marketing	and	advertising	were	
also	 suggested	 as	 a	 helpful	 tool	 to	 increase	 economic	 growth.	 Other	 potential	
activities	 include	 rifle	 target	 shoots,	 archery	 competition,	 basketball	 tournaments	
(“Hoop	Fest”),	Iron	Man,	and	Iron	Woman	competitions.	If	the	trail	around	the	lake	
could	be	completed,	a	monthly	marathon	was	suggested.	Businesses	also	suggested	
more	warming	huts	and	yurts,	as	well	as	clinics	and	educational	classes.	Motorized	
and	mountain	bike	events	were	suggested,	including	two	or	three-day	events	which	
include	 activities	 for	 family	 members	 while	 parents	 are	 competing/participating.	
Other	interesting	ideas	included	expanding	the	hiking	season	for	non-child	families	
(May,	September,	October),	and	competition	events	for	the	disabled.	
	
The	Seeley	Lake	Trail	Project	Advisory	Council	added	a	survey	question	about	how	
the	Rice	Ridge	Fire	impacted	the	Seeley	Lake	businesses.	The	responses	were	almost	
uniform	 –	 the	 fire	 dramatically	 impacted	 businesses	 in	 a	 negative	 way.	 Some	
businesses	 used	 words	 like	 “devastating,”	 “huge	 impact,”	 “non-existent,”	 and	
“drastic.”	 The	 businesses	 that	 were	 less	 affected	 were	 able	 to	 make	 up	 the	 lost	
business	through	the	large	number	of	fire	fighters	on	site.			
	
Another	question	that	generated	interesting	results	was	“Which	existing	Seeley	Lake	
events	most	advantage	your	business?”		The	4th	of	July	was	the	predominant	event	
by	 a	 wide	 margin	 (71%).	 The	 next	 highest	 was	 the	 Bob	 Marshall	 Music	 Festival	
(33%).	 Pond	 Hockey,	 SnoJoke	 and	 Winterfest	 each	 brought	 in	 limited	 visitor	
numbers	(29%)	with	Ride	the	Divide	and	OSCR	each	at	the	next	level	(19%).		
	
Business Survey – Overarching Themes to Improve the Trail 
System       

Ø Outdoor recreation is very important to the local economy. 
Ø Outdoor recreation should be greatly expanded. 
Ø There should be a balance between motorized and non-motorized 

recreation. 
Ø Tourism facilities need to be expanded. 
Ø A plan for expanding tourism during slower months is necessary. Summer 

tourism is by far the most successful season. 
Ø Mountain biking has the greatest chance of improving the local economy. 
Ø Camping, hiking, skiing, water sports and motorized recreation are 

currently important aspects of local economic stability. 
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Marketing Review for Recreational Trails  
Nationally	 over	 $730	 billion	 dollars	 are	 spent	 annually	 on	 recreation.	 Recreation	
supports	over	6.5	million	jobs.	It	generates	$49	billion	dollars	in	annual	tax	revenue	
and	produces	$289	billion	in	retail	sales	and	services	across	the	U.S.	

Montana 
In	Montana	recreation	contributes	over	$2.5	billion	dollars	 to	Montana’s	economy	
and	provides	34,000	jobs.	It	generates	$118	million	in	annual	state	tax	revenue	and	
nearly	$2	billion	dollars	 in	 retail	 sales	and	services.	This	accounts	 for	7.5%	of	 the	
state’s	 gross	 product.	 Moreover,	 Montana	 residents	 are	 outdoor	 people.	 They	
engage	in	outdoor	recreation	extensively	and	enjoy	trails	especially.		
	
Table	11.	Montana	residents	report	that	they	participate	in	the	following	activities.	
	
	 	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Montana	 nonresident-visitors	 tend	 to	 go	 to	 National	 Parks.	 A	 large	 percent	 are	
repeat	visitors	with	70%	having	repeated	in	1-3	years.		
	
Table	12.	Activities	non-residents	are	involved	in	most	often.	
	

Driving	 60%	
Day	Hiking	 40%	
Wildlife	Watching	 34%	
Car/RV	camping	 32%	
Historical	Sites	
Museums	
Lewis	&	Clark	Sites	

22%	
16%	
12%	

Fishing	
Festivals	and	Events	

12%	
9%	

Bicycling	 7%	
	
	Remarkably,	63%	stayed	in	Glacier	Country	(which	includes	Seeley	Lake)	and	25%	
come	 for	 mountains/forests/open	 space/uncrowded	 areas.	 They	 use	 wireless	
technology	 to	 find	 things	 to	 do,	 and	 a	 majority	 (54%)	 comes	 from	 Washington,	
Idaho,	 Oregon,	 California,	 Wyoming,	 Minnesota	 and	 Colorado.	 Non-residents	 who	
visit	Montana	vary	 in	age	 (most	 in	 the	35-74	year-old	bracket)	and	 income	 levels.	

Bicycling	 33%	
Camping	 46%	
Fishing	 27%	
Hunting	 22%	
Paddling	 24%	
Snow	Sports	 19%	
Trail	Sports	 49%	
Wildlife	Viewing	 48%	
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Most	are	couples,	but	27%	are	solo.	They	use	web-based	information	sites	such	as	
Google	maps	(58%),	as	well	as	visitor	information	sites	and	mobile	apps.	
	
Canadian	 travelers	 in	 Montana	 make	 up	 about	 14%	 of	 our	 visitors,	 but	 they	 are	
typically	 traveling	 through	 the	 state	 for	 another	 purpose	 or	 destination.	 They	 are	
almost	 all	 from	 BC	 or	 Alberta	 and	 they	 come	 back	 repeatedly.	 They	 use	 Internet	
search	engines	 to	plan	 trips.	They	 like	 to	drive	and	shop	and	visit	 the	 large	parks	
when	 they	 come	 through	 Montana.	 The	 major	 draw	 is	 the	 open	 spaces	 and	
mountains/forests.	 In	Missoula	County,	 Canadians	 typically	 spend	 their	money	on	
auto	 rental,	 shopping,	 campgrounds,	 farmers	 markets,	 gambling,	 gas,	 groceries,	
hotels,	cabins,	and	restaurants.	
	
	The	 trend	 in	 Montana	 shows	 increasing	 visitor	 traffic	 each	 year.	 Visitors	 spend	
most	of	their	money	in	Flathead,	Gallatin,	Yellowstone,	Cascade,	Missoula	and	Park	
Counties.	The	parks	are	getting	increasing	traffic.	Ski	areas	are	increasing	in	traffic,	
but	summer	is	by	far	the	highest	vacation	time	with	spring	coming	in	second.		
	
Travelers	most	often	travel	in	pairs	and	stay	an	average	of	5-6	days.	Most	comments	
are	positive	about	the	Montana	experience.	Only	2%	of	the	comments	were	negative,	
but	 the	 complaints	 are	mostly	 about	 poor	 cell	 coverage,	 high	 hotel	 costs,	 casinos,	
rest	areas,	bad	service,	recycling,	border	crossing,	cost	of	hunting	tag,	or	no	wildlife.		
	
	 Table	 13.	 Non-resident	 Expenditures	 in	 Missoula	 County	 (2014)	 were	
primarily	for:	
	

Restaurants/Bars	 20%	
Retail	 16.4%	
Gas	 28.5%	
Hotels	 11.8%	
Groceries/Snacks	 7.7%	

	
Overall	total	expenditures	were	over	$285	Million.	
	
Table	 14.	 Non-resident	 Expenditures	 for	 Glacier	 Region	 (2014)	 were	

primarily	for:	
	

Gas	 23.7%	
Restaurants/Bars	 19.4%	
Retail	 20.6%	
Hotels	 9.1%	
Groceries/Snacks	 10.1%	

	
	
The	 Montana	 Downtown	 Conference	 prepared	 a	 report	 regarding	 the	 use	 of	
Montana	 downtowns.	 Its	 findings	 were	 that	 visitors	 thought	 friendliness,	 events,	
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cleanliness,	safety	were	all	important.	Visitors	use	towns	frequently	for	restaurants,	
historic	sites,	and	events.	They	don’t	like	seeing	vacant	buildings,	panhandlers,	and	
lack	 of	 trash	 receptacles.	 They	 want	 more	 signs,	 more	 character,	 good	 parking,	
walks,	 local	 restaurants,	 rather	 than	 chains.	 Nonresidents	 of	 Montana	 are	
significantly	more	likely	to	spend	time	in	downtown	areas	and	shop	while	traveling.	
Additionally,	 nonresidents	 are	 significantly	 more	 likely	 to	 stay	 away	 from	
downtowns	 without	 historic	 character,	 downtowns	 with	 unmaintained	 buildings,	
and	downtowns	with	an	unsafe	feeling,	compared	to	Montana	residents.	To	improve	
Montana	 downtown	 areas,	 residents	 suggest	 reducing	 the	 number	 of	 vacant	
buildings,	 keeping	 it	 clean	 with	 trash	 receptacles	 available,	 and	 curbing	 the	 pan	
handling	 in	 downtown	 areas.	 Other	 common	 suggestions	 were	 to	 provide	 more	
parking	including	handicap	and	RV	parking	as	well	as	to	provide	increased	signage	
with	kiosks	and	self-guided	walking	tours.		
	
Another	 valuable	 resource	 for	 research	 is	 the	 Headwaters	 Economics	 Trails	
Research	 and	 Searchable	 Benefits	 Library.	 The	 library	 shows	 how	 trails	 can	
generate	business	 impacts	and	 creates	 new	 jobs	 by	 attracting	 visitors,	 especially	
overnight	 visitors.	 Global	 findings	 include:	 Local	 trail	 users	 often	 use	 community	
trails	multiple	times	per	week,	and	trails	are	a	valuable	part	of	residents’	quality	of	
life.	Trails	are	often	associated	with	higher	property	value,	especially	when	a	trail	is	
designed	to	provide	neighborhood	access	and	maintain	residents’	privacy.	Trails	are	
associated	with	increased	physical	activity	and	improved	public	health,	especially	in	
rural	places	without	other	safe	places	to	exercise.	In	many	places,	access	to	trails	in	
low	income	or	minority	neighborhoods	is	much	less	than	in	high	income	or	mostly	
white	neighborhoods.	Private	 land	owners,	public	 land	managers,	 land	 trusts,	 trail	
advocates,	 and	 others	 must	 be	 aware	 of	 the	legal	 responsibilities	associated	 with	
developing	and	maintaining	trails.	

Seeley Lake  
A	great	deal	of	information	has	been	developed	about	the	potential	economic	impact	
of	outdoor	recreation	on	Seeley	Lake’s	economy	in	recent	years.	The	development	of	
a	recreational	trails	system	in	Seeley	Lake	will	increase	the	number	of	available	jobs	
and	 their	duration,	bring	money	 to	 the	 local	economy,	bring	 in	 tax	 revenue	 to	 the	
state,	 increase	 property	 values,	 potentially	 bring	 large	 and	 small	 business	 to	 the	
community.	Sporting	events	could	generate	substantial	fees	to	the	sponsoring	group	
and	increase	name	recognition	to	Seeley	Lake	and	local	organizing	groups.	Trails	are	
also	a	venue	to	provide	education	to	trail	users	about	the	local	ecosystem’s	wildlife,	
vegetation,	fisheries,	and	history.			
	
The	Blackfoot	Challenge	(BFC)	recently	reported	on	economic	opportunities	 in	the	
Blackfoot	Watershed.	It	offered	alternate	ways	to	think	about	structuring	economic	
development	such	as:	recruiting	outside	businesses,	traffic	or	residents;	incubating	
local	businesses	or	entrepreneurship;	 focus	on	needs	of	a	 specific	 industry,	 create	
building	blocks	 that	benefit	all	businesses	–	 technical	 support,	access	 to	 financing,	
workforce	 training,	 reducing	 the	 cost	 of	 business,	 higher	 value	 or	 higher	 margin	
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products	or	services.	 In	surveying	the	 local	residents	BFC	found	that	 there	was	an	
emphasis	on	community	economic	development	and	quality	of	life	–	attractiveness,	
affordability,	range	of	services,	access	to	natural	surroundings.	

Additional Information 
Because	agriculture,	mining,	forestry,	and	manufacturing	have	not	created	any	new	
jobs	 in	 the	 last	 decade,	 new	 growth	 has	 been	 in	 engineering,	 accounting,	 retail,	
accommodation	 and	 food	 services.	 The	 service	 industry	 accounts	 for	 70%	 of	 all	
employment.	 Government	 money	 such	 as	 Social	 Security	 hardship	 payments	 has	
grown	enormously.	Many	 residents	 travel	 to	 larger	 cities	 to	do	 their	 shopping	 for	
goods	and	services.	
			
The	 BFC	 report	 suggested	 opportunities	 specific	 to	 Seeley	 Lake	 were:	 develop	 a	
Nordic	center;	start	a	downtown	facelift;	resolve	sewer	and	water	situation;	create	a	
local	 recreational	 map;	 build	 trails;	 build	 a	 facility	 for	 hosting	 events	 (retreats,	
conferences,	educational);	attract	retirees	with	promotions,	provide	better	medical	
services	and	develop	a	wider	mix	of	housing.		
	
Given	the	recreational	options	in	this	landscape	it	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	report	
to	evaluate	each	 fully,	however,	 to	give	a	view	of	potential	 impact,	 this	report	will	
provide	 more	 specific	 information	 regarding	 three	 of	 the	 recreational	 options	 in	
Seeley	Lake	-	bicycling,	cross-country	skiing	and	motorized	recreation.	

Bicycling 
The	nation’s	60	million	cyclists	spend	$46.9	billion	dollars	on	meals,	transportation,	
lodging,	 gifts,	 and	 entertainment	 each	 year.	One	 national	 study	 estimates	 that	 the	
spillover	 effects	 of	 all	 bicycling	 related	 activities	 could	 be	 as	 large	 as	 $133	billion	
dollars,	 supporting	1.1	million	 jobs	and	generating	$17.7	billion	dollars	 in	 federal,	
state,	and	local	taxes.	The	home	states	of	cyclists	who	travel	in	Montana	are	typically	
Washington,	California	and	Oregon.		

	
Touring	Cyclists	average	age	is	52.4.	Income	of	58%	is	over	$75,000.	Most	(92%)	of	
the	 respondents	plan	 to	 take	a	multi-day	bike	 trip	 in	 the	next	3	years,	while	73%	
have	taken	between	1-5	bike	trips	in	the	past	3	years.	Cyclists	like	longer	trips	-	5-14	
days	 (or	more),	with	33%	staying	over	10	nights	 in	Montana.	Of	 the	non-resident	
cyclists,	39%	stay	in	hotels	and	41%	stay	in	campgrounds	(private	and	public).	Most	
cyclists	 are	 in	 the	western	 part	 of	 the	 state	 –	 Glacier,	Missoula,	 Yellowstone,	 and	
Wisdom	 areas.	 They	 visit	 tourist	 sites,	 go	 on	 day	 hikes,	 and	 go	 to	 breweries	 and	
museums	while	they	are	here.		
	
When	 asked	 about	 the	 bike-friendliness	 of	Montana,	 respondents	 complain	 about	
the	 limited	 or	 non-existent	 road	 shoulders	 and	 the	 limited	 availability	 of	 cycling	
stores	and	bike	repair	services.	 In	 the	Seeley	Lake	area	specifically,	cyclists	report	
fear	of	Highway	83	between	Seeley	Lake	and	Hwy	200.	They	would	like	more	places	
to	 stay	 and	 shower	 while	 in	 Montana	 and	 recommend	 road-sharing	 training	 for	
Montana	drivers.	
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In	 comparison	 to	 Seeley	 Lake,	 Ovando,	 MT	 (population	 71)	 has	 developed	 a	
bicycling-friendly	personality	in	recent	years.	Residents	make	special	arrangements	
to	 accommodate	 cyclists	 throughout	 the	 summer	 months	 by	 offering	 donation-
based	shelters,	opening	restaurants	for	extended	hours	to	accommodate	the	erratic	
schedules	 of	 cyclists,	 offering	 free	 phone	 calls,	 providing	 limited	 equipment	 (tire	
tubes,	water	 bottles)	 and	 assisting	distressed	 cyclists	 by	 offering	 free	 rides	 to	 the	
airport	or	to	Missoula	for	services.	In	exchange,	cyclists	have	spread	the	word	that	
Ovando	 is	 the	 place	 to	 stay	when	 cycling	 through	 this	 area.	 Ovando	 has	 received	
extensive	 free	 publicity	 in	 local,	 regional,	 and	 national	 cycling	 magazines	 and	
newspapers.	 Tour	 Divide	 racers	 and	 recreational	 riders	 plan	 their	 travel	 to	
accommodate	 staying	 in	Ovando.	 The	 effort	 and	 expenditures	 are	minimal,	 but	 in	
exchange	for	being	bike	friendly,	Ovando	is	now	well	known	throughout	the	cycling	
world.						
	
The	 town	of	Twin	Bridges,	MT	(population	396)	built	a	bike	camp	 in	a	small	park	
with	a	 small	 shower	building	which	provided	a	place	 to	 rest,	 camp	out,	 and	 clean	
clothes.	The	 expenditure	was	$9,000	 for	 infrastructure	 improvements.	A	donation	
box	was	placed	in	the	park	in	an	attempt	to	recoup	the	investment.	The	entire	cost	
of	 the	 bike	 camp	was	 paid	 back	 through	 donations	 in	 the	 first	 four	months.	 This	
suggests	that	cyclists	are	in	need	of	facilities,	and	are	willing	to	support	them.		
	
Until	 recently,	 the	 town	of	Rapelje,	MT	 (population	91)	hosted	an	annual	24-hour	
bike	race	each	summer.	The	town	rented	approximately	6	port-a-potties,	delivered	a	
pickup	 truck	 load	of	5-gallon	bottles	of	water	 to	sell	 to	 the	racers,	and	provided	a	
large	 hay	 field	 for	 riders	 to	 set	 up	 camps.	 Limited	meals	were	made	 available	 to	
racers	as	part	of	the	entrance	fee,	but	no	lodging	or	other	facilities	were	provided.	
With	almost	no	overhead	and	expenditures,	the	race	brought	in	$15,000	per	year	to	
the	community.	
	
Butte,	MT	 is	 a	bit	more	 ambitious.	Each	year,	Butte	hosts	 an	 annual	Butte	50	and	
Butte	 100	 race	 day.	 Organizers	 identified	 challenging	 bike	 routes	 of	 50	 and	 100	
miles,	 suitable	 (and	 challenging)	 for	mountain	bikers.	A	 limited	number	of	 tickets	
are	sold	to	cyclists.	The	entry	fees	bring	in	$39,000	per	year	for	the	race	organizers,	
and	an	additional	$100,000	direct	and	indirect	value	to	the	community	for	the	race	
weekend.	The	tickets	typically	sell	out	within	4	minutes	of	becoming	available.	
	
The	national	Bicycle	Tour	Directors	Association	did	a	study	of	11	major	bicycle	rides	
in	 the	 U.S.	 The	 total	 spending	 from	 bike	 events	was	 $32	million	 dollars	 annually.	
Approximately	 57%	 of	 the	 riders	 in	 the	 event	 were	 from	 homes	 with	 household	
incomes	of	over	$100,000,	which	suggests	disposable	income.	
	
The	 University	 of	 Montana	 studied	 recreational	 cycling	 and	 found	 that	 the	 total	
number	 of	 cyclists	 in	 the	 3-state	 region	 (Oregon,	 Washington	 and	 California)	
account	for	9,763,237	riders.	If	Seeley	Lake	were	to	target	30	cyclists	per	day	from	
May	 to	 September,	 the	 estimated	 income	 to	 the	 economy	 would	 equal	 $688,500	
annually.	Given	the	proximity	of	the	Great	Divide	trail,	which	comes	within	1	mile	of	
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town,	 and	 draws	 cyclists	 from	 all	 over	 the	 world,	 the	 potential	 income	 is	 easily	
reachable.	

Nordic (Cross Country) Skiing  
Cross-country	 skiing	 is	 a	 growing	outdoor	 activities	 in	 the	United	 States.	National	
statistics	 indicate	 that	winter	non-motorized	sports	are	 increasing	 in	participation	
rates	with	Nordic	skiing	and	snowshoeing	increasing	dramatically	(17.8%	and	43%	
respectively).	 Cross-Country	 skiing	 is	 a	 much	 more	 affordable	 option	 for	 winter	
recreation,	 and	 skiing	 isn’t	 influenced	 by	 downturns	 in	 the	 economy	 like	
snowboarding	or	downhill	skiing.	The	gender	split	is	approximately	60%	male	and	
40%	 female.	 Research	 suggests	 that	 Nordic	 skiers	 are	 highly	 educated	with	 76%	
either	 in	 college	 or	 in	 possession	 of	 a	 bachelor’s	 degree	 or	 higher	 certification.	
Nordic	skier	purchasing	patterns	demonstrate	that	skiers	are	typically	affluent	and	
willing	 to	 spend	 disposable	 income.	 Daily	 expenditures	 are	 typically	 for	 lodging,	
food,	equipment	(rental	and	purchases),	and	gifts.	Nordic	skiers	have	multiple	sets	
of	 skis,	 and	 spend	 routinely	 on	 clothing,	 eye	 ware,	 ski	 bags,	 ski	 wax,	 and	 other	
accessories.	The	average	price	paid	for	skis	at	a	specialty	shop	is	$158.89	or	on	the	
Internet	$154.78.	The	average	number	of	days	skiing	is	9.8	per	year.	They	also	ride	
bikes	 and	 walk	 for	 fitness	 (would	 be	 potential	 targets	 for	 summer	 recreation	
visitors).	Over	half	of	them	have	household	income	of	over	$75,000	per	year.	
	
Cross-country	skiers	in	Montana	are	estimated	at	133,293,	which	is	over	19%	of	the	
population.	They	 take	1,403,000	snow	trips	each	season	on	average	10.5	days	per	
year.	Montana	 residents	 spend	$125.09	per	day	 skiing.	Out	of	 state	 skiers	visiting	
Montana	spend	considerably	more,	$317.41	per	day	for	a	total	of	$12,878,873	each	
year.		
	
	The	Seeley	Lake	Nordic	Ski	Club	 is	a	nonprofit	organization	 formed	to	groom	and	
maintain	the	Seeley	Creek	Nordic	Ski	Trails	through	a	cooperative	agreement	with	
the	U.S.	 Forest	 Service.	 The	 club	performs	 this	 service	 using	dedicated	 volunteers	
and	funds	 itself	 through	various	 fund-raising	activities	and	grant	writing.	The	club	
annually	sponsors	the	OSCR	50k	ski	race	that	has	been	held	every	year	since	1982	
with	the	club	assuming	sponsorship	in	1990.	The	club	relies	on	Seeley	Lake	Search	
and	 Rescue	 to	 manage	 aid	 stations	 during	 this	 event	 and	 partners	 with	 the	
Driftriders	 Snowmobile	 Club	 to	 groom	 the	 course.	 This	 race	 and	 volunteer	
donations	are	 the	club’s	primary	source	of	 funding	along	with	RTP	grants	secured	
on	a	bi-annual	basis.	The	club	also	works	with	the	Seeley	Lake	Elementary	Nordic	
Team	 to	 ensure	 trails	 are	 groomed	 for	 their	 daily	 practice	 sessions	 and	 provides	
grooming	 for	 their	 annual	 Skiesta	 Ski	 Race.	 Ski	 club	 members	 also	 serve	 as	
volunteer	coaches	for	the	Ski	Team.	The	Seeley	Creek	Ski	Trails	serve	a	skiing	public	
that	primarily	originates	in	western	Montana,	especially	Missoula,	but	also	sees	use	
from	 folks	 all	 over	 the	western	 United	 States.	 The	 popularity	 of	 the	 trails	 can	 be	
attributed	 to	 the	 area’s	 reliable	 snowfall	 as	 well	 as	 the	 dedication	 of	 ski	 club	
members	 to	 daily	 grooming	 of	 the	 12.4	miles	 of	 trails.	 There	 is	 no	 fee	 to	 use	 the	
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trails	 and	 skiers	 voluntarily	 donate	 generously	 in	 appreciation	 of	 the	 superior	
quality	of	the	terrain	and	impeccable,	consistent	grooming.	
	
Seeley	Lake	ROCKS	received	permission	from	the	U.S.	Forest	Service	and	has	built	a	
yurt	at	the	Seeley	Creek	trailhead	as	a	warming	hut,	gathering	place,	and	event	base.	
Figures	developed	by	the	U.S.F.S.	in	2011	indicate	that	there	are	currently	between	
3,000-5,000	skiers	annually	at	the	existing	Seeley	Lake	trails.		
	
Seeley	 Lake	 primarily	 draws	 skiers	 from	 Missoula	 and	 Helena.	 To	 successfully	
compete	 for	 other	Montana	 skiers	 it	 is	 likely	 Seeley	 Lake	will	 have	 to	 expand	 the	
existing	 trails	 system,	 improve	 infrastructure	 somewhat,	 and	provide	other	 skiing	
opportunities.	Lodging	capacity	will	limit	the	number	of	extended	stays	if,	and	when	
local	lodging	is	full.	To	compete	for	skiers	from	the	Northwest,	Seeley	Lake	will	have	
to	make	 extensive	 improvements	 in	 infrastructure,	 in	 addition	 to	 trail	 expansion.	
Positive	impacts	of	expanding	Nordic	trail	usage	include,	more	tourists	and	visitors,	
the	 possibility	 of	 expanded	 winter	 events	 and	 celebrations,	 lower	 health	 costs,	
better	 labor	 force,	 keeping	 residents	 and	 drawing	 new	 residents,	 enhanced	 real	
estate	values,	increasing	family-centric	activities.	

Sled Dog Mushing 
Although	not	a	major	economic	impact,	Seeley	Lake	has	been	a	center	for	mushing	
for	 many	 years.	 	 This	 has	 included	 events	 such	 as	 races	 and	 other	 organized	
mushing	as	well	people	moving	to	Seeley	Lake	while	maintaining	professional	jobs	
or	businesses.		Several	locals	moved	to	Seeley	Lake	because	it	was	the	best	place	to	
run	sled	dogs	in	the	lower	48.			With	this,	along	with	telecommuting	becoming	more	
accepted,	Seeley	Lake's	attractiveness	as	a	place	for	professionals	to	move	to	helps	
diversify	the	economy,	and	while	access	to	trails	of	all	sorts	can	attract	many	sorts	of	
outdoorsmen,	one	can	find	other	places	to	go	for	hiking	or	biking	or	what	have	you.		
Seeley	Lake's	qualities	for	mushers,	even	though	it	is	a	tiny	community,	are	unique	
outside	 of	 Alaska.			
	
Seeley	 Lake	now	hosts	 three	mushing	 events	 each	 year.	 	During	 fall,	 the	Montana	
Mountain	Mushers	holds	a	fun	day/training	clinic	at	the	Musher's	Parking	lot	north	
and	west	 of	 the	 town.	 	 This	 event	 attracts	mushers	 from	all	 over	 the	west,	 and	 is	
growing.	 	 During	 the	 winter,	 there's	 another	 mushing	 weekend	 centered	 at	 the	
Musher's	parking	 lot.	 	Race	 to	 the	Sky	 is	 a	 training	 race	 for	 the	 Iditarod	and	 runs	
through	Seeley	Lake	each	February.		

Motorized Recreation 
For	 purposes	 of	 understanding	 how	 other	 locales	 use	 outdoor	 recreation,	 the	
following	was	 reviewed	 from	 the	 summary	 done	 by	Headwaters	 Economics.	 	 The	
study,	 titled	 Community	 Economic	 Contributions	 from	Recreational	 Trails	 Usage	 on	
Public	 Lands:	 Implications	 from	 a	 Comprehensive	 Wyoming	 Study	 2013,	 was	
downloaded	 from	 the	 Headwaters	 Economics	 website:		
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http://headwaterseconomics.org/wp-content/uploads/Trail_Study_45-
recreational-trails-public-lands-wyoming.pdf	
	
“A	study	covering	the	State	of	Wyoming	on	motorized	trail	use	found	the	following	
outcomes:	

Ø Of	the	2,160	trails,	half	allow	cross-country	skiing,	snowshoeing,	backpacking,	
and	equestrian	use,	and	a	third	allow	bicycle	use.	A	quarter	of	the	trails	allow	
motorized	use,	with	11	percent	open	to	snowmobiling	and	18	percent	open	
for	ORVs.	

Ø Snowmobile	users	spent	an	average	of	$98	per	day	for	residents	and	$160	for	
nonresidents.	

Ø ORV	users	 spent	 an	 average	of	 $41	per	day	 for	 residents	 and	 $61	 for	non-
residents.	

Ø Motorized	users	were	somewhat	willing	to	pay	a	 fee	at	the	trailhead	to	pay	
for	trail	improvements,	with	27	percent	of	Wyoming	resident	and	43	percent	
of	non-resident	snowmobilers	in	support,	and	28	percent	of	resident	and	34	
percent	of	non-resident	ORV	users	in	support.	

Ø Over	 half	 ($84.3	 million)	 of	 snowmobile-related	 spending	 came	 from	
residents,	 a	 quarter	 came	 from	 non-residents	 ($41.2	 million),	 and	 the	
remaining	$21.3	million	came	from	commercially	guided	clients.	

Ø Ninety	 percent	 ($185.7	 million)	 of	 ORV-related	 spending	 came	 from	
residents;	the	remaining	$20.5	million	came	from	non-residents.	

Ø Non-motorized	users	on	four	National	Forests	 in	Wyoming	generated	$51.9	
million	in	spending,	71	percent	of	which	came	from	non-local	users.	

Ø Combined,	 trail	users	account	 for	$404.9	million	 in	direct	economic	 impact,	
2,652	jobs,	and	

Ø $75.7	 in	 labor	 earnings.	 For	 context,	 this	 represents	 1	 percent	 of	 the	
employed	population	in	the	state	and	0.6	percent	of	labor	earnings	in	2013.	

Ø The	 authors	 estimate	 that	 13	 percent	 of	 the	 $3.1	 billion	 spent	 annually	 on	
travel	in	Wyoming	is	attributable	to	trail	users.”	

Snowmobiles 
The	following	information	comes	directly	from	the	summary	of	the	study	done	by	
Headwaters	Economics.		The	study	is	titled	Montana	Recreational	Snowmobiles:	
Fuel-Use	and	Spending	Patterns	2013.		It	was	downloaded	from	the	Headwaters	
Economic	website:		
http://headwaterseconomics.org/wpcontent/uploads/Trail_Study_56-montana-
snowmobiling.pdf.	
	
“The	 purpose	 of	 this	 study	 is	 to	 help	 evaluate	 revenue	 for	 the	 Snowmobile	 Trails	
Program,	 run	by	Montana	 State	Parks,	which	 sponsored	 the	 study.	 Fuel	 taxes	 and	
snowmobile	decal	fees	fund	the	Snowmobile	Trails	Program,	so	the	study	evaluated	
how	much	gasoline	snowmobiler’s	use.	The	study	also	evaluated	other	expenditures	
and	snowmobile	participation	to	estimate	the	impact	of	snowmobiling	in	the	state.	
Findings:	
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Ø Eight	 percent	 of	 Montana	 residents	 snowmobiled	 in	 the	 previous	 year,	
accounting	for	1.2	million	days	of	snowmobiling	in	the	state	each	year.	

Ø Non-residents	account	for	about	97,000	days	of	snowmobiling	each	year.	
Ø Resident	 snowmobilers	 spent	 an	 average	 of	 $108	 per	 day,	 $31	 (28%)	 of	

which	 was	 for	 gasoline	 for	 snowmobiles.	 In	 total,	 residents	 spent	
approximately	$96	million	during	the	season.	

Ø Non-resident	snowmobilers	spent	an	average	of	$148	per	day,	$11	(7%)	of	
which	 was	 for	 gasoline	 for	 snowmobiles.	 In	 total,	 non-residents	 spent	
approximately	$14	million	during	the	season.	

Ø In	total,	residents	and	non-residents	added	$1.2	million	to	the	highway	trust	
fund	due	to	gasoline	taxes.	

Ø Residents	 generally	 do	not	 incur	 costs	 for	 lodging,	 and	 spend	 less	 on	 food,	
drink,	and	miscellaneous	expenses	than	non-residents.	

Ø Access	to	snowmobiling	areas	was	ranked	as	the	most	important	issue	facing	
snowmobiling	by	62	percent	of	respondents,	followed	by	safety	and	personal	
responsibility	(12%).” 

Off Road Vehicles 
The	following	information	comes	directly	from	the	summary	of	the	study	done	by	
Headwaters	Economics.		The	study	is:	Oregon	Off-Highway	Vehicle	(OHV)	
Participation	and	Priorities.		It	was	downloaded	from	the	Headwaters	Economic	
website:		https://headwaterseconomics.org/wp-content/uploads/Trail_Study_116-
OR-OHV-Participation-Priorities.pdf.	
	
“The	purpose	of	 this	study	 is	 to	provide	detailed	 information	about	OHV	use,	user	
preferences,	and	OHV-related	spending.	Including	it	in	the	review	of	information	for	
Seeley	Lake	was	critical	for	OHV	uses. 
		
Findings:	

Ø Ninety-six	 percent	 of	 respondents	 had	 taken	 at	 least	 one-day	 trip	 and	 86	
percent	had	taken	at	least	one	multi-day	trip	in	the	previous	12	months.	

Ø The	median	multi-day	trip	is	three	days	long.	
Ø In	 addition	 to	 OHV	 riding,	 respondents	 on	multi-day	 trips	most	 commonly	

explore	local	towns	(46%)	and	watch	wildlife	(45%).	
Ø On	 multi-day	 trips,	 respondents	 most	 commonly	 camp	 in	 dispersed	 areas	

(41%)	or	campgrounds	(38%).	
Ø Direct	 access	 to	 riding	 areas	 is	 a	 somewhat	 or	 very	 important	 factor	 in	 77	

percent	of	respondents’	decision	where	to	ride.	Availability	of	bathrooms	is	
the	next	most	important	factor,	identified	by	60	percent	of	respondents.	

Ø Maintaining	existing	 trails	 is	rated	as	 the	highest	priority	 for	 funding	by	56	
percent	 of	 respondents.	 Providing	 trail	maps	 and	other	 trail	 information	 is	
the	next	highest	priority	(52%).	

Ø Sixty	 percent	 of	 respondents	 strongly	 or	 somewhat	 support	 increasing	 the	
two-year	OHV	permit	fee	from	$10	to	$15.	Twenty-five	percent	somewhat	or	
strongly	oppose	it.	
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Ø Oregon	OHV	 riders	 spend	 about	 $167	per	 group,	 per	 trip	 on	non-local	 day	
trips	(more	than	50	miles	from	home)	and	$466	on	non-local	multi-day	trips.	
These	expenditures	are	significantly	higher	than	the	national	average	of	$124	
and	 $316	 for	 non-local	 day	 and	multi-day	 trips.	 The	 authors	 attribute	 this	
difference	to	relatively	larger	groups	and	longer	trips.	

Ø Spending	per	person	per	day	ranges	from	$14	in	central	Oregon	to	$25	along	
the	southwest	coast.”	

Local Motorized Overview 
The	 Driftriders	 in	 Seeley	 Lake	 have	 a	 long	 history	 in	 the	 watershed	 of	 grooming	
trails	and	holding	events	like	the	poker	run.		They	also	work	with	other	snowmobile	
clubs	that	come	to	the	watershed	to	recreate	and	interact	with	the	 local	residents.		
The	club	 is	well	organized	and	does	a	good	 job	of	maintaining	 the	groomed	trails.		
The	club	partners	with	the	Nordic	Ski	Club	to	groom	the	long	distance	Nordic	trails	
for	 their	 events.	 	 The	 group	 partners	 with	 the	 local	 land	 managing	 agencies,	
especially	 the	 USFS.	 	 They	 put	 up	 signage	 and	 maintain	 a	 warming	 hut	 with	
permission	 from	 the	 USFS.	 The	 group	 has	 not	 participated	 in	 the	 Trails	 Advisory	
Council.	No	expansion	of	snowmobile	trails	is	anticipated	through	this	process.	
	
The	 ATV	 Club	 has	 participated	 in	 the	 Trails	 Council.	 	 In	 addition,	 there	 has	 been	
participation	 by	 a	 community	member	 representing	 the	 elderly	 and	 handicapped	
community	members	that	would	like	to	access	our	watershed	on	ATV’s.		At	this	time	
there	 are	 no	 ATV	 trails	 off	 open	 and	 seasonally	 open	 roads.	 	 The	 surveys	
demonstrated	 the	 interest	 of	 the	 community	 to	 create	 a	 few	 loop	 trails	 and	
connector	trails.		These	have	been	proposed	and	will	be	brought	forward	to	the	land	
managing	agencies	during	phase	two	of	the	Trails	Project.			
	
Some	members	of	the	community	would	like	the	Clearwater	drainage	to	have	much	
more	 summer	 opportunities	 for	 motorized	 use	 off	 the	 current	 extensive	 road	
system	in	order	to	become	a	destination	for	summer	riding.		The	Trails	Council	has	
concluded	that	this	is	not	feasible,	due	to	the	environmental	constraints	of	sensitive	
and	 listed	 species	 and	 the	 regulations	 imposed	 by	 various	 land	 managers.	 	 No	
significant	 new	 economic	 impact	 is	 expected	 from	 summer-motorized	 use	 in	 the	
watershed.	
	

Section 4: Project Results  
The	 Seeley	 Lake	Trails	 Project	 Advisory	 Council	 reviewed	 each	 trail	 suggested	 by	
the	 public	 process	 for	 overall	 quality,	 feasibility,	 environmental	 issues,	 economic	
development,	sustainability,	partnerships,	liability,	education	and	tribal	and	cultural	
issues	 (criteria	 descriptions	 listed	 in	 Section	 2).	 Trails	 that	 met	 the	 needs	 and	
desires	of	the	community,	met	the	overall	parameters	for	development	of	a	cohesive	
and	effective	trail	system,	and	were	generally	within	the	framework	and	constraints	
of	 the	 major	 land	 managers	 rose	 to	 the	 top	 and	 were	 identified	 as	 the	 highest	
priority	 and	 desirable	 trails	 to	 pursue.	 Those	 trails	 were	 further	 evaluated	 for	
quality	 and	 feasibility.	 The	 Advisory	 Council	 also	 identified	 a	 few	 recreational	
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features	 that	 were	 not	 available	 in	 Seeley	 Lake,	 but	 would	 enhance	 the	 overall	
marketability	of	the	town.	Of	the	proposed	trails,	some	were	determined	to	be	less	
feasible	 due	 to	 the	 constraints	 of	 land	 managers,	 expense,	 extended	 time	 period	
required.	 These	 ideas	 will	 not	 be	 further	 pursued	 within	 this	 planning	 effort.		
However,	 all	 input	 from	 the	 public	 was	 considered	 and	 all	 suggestions	 were	
captured	and	listed	in	Appendix	2.	

Specific Trails: Recommended by the Advisory Council 
The	Advisory	Council	 identified	 trails	or	 trail	 regions	 that	are	most	desired	by	 the	
community,	 and	most	 effectively	met	 the	 parameters	 of	 the	 trail	 criteria	 analysis.	
These	priorities	were	taken	from	the	suggestions	of	the	community	and	were	then	
prioritized	by	the	Council.			

High Priority Trails: 
The	Trails	Advisory	Council	will	still	need	to	rank	the	trails	of	highest	priority	(listed	
below)	 to	accomplish	during	phase	2.	 	 	The	descriptions	 include	 information	 from	
the	public	as	well	as	the	Council	and	are	not	in	order	of	next	steps.		
	
Non-motorized	Trail	around	Seeley	Lake	–	off	 the	road:	Portions	of	 this	 trail	exist,	
but	 currently	 have	 issues	with	 easements,	 licenses,	 and	 land	 ownership.	 The	 trail	
should	be	narrower	and	more	technical.		It	will	require	standard	tread.		This	trail	is	
a	priority	for	many	businesses,	and	should	have	easy	access	for	visitors,	and	connect	
to	existing	campgrounds.		Figure	3.	
	
ADA-accessible	 Trail	 to	 GUS:	 Girard	 Grove	 (the	 largest	Western	 Larch	 tree	 in	 the	
world):	 Signage	 on	 Boy	 Scout	 Road	 at	 Highway	 83	 for	 trail	 to	 Gus	 and	 better	
interpretive	signage	would	be	helpful.	Could	be	a	great	school	project.	Figure	3.	
	
Trail	 from	Town	 to	Big	 Larch:	 	 This	 trail	 is	 greatly	 needed	 to	 provide	 safe	 access	
from	town	to	the	campground	and	beach.	Five	Valleys	Land	Trust	has	been	working	
to	develop	this	trail	option.		Figure	3.	
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Figure	3.	Trail	around	the	Seeley	Lake	and	trails	near	the	community.	
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Signage	for	Crescent	Lake	Trail	&	Signs	to	Crescent	Mountain		
This	is	an	existing	trail	with	limited	signage,	but	is	still	in	good	shape	after	the	Rice	
Ridge	Fire.	It	allows	access	to	Crescent	Lake	and	beyond,	as	well	as	Matt	Mountain	
for	backcountry	skiing.	This	trail	is	very	popular	with	locals.		Figure	4.	
	
Expand	Trail	30	for	hiking	and	biking	to	loop	with	the	Rice	Ridge	Trail				
The	existing	Trail	30	is	primarily	single	track,	which	traverses	the	Morrell	Drainage	
from	Cottonwood	 Lakes	 Road	 to	 Pyramid	Mountain	 Road.	 It	 is	 poorly	 signed	 and	
difficult	 to	 locate	without	 signage	and	mapping.	The	expansion	of	 the	 trail	 to	Rice	
Ridge	would	allow	a	30-mile	bicycle	 loop	along	part	of	 the	Tour	Divide	Trail	on	a	
decommissioned	road.	This	would	be	a	good	route	 for	a	mountain	bike	race	event	
and	 the	Tour	Divide	Race/trail.	There	 is	 an	old	CCC	 trail	 along	Rice	Ridge,	 east	of	
Florence	 Lake	 that	 would	make	 a	 corresponding	 single-track	 trail,	 but	 is	 in	 poor	
condition	 and	would	 require	 extensive	work	 to	 complete.	 The	 CCC	 portion	 of	 the	
trail	is	a	low	priority.	This	trail	could	be	publicized	more	effectively.		Figure	4.	
	
Improve	steep	sections	of	Sunday	Mountain	Trail			
This	 is	 an	 existing	 USFS	 trail,	 but	 has	 a	 section	 near	 the	 peak	 that	 is	 extremely	
technical	and	should	be	rerouted	 to	create	switchbacks.	This	would	need	a	strong	
partnership.		The	trail	is	'in	storage',	i.e.	off	USFS	maintenance	schedule	presently.	It	
is	extremely	scenic.	The	high	annual	snow	pack	would	require	a	strong	maintenance	
partnership.		It	presently	has	two	starting	points.		Figure	4.	
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Figure	4.		Trails	on	the	Swan	Front	that	have	been	identified	for	improvement.	

	
	
Horseshoe	Hills		
The	 Horseshoe	 Hills	 have	 a	 lot	 of	 potential	 with	 many	 old	 logging	 roads.	 Its	
development	would	be	a	long-term	project	and	would	require	USFS	&	DNRC	support	
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and	 a	 NEPA	 analysis.	 	 However,	 this	 area	 is	 regularly	 used	 by	 locals	 and	 has	
generated	a	great	deal	of	interest	for	development.	The	SLTAC	Proposal	would	pull	
together	a	group	to	work	with	the	USFS/DNRC	to	formulate	a	plan	including	hiking,	
mountain	biking,	equestrian,	motorized,	and	non-motorized	using	existing	open	and	
some	closed	 roads.	 It	 is	 estimated	 to	be	a	5-year	planning	process.	Priorities	here	
might	 be	 a	 through	 route	 (Seeley	 Lake	 to	 Cottonwood	 Lakes	 and	 Ovando)	 for	
motorized	use,	and	potentially	an	ATV	loop	trail.	 	A	marked	non-motorized	trail	to	
Mount	Baldy	would	also	be	included.	Other	options	include	more	map	signage,	and	a	
single	track	for	bicycling.		Figure	5.	

	
Figure	5.		Horseshoe	Hills	and	Mount	Baldy	opportunities.	
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Mountain	Biking	System/Trail	between	Hill	16	and	Seeley	Lake:	 	A	mountain	bike	
park/trail	 at	 Hill	 16	would	 be	 close	 to	 camping	 at	 Placid	 and	 Seeley	 Lake,	 and	 is	
contained	in	a	small	area.	A	single	track	trail	mountain	biking	would	be	on	old	roads.	
There	is	a	fuels	reduction	harvest	currently	and	the	DNRC	would	need	to	reevaluate	
the	 location	post-harvest.	 It's	also	near	 the	Riverview	area	and	could	connect	 to	a	
“Trailhead	 area”	 at	 Riverview.	 Without	 new	 construction,	 it	 could	 get	 DNRC	
approval	 more	 quickly.	 A	 partnership	 is	 currently	 being	 developed	 with	 ROCKS,	
SLTAC,	and	Adventure	Cycling	from	Missoula.		Figure	6.		
	
A	trailhead	west	of	bridge	on	Riverview	Drive:	The	trail	would	connect	to	the	Hill	16	
trail	system	and	would	require	purchase	of	private	land	or	could	be	on	DNRC	land.	
This	trailhead	could	also	provide	access	to	Tupper	Lake	and	DAR	Lookout.		Noted	as	
an	option	for	the	Riverview	Access	Area.		Land	ownership	and	management	is	DNRC,	
Private.	Figure	6.	
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Figure	6.		Mountain	Bike	opportunities	around	Hill	16.	
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Motorized	trail	from	North	Fork	to	Fawn	Creek	Road:		Makes	a	big	loop	with	a	steep	
switchback,	but	a	beautiful	 area.	 	This	opportunity	has	been	completed	except	 for	
the	signage	with	the	opening	of	one	section	of	previously	closed	roads.		The	section	
will	be	signed	for	ORVs	only,	no	highway	vehicles	allowed.	Figure	7.	

	
Figure	7.	North	Fork	ORV	trail	on	previously	closed	road.		Creates	a	loop.	
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Trails in Progress 
Connect	Double	Arrow	to	Town		
This	 construction	 (The	Morrell	 Creek	Project)	 is	 scheduled	 for	 2019,	 including	 an	
asphalt	walkway	from	Cory's	Valley	Market	along	Hwy	83	to	DAR,	with	a	widened	
bridge	 and	 walkway.	 Residents	 could	 approach	 the	 Montana	 Department	 of	
Transportation,	perhaps	a	letter	writing	campaign,	to	proceed	on	this	project	for	the	
2019	season.		Missoula	County	and	MT	DOT	are	potential	partners.	Figure	3.	
	
More	level	Nordic	ski	trails	near	the	Seeley	Creek	Trailhead	for	beginners		
This	project	is	ongoing	between	the	Nordic	Ski	Club	and	USFS.		Figure	3.	
	
Multi-use	connector	 trail	between	 town	(Airport	Rd)	and	Cottonwood	Lakes	Road	
This	 trail	has	been	 in	development	 for	 some	 time,	but	DNRC	has	hit	 an	 impasse	–	
some	 entity	 needs	 to	 hold	 an	 easement,	 unless	 someone	 would	 take	 a	 license.	 A	
license	costs	5%/year	of	the	assessed	value.	Payments	in	20	years	would	pay	for	the	
easement,	so	the	easement	is	a	better	option,	if	an	easement	holder	can	be	located.	
Possibly	 the	 sewer	 system	could	hold	 the	 lease	with	 another	party	paying	 for	 the	
insurance.	Missoula	 County	 has	 been	 reluctant	 to	 hold	 the	 easement.	 	 The	 area	 is	
managed	through	DNRC,	USFS.		Figure	3.	Section	36.	

Alternative Route 
ADA-accessible	 Seth	 Diamond	 Trail:	 This	 is	 an	 alternative	 to	 the	 ADA	 Accessible	
Trail	 to	 GUS.	 The	 existing	 trail	 would	 need	 to	 be	 reconstructed,	 be	 wider,	 with	
restrictions	on	the	grade.		Land	management	is	through	USFS.		Figure	3.	
	

Snowmobile Groomed Trails 
The	Clearwater	Valley	has	a	very	 large	and	well-maintained	groomed	snowmobile	
system.		No	additional	trails	are	proposed	in	this	report.		Figure	8.	
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Figure	8.		Groomed	snowmobile	routes	in	the	Clearwater	Valley.	
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Section 5: Next Steps 
The	 Advisory	 Council	 identified	 three	 phases	 for	 the	 trails	 project.	 Phase	 1,	 the	
development	 of	 a	 trails	 collaborative,	 initial	 information	 gathering,	
community/public	 input	 and	 priority	 setting	 is	 complete	 with	 this	 report.	 The	
project	intent	was	to	develop	a	trails	system	plan	through	a	public	process	that	can	
be	 implemented	 by	 the	 land	 managers	 and	 partners	 with	 support	 from	 the	
community.	A	publicly	vetted	trail	report	has	been	developed.		

Phase 2 - Fundraising and Implementation Process 
Phase	2	will	require	the	continuation	of	the	Advisory	Council	as	well	as	cooperation	
and	 collaboration	 between	 individuals	 and	 recreational	 user	 groups	 from	 Seeley	
Lake	 and	 beyond	 to	 work	 together	 with	 the	 Council	 for	 the	 development	 and	
implementation	of	 the	specific	 trail	 ideas.	Trails	 ideas	range	 from	straightforward,	
to	 extremely	 complex	 and	 time	 consuming.	 Each	 trail	 will	 require	 an	 individual	
approach	 including	 specific	 planning	 and	 specific	 organizational	 leadership.	 The	
Advisory	Council	 recognizes	 that	 the	nature	of	 the	recreational	use	will	 clarify	 the	
type	of	group	needed	to	complete	the	trail.	For	example,	the	development	of	a	trail	
system	 in	 Horseshoe	 Hills	 will	 require	 the	 cooperation	 of	 a	 diverse	 group	 of	
recreational	user	groups	to	identify	the	specific	recreational	uses	desired,	the	nature	
of	 each,	 the	 extent	 of	 the	 use,	 the	 location	 of	 specified	 trails,	 and	 the	 necessary	
infrastructure	needed	for	each.	That	group,	in	cooperation	with	MT	DNRC	and	USFS,	
will	develop	 the	 trails	 and	work	 for	 approval	 and	 funding,	pursue	NEPA	or	MEPA	
studies	 if	 needed,	 organize	 groups	 to	 start	 boots-on-the-ground	 work,	 and	
implement	MOUs,	cooperative	agreements	or	other	necessary	plans	to	maintain	the	
trails.	 Other	 existing	 trails	 may	 need	 only	 limited	 organization	 and	 work	 to	
implement	the	trail	idea	fully.	In	either	situation,	it	will	be	helpful	to	work	with	the	
Advisory	 Council	 to	 ensure	 that	 all	 necessary	 steps	 are	 completed,	 and	
communication	 between	 groups,	 land	 managers,	 and	 governmental	 entities	 is	
sustained.	Specific	steps	for	this	phase	have	been	set	forth	in	Section	1	of	this	report.					

Phase 3 - Maintenance and Monitoring Process  
Phase	3	is	also	critical	to	the	success	of	this	project.	The	design	and	implementation	
of	a	trail	is	only	as	successful	as	the	dedication	of	its	proponents/partners	to	ensure	
its	continuation	and	maintenance.	This	requires	collaboration	between	recreational	
user	 groups	 and	 large	 land	managers.	Maintenance	 is	 an	 on-going	 process	which	
requires	man	hours	and	funding.	Land	managers	have	a	limited	amount	of	funding,	
manpower,	 and	 time.	 Land	managers	 will	 not	 implement	 trails	 without	 adequate	
and	 continuing	 support	 from	 the	 community,	 are	 willing	 to	 work	 along	 side	 the	
community	as	long	as	the	community	is	dedicated	to	the	development	and	the	long-
term	success	and	care	of	the	trail	system.	Specific	steps	for	this	Phase	have	been	set	
forth	in	Section	1	of	this	report.				
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Appendix 1: Summary of Key Survey Questions 

	
Question	1.	Do	trails	meet	current	needs?	



	 51	

	
	

Question	2.	Is	more	outdoor	recreation	needed?	
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Question	3.	What	are	the	favorite	activities	of	respondents?	
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Question	4.		What	are	respondents’	favorite	areas.	
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Question	5.		Why	have	respondents’’	not	visited	some	areas	as	yet?	
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Question	6.		What	do	you	like	about	trails?	
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Question	7.		What	are	your	most	important	features	for	trails?		
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Question	8.		How	are	respondents’	connected	to	trails?	
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Appendix 2: Trail Evaluation Criteria  
List of subjective criteria used to evaluate potential trails 
These	subjective	criteria	represent	the	characteristics	and	considerations	by	which	
trails	 received	 through	public	 input	were	evaluated,	compared,	and	prioritized	 for	
the	desired	future	trail	system.	

Quality  
The	 trail	 system	designed	 by	 this	 process	will	 be	 of	 a	 quality	 that	 best	meets	 the	
needs	 of	 this	 community,	 will	 connect	 to	 other	 communities,	 and,	 to	 the	 extent	
desired,	will	be	effective	in	bringing	regional,	statewide	and	national	visitors	to	this	
community.	This	means	that	the	trails	that	are	ultimately	included	in	the	system	are	
safe,	 fun,	 creative,	 accessible	 to	people	of	 all	 abilities,	 and	generate	 the	 interest	of	
diverse	 recreationalists.	 Considerations	 include	 trail	 amenities	 (loop,	 view,	
destination,	condition,	etc.),	opportunities	for	families,	youth	and	seniors,	ability	to	
respond	to	future	user	groups	(fat	tire	bikes	of	the	future),	and	understanding	how	
the	 trail	 system	can	better	meet	needs	 in	 the	community.	Consequently,	each	 trail	
should	be	evaluated	with	how	it	fits	with	the	overall	trail	system.	

Feasibility 
The	 possibility	 that	 each	 specific	 trail	 can	 be	 cost	 effectively	 and	 reasonably	
designed,	built,	and	maintained	should	be	evaluated.	Each	proposed	trail	should	be	
evaluated	 whether	 it	 (a)is	 technically	 feasible,	 (b)meets	 mandatory	 agency	
requirements,	and	(c)	can	be	implemented	within	a	reasonable	cost	and	time	frame	
for	community	benefits	and	economic	impact.	Considerations	include	whether	new	
trail	 construction	would	 be	 needed	 or	whether	 existing	 trails	 could	 be	 improved,	
need	 for	 license	 or	 easement,	 potential	 conflicts	 between	 user	 groups,	 mix	 of	
ownership,	 county	 specifications	 or	 agency	 environmental	 constraints,	 lack	 of	
access	on	private	lands	and	public	interest.			

Liability 
Constructing	and	maintaining	 trails	 can	generate	 responsibility	 and	accountability	
to	ensure	not	only	that	the	trail	users	are	safe,	but	also	ensure	that	damage	to	the	
trail,	 natural	 resources,	 and	 other	 trail	 users	 is	 eliminated.	 Each	 trail	 should	 be	
evaluated	to	determine	what	potential	liability	exists	in	creating,	designing,	and/or	
maintaining	 the	 trail.	Considerations	 include	 trails	 condition,	 types	of	use,	 level	of	
technical	difficulty,	types	of	permits	required,	disclaimers	needed,	accessibility	and	
legal	 issues	 involved	 in	 trail	 use.	 Because	 the	 trails	 span	 diverse	 ownerships,	 the	
issue	 of	 liability	 is	 more	 complex	 and	 may	 require	 easements,	 insurance,	 license	
agreements,	and	/or	maintenance	agreements.	Trail	design	should	minimize	liability	
to	provide	safe	trails	 for	transport	within	town,	connection	between	town	and	the	
surrounding	forests,	and	from	Seeley	Lake	to	other	communities.	

Partnerships 
Partnerships	are	necessary	for	cooperation	between	individuals	and	groups	within	
the	community	to	share	rights	and	responsibilities	in	trail	creation	and	maintenance.	
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This	 requires	 coordination	and	good	relationships	among	 the	various	 recreational	
user	 groups.	 Consideration	 is	 given	 to	 user	 groups	 that	 are	 organized,	
knowledgeable,	committed	and	have	the	funding,	people	power,	equipment,	respect	
for	 rules,	 and	willingness	 to	work	 together,	 also	whether	 a	 trail	would	 encourage	
further	engagement	and	collaboration	among	user	groups.		

Economic Impact 
The	 cost	 of	 creation	 and	maintenance	 of	 each	 trail	 should	 be	 justified	 in	 terms	of	
value	 to	 community	 residents	 and	 potential	 of	 economic	 growth.	 However,	 the	
small-town	 charm	 of	 Seeley	 Lake	 should	 be	 preserved.	 A	 critical	 part	 of	 this	
planning	 process	 is	 a	 better	 understanding	 of	 the	 type	 of	 economic	 development	
desired	 by	 the	 community	 and	 the	 types	 of	 tourists	 and	 visitors	 that	 Seeley	 Lake	
would	like	to	attract.	Considerations	include	how	to	develop	trail	use	to	emphasize	
non-peak	 seasons,	 how	 to	 develop	 facilities,	 camps	 and	 tours	 to	 capture	 more	
tourist	 dollars	 in	 the	 community,	 which	 user	 groups	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 spend	
more	money	in	the	community,	and	how	to	expand	and	create	synergy	with	regional	
partners	in	Ovando	and	Condon.					

Sustainability 
A	sustainable	trail	enhancement	is	one	that	will	not	require	extraordinary	costs	or	
excessive	manpower	to	maintain.	Considerations	include:	trails	use;	partnerships	in	
place	 to	 support	 trails	 maintenance;	 grants	 to	 support	 maintenance;	 potential	
conflicts	 to	 be	 resolved	 between	 user	 groups;	 capacity	 of	 land	managers	 for	 trail	
management.		

Environmental Issues 
The	 USFS	 is	 required	 to	 do	 NEPA	 analysis	 on	 all	 new	 proposed	 trails,	 which	 is	 a	
limiting	 factor.	 The	 Council	 agreed	 to	 ensure	 that	 no	 negative	 impacts	 by	 trail	
enhancement	would	occur	to	land,	water,	wildlife,	and	habitat.	In	addition,	federal,	
state	 and	 private	 land	managers	 administer	 a	 large	 percentage	 of	 the	 ownership.	
Each	agency	and	organization	has	specific	environmental	requirements	that	must	be	
met	 on	 the	 land	 they	 manage.	 	 Specific	 consideration	 includes	 sensitive	 species,	
seasonal	habitat	use	and	ability	for	user	groups	to	help	solve	environmental	issues	
(weeds,	 habitat	 enhancement,	 coalition	 building),	 for	 example,	 is	 it	 possible	 to	
increase	ecological	restoration	as	part	of	improving	or	maintaining	the	trail	system?	

Education 
Trails	can	be	designed	to	teach	trail	users	about	how	trails	should	be	properly	used,	
how	to	share	the	trails	among	diverse	user	groups,	and	how	to	properly	construct	
and	maintain	the	trails.	There	will	also	be	opportunities	to	design	interpretive	trails	
to	educate	trail	users	about	the	natural	resources,	landscape,	culture	and	history	of	
the	 area.	 Considerations	 include	 user	 group	 classes	 and	 education	 materials,	
accessibility	for	school	children,	and	historical	and	tribal	significance.	

Tribal and Cultural Issues 
The	 Clearwater	 Watershed	 was	 historically	 tribal	 lands	 and	 is	 adjacent	 to	 the	
current	 Salish	 Kootenai	 Reservation.	 	 More	 importantly,	 the	 area	 is	 in	 close	
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proximity	to	a	highly	sensitive	tribal	primitive	area.	The	SLTAC	agreed	that	respect	
of	our	tribal	neighbors	was	 important.	The	tribe	has	been	informed	of	the	process	
and	was	requested	to	voice	any	concerns	about	proposed	trails	and	improvements.	
This	communication	will	be	ongoing.		
	

Appendix 3: Ideas and Trails from Public Survey 
General Trail Ideas – Recommended by the Public 
The	 community	offered	a	number	of	 trail	 recommendations	 that	 are	 applicable	 to	
the	entire	trail	system	or	apply	to	a	specific	trail,	but	demonstrate	a	common	theme.	
These	 comments	 fell	 into	 three	 categories:	 A	 need	 for	 more	 signage	 and	 better	
marketing,	 a	 need	 for	 better/more	 consistent	 trail	 maintenance,	 and	 a	 need	 to		
broaden	 recreational	offerings	 to	 include	more	diverse	 recreational	opportunities.	
All	recommendations	from	the	public	have	been	captured	and	are	listed.		This	does	
not	mean	that	the	Trails	Council	recommends	their	implementation,	but	recognizes	
the	diverse	and	important	input.		The	specific	recommendations	were:						

Signage and Marketing 
1. A	trail	website	with	trail	descriptions,	location,	difficulty,	water	sources,	etc.;	
2. More	 maps	 and	 signs	 to	 make	 the	 Horseshoe	 Hills	 trails	 more	 accessible	

(maybe	a	bench	or	two	and	a	toilet);		
3. Making	 trails	 like	 Girard	 Grove,	 Seth	 Diamond	 and	 Clearwater	 Lake	 more	

accessible	to	tourists	going	through	town;	
4. Markers	on	the	Canoe	Trail	showing	where	to	take	out;	
5. More	signage	and	maps	to	increase	engagement	of	visitors	and	residents;	
6. Post	mile	markers	on	the	existing	trails;	
7. Post	 trail	 rules	 on	 all	 trails	 (trash,	 dog	 poop,	 trail	 sharing,	 dogs	 on	 voice	

command	or	leashes);	
8. More	signage	for	Seeley	Creek	Trails;	
9. Shuttle	service	to	popular	trails;	and	
10. Signage,	mapping	and	maintenance	of	existing	trails	(Mission	Mountain	side	-	

Cedar	Lake,	Cold	Lakes,	Crystal	Lake,	Heart	Lake,	Hemlock	Lake,	Piper	Lake,	
Lake	 Dinah,	 West	 Fork	 of	 Clearwater,	 Clearwater	 Lake,	 East	 Foothills,	
Inspiration	Point).	

Maintenance  
1. Better	maintenance	on	Monture	trail	
2. Clearing	 downfall	 and	maintaining	 existing	 trails,	 including	 for	 horses	 and	

outfitters	
3. Maintain	 non-motorized	winter	 groomed	 trails	 outside	 of	 the	 Seeley	 Creek	

Trails	–	get	a	second	piston	bully	and	groom	snow-covered	roads	for skiers, 
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dog	 skiers	 and	 snowshoers	 or	 have	 designated	 non-motorized	
tracks/sections	on	the	piston	bully	trails	

4. Maintain	the	Pyramid/Crescent/Matt/Devine	Peak	area	from	the	elevation	of	
the	 current	 Pyramid	 Pass	 parking	 area	 as	 a	 non-motorized	 backcountry	
ski/snow	shoe	area	during	winter	

5. (see	#10	above	under	Other	Suggestions	–	Signage)	
 

Expanded Activities and Trail Amenities 
1. A	sledding	hill	
2. A	zip	line	
3. All	roads	open	to	winter	motorized	access	
4. Bicycle	lanes	
5. Cater	more	to	bike	tourists	
6. Design	and	create	a	horse-friendly	trailhead	(corral,	turn	around	for	trailers,	

water	source)	
7. Develop	trailer	parking	on	trails	used	by	horses	
8. Expand	use	of	existing	snowmobile	trails	for	summer	motorized	use		
9. Host	orienteering	meets	
10. Improve	the	swimming	area	–	bring	in	sand	and	get	rid	of	weeds	
11. More	camping	sites	(Owl	Creek	to	Placid)	
12. More	canoe	trails	
13. More	shorter	trails	(1-3	miles)	
14. Put	 on	 more	 summer	 and	 winter	 events	 (biathlon,	 triathlon,	 shooting	

matches,	snowmobile	runs,	bike	races,	ATV	runs)	
15. Shelters,	bathrooms	and	benches	at	trail	heads	
16. Shorter	day-hike	trails	
17. Valley	bottom	trails	with	easy	access	for	hiking	and	bird	watching 

Specific Trail Proposals – Recommendations from Public Survey  
The	survey	respondents	also	provided	specific	trail	 ideas	for	expansion	of	the	trail	
system	throughout	the	watershed.	The	specific	trail	ideas	are	provided	below	in	list	
form.	 The	 list	 is	 a	 complication	 of	 the	 ideas;	 separated	 into	 discreet	 areas,	 and	
described	 to	 the	 best	 extent	 they	 could	 be	 understood.	 	 This	 is	 a	 direct	 summary	
from	 the	Public	 Survey.	 	 Final	 trail	 recommendations	 from	 the	 SLTAC	were	 taken	
from	these	lists.	

West of Highway 83	
1. Ski	touring	trail	west	of	Lake	Alva	
2. Connect	Lake	Dinah	with	Marshall	Lake	-	Motorized		
3. Motorized/mechanized	trail	behind	Marshall	Lake		
4. Motorized/mechanized	loop	in	Mt	Henry/Archibald		
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5. Trailer	trailhead	on	west	side	of	town	
6. Fawn	Creek	ski,	bike,	hiking,	fat	tire	and	snow	shoe	trails	
7. Meeting/training	area	at/near	Fawn	Creek	for	mushing	events		
8. Single-track	bike	loop	on	west	side	of	town	
9. Motorized/mechanized	trail	from	Deer	Creek	to	Lake	Elsina		
10. Motorized/mechanized	 loop	 from	 Jocko	 to	 Grouse	 Creek	 –	 First	 Creek	 and	

Second	Creek	(M)	
11. Motorized/mechanized	trail	from	North	Fork	to	Fawn	Peak	Road		
12. Motorized/mechanized	trail	from	Seeley	Lake	to	Lake	Alva		
13. Mountain	bike	trail	connecting	Lake	Alva	and	Lindbergh	Lake	
14. Motorized/mechanized	trail	from	Y	on	Colt	Lake	Trail	through	Bertha	Creek	

area	to	reconnect	Colt	Lake	to	Hwy	83		
15. Motorized/mechanized	loop	at	Moose	Gap	(The	Notch)		
16. See	also	#34	in	Placid	–		Jocko	–	Gold	Creek	–	Clearwater	Junction	area 

Horseshoe Hills 
1. Signage	in	Horseshoe	Hills	for	hiking	and	biking		
2. Marked	route	to	Mount	Baldy	
3. Single	track	for	motorized/mechanized	use	in	Horseshoe	Hills	to	connect	to	

north	of	Cottonwoods	Lake		
4. Jeep-track	trails	in	Horseshoe	Hills		
5. Mountain	bike	trail	network	in	Horseshoe	Hills 

Swan Ridge and below 
1. Improve	steep	sections	of	Sunday	Mountain	trail	
2. Signage	for	Crescent	Lake	trail	to	Matt	and	Crescent	Mountains	
3. Ski	access	in	Rice	Ridge	
4. Back	 country	 skiing	 and	 snowshoe	 areas	 developed	 in	 the	 basins	 around	

Morrell	Peak		
5. Mountain	bike	park	in	Rice	Ridge	
6. Expand	Trail	30	for	biking,	hiking	and	running	to	make	a	loop	with	the	Rice	

Ridge	CCC	trail		
7. Expansion	of	the	Nordic	trails	system	across	the	Augie	Road	Cutoff	
8. Complete	the	loop	for	the	Clearwater	Lake	Trail	and	connect	to	Holland	Lake	

(M)	

Monture – Woodworth – Ovando Area 
1. Single-track	mountain	bike	loop	in	Monture/Lodgepole/Center	Ridge		
2. Multi-use	trail	between	Lodgepole	and	McCabe	
3. Backcountry	skiing	on	the	back	side	of	Monture	Mountain	
4. Center	Ridge	single-track	mountain	bike	trail	to	Denham		
5. Center	Ridge	motorized/mechanized	trail	to	Cottonwood	Lakes	(M)	
6. Open	 gates	 to	 make	 motorized/mechanized	 loop	 trails	 in	 Center	

Ridge/Lodgepole	(M)	
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Placid – Jocko – Gold Creek – Clearwater Junction area 
1. Create	a	safe	bike	route	from	Seeley	Lake	to	Clearwater	Junction	(Hwy	200)	

along	the	backside	of	Salmon	Lake		
2. Motorized/mechanized	 trail	 between	 Placid	 Lake	 and	 Clearwater	 Junction	

(Blanchard	Creek)	with	a	spur	to	200	(M)		
3. Motorized/mechanized	trail	along	the	power	line	from	Salmon	Lake	to	Jocko	

(M)	
4. Open	gates	to	make	motorized	loop	trails	west	of	town	(Placid	Lake,	behind	

Salmon	Lake,	Gold	Creek,	Blanchard	Creek,	Shanley	Creek	Road,	Hill	16)	(M)	
5. Motorized/mechanized	Trail	between	Blanchard	Creek	and	Spook	Lake	(M)	
6. Motorized/mechanized	Trail	between	Placid	Lake	and	Gold	Creek	(M)	
7. Motorized/mechanized	 trail	 between	 the	 warming	 shed	 and	 North	 Fork	

(Jocko)	(M)	
8. Motorized/mechanized	trail	between	Spook	Lake	and	Boles	Peak	(M)	
9. Motorized/mechanized	 trail	 between	 Belmont,	 Gold	 Creek	 and	 First	 Creek	

(M)	
10. Motorized/mechanized	trail	between	Hill	16	and	Seeley	Lake	(M)	
11. Biking/hiking/running	 trails	 between	 Placid	 Lake,	 Seeley	 Lake	 and	 further	

east	of	Double	Arrow	Lookout	(Owl	Creek	to	Dog	Town) 

Close to Town 
1. Complete	the	trail	around	Seeley	Lake,	including	Elaine’s	Way	access	
2. Connect	the	town	to	Seeley	Lake		
3. A	safe	multi-use	trail	through	town	
4. A	 multi-use	 connector	 trail	 between	 town	 (Airport	 Rd)	 and	 Cottonwood	

Lakes	Road	(M)	
5. ADA-accessible	Seth	Diamond	trail	
6. More	level	Nordic	ski	trails	near	the	parking	lot	for	beginners	
7. Bike	trail	connecting	Seeley	Swan	High	School	and	airport	
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Appendix 4: MTDNRC Requirements for Trails   

	
CLEARWATER	 UNIT	
SOUTHWESTERN	LAND	OFFICE,	MONTANA	DNRC	
RECREATION	&	TRAILS	
	
On	DNRC-managed	lands:	
	
Land	Use	License:		means	a	contract	by	which	the	department	conveys	an	interest	
in	state	lands	for	a	specific	term	and	fee,	and	for	a	use	other	than	that	for	which	the	
land	is	classified	
Trails	with	 the	 greatest	 potential	 to	 be	 approved	 under	 a	 Land	Use	 License	
include:	

• Non-motorized  and winter-motorized trails 
o existing 
o in an acceptable location 
o minimal amounts of proposed construction  

• Qualifying non-winter motorized trails or roads 
o in an acceptable location 
o not user-created 
o existing trail or road classified as: open 

	
Land	Use	Licenses	may	contain	conditions	such	as:	

• trail improvement and maintenance requirements 
• removal of unauthorized user-created trails 
• food storage requirements 
• prior notification clauses 
• renewal contingencies based upon trail condition and protection 
• insurance requirements 
• season of use restrictions 

	
	
Easement:	 	 means	 a	 non-possessory	 right	 of	 use	 for	 a	 particular	 purpose	 in	 a	
defined	 area	 and	 typically	 appurtenant	 to	 a	 specific	 parcel	 of	 land,	 such	 as	 for	
ingress	and	egress.		May	be	temporary	(limited	term)	or	permanent.	
Trails	with	the	greatest	potential	to	be	approved	under	an	Easement	include:	
	

• Other non-winter, motorized trails or roads  
o in an acceptable location 
o not user-created 



	 65	

o existing trail or road classified  as: restricted or closed 
 

Easements	may	contain	conditions	such	as:	
• trail improvement and maintenance requirements 
• removal of unauthorized user-created trails 
• food storage requirements 
• prior notification clauses  
• termination contingencies based upon trail condition and protection 
• insurance requirements 
• season of use restrictions 
• licensed survey required  

 
Additional	Considerations	for	Land	Use	Licenses	Include:	

• project cost 
o annual license fees, improvement and maintenance costs, and 

insurance 
• DNRC staff workload 
• Conservation Plans and Easements in place  

o may specifically prevent types of use or commercial use 
• Environmental effects 

o may limit increases in open trail or road densities due to expected 
impacts to wildlife 

• existing uses that non-motorized or motorized recreational use may 
conflict with  

• private/non-governmental organization may hold the land use license 
	
Additional	Considerations	for	Easements	Include:	

• project cost 
o anticipate survey , easement, improvement and maintenance costs 

as well as insurance 
• DNRC staff workload 
• Conservation Plans and Easements in place  

o may specifically prevent types of use or commercial use 
• Environmental effects 

o may limit increases in open trail or road densities due to expected 
impacts to wildlife 

• existing uses that motorized recreational use may conflict with  
 

• public	entity	must	hold	the	easement	
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o observed difficulty in securing a public entity to hold an easement 
• process length 

o easement grants typically take years 
• temporary or permanent encumbrance  
• subject to Land Board approval 

	
	
	
	


