DRAFT PRO-FORMA MOUNTAIN BIKE ACCESS AUSTRALIA INC. SUBMISSION





The intention of this paper is to provide a basic submission document for use by MBAA, cycling clubs and perhaps also individuals in dealing with local land managers. The aim is to summarise and to refer to some of the major literature on trail usages, having particular emphasis on mountain bikes, and to deal with the standard concerns raised by land managers who may wish to oppose or restrict mountain bike usage.





This document is intended to be a readable and easily understood summary. Those seeking more in-depth knowledge of the issues can study the papers included in the appendices to this document and will also find reference to further reading lists in the bibliography to each paper.





This submission should be tailored to the local land manager’s requirements and specifically address those issues which have arisen in your area.


�
MBAA LETTER HEAD





RELEVANT CONTACT NAMES, ADDRESSES, TELEPHONE NOS. ETC.








1.	Mountain Bike Access Australia Inc.


Mountain Bike Access Australia Inc. (MBAA) is a newly incorporated non-profit association formed in 1997 and incorporated in 1998. The body was formed to represent the interests of mountain bicycle riders  (not motor bike or trail bike riders). The organisation has the following objectives:-


to represent the interests of mountain bikers;


to promote equitable and environmentally sustainable trail access;


to inform and educate for safe and responsible mountain bike use of trails;


to work with other user groups on issues of tail access.





Essentially, the organisation has an advocacy and educational role. In pursuing our advocacy role, we seek to open a dialogue with land managers so that we can provide information and assistance to the land manager in understanding the recreational needs of mountain bikers and deal with the perceived impacts of mountain bikers in lands controlled by the land manager. Our secondary role is that of education. This role will be pursued with members of the organisation and by education of mountain bikers through newsletters, specialist magazines, retailers and the like so as to educate mountain bikers on safe and environmentally responsible use of trails.








2.	The Mountain Biking Community


Mountain bikes became common from the mid 1980s and now represent probably the most significant “new-use” issue facing land managers of areas used for outdoor recreation. Mountain bikers include:-


recreational riders who ride for exercise and the quiet enjoyment of the bush.


long distance cycle tourists who wish to explore the countryside.


competitive cyclists who wish to train away from the hazards of motor vehicles.


general outdoor recreationists, including bush walkers who use bikes as a faster means of access to the bush.


families wishing to ride with young children away from motor vehicles.


aged persons for whom bike riding is a gentle, low impact form of exercise.





In 19.. it has been estimated by bicycle industry sources that .... bikes were sold in Australia. Of that number it is estimated that approximately ....% were mountain bikes. Many mountain bikes are used as a sturdy, more comfortable alternative to the traditional “racing bike” and are used for commuting or short trips. It has been estimated that between 20% to 30% of mountain bike owners use their mountain bikes in an “off road” situation.





3.	Definitions


	“Management Trails” are generally fire trails (established for bush fire control) or trails used in National Parks for other management purposes. The trails would generally require a four wheel drive vehicle.


“Mountain Bike(s)” means a non-motorised bicycle which is usually sturdily built,  multi geared and has nobby tyres for traction.


“MTB’s” - mountain bikes


“MTBers” - mountain bikers


“Off Road” this term is used by mountain bikers to describe any non-bitumen road or track. The term generally refers to management trails,  four wheel drive tracks, fire trails or narrow trails which are commonly called single tracks. Mountain bikes are virtually impossible to ride in non - road or non-track situations.


“Peri-urban” means the fringe of a city or town (this should be better defined by reference to appropriate geography texts)


“Single Track” is usually a tight/narrow/winding trail of approximately half a metre in width.














4.1	Management Issues


Land managers are faced with three main issues when dealing with mountain bikes: 


-	what are the physical impacts of mountain-biking upon tracks, facilities and the environment;


- 	what are the social impacts of mountain biking upon other users of tracks and facilities; and


- 	what recreation settings and experiences do mountain bikers want.





4.2	Physical Impacts of Mountain Biking


	There is a perception among land manages that mountain bikes create greater physical impacts on tracks or trails than other types of recreational use. However, considerable research has been carried out which shows that mountain bikes have no greater physical impact than foot traffic and in many cases the impact is less. 





	The damage problems that arise from recreational use of tracks include: excessive erosion from enhanced water flows and disturbed soil surfaces on sloping sections of track;  muddy stretches in water saturated sections of tracks and lateral spread of tracks;  development of lateral spread and multiple tracks where the track surface is harder to travel on than the adjacent surfaces;  development of informal tracks, including shortcuts on corners and switch backs.





	There is a large body of research regarding the natural resource impacts of outdoor recreation. Much of this research is reviewed in Visitor Impact Management:  Volume One - A Review of Research by Kuss, Graefe and Vaske (1990).�  It provides an excellent summary and synthesis of the findings of more than 230 articles relating to the vegetation and soil impacts of recreation, 190 related to water resource impacts and another 100 related to impacts on wildlife. Based on the review of the literature, Kuss concluded that the following generalisations regarding the impacts of various trail uses could be made.


	-	Backpacking causes more damage than hiking without a pack. 


	-	Hiking and backpacking cause greater changes to trails than walking.


	-	Horses cause greater damage than hiking.


	In 1986-87 Christopher Crockett�  prepared a study for Santa Clara County, California where 45 riders rode their bikes 495 times over 12 study plots on a trail. Measurements were taken before and after. The process was repeated in dry, semi-wet, and wet conditions. The results showed mountain bikes and hikers caused comparable impact.





	In 1991, Joseph Seney,� a graduate student at the Department of Earth Sciences at Montana State University in a Master’s thesis funded by the Gallatin National Forest, measured the impact of hikers, bicycles, horses and motor cyclists on two open trails and compared them with the condition of a closed trail. Each user group crossed the study plots 100 times. On one trail the soil was clay and sandy clay, the others loam and sandy loam. On some plots Seney wetted the soils with a device to simulate rain fall. Seney’s results on sediment yield (being erosion) were:


	(a)	neither mountain bikes nor hikers produced significant sediment compared to horses and motor cyclists;


	(b)	on dry trails, only horses produced significant sediment;


	(c)	on wet trails, horses produced significant sediment and motor cycles were boarder line significant, except on steeper slopes, where motor cycle impact increased;


	(d)	normal, natural “geomorphic” process caused significant erosion, independent of all users. 


	Seney’s study concluded that “natural processes predominate, overshadowing any damage produced by trail users, and that it was difficult to distinguish bicycle impacts from hiker impacts on the measurements of sediment yield, water runoff, trail mico-relief changes and soil density changes”.





	Extensive studies of human trampling (walking) and its effect on trails have been carried out. Damage from a foot step is caused firstly by the downward compaction forces from the heel early in the step, and then from rotational shearing forces from the toe at the end of the step. The shearing action or damage was found to be most important particularly through soil deformation and “smearing” in wet conditions and was found to be greatest on up-slope travel.  Studies by Weaver and Dale� found that downhill stepping was far more erosive than down-hill motor biking. This was due to greater downward forces exerted through the heels and down stepping. With the much lower wheel loadings of mountain bikes, their impacts upon down hill slopes are much less than those for motor bikes. This does assume that the wheels continue to turn, rather than skidding with hard braking. Motor bikes can generate “wheel-slip” on level surfaces and up hill sections over considerable distances by high acceleration and loss of most traction. Motor bikes have been found to have the most erosive effects on up hill sections. 





	Mountain bikes cannot generate the power to match the degree of torque generated by motor bikes and rotational wheel-slip from them can only occur on extremely wet or unconsolidated surfaces. Usually the occurrence of wheel-slip means the rider must dismount and walk,  unlike motor bikes which can apply more power to  maintain way until better traction is achieved. This power difference provides motor bikes with a far higher capacity for sustained wheel-slip and its associated gouging effect. Many critics of mountain bikes tend to consider that mountain bikes will cause similar damage to motor bikes. The typical power generated by a rider on a mountain bike is approximately .?.. horse power, compared with the average horse power of say a 250cc off road motor cycle of .?.. horse power.





	The general consensus of comparative studies between various activities leads to the following conclusions:


tramping impact was greater on slopes than on level sites.


tramping impact was greatest on wet rather than dry surfaces.


the impact for hikers was greatest moving down slope.


the impact from motor bikes was greatest moving up slope


that the degree of impact of mountain bikes was similar to that of hikers





	In conclusion the current stage of research shows that it has not been established that mountain bikes have greater impact than hikers. Mountain bikes do have impact on down hill slopes, particularly where the surfaces are unconsolidated and wet, and/or the bike is ridden badly. Skidding and poorly executed braking have the greatest potential for causing damage. This problem can be approached by an appropriate educational campaign (e.g. “Ride Lightly”) and appropriate hardening of trails in those situations.





	Extensive studies have also been carried out on the development of tracks, which studies found that compaction and erosion impacts are greatest at the early stages of use of walking tracks, as destruction of susceptible ground level vegetation occurs and disturbance of soils occurs. Compaction and erosion impacts are greatest at the early stages  of use and thereafter, the negative impacts of additional use slow considerably. Therefore, once a walking track is established the more stable soil conditions and more compact underlying soils resist further damage. Once a track is established then mountain biking is unlikely to cause any greater impact than any other usage of the track or trail.





4.3	Social Impacts of Mountain Biking


	Given that mountain bikes have a similar environmental impact on trails as that of trampers or walkers, the major problem would appear to stem from the perception of other users of bush tracks that mountain bikes are not an acceptable form of outdoor and/or bush recreation. This problem is generally dealt with through the concept of recreation conflict. This occurs when the presence and/or behaviour of some users interferes with the achievement of the desired recreation experience and “goals” of other users.  That is, that the presence of one group of users is incompatible with the social, psychological or physical goals of another group. The studies have shown that there is a variety of subjective reasons given for disapproving of mountain bikes. These subjective reasons can be summarised as:-


	perceptions of greater environmental impacts and damage from mountain biking;


perceived safety hazards from fast and silent mountain bikes;


attitudes that mountain biking is an inappropriate activity in most natural settings;


perceptions that mountain bikes encroach upon walking opportunities;


perceptions that mountain bike riders are less interested in the setting and environment;


a general dislike of mountain bikes and what they are perceived to represent.








4.4	Perceptions of Environmental Impact


	The perceptions of environmental impact appear exaggerated on the basis of the research undertaken on such impact, both for mountain bikes and for recreation use in general. The fact that mountain bike tyre tracks are more distinctive than say, footprints, may place a significant role in how the overall effects of mountain bikes are perceived. Observation of tyre marks on a track surface may lead to a conclusion that any general damage to the track is caused by mountain bikes, without acknowledgment of the other impact processes taking place. The perception that mountain bikes cause greater impact than other recreational users, such as walking, has no proper foundation after a careful examination of the literature on the subject.





4.5	Perception of Safety Hazards


	The perception that mountain bikes present a safety hazard is common. However, results from a project known as the “Lost Padres Study” are referred to in Grost:� -


	“Safety was the primary concern of the Lost Padres Study, particularly because of a few rogue bikers with the habit of starting at the top of the trail and coasting down at kamikazi speeds. The obvious safety hazard was dealt with via a combination of education (a biking brochure) and trail designs (rocks and other natural objects used as speed barriers in the trail).  Yet of the 1,400 trail users surveyed most had encountered mountain bikes on the trail and found bikers to be polite and not a safety hazard.”





	Jacoby � citing the same study reported:


	“67% of non riders did not feel mountain bikes were a safety hazard, 89% characterised riders as being “polite” and only 11% cited “meeting mountain bikes” as being a source of dissatisfaction when hiking. In this study, the only accident actually reported involving bikes hitting each other while making way for a walker”





	In 1993 Deborah Chavez� carried out a survey of 40 recreation managers from the USDA Forest Service and noted that only one case of a cycle accident was known that had resulted in injury.





	In the United Kingdom, where the bridle way network provides thousands of kilometres of narrow, mixed-use trails, the British Mountain Bike Federations access officer was unable to trace a single case of collision between a mountain biker and a walker, despite many anecdotal reports. The high population density of the United Kingdom, and the lack of public lands, means that many of the British trails commonly used by mountain bikers are ancient rights of way which have been established for centuries and which see levels of traffic unheard of in Australia.





	If actual accidents are rare then clearly perceptual differences in assessing the hazard potential of mountain bike riders and walkers coming together is important. For example a hiker might think, “boy that was close” while the cyclist felt in control of both the bike and the situation. Obviously familiarity with mountain bike riding and the accumulated experience of previous off-road encounters with bikes may result in changes in the perception of non-riders. 





4.6	Perceptions that Mountain Biking is Inappropriate


	The third main type of conflict perception is based  upon assumptions by walkers that the personal characteristics, motivations, behaviour types, environmental attitudes and activity styles of mountain bikers are fundamentally different from their own. It is generally thought that walkers have a tendency to associate mountain bikes with “motorised” use and therefore have a similarly emphasised environmental impact; the appearance, noise, behaviour and presence of mechanisation; and the inappropriateness of such in natural settings.  Two important studies have been carried out to compare the attitudes and preferences of walkers and mountain bikes riders. In the first, Watson� found:-





“Specific factors in which wilderness cyclists exhibited a significantly stronger similarity with hikers belief scores include the types of place they live, lifestyle, occupation, levels of education and income, attitudes about the environment, and values of the area. On most of these items the perceptions of similarity with hikers held by bicyclists are very accurate. Mountain bike riders and hikers are hardly distinguishable on these factors. Real differences between the groups, however, were few and did not follow the patterns of perceived dissimilarity indicated mostly by hikers. Mountain bike riders and hikers who entered the wilderness were similar in environmental attitude and activity focus”.





In 1994 Chris Horn in New Zealand, undertook an extensive series of in-depth interviews of both walkers and mountain bike riders and from these concluded:-





“Trampers often feel that mountain bikers have different attitudes towards the environment. While this is a reality in other recreational conflict situations, it is not so in the case of mountain bikers and trampers. What differences there are may reflect different ages or experience, of the two groups. Differences in focus, attitude, knowledge and in available free time could all be explained by the preferences of older and younger participants in the same activity.”


	This would suggest that the two groups are more similar than is generally perceived, particularly by the walkers. 





	Chris Horn� also explored the reasons for conflict perceptions, finding that walkers largely felt that their experiences were being compromised by mountain bike presence, while mountain bike riders perceive conflict arising from potential threats to access from walker attitudes and associated anti-riding advocacy. Because of the evidence available in overseas mountain biking magazines and because the traditional management response to the advent of mountain bikes has been to close tracks to mountain bikes, this has possibly given rise to a negative perception by mountain bikers towards walkers. However, Horn, in his study, found that many riders were adopting counter strategies which aimed to reduce the negative perception walkers held of mountain biking. Apart from responsible riding, these strategies including stopping to let walkers pass, offering friendly greetings, and becoming involved in volunteer track and resource protection work. Riders generally considered the best way to reduce conflict potential was through voluntary self-regulation of riding sites and behaviours.





	Another issue arising from trail conflict is that of the “last settler syndrome”, where visitors want a particular place to remain the way it was when they first visited. The first or traditional users want to be the last one allowed access. Mountain bikers commonly complain that hikers want to exclude them from back country areas just because bicycle use is new and untraditional. In similar ways, surveys have shown that walkers resent joggers and runners in bush settings. However, as mountain biking is a relatively new sport, attitudes and behaviour may be evolving as the activity becomes more established. As riders gain more experience of riding and of encounters with other users, riders may change in their attitudes and behaviour towards safer and more responsible riding. This process may also apply to other users who, upon gaining more experience and familiarity with encountering mountain bikes, may also change their attitudes and behaviour towards them. 





5.0	What Recreation Settings and Experiences do Mountain Bikers Want





5.1	Preferred Features of Mountain Bike Riding


	Gordon Cessford� carried out a survey of 786 riders in the Wellington region of New Zealand and found the following:-





“Setting and experience features which were consistently important for most riders included appreciation of scenery/views/nature, and an undulating route, forest settings (particularly native forest), socialising with others, exploring new areas, ride duration for two-three hours, smooth/fast/open track surfaces, some speed excitement/risk and some exercise/fitness workout.


- features which were more particularly important to experienced riders were physical and technical challenge, single-track which is tight/narrow/winding, rough/technical/tight track surfaces, fast/technical/tight downhills, more challenging uphills. In addition experiencing some speed/exciting/risk was generally more important for experienced riders than beginners.


- features which were particularly more important to less experienced riders were gentle/gradual/easy up hills, smooth/easy/open track surfaces, ride duration of one-two hours, few obstructions or difficulties on tracks, relaxation/easy riding/cruising, slow/gentle/easy downhills and riding on sealed roads. Experiencing peace/quite/solitude was also a little more important to beginner riders.


- most riders indicated some tolerance for carrying/pushing their bikes, although this was generally no more than 25% of any ride.





	When respondents to Cessford’s questionnaire were asked to give preferences for their landscape setting,  riders much preferred routes in native forest/bush compared with a lesser preference for routes  in forestry areas (pine forest) with the least favourite areas being routes through open farmland. The riders which were surveyed were also asked to list their preferences for the type of tracks in a general order of increasing development, beginning with single track (walking type) and ending with sealed roads. The choices available were:-


	single track (walking)


	farm roads/tracks (4WD)


	fire breaks/other (4WD)


	gravel roads


	sealed roads


	Overall, riders expressed greatest preference for single-track settings for their riding. As tracks become more “developed” rider preferences declined. Results indicated that sealed and gravel roads were generally unpopular settings for riding. When variations according to rider experience were considered, preference for single track riding increased strongly amongst the more experienced riders.





	As to the actual track surface, beginner  riders had a strong preference towards clear/smooth tracks and as experience increased, riders had a greater preference for the tight/rough types of tracks. Obstructions on tracks such as roots, rocks, logs, steps, ditches, culverts and branches and foliage again showed differences between beginner riders and more experienced riders. With increasing experience, levels of track roughness and obstructions become less of a hindrance and more of a challenge.








5.2	Where Do Mountain Bikers Bike?


	The most commonly used places for riding off road are in peri-urban areas. As one moves further away from major centres, mountain bike use drops off dramatically. Few riders do trips in more remote areas. This use is much less frequent as it requires more time, organisation, access to suitable transport and information. One could expect that the greatest conflict issue will arise in those National Parks or bush areas closest to urban centres and hence land managers in those areas will have to adopt appropriate management strategies.


6.0	The Challenge for Land Managers


	It is clear that mountain bike use will continue and that the challenge for land managers is to integrate mountain bike usage into the overall recreational use of the lands which they manage.





	Although mountain bikes do have physical impacts on tracks, these to not appear to be of any greater significance than those from other track users, despite the general perception to the contrary and, although safety concerns are commonly highlighted, the problem appears to relate more to apprehension about what might happen rather than concern based on any inherent danger or an established record of accidents. The real difficulty faced by managers making provision for mountain biking opportunities, lies in addressing the recreation  conflict issues that arise.





6.1	Recommendations


	Detailed recommendations are included in the attached papers:


	Gruttz, Jeff;  Hollingshead, Don.  Managing the Biophysical Impacts of Off Road Bicycling or Shred Lightly, page 3 and 4 


	Moore, Roger L. Conflicts on Multiple-Use Trails; Synthesis of the Literature and Stake of the Practice page 20, 


	Cessford, Gordon Off-Road Mountain Biking, a Profile of Participants and Their Recreation Setting and Experience Preferences page 44


	Chavez, Deborah J. Mountain Biking, Issues and Actions for USDA Forest Service Managers page 10.





	By way of example, G. Cessford in his study made the following recommendations:-


	1.	Managers should note that when considering making opportunities available for mountain biking, rider preferences for riding conditions are diverse.  As riders gain experience, their setting and experience preferences appear to move towards opportunities characterised by natural settings, challenge, variety and single track riding. Rides characterised by these features are likely to be more difficult and user numbers will be correspondingly lower.





	2.	As it is not established that mountain bikes have any greater impact on tracks than do any other activities such as walking, running, hiking etc. it is questionable whether these impacts should be the key factors in decisions to allocate or limit opportunities for mountain biking. If major damage is anticipated due to susceptible track conditions, the presence of any use would seem to be problematic.





	3.	Where concerns over walker safety remain, active management of tracks to minimise hazard potential should be considered. The main actions this would require would include the strategic location of natural and constructed obstacles to reduce down hill and cornering speed. (e.g. steps, culverts, logs, roots, rocks, waterbars etc).





	4.	Where managers wish to discourage or minimise riding on certain tracks, the strategic use of such obstacles (as above) to increase the riding difficulty of tracks, could be considered. These types of managed difficulties would not be a disincentive for walkers.





	Other steps that can be taken to address conflict problems include:


signage;


education;


meeting with user groups;


expanding facilities;


police or ranger patrols;


enforcement of regulations;


brochures, articles in newsletters or local newspapers;


opposing speed limits;


volunteer trail patrols;


partial closing;


encourage use of bicycle bells;


inform visitors about crowd conditions they may encounter;


inform visitors about crowd conditions that they may encounter in certain areas;


encourage quiet behaviour and activities;


inform visitors about conflicting uses they may encounter in certain areas;


encourage use of less popular access points in back country areas;


encourage off season use;


designate  trails for different types of visitor use;


encourage visitors to use natural coloured equipment and clothing;


encourage week day use;


segregate different types of visitor use by geographic area;


discourage use during peak seasons;


discourage weekend use;


encourage large groups to use lesser used areas.





	Once a trail is physically in place, managers can have a tremendous influence over use, safety, natural resource protection and user experiences. Managers can take the default option where they do nothing or close trails. However, the preferred management option is to use information and education, user involvement, and enforcement to achieve the result. Considerable overlap exists among these three groups.





6.2	Information and Education


	Uninformed, unintentional, unskilled, and careless actions by users are often cited as the causes of many problems in outdoor recreation areas. Information and education programs related to promoting trail sharing should have the following objectives:


communicate why the trail is shared;


communicate that co-operation can benefit all;


teach about other users (especially similarities among users);


communicate the consequences of problem behaviours;


teach trail ethics, including the following:-


courtesy toward other trail users and concern toward environment;


who should yield to whom and why;


respect and tolerance for others;


responsibility for resource protection;


what interferes with other activities;


communicate physical and social trail conditions to help users have more accurate expectations of what and whom they are likely to find on a particular trail;


teach what causes resource impacts and how to minimise them;





to communicate this information to users, alternatives exist  including 


posters, brochures, fliers, pamphlets, newsletters and other printed materials;


maps, guidebooks, visitors guides etc.;


presentations before clubs, retailers, school groups;


volunteer trail patrols;


public meetings;


leafleting on or off the trail, most appropriately at trail heads and bike stores;


train personnel (staff or volunteers) stationed at trail heads, business centres etc. to inform and educate users;


articles in magazines, newspapers and other mass media outlets;





6.3	User Involvement


	As one of the objectives of this organisation is an educational role, we propose to take action by way of newsletters, brochures and fliers issued to individual mountain bikers and cycling clubs to target riders with information about environmental and appropriate trail sharing behaviour. We also intend to involve retailers and to encourage membership through peer group pressure of riders. We will actively promote this organisation’s mountain bike code of etiquette being;














	Land Managers should also involve trail users in trail  management and maintenance. It is common practice in the United States for cycling groups to adopt particular sections of trail and to be responsible for maintenance and or modification of a trail to better withstand use. For example adding material where appropriate to harden the trail surface and adding waterbars and ditching to improve drainage are ways to improve the trails ability to withstand use and improve the quality of the visitors recreational experience. A precedent has been established in N.S.W. through the involvement of MBAA members in maintenance of the Oaks Cycling Trail in Blue Mountains National Park. Such trail maintenance has been carried out under the supervision of the appropriate National Parks Rangers.





6.4	Regulations and Enforcement


	The following are examples of regulations that have been or could be established for multiple use trails:-


forbid cutting of switchbacks;


mandate one way travel on certain trails;


require bicyclists to walk their bikes on congested or conflict prone areas;


require bicycles to have bells;


close trails or trail sections during sensitive seasons;


charge user fees to help fund trail programs or disperse use;


require completion of a trail sharing and/or minimum impact course to be eligible for a mandatory trail permit;


require users to stay on trails;


enforce right of way regulations such as cyclists yield to pedestrians and bicyclists both yield to horse back riders (where relevant);


communicate the reasons for regulations to the users affected.











6.5	Section 6 of this paper has presented some of the many physical and management responses available to Land Managers to attempt to avoid and minimise conflicts on multiple-use trails. The overseas studies show that using a strategy that employs a combination of techniques achieves the best results. 





	Multiple-use or shared-use trails are an efficient, economical and probably the most common way to provide trail opportunities. Given that the reasons advanced for keeping trails for usage by one user group, such as walkers, based upon commonly held perceptions about mountain bikes causing environmental damage and/or presenting a safety problem and that objective analysis shows that these reason or perceptions are subjective and not objectively based, there seems little reason to restrict trail opportunities to a single usage. In the accompanying paper by Roger L. Moore and in particular from page  .... to ...... offers 12 principles for land managers for minimising conflicts on multiple use trails:-


Recognise conflict as goal interference;


Provide adequate trail opportunities - offer adequate trail mileage and provide opportunities for a variety of trail experiences;


Minimise number of contacts in problem areas;


Involve users as early as possible - identify the present likely future users of each trail and involve them in the process of avoiding and resolving conflicts as early as possible;


Understand user needs - determine the motivations, desired experience, norms., setting preferences and other needs of the present and likely present and future users of each trail;


Identify the actual sources of conflict;


Work with affected users, work with all parties involved to reach mutually agreeable solutions to these specific issues;


Promote trail etiquette;


Encourage positive interaction among different users;


Favour “Light Handed Management”;


Plan and act locally;


Monitor progress.


7.	Summary


	Mountain biking is a legitimate recreational activity. The erosion impact of a mountain bike is virtually identical to that of a walker. There is therefore no environmental reason for land managers to restrict mountain bike use, whether on management trails or single track. If hostility exists towards mountain bikers then such arises through misconceptions or perceptions on the part of other users that mountain bikes cause environmental damage, are not appropriate in bush settings or may interfere with the goals of other users. Resolving these conflict perceptions is the challenge for land managers, so as to integrate all legitimate users, including mountain bikers into the recreational setting.
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