Protecting Our OHV Access
www.cohvco.org

September 16, 2011
Senator Michael Bennet Office
2300 15th Street
Suite 450
Denver CO 80202
RE: Hidden Gems Campaign Wilderness Proposal
Dear Senator Bennet;
I am contacting on behalf of the above referenced organizations regarding your decision to
support the Hidden Gems Wilderness Campaign Proposal (“the Proposal”). While our
organizations are founded around motorized recreational issues, good forest management is of
significant importance to our members as they often seek to enjoy a healthy and vibrant
ecosystem as part of their recreation experience. Our organizations believe that the Hidden Gems
Proposal does not allow the forests to be actively managed to provide this experience.
COHVCO is a grassroots advocacy organization of approximately 2,500 members seeking to
represent, assist, educate, and empower all OHV recreationists in the protection and promotion
of off-highway motorized recreation throughout Colorado. COHVCO is an environmental
organization that advocates and promotes the responsible use and conservation of our public
lands and natural resources to preserve their aesthetic and recreational qualities for future
generations.
CSA was founded in 1970 to unite winter motorized recreationists across the state to enjoy their
passion. CSA currently has 2,500 members. CSA has also become the voice of organized
snowmobiling seeking to advance, promote and preserve the sport of snowmobiling through
work with Federal and state land management agencies and local, state and federal legislators
telling the truth about our sport.
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TPA is a 100 percent volunteer organization whose intention is to be a viable partner, working
with the United States Forest Service (USFS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to
preserve the sport of trail riding. The TPA acts as an advocate of the sport and takes the
necessary action to insure that the USFS and BLM allocate to trail riding a fair and equitable
percentage of access to public lands.
Our organizations have serious concerns regarding the Proposal as currently displayed on the
Hidden Gems Campaign website. Our organizations have worked closely with the White River
Forest Alliance in addressing the variations the Proposal has taken over its lifetime, and are
aware that many issues and factual inaccuracies that have arisen with the Proposal that must be
addressed. The Proposal would significantly reduce recreational opportunities on the forests for a
broad range of users including hunters, fisherman, dispersed campers and OHV recreationalists.
Given the reliance on numerous factual inaccuracies and misstatements in the Proposal, our
organizations submit the Proposal must be strictly reviewed for basic accuracy prior to any
public input regarding creation of legislation. Our organizations believe that a more accurate
summary of the Proposal is a Wilderness wish list for a small user group, rather than a balanced
science based proposal for the management of public lands.
The Proposal provides a completely inaccurate analysis of economic impacts to the Colorado
economy. The scope of the Proposal, which seeks to designate an additional 342,000 acres as
Wilderness, will magnify even a small forecasting error in economic impact calculations to
unacceptable levels. These areas are frequently used by the public, and our members, to obtain
the quality recreational experience the public has come to expect from Colorado forests. The
Proposal implies that removing a significant portion of the total users of these areas will result in
a positive economic impact from the small group that will retain access to these areas. Our
organizations have to question the basis for or validity of that naked assertion given the proven
positive impacts of recreational groups which would be prohibited from the Proposal areas have
provided to the Colorado economy.
The Proposal is also wholly lacking in scientific rational for many of the alleged benefits to
wildlife and forest health. Extensive state and federal research on the forest health conditions
have repeatedly found a compelling need for active forest management due to the overall poor
health of the forests as a result of insect and disease issues. The current forest conditions are the
result of years of partial management of the forests, which has resulted in overly thick older
forests that are not good wildlife habitat and are very susceptible to disease and insect
infestation. Designation of these areas as Wilderness does not aid in the active management of
these unnatural forest conditions, as Wilderness designations make any management of the
forests more expensive and more complex for agencies who are seeking to continue to provide
the quality recreational experience that forest users have come to expect from Colorado forests.
The Proposal also omits any analysis or discussion of site specific research performed by various
land management agencies of many of the areas now sought to be designated as Wilderness. A
layperson could easily conclude the Proposal was the first analysis of these areas. This
conclusion would be absolutely erroneous as these areas have been reviewed numerous times
and none of the analysis by outside agencies support designation of these areas as Wilderness in
the manner proposed.
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We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our concerns on the Proposal with your office in
person, as many of the areas proposed to be designated Wilderness are areas frequently utilized
by the public to obtain a diverse range of recreational experiences. Our organizations would be
willing to discuss exchanging an area with a proven need for Wilderness designation for another
area that has higher recreational value and lower degrees of Wilderness suitability that is
currently designated as Wilderness. We have not included discussions regarding the specific
proposal areas, as they are numerous and addressing them at once is simply beyond the scope of
this stage of discussions. Given the challenges that our country currently faces, we question why
a Proposal with so limited benefits and significant downsides would be pursued.
1. General Background of Proposal
Currently 1 in 5 acres under federal management in the state of Colorado is designated as
Wilderness. 1 Our organizations believe current designations are sufficient to protect the interests
and concerns to be addressed by a Wilderness designation. Our organizations are opposed to
further designations of Wilderness without a specific showing of need for the designation. There
are many other designations which could protect resources without the blanket prohibitions to
most forms of recreation which are included in a Wilderness designation.
A review of the exact implications of a Wilderness designation is necessary to provide context
for many of our comments. A Wilderness designation under the 1964 Wilderness Act is far
more restrictive than most people envision usage of wilderness and general forest resources.
Under the Wilderness Act of 1964, legally designated Wilderness is defined as:
“(c) A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works
dominate the landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its
community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who
does not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to mean in this Act an
area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and influence,
without permanent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and
managed so as to preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears
to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's
work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or
a primitive and unconfined type of recreation; (3) has at least five thousand acres
of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use in an
unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain ecological, geological, or other
features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value.” 2
Most recreational activities are completely excluded from Wilderness areas including:

1
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“there shall be no temporary road, no use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment
or motorboats, no landing of aircraft, no other form of mechanical transport, and
no structure or installation within any such area.” 3
In addition to prohibiting most recreational usages, cattle grazing is not allowed on Wilderness
areas unless the grazing right predates the 1964 Wilderness Act. 4 Most grazing authorizations
have long since expired simply with the passage of time. Until recently mechanized equipment
could not be used for search and rescue purposes or to combat forest fires.5 This oversight has
been amended but this statutory change has had little impact on the ground, as the mechanized
equipment provides limited benefit when there simply are no roads for use of the equipment on.
Maintenance of roads is simply not allowed for any reason is designated Wilderness.
The Proposal has been the basis for previously introduced legislation by Representative Polis’
office. Rep. Polis legislation is significantly different than the version of the Proposal currently
found on the Hidden Gems website. These changes are the result of the outreach and analysis of
the Proposal performed with the preparation of his office’s legislation. While our organizations
believe there are more issues with Rep. Polis legislation, our organizations believe this analysis
provided a more through and unbiased review of the facts around the Proposal. Several of the
areas which remain in the Proposal in Summit and Eagle Counties have been removed from
Rep. Polis’ Eagle and Summit County Wilderness Preservation Act. These areas were removed
after true public input was received regarding the usage of these areas, and this input was
meaningfully addressed by the Representatives staff. These areas include the areas of Lower
Piney, Crazy Horse Creek, Homestake and Elliot Ridge.
In addition to removing significant acreage from the Proposal, Rep. Polis legislation also
addresses the Pisgah Mountain and Red Table areas under a separate classification of special
management area. These areas are used by the Colorado Air National Guard as a High Altitude
Aviation Training Site (HAATS). For reasons that are not clear, these areas have been returned
to a Wilderness designation under the Second Version of the Hidden Gems Proposal. 6 We
believe these oversights must be corrected as there has already been significant discussions with
various user groups regarding these designations. Including any areas that have been removed
from the Proposal in Rep. Polis legislation would directly result in repetition of analysis and
discussions user groups have previously undertaken with the Rep. staff. We believe that Rep.
Polis proposed legislation should be the starting point for discussions regarding any legislation
that would be submitted in the Senate.
2. a. Wilderness designations result is negative economic impacts.
Currently, the United States economy is performing very poorly and the economy has shown
little sign of recovering to previous levels of performance anytime in the near future. Colorado
has not been spared from the economic downturn. Summit County Colorado was recently found
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in the #3 position on the Wall Street Journal’s list of 21 st Century American Ghost Towns.7
Given the stagnant condition of the Summit County economy in particular and the Colorado
economy as a whole, our organizations believe that no governmental actions should be taken that
could negatively impact any portion of the economy in the communities in Colorado. Our
organizations believe the Proposal includes exactly the type of unintended economic risks from
governmental action that must be avoided.
Recreational usage of public lands is a significant portion of the Colorado economy, especially in
the smaller mountain communities which have already lost more traditional sources of revenue,
such as timber, farming and mining. In 2008, COHVCO commissioned an economic impact
study to determine the economic impacts of OHV recreation on the Colorado economy. A copy
of this economic impact study is attached for your reference. This study found that over
1,000,000,000 dollars of positive economic impact and 10,000 jobs resulted from OHV
recreation to the State economy. 8 Over $200,000,000 of this economic impact and almost
3,000 jobs were centered in Central Colorado, which is the counties where most areas
proposed to be designated as Wilderness in the Proposal are located. 9
In addition to this direct positive economic impact to Colorado communities, OHV
recreation accounted for over $100,000 million in tax revenue to state and local
municipalities.10 These are tax revenues that motorized recreational users of the forest pay with
little objection to obtain the benefits of their sport, and are used to address a wide range of needs
for the local municipal government. Given current economic conditions, our organizations
believe these positive economic impact numbers must be meaningfully addressed in all
government activities. These issues have not been meaningfully addressed in the Proposal to this
point.
Numerous national studies have found similar national level trends for economic impact from
motorized recreation. The COHVCO economic impact analysis findings are completely
consistent with more general analysis of spending for recreational purposes. Numerous studies
have concluded that motorized recreationalists spend on average twice as much as recreational
users seeking a non-motorized experience.11 Designation of Wilderness will exclude the user
group that has the highest per capita spending of user groups on the public lands from utilization
of the area in favor of smaller user groups sending less per capita. This type of management
policy simply makes no economic sense.
While there is some documentation associated with the Proposal that theorizes possible positive
economic impacts from designating Wilderness on local economies, these analysis are highly
theoretical, badly out of date, use scientifically questionable analysis methodology and not
7
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based on specific analysis of known impacts on communities. 12 The Proposal supports the
assertion of possible positive impacts with a study regarding theoretical economic impacts that is
badly flawed and simply must be addressed in our comments. This study was entirely created
by their office that asserts the economic impact of non-motorized recreation is four times the
impact of motorized recreation in the area. 13 No reasoning is given for arbitrarily omitting the
economic impacts of equipment purchases, as proposed to be valid in the study. The study
arbitrarily excluded any economic impact from equipment purchases in the analysis
without a discussion or explanation for the exclusion.
Our organizations find this analysis scientifically unsustainable as horribly arbitrary
distinctions are drawn in the study in an attempt to achieve a specific end result. This
study is not a scientifically study but rather an attempt to twist unbiased research in a
manner to support a desired outcome under the guise of disinterested scientific research.
Our organizations believe this is the equivalent of studying the economic impact of the housing
market only after removing the costs of building materials and labor from the scope of analysis.
Any claims of scientific integrity in this work are simply offensive and clearly evidenced by
the fact this study completely contradicts any other truly scientific analysis that has been
published and peer reviewed. This analysis simply should not be relied upon for the
creation of any legislation.
The Proposal’s study asserting possible positive economic impacts from Wilderness designations
overlooks one critical fact in its analysis. People will move to an area to gain access to
motorized recreational opportunities that are available in the area. All of our organizations have
members who have purchased their homes exclusively to gain access to these areas for motorized
recreation. This type of usage is simply not addressed in any analysis of possible economic
impacts.
A review of university and governmental agency studies of the economic impact of Wilderness
designations reveal the conclusions of the Proposal’s study are a complete anomaly when
addressing all research into this issue. The theory that expanding Wilderness designations will
create jobs has always been seriously questioned by our Organizations. Our organizations
concerns were found to be correct, as more recent analysis of the theory that Wilderness
designations create jobs have found the theory to be absolutely false. A 2011 Utah State
University study found:
“Some Wilderness can have positive economic impacts but our findings indicate
that this is not the general rule. We find that when controlling for other types of
federally held land and additional factors impacting economic conditions,
federally designated Wilderness negatively impacts local economic conditions.
Specifically, we find a significant negative relationship between the presence
of Wilderness and county total payroll, county tax receipts, and county
average household income.” 14
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The Utah State study was the first study to address economic impact of Wilderness designations
with specific monetary amounts and found:
“These results indicate that Wilderness impacts both households and
counties. Average household income within Wilderness Counties is estimated
to be $1,446.06 less than Non-Wilderness Counties. Total payroll in
Wilderness Counties is also estimated to be $37,500 less than in NonWilderness Counties. County Tax Receipts in Wilderness Counties is
estimated to be $92,910 dollars less than in Non-Wilderness Counties.”15
Studies addressing the economic impacts of restrictions in access for motorized recreation
similar to a Wilderness designation, around a community directly contradict any assertion of
possible positive economic impacts from Wilderness designations. In 1999 a joint study of
University of Wyoming and US Department of Agriculture found that 72% of economic
benefits from motorized winter recreation would be lost with a seasonal closure of the
Yellowstone Park to motorized recreation. 16 Our organizations believe this type of specific
analysis must be the starting point for any in depth analysis of economic impacts from the
Proposal. These site specific conclusions simply are overlooked in the Proposal and our
organizations believe these oversights must be addressed in reviewing the need for any
legislation based on the Proposal as they weigh heavily against the need for any legislation.

2.b. Usage of Wilderness areas for recreational purposes is declining reducing any
possibility of positive economic impacts from the Proposal.
While motorized recreation is the user group most directly impacted by a Wilderness
designation, many other user groups such as the timber industry, hunters, fisherman and camping
users are directly impacted as the most common means of accessing these areas for other forms
of recreation are prohibited as well. Compounding the risks of negative economic impacts from
the Proposal, Forest Service research indicates the total size of the Wilderness hiker user group
is rapidly getting smaller.17 This situation must be taken into account when addressing economic
impacts of the Proposal, as the Forest Service has found:
“Trends in backcountry and wilderness use indicated rapid growth in the 1950’s
and 1960’s, often exceeding 10 percent annual increases. Growth slowed in the
late 1960’s and 1970’s to 3 to 5 percent average annual increases. Indeed, by
1976, overnight stays in national park wilderness and backcountry had peaked,
and 1986 use was only 62 percent of that highest use year.”18
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In addition to the overall trend in usage declining, the Forest Service has found that other user
groups which would be the target market for Wilderness areas do not utilize the opportunities in
Wilderness. Forest Service’s Rocky Mountain Research Station has found:
“Fishing (where possible), photography, nature study, and swimming (particularly
in the Southeast and California) follow hiking as the most common activities in
wilderness. Hunting is prevalent in some areas, but is always less than what
might be expected. Even in such hunting hot spots as the Bob Marshall and the
Great Bear wildernesses, just over 30 percent and 40 percent, respectively, of the
sampled visitors hunted. Even in the fall hunting season, most visitors are not
hunters.
In a study of activity trends in the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex, hiking,
fishing, and photography remained important across 1970 and 1982 users (Lucas
1985). Of these, only fishing declined, and that only slightly. Hunting was the
only activity with a substantial change, and it dropped sharply in percent of total
visitation.” 19
The Research Station’s study also addressed recreational usage trends for Wilderness and clearly
concluded:
“First, the need for additional wilderness allocation on the basis of
recreational use demand is dropping. Use has stabilized or dropped in recent
years. Population demographics suggest that use may decline even
further….. Second, the benefits of wilderness recreation use accrue primarily
to individuals in the region immediately surrounding the wilderness, People
do not travel far to wilderness.”20
While usage of Wilderness by all user groups is rapidly diminishing, demand for access to
motorized recreational opportunities has steadily increased in Colorado. The recent Colorado
Statewide Outdoor Recreation Plan found that OHV registrations in Colorado have
increased 154% since 1991. 21 Even with the current economic conditions, registrations and
demand have help basically steady as people are utilizing recreational opportunities closer to
their homes.
Given these trends in Wilderness area usage, our organizations have to object to any attempts to
classify a Wilderness proposal as an economic benefit. Targeting any forest management
proposal at a user group that is rapidly diminishing in comparison to total user numbers and that
does not utilize existing opportunities makes little sense and would be a policy destined to fail.
Maintaining access for user group that spends, on average, twice as much as the user groups and
is steady or growing as a segment makes sound economic sense. Attempting to create positive
economic impacts with any other type of planning simply makes little sense and would not be a
good utilization of resources.
19
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2.c. Economic analysis calculations must include the proposed biomass plant in Gypsum
Colorado.
Our organizations believe that there are numerous proposals and initiatives that will be the
unintended recipients of negative economic impacts of the Proposal also. The Proposal
completely omits any analysis of clearly positive economic benefit from biomass electric
generation plant proposed to be built in Gypsum, Colorado. This initiative has been supported by
Senator Udall’s office and has been funded completely with private money. While this project is
in the planning stage, the outlook is very positive for the Biomass proposal. These are the type of
projects that will reinvigorate the Colorado economy and provide long term stability to mountain
communities. A reduction in resources available for operation of the biomass plant after the
construction would clearly weigh against building the plan in Gypsum or in favor of locating the
plant outside Colorado. Our organizations believe the loss of this plant would be a major blow to
the troubled Colorado mountain economies.
This plant will convert trees killed by the mountain pine beetle epidemic, that has ravaged the
central Colorado region, in to clean and affordable electric power for local communities. The
estimated cost of building the biomass plant in excess of $20,000,000 which money will be
directly injected into the Gypsum Colorado economy.22 Again this is a mountain community
that will now have a source of salaries and other revenue derived from sources other than
tourism and which will add to the long term economic stability of the community.
While cutting significant numbers of trees for electric generation would be troublesome in a
healthy forest situation, we note the forests simply are not healthy. The Forest Service has
always required that the same number of trees be replanted as are removed from the public lands
for commercial logging. Given the current levels of beetle kill impact, this requirement will
speed the recovery of the beetle kill areas to a more normal and healthy state. Our organizations
believe this recovery should be a management priority and will result in significant economic
benefits to the area.
Numerous areas massively impacted by the mountain pine beetle epidemic that are now
proposed to be designated Wilderness under the Proposal are within an easy hauling distance of
Gypsum. Given the void of forestry jobs in Colorado, the mere presence of the bio mass plant
will create forestry jobs and additional economic benefit to these communities beyond
construction and operation of the plant. Currently trees that are cut in these areas must be hauled
by train to the states of Washington or Montana for further processing as the expense of the
Forest Service. These expenses for the Forest Service would be converted to an income source
for the Forest Service if the dead trees could be sold to produce electricity. Our organizations
believe that adoption of the Proposal will directly negatively impede development of the
Biomass project. This is simply unacceptable as this project is clearly a win for all parties
involved.
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Our organizations believe the scientific analysis and conclusions consistently finding significant
negative impacts to all economies from Wilderness designation weigh heavily against
designation of additional Wilderness. These impacts are expanded as a result of local projects
that will be directly impacted by Wilderness designations. The true positive economic impacts
from recreation in these areas must be weighed against any assertions of need or benefit from the
Proposal.
3. Wilderness designations do not address most management concerns, transfer increased
maintenance costs to nonexistent budget categories and reduce outside resources available
for management.
As there are significant negative economic risks resulting from any Wilderness designation,
logical thought would lead one to believe there would be a clear and significant benefit resulting
for future management of these areas to off set this risk. Unfortunately this is not the case.
The Forest Service has found that almost all management concerns that exist in areas not
designated Wilderness remain after designation of an area as Wilderness. Issues such as
resource damage, litter, user conflicts and wildlife management continue to be serious
management concerns in Wilderness areas. 23 Remedies of these concerns are now far more
expensive for the Forest Service to address given the lack of access to the areas. Simple
maintenance activities, such as trash removal and basic maintenance must be done entirely by
hand or pack animal. Trash must be packed out by humans or animals to a truck rather than
being picked up by the same truck at a central site.
The costs associated with maintenance activities beyond daily operations are also compounded
by a Wilderness designation. The Forest Service and Federal Highway Administration actually
have guidelines for the efficient hand drilling and breaking of rock for trail maintenance
activities in Wilderness areas. 24 As the guideline notes, this process was basically dead before
it was revived as a mandated management tool in Wilderness areas. Our organizations believe
that these practices were dead as they are not cost effective and are unsafe to those performing
the activities. It simply defies logic that such practices could be used for maintenance of any
areas given the lack of basic safety in these practices and the expense associated with hand
breaking rock given the comparatively slow progress that results.
Expanding Wilderness designations will increase demands and stresses on portions of Forest
Service budgets that are already significantly strained or totally non-existent. A review of the
White River National Forest budget reveals that there has been no money available for
Wilderness rangers to patrol Wilderness areas for several years. There is also no expectation of
funds becoming available in the future to fund this type of law enforcement activity. 25 While
this situation is troubling, directing monies away from areas that have lower usage levels to
support areas that are more heavily used is a sound management decision. The Proposals desire
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to expand designated Wilderness areas, where there is simply no monies to assist with expenses
makes no sense.
In addition to increasing basic maintenance costs in areas that have little or no funding for
maintenance already, Wilderness designations reduce the amount of outside funding available to
assist with maintenance activities on the lands. The Colorado OHV community has self taxed
with a registration program for off road vehicles for a long time. Monies from the OHV grant
program are directly spent on maintaining trails and other recreational resources for OHV users
and the general public. This registration program provides 4-5 million dollars a year for
maintenance of parking areas and trails, law enforcement and planning and research for trail
sustainability. 26 There is simply no mechanism available for transferring maintenance costs to
the users of Wilderness areas through a registration program.
OHV registration monies are also leveraged with the addition of numerous volunteer hours from
the users of the public lands. A recent study of volunteering in Colorado found the OHV
community was the largest nongovernmental donor of volunteer hours in the state, and
valued this contribution in excess of another million dollars.27 In addition to the monetary
and labor resources directly provided by recreational users of Colorado trails, Yamaha and
Polaris both provide numerous smaller grants to OHV clubs and organizations in Colorado. This
has resulted in several hundred thousand dollars being provided to improve and maintain
recreational opportunities in Colorado in addition to the registration monies. These monies
simply are not available either by operation of law or the grant criteria to areas that prohibit
motorized recreation, such as areas designated as Wilderness.
Our organizations believe that if a comparison of the resources available for maintenance of non
Wilderness areas is made to the reduced resources available for ongoing maintenance issues after
Wilderness designation and the greatly increased costs associated with performing basic tasks,
this comparison heavily weighs against any expansion of Wilderness similar to that found in the
Proposal.
4.a. Wilderness designations restrict the need for general management flexibility found
necessary in Federal forest planning documents.
A review of relevant federal agency analysis of the proposed Wilderness areas reveals a large
body of scientific analysis directly contradicting any claim for a need for or suitability of most
areas for Wilderness designation. Significant portions of the areas proposed to be Wilderness
have never been found suitable for inclusion into the Wilderness System. However, the most
recent version of the Proposal continues to nakedly assert:
“The Hidden Gems Proposal is based on a broad level of scientific research and
consensus regarding the management of many of the areas it addresses.” 28
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This statement is simply not supported by any analysis or consensus. The organizations submit
the Proposal is more of a wish list of Wilderness areas created by those seeking to reduce access
to public lands than a reasoned analysis of research or review of good forest management
practices. Previous versions of the Proposal with similar statements regarding consensus have
been found to block all access to water supplies for the Town of Gypsum, City of Colorado
Springs and the State Water Board. In addition amendments have had to be made to exclude
military training installations. 29 While the organizations appreciate the scope of work that has
gone into the Proposal, any assertions of broad consensus of scientific analysis simply have no
factual basis.
The Proposal omits any discussion of conflicts between the site specific analysis that was
performed in Proposal and analysis of these areas previously performed by both the Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management. Our organizations believe the reason this comparison
is avoided is the analysis performed by the agencies directly conflicts with most assertions made
in the Proposal, as the agencies took a far more broad scope of users into account in their
analysis. Our organizations believe that a broader scope of review than undertaken in the
Proposal is necessary to manage public lands for public benefit.
Our organizations believe the analysis and management concerns recently addressed in the
proposed Colorado Roadless Rule are directly relevant to any discussion of the Hidden Gems
Proposal. While the organizations do have concerns with the proposed Roadless Rule, the
organizations believe that this management policy provides a far more rational and scientifically
based approach for on the ground management of public lands than a blanket Wilderness
designation. As outlined in the Colorado Roadless Proposal, there is a significant need to provide
flexibility to Colorado communities to address beetle kill surrounding the communities to
prevent the massive forest fires that have recently impacted both New Mexico and Arizona. 30
A Roadless area designation provides a slightly more permissive level of management for areas
while protecting many of the values that are sought to be protected in a Wilderness designation.
There is one critical difference between a Roadless area designation and a Wilderness
designation. Higher levels of diverse types of recreation and industry are allowed in
Colorado Roadless areas, which removes all risks of negative economic impacts from the
designations. The Roadless designation is also designed to maintain the dispersed recreational
experience that is alleged to be sought in the Proposal.
Development of the Roadless proposal included dozens of public hearing and targeted
stakeholder meetings, and numerous public comment periods to address the research that had
been performed. The development of the proposed Colorado Roadless Rule has included an
extensive on the ground analysis of each roadless area. The resulting Roadless Rule proposal
is one where the competing interests of users were balanced to a larger degree and a much
higher degree of scientific analysis is provided when compared to the Hidden Gems
Proposal. Many of the areas now proposed to be designated under the more restrictive
Wilderness designation by the Hidden Gems Proposal were found to be completely unsuitable
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for the lowest levels of roadless protection in the Roadless proposal. 31 The organizations believe
this conflict in analysis demands a strict level of review of any asserted need for the Wilderness
designation.
The Colorado Roadless Proposal included discussion of a new designation for land management
called “Upper Tier” Roadless area, which would provide higher levels of restrictions on usage
than a standard Roadless area. Our organizations believe that it is very significant that
almost NO area proposed to be Wilderness in the Hidden Gems Proposal was found
suitable for designation as Upper Tier Roadless. The analysis map for the Roadless Rule area
designations is not provided in conjunction with this correspondence as reductions in its size
rendered the document virtually unreadable. The Organizations believe this scientifically based
analysis and final determination of unsuitability for upper tier designation must be addressed
when considering the Hidden Gems Proposal, as this analysis again directly undermines any
assertion of need or suitability made in the Hidden Gems Proposal.
Most unit level FS forest fire management plans have specific provisions precluding the insertion
of firefighting personnel and apparatus into any area if there is not a sufficient network of roads
to allow for the rapid and safe removal from the area. The need for roads to effectively combat
fire is summarized in the Roadless proposal as:
“In most roadless areas, the limited amount of roads, fuel-breaks, and fueltreated areas makes them more difficult to treat and more vulnerable to
high-severity fires…..Under the 2001 rule, fuel treatments would likely be
more expensive and less efficient to implement in IRAs because of the lack of
established roads and inability to reconstruct or construct roads.” 32
Unfortunately a mere reduction in roads is a recognized issue for firefighting and will function as
a significant impairment of fire fighting ability, which will compound the FS’s very valid
concern for the safety of their employees. Any designation of Wilderness will compound these
concerns even further, as no roads or trails are permitted in designated Wilderness areas. The
Hidden Gems Proposal simply lacks any analysis of these scientifically based public safety
concerns.
The exceptionally restrictive nature of management prescriptions for a Wilderness designation
directly conflicts compelling need for expanded management flexibility to address unique local
land management challenges while continuing to conserve roadless values and characteristics
found in the Roadless Rule proposal.33 The Roadless Rule’s regulatory impact analysis notes
that the lack of flexibility in fuels mitigation tactics resulting from Roadless area
designation will have a significant impact on local communities ability to defend against
fire risks. Designation of Wilderness in these areas under a management prescription that
allows significantly less management flexibility than a Roadless designation will
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DIRECTLY reduce these communities ability to provide basic fire protection to their
residents even further. This is simply unacceptable.
4.b. Wilderness designations restrict the need for general management flexibility found
necessary in State forest planning documents.
Subsequent to the Roadless petition in 2005, significant amounts of research and interagency
planning and coordination has been completed by various Colorado governmental agencies to
analyze and address concerns that were the basis of the Roadless petition. Colorado’s forests and
woodlands make up 24.4 million acres, 11.3 million acres on the National Forests. They are
under a perfect storm of impacts as a result of years of fire control, maturing forests, lack of
forest management projects, climate change, and the loss of forest product based industries.
These analysis found that active forest management was critical to all recreational experiences,
even those as simple as driving I-70 and enjoying the scenery. Currently this corridor is
significantly impacted by a number of threats and badly in need of management to mitigate these
impacts, resulting in thousands of acres of dead trees being visible from the roadway.
These coordination and planning efforts have directly analyzed the impacts that wildfires will
have on the State of Colorado. Specifically, Colorado has completed a “Colorado Statewide
Forest Resource Assessment, 2008”, a “Colorado Statewide Forest Resource Strategy, June
2010”, and the 2008 Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). The
overriding concerns from these state-wide public planning processes was to determine general
forest health, and the impacts of catastrophic wildfires, insect and disease epidemics on lives,
personal property and public land access in Colorado. Our organizations believe that active forest
management which these analysis found necessary will allow the quality recreational experience
the public has come to expect from Colorado forests to continue to be provided.
The Statewide Forest Strategy identified 10 threats to Colorado’s important forested areas
including unprecedented levels of insect and disease activity, threat of wildfire both inside and
outside of wildland-urban interface, forest resiliency under climate change and declining
watershed and riparian ecosystem health. The SCORP identified planning issues and affects
contributing to current declines in forest health. One of the top issues in the SCORP planning
process was how forest health and insect infestations and wildfire would adversely affect
recreation opportunities. Adverse affects would include: diminished scenic values, hunting in
areas of habitat loss, declines in camping as a result of hazard trees and campfire bans, and safety
concerns from standing dead and fallen trees. 34
The SCORP analysis of recreational areas that are under significant impact by fire concerns
again mirrors many of the areas that are now proposed to be Wilderness, and functionally off
limits to fuel mitigation activities. 35 Our organizations believe this impact must be addressed
when a determination of need is made regarding the Proposal, as the impact is clearly visible to
laypersons comparing the Proposal maps and SCORP maps outlining areas most at risk of
wildfires impact.
34
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The SCORP specifically concluded the active management was an high priority objective
moving forward in state planning stating:
“Support efforts to mitigate and manage wildfires and infestations( e.g. bark
beetle and non-native invasive species) that will impact the overall quality of
Colorado’s recreational opportunities. Working with potential funding
sources… to expedite removal of dead standing trees in burned and beetle
infestation areas (particularly in campgrounds, picnic areas, parking lots and
along popular trails). Secure funding and plan for active forest management and
fish/wildlife/vegetation habitat management.” 36
Many of these criteria analyzed in the SCORP are the same criteria that are alleged to be
protected with a Wilderness designation. The SCORP found that more flexibility in managing
these areas was the only way to protect these criteria, clearly contradicting the unsupported
allegations of need or suitability made in the Proposal.
Colorado State Forest Service also recently released their 10th Annual Report on the “Health of
Colorado’s Forests” which documents the continuing, recurring, and emerging threats and
challenges for Colorado’s forests without regard to recreational utility of the areas. 37 The report
addresses, with maps and specific data, the millions of acres of current and recent past
infestations now present in Colorado forests. This disease and insect epidemic is generating tons
per acre of dead standing and down fuels in Colorado’s wild, rural and urban forests. The
Colorado State Forest Service mirrored the concerns and analysis found in the Roadless Rule and
again clearly stated that management flexibility is badly needed to address these threats to the
Forest health. 38
The Colorado Forest Service analysis of the impacted areas again mirrors those areas that are
proposed to be designated Wilderness as outlined below:
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The 2010 State Forest Health Report specifically concluded:
“Sound forest management is necessary to create conditions to inhibit largescale bark beetle infestations. Methods such as timely harvesting of mature
lodgepole pine and Englemann spruce stands create a mixture of stands
composed of different age classes and tree species, resulting in young, diverse
stands than can withstand insect and disease attacks….. Active forest
management combined with programs that help create wood products for
Colorado’s forests can reduce the impacts of future bark beetle outbreaks
and other insect and disease issues before they become epidemics.” 40
It should be noted the young diverse forests the State Forest Health Report found will provide
resilience from disease and insect infestations are also prime lynx habitat, as more thoroughly
discussed later. These diverse forest conditions can only reasonably result from active forest
management, as the only other activity that can create these conditions is widespread forest
fires. Everyone agrees forest fires will achieve diverse conditions at unacceptable social and
economic expense as fires are very dangerous to all people and wildlife and recovering from
extensive forest fires is a very slow process.
The Colorado forests are in need of maximum forest management attention to find responsible
solutions to forest health, fire and fuels issues. As noted in the analysis, a significant portion of
the hardest hit areas are also within the areas now proposed to be designated Wilderness under
39
40
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the Proposal. Public land managers, now more than ever, need a full and unconstrained set of
forest management and vegetative prescription tools and techniques. Wilderness designations
restrictions on “tree cutting, sale or removal of timber and prohibitions of road construction” are
unnecessarily restrictive in allowing professional public land management. These restrictions
“tie the hands” of planners and managers in providing the public a full set of choices to manage
healthy forests and reduce the risks to forests, habitats and watersheds. The Hidden Gems
Proposal directly restricts the active forest management of these areas in a manner that the State
analysis found will damage the forests.
4.c. Area specific analysis performed by Federal agencies weigh heavily against many of
the proposed Wilderness designations.
As part of the White River National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (“LRMP”)
published in 2002, the Forest Service undertook site specific analysis of the resources and usages
of many of the locations now proposed to be designated Wilderness. Many of these areas
include, but are not limited to, Elliot Ridge, Spraddle Creek, Ptarmigan A, Basalt Mountain,
Thompson Creek were found to be facially unsuitable for Wilderness designation.41
This unbiased analysis determined other areas now proposed to be Wilderness, were technically
available for Wilderness designation but should not be managed as such, given the recreational
opportunities that would be lost with a Wilderness designation. These areas include but are not
limited to Lower Piney42 and Williams Fork.43 Since implementation of the LRMP, these areas
have all been managed under the following standard:
“These lands often display high levels of investment, use, activity, facility
density, and vegetation manipulation evidence. Users expect to see other
people and evidence of human activities. Facilities supporting the various
resources are common. Motorized transportation is common.” 44
Given the high levels of development and human development that is in these areas, our
organizations fail to understand how any assertion could be made that the area is untrammeled
by man or is truly a wilderness area.
The Proposal also fails to account for recent changes in regulations regarding levels of access to
areas proposed to be Wilderness. In addition to continuing to manage the Spraddle Creek and
Tenmile areas for motorized recreation since the LRMP implementation, discussions with the
Forest Service relative to the recent Travel Management Planning decision have allowed the
addition of more trails and open snowmobile usage in these areas than was allowed under the
original TMP decision. The desire of the Forest Service to provide recreational access to these
areas must be taken into account when analyzing the Proposal. These site specific analysis
clearly weigh against including these areas as Wilderness.
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Our organizations believe the numerous unbiased agency analysis of general forest health and
consensus of findings for the need for active management of the unnatural conditions that
currently exist in our forests in the areas to be designated Wilderness must be addressed. This
active management will improve basic safety of the forests for all users and maintain the quality
recreational experience that all users have come to expect from Colorado Forests. The quality of
the recreational experience provided by these areas must also be accounted for as the Forest
Service has performed extensive site specific analysis outlining the recreational opportunities to
all users provided by these areas. Designation of these areas will not allow active management
or continue the Forest Service to provide the quality recreational experience these areas have
historically provided in these areas.
5.a. The limited analysis of general wildlife concerns in the Proposal provides a woefully
inaccurate summary of the research relied on.
The Proposal’s course of conduct of twisting analysis and data in an attempt to support the
Proposal’s management restrictions is not limited to the economic analysis and omissions of the
extensive unbiased agency research as previously discussed. This tactic of misleading analysis
in an attempt to create support is repeatedly used in discussions of wildlife habitat. Our
organizations believe that an honest discussion of the lack of impacts to wildlife from current
management is necessary. This type of discussion simply has not happened in the Proposal, as
species specific analysis support current management and specifically weigh against designating
Wilderness.
Our organizations believe this type of information exchange and discussion has not occurred as
the Proposal is a completely social issue and not a science based approach to wildlife and forest
health management. Recent Forest Service studies have repeatedly noted this conflicting basis
in other forest planning initiatives seeking Wilderness designations. As a result the Forest
Service studies have specifically found:
“The debate regarding the effects of motorized recreation on wildlife is largely a
social issue as opposed to a wildlife management issue.” 45
A review of the Proposal reveals that there are a very limited number of specific studies cited in
support of theories in the Proposal, as the Proposal relies heavily on unsupported allegations of
scientific credibility. Our organizations believe that any assertions of support from these limited
number of studies is not accurately represented in the Proposal.
The Proposal relies on a newsletter article for the position that snowmobiles have a
disproportionate impact on wildlife. This article relies on a 2002 study performed by Scott
Creel, in an attempt to support the asserted need for Wilderness designations to protect wildlife
from snowmobiles. 46 A more in depth analysis of this study finds this article is a woefully
inaccurate summary of the Creel study, which specifically concluded:
45
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“Despite these stress responses there was no evidence that current levels of
snowmobiling activity are affecting the population dynamics of either species
in these locations.” 47
Our organizations believe that any general assertions of need or general benefit to the wildlife
habitat made in the Proposal simply are not based on scientific research or analysis. This lack of
factual basis must weigh against moving forward with the Proposal, as all scientific peer
reviewed analysis finds forest health will be damaged by the Proposal.
5.b. Wolverines do not benefit from additional Wilderness and motorized restrictions
would impair researchers ability to study the Wolverine.
Our organizations are very familiar with the wolverine, its status on the Endangered Species list
and recent scientific research identifying recreational activities lack of impact on the wolverine.
COHVCO and Colorado Snowmobile Association have been participating in stakeholder
meetings with the Colorado Department of Wildlife and numerous Federal agencies regarding
possible wolverine reintroduction in Colorado. It should be noted that COHVCO and CSA were
one of the few stakeholders who supported reintroduction of the Wolverine under the Plan terms.
Our support for the reintroduction relied heavily on the fact that all researchers agreed that no
changes in motorized access regulations were necessary as part of the wolverine reintroduction
program and all parties to the stakeholder discussion supported issuance of a Secretarial Order
from the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior to this effect in conjunction with the
reintroduction plan. This conclusion directly contradicts any assertion of benefits to the
wolverine from additional Wilderness designation.
Research into the possible recreational impacts on the wolverine have centered on winter
recreation as wolverine young are born in late winter thus placing the highest levels of stress on
the young and mothers during early spring. Researchers all agree there is no basis for concerns
for recreational impact on the wolverine the rest of the year. All researchers also agree
wolverines are tough and durable animals that were only removed from Colorado around 1900 as
a result of human efforts to poison their food sources. Wolverine populations were not reduced
as a result of people recreating on the public lands.
In 2010, the Forest Service’s Rocky Mountain Research Station published preliminary results of
a study specifically researching winter recreational impact on the wolverine which specifically
found:
“Movement rates are highly variable within individuals and no pattern in changes
in movement rate are seen when comparing these rates on high recreation days
(i.e., Saturday and Sunday) to relatively lower recreation days (i.e., Tuesday and
Wednesday; Figure 8).” 48
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In addition the 2010 Forest Service Research Station’s study concluded:
“The first winter of data has shown that resident adult wolverines have established
home ranges across a landscape with a range of recreation activities and levels or
recreation intensity.” 49
Such blanket land closures as those provided by a Wilderness designation have been specifically
cited by national level wolverine experts as a significant impediment to performing studies for
the protection and understanding of wolverines. In the 2002, Wildlife Conservation Society’s
annual report regarding the wolverine, world renowned wolverine researcher Robert Inman
stated:
“A mosaic of vehicular access restrictions exist within both study areas, and
greatly affect our ability to conduct the study. Large portions of both study areas
are accessible by non-motorized methods only. Obviously, such common and
important tasks such as capture effort, reproductive den locations and habitat
measurements, and timely mortality investigations are impacted by access…….
Lack of snowmobiles for use in the Teton Range will hamper winter data
collection efforts.” 50
Our organizations believe that any assertions of a benefit to the wolverine as a result of the
Proposal simply are not based on best available scientific research or analysis addressing
wolverine management. Best available science clearly has found there is no relationship
between recreational activities and the wolverine. No benefit will result to the wolverine from
further Wilderness designations.
5.c. An accurate summary of the lynx management research and decisions does not
support restrictions of management authorities provided in the Proposal.
The Proposal asserts that there would be an unspecified benefit to the lynx as a result of the
expanded Wilderness designations proposed. 51 Our organizations again believe this position is
not supported by best available scientific research as Colorado DOW research indicates that lynx
do not utilize most of the areas that are proposed to be designated Wilderness.52 COHVCO and
CSA are intimately familiar with lynx management decisions as the lynx and wolverine
management have been intertwined for years in Colorado. CSA is actively assisting ongoing
lynx research on the Vail Pass Winter Recreation Area with both direct donations of funding and
snowmobiles. As snowmobiles are a critical part of lynx research, our organizations have to
believe that Wilderness restrictions will also impair researchers ability to study the link in the
same manner as Mr. Inman stated they would for wolverine research.

49

Id @ 39.
Inman et al; Greater Yellowstone Wolverine Program; WCS Annual Report 2002 @ 15.
51
http://www.whiteriverwild.org/p-why-these-areas-114.html
52
See, Colroado DOW mapping of Lynx locations on the White River National Forest;
http://wildlife.state.co.us/SiteCollectionDocuments/DOW/WildlifeSpecies/SpeciesOfConcern/Mammals/WRNF.pdf
50

21

The number one killer of lynx in Colorado is arterial highways and gunshots.53 At no point does
the Hidden Gems Proposal attempt to reduce risk to lynx in crossing arterial highways, such as
addressing lynx bridges which have been found to be very effective ways to reduce lynx
fatalities resulting from crossing arterial roads in Canada. Our organizations believe that any
planning or initiatives asserting a benefit to the lynx should start by addressing factors that most
directly impact the lynx. Our organizations firmly believe the Proposal does not do this.
Research into recreational activities possible impacts on the lynx have centered on winter
recreation, based on an initial concern that lynx food sources were reduced and competition for
this food increased in the winter. Research has proven this concern to be wholly unfounded.
While originally there was some theoretical concern regarding winter recreation and lynx
activities, these concerns were based on a critical gap in research at the time the hypothesis was
created. This gap is analysis is repeatedly discussed in the text associated with the hypothesis:
“Throughout this book, we have identified critical gaps in our knowledge of
lynx biology and ecology. Examples include the ecology and population
dynamics of principal prey species, competitive interactions with other
carnivores, and human impacts.” 54
The intent of the Ruggerio text to be an interim hypothesis for management is clearly stated in
the texts introduction, where it is explicitly states:
“We believe it is critically important to recognize the risks associated with
management decisions made in the face of this kind of uncertainty. Managementinduced landscape changes, when based on untested hypotheses, can result in
conditions antithetical to their stated purpose. An interim strategy has special
properties in this regard. Interim direction will be altered within a specified
time period, and actions taken during the Interim period must not foreclose
options for future management. Interim management actions must also be
conservative in order to reflect the poorly developed knowledge base upon which
they were developed. Unfortunately, the sociopolitical pressure to “do something”
usually precludes this conservative approach. Rather, in natural resource
management, decisions based upon the best available knowledge tend to treat
that knowledge as if it were complete, even when it is woefully inadequate.”
55

Several of the lynx experts, including the texts authors, have subsequently performed peer
reviewed work with the Forest Service’s Rocky Mountain Research Station that reaches
scientific conclusions directly contradicting the concerns proposed in the hypothesis.
Researchers have clearly addressed the management implications of snowmobile usage on the
lynx stating:
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“It is unlikely that limiting compacted snowmobile trails on our study area
would significantly reduce exploitation competition between coyotes and
lynx during winter.” 56
This progression in analysis and management standards and guidelines is specifically
acknowledged in the Biological Assessment prepared in conjunction with the Southern Rockies
Lynx Amendment Decision (“SRLA”), which states:
“Since publication of the Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the United States
(Ruggiero et al. 2000a) and the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and
Strategy (Ruediger et al. 2000), a considerable amount of research on lynx has
taken place or is currently underway.”57
The same sentiments regarding the lack of impact from winter motorized recreation on the lynx
are discussed at length in the SRLA and again provide no basis for any need to designate
additional Wilderness for lynx habitat. On page 14 of the Forest Service’s SRLA, Regional
Forester Rick Cables clearly discussed his reasoning for applying a modified HU G10 standard
as the baseline management standard for winter recreation as follows:
“I decided to include guideline HU G10 in Alternative F-modified, which says
that designated over-the-snow routes or play areas should not expand outside of
the baseline areas of consistent snow compaction, unless it serves to consolidate
use and improve lynx habitat. There may be some cases where expansion of
over-the-snow routes would be warranted and acceptable, or where research
indicates there would be no harm to lynx, and this guideline provides the
flexibility to accommodate those situations.”
Other experts also concluded that winter recreation has little to no impact on the lynx
management by addressing snow compactions lack of impact on the lynx as:
“Some researchers maintain that winter activities such as these can compact snow
allowing other predators that compete with lynx to access lynx habitat (Claar et al.
1999; Brunnell et al. 2006). Other researchers note that there is no solid data on
the role of snow compaction and changes in competitive advantage between lynx
and other species (Kolbe et al. 2007). After evaluating Brunnell et al. (2006)
and Kolbe et al. 2007, the Service determined that the best information
available did not indicate that compacted snow routes increase competition
from other species to levels that adversely impact lynx populations in the
NRLA area (Service 2007).” 58
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While most research into the relationship between the lynx and recreation have focused on
winter usage, Forest Service roads and trails, which would be entirely prohibited by a
Wilderness designation as found in the Proposal, were briefly addressed in the SRLA decision
with the application of a loose guideline on roads, which stated:
“No information was found to indicate that further restrictions on road
building are needed to conserve lynx. However, upgrading roads and roadside
brushing may degrade lynx habitat. I believe the guidelines in the selected
alternative provide useful management direction for project design and decisionmaking, with only minor effects to the existing road system, resource programs
and the traveling public.”59
Clearly this level of management guideline weighs against the need for designation of additional
Wilderness. The SRLA adopted road management guideline which provides:
“ Cutting brush along low-speed, low-traffic-volume roads should be done to the
minimum level necessary to provide for public safety.” 60
Clearly this standard falls well short of asserting any need for road closures and access
restrictions to protect the lynx, its food sources or habitat. The SRLA addressed forest
management throughout Colorado found the best level of forest and general vegetation
management was described as follows:
“The vegetation management direction set forth in Alternative F-modified focuses
on conserving the most important components of lynx habitat: a mosaic of young
and mature multistory forests with high levels of horizontal cover and coarse
woody debris. These components will sustain lynx habitat and the snowshoe hare
prey base across all seasons.” 61
As noted previously, the multistory forest which results of non wilderness designations, has also
been found to be the most resilient to insect and disease infestations. The term “multistory
forest” was found to mean:
“Multistory forest structures can develop from natural processes, such as wildfire
or insects and diseases, or from management actions like timber harvest that
create small openings where young trees and shrubs can become established and
grow.”62
Clearly no rational argument can be made that the extensive research that has been conducted
and guidelines and standards which have resulted can be summarized as a need for wilderness
designation of lynx habitat. Recreational usage of Forest Service roads and trails in lynx habitat
has never been shown to be a significant impact to the lynx.
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Our organizations believe that any assertions of a benefit to the lynx as a result of the Proposal
simply are not based on best available science regarding lynx management. Best available
science clearly has found there is little to no relationship between recreational activities and the
existence of non arterial Forest Service roads and the lynx.
5.d. Cutthroat trout habitat is adversely modified with Wilderness management
prohibitions.
Although not specifically addressed in the Proposal, the impacts of any designated Wilderness on
Cutthroat trout must be taken into account as it is a designated sensitive species in Colorado.
The cutthroat trout has been classified as endangered and remains protected as noted by both
Federal and State agencies:
“The Colorado River cutthroat trout was first petitioned for listing as threatened
or endangered under the Endangered Species Act in December 1999, but in April
2004, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concluded that this subspecies
did not warrant listing. In June 2007, the USFWS issued a 12-month finding that
this subspecies still did not warrant listing under the Endangered Species Act.
Regions 2 and 4 of the USFS have designated the Colorado River cutthroat
trout a sensitive species; the Bureau of Land Management has accorded it a
similar status; and Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming have given it special
management designations.” 63
Any analysis of these concerns is completely omitted from the Proposal despite the fact that
many of the areas to be designated Wilderness completely surround numerous bodies of water
that are home to cutthroat trout. Wilderness designations precluding mechanical access and
harvesting will increase forest fire risks as a result of the current beetle infestations in much of
the areas which provide waters to the trout habitat. The Forest Service species conservation
report identifies forest fires as a significant risk to the cutthroat trout specifically stating:
“Lack of connectivity to other populations renders them vulnerable in the
short term to extirpation from natural disturbances such as fire, post-fire
debris torrents, or floods….”64
The Forest Service Conservation Report also noted the significant impact that woody matter has
on the cutthroat trout habitat. The Conservation Report notes the impact of fire and insect
infestation are both major impacts on the amounts of woody matter in trout habitat stating:
“large wood (also known as coarse woody debris) plays a dominant role in many
montane streams where greenback cutthroat trout persist. Deposition of large
wood affects sediment scour and deposition, energy dissipation, and channel form
(Montgomery et al. 2003), and creates pools, stores spawning gravels, affords
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overhead cover, and provides refuge during high flows…… Inputs of large wood
are controlled by a variety of processes. Mass mortality of riparian stands
from fire, insect damage, or wind is important sources.” 65
Fire is specifically identified as a disturbance that results in trout habitat being unsuitable for
centuries, stating:
“In particular, disturbances that dramatically alter channels or riparian
zones—debris torrents…and severe fires—will change the dischargesediment transport regime, re-set forest succession and large wood dynamics,
and redistribute suitable and unsuitable habitat in a basin, sometimes for
decades or centuries…” 66
Our organizations believe that the need for active forest management to protect the endangered
Cutthroat Trout must be addressed in the Proposal. Any sizeable fire around the streams and
lakes occupied by the trout will result in significant areas being unsuitable for Cutthroat
Trout habitat for centuries. These risks are simply omitted from any discussion in the
Proposal and clearly weigh against designating any areas which serve as watershed for Cutthroat
trout habitat as Wilderness.
5.d. The quality of elk and deer habitat will not be improved with expanded Wilderness
designations.
The Proposal makes broad assertions of benefits to elk and deer as a result of the expanded
Wilderness designations. Again this position is not supported by any scientific analysis and fail
to address the major causes of death for deer and elk, which are arterial roads. A review of
analysis addressing possible recreational activities impact on reveals that elk and deer
consistently displayed higher levels of response and reaction to persons approaching on foot than
those approaching on a motor vehicle. Wilderness designation will not address the approach of
people on foot to elk and deer, or usage of arterial level roads in any of the Proposal areas.
Elk and deer were some of the first animals which were studied in an attempt to determine
impacts of motorized recreation on wildlife. The Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and
Wildlife has specifically concluded:
“Deer consistently bedded near snowmobile trails and fed along them even when
those trails were used for snowmobiling several times daily. In addition, fresh
deer tracks were repeatedly observed on snowmobile trails shortly after machines
had passed by, indicating that deer were not driven from the vicinity of these
trails… The reaction of deer to a man walking differed markedly from their
reaction to a man on a snowmobile… This decided tendency of deer to run with
the approach of a human on foot, in contrast to their tendency to stay in sight
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when approached by a snowmobiler, suggests that the deer responded to the
machine and not to the person riding it.” 67
Numerous analysis of the land use restrictions needed to protect mule deer in Colorado have
been conducted. These analysis have again uniformly concluded that vehicles operated on
arterial roads are the largest threat to these animals, clearly stating:
“Direct loss of deer and other wildlife due to collisions with motor vehicles is a
substantial source of mortality affecting populations.” 68
A review of relevant land management guidelines for Deer and Elk habitat, have again shown a
lack of concern for dispersed motorized recreational impact on deer and elk by provided the
following management restrictions:
“Standards 1. Over-the-snow vehicle use is restricted to designated routes and
play areas unless
authorized by special use permit or for emergency use. 2.
All new roads passing through this area will avoid important forage, cover, and
birthing areas.
Guideline 1. Roads and trails needed to implement management in the area
should be low-standard, single-purpose roads. 2. Avoid crossing these areas with
new arterial and collector roads.” 69
Our organizations again note that the research and applicable management standards and
guidelines fall well short of asserting a need for Wilderness, rather these guidelines support
current management policies which provide for use of elk & deer habitat for recreational
purposes as there is limited concern about recreational impact on elk or deer populations for
usage of non-arterial roads. No argument can be made that elk and deer will significantly benefit
from these designations as the Proposal has no impact on any arterial road and does not address
the user groups that most directly impact deer and elk.
Conclusion
Our organizations must respectfully request that your office critically review the Hidden Gems
Proposal, as we believe this review will cause you to reconsider your support of the Proposal.
The Proposal will directly reduce recreational opportunities for the overwhelming portion of the
public who are seeking to enjoy the quality recreational experience that has been provided by
healthy Colorado forests historically.
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Our organizations believe that any claim of economic benefits from expanded Wilderness
designations simply are not based on accurate scientific research or analysis and fail to include
analysis of the over $1,000,000,000 economic contribution to the Colorado economy from OHV
recreation. Designation of an additional 340,000 acres that are frequently used for a wide range
of recreational activity will directly reduce these economic impact benefits to the Colorado
economy at a time when the Colorado economy simply does not have the strength to adapt to
these changes. The Proposal designations will also have significant unintended economic
impacts to projects outside the designation areas, such as the Biomass Energy facility proposed
to be built in Gypsum Colorado.
In addition to negatively impacting the Colorado economy, our organizations believe the
Proposal requires management standards for the expanded Wilderness areas that directly impair
the need for active forest management that has been repeatedly found in both State and Federal
forest planning initiatives. Active forest management has been repeatedly found necessary to
address the unnaturally developed forests and impacts of disease and insect infestations that
result from these conditions.
Any assertions of benefits to wildlife or the Forests in the Proposal are based on inaccurate
summaries of research regarding the forests as a whole and the numerous species that inhabit
Colorado forests. Many of the areas sought to be designated Wilderness under the Proposal are
areas that have been found to be most at risk of significant damage as a result of wildfires, which
could damage endangered species habitat for centuries. The active management of these areas
will directly reduce risks to the forests, wildlife and forest communities from wildfires that have
impacted many states adjacent to Colorado.
If you should have any questions, wish to be provided a copy of any of the documentation relied
upon in these comments or wish to discuss this matter further please contact Scott Jones at 518281-5810. His email address is scott.jones46@yahoo.com and his postal address is 508 Ashford
Drive, Longmont Colorado 80504.
Sincerely,

John Bonngiovanni
Chairman and President
Colorado OHV Coalition

D.E. Riggle
Director of Operations
Trails Preservation Alliance

Scott Jones, Esq.
COHVCO BOD/ CSA Vice President
CC: Colorado Legislative Delegation
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