CAPITAL TRAIL VEHICLE ASSOCIATION (CTVA)
P.O. Box 5295
Helena, MT 59604-5295

October 24, 2005

Lesley Thompson, Supervisor
Lewis and Clark National Forest
1101 1%' Street North

Great Falls, MT 59401

Re:  Comments on the Rocky Mountain Ranger Districv@lrilanagement Plan
Dear Lesley:

We have assembled the following information and iswes our members and other motorized
recreationists for the project record. We have hadraésignificant comments come forward
recently and we would appreciate your consideration getlocomments in addition to those that we
have previously submitted.

Issue:

The typical use of public lands and the typical needseoptiblic in our region are described on
Table 2-7 in the Social Assessment of the Beaverhesli@ge National Forest dated October
2002 qttp://www.fs.fed.us/r1/b-
d/forest_plan/revision/reports_documents/social/Forest%2880Assessment%20Masterfinal%
20.pdf). This document reported that the total number oftorisitors in Forest Service Region 1
for year 2000 was 13,200,000. The total number of wilderness wias estimated at 337,000 or
2.55%. Therefore, millions of visitors to public landsdrly all at 97.45%) benefit from management
for multiple-use and benefit from motorized access antharezed recreational opportunities which
are consistent with our observations of visitor®gng motorized access and mechanized recreation
on public lands. Additionally, Forest Service Chief DB@sworth recognized the true popularity and
magnitude of motorized recreation in his January 16, 2004 lspéech stated “Off-highway

vehicles, or OHVs, are a great way to experiencethéoors. But the number of OHV users has
just gotten huge. It grew from about 5 million in 1972 to a&n®6 million in 2000.” We agree with
the Forest Chief that 36 million is a significant numbgrecreationists. Additionally, the USDA
Southern Research Station has recently validated tvergy popularity of OHV recreation in their
Recreation Statistics Update Report No. 3 dated October 2004
(http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/RecStatUpdate3.pithis document reports that the total
number of OHV users has grown to 49.6 million by the2@03/spring 2004.

Additionally, the Southern Research Station in theggort Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation in the
United States, Regions and States
(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/OHV_final _m¢malf ) found out that of the total
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U.S. population that 27.3% participated in OHV recreatiahthat out of the total population in
Montana 29.1% participated in OHV recreation.

We estimate that ¥z of the total population actuallysvisational forests. Based on this estimate,
about 60% of the visitors to national forests parti@gpatOHV recreation. This is further
substantiated on page 9 of a report prepared by Nationa\ysomRecreation and the Environment
(NSRE 2000) titled Outdoor Recreation Participation indh#ed States
(http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/Nsre/summaryl)pafich asks the question “During the past
12 months. Did you go sightseeing, driving for pleasure omdriTVs or motorcycles?” The
percent responding “Yes” was 63.1% and the total numbeilionswas estimated at 130.8

million.

These surveys and data total demonstrates the sighiiopnlarity of motorized and OHV
recreation and the tremendous public support and need foripeat and OHV recreational
opportunities. We maintain that motorized recreatisrasé the main group of visitors out of the
total population of visitors to the national forestitung the forest 5 or more days per year. The
needs and support of motorized recreationists must be adgopddressed in this planning effort by
preserving all reasonable existing motorized recrealtimpportunities. This planning effort must also
adequately address the increasing popularity by creatingnaodarized recreational opportunities.

Issue:

Access to and use of public land should be the highestooitiess for multiple-use lands. However,

current decision-making is out of touch with these pregitThe minority interests (non-motorized

recreationists) are recipients of new recreatioppbotunities with each decision while the majority
interests (motorized recreationists) lose opportunitiés each decision.

The evaluation and decision-making must take into accbantle total area of the Lewis and Clark
National Forest equals 1,862,000 acres and out of that tot&ld®6acres or 30.2% is designated
wilderness. Note that this ratio is even more lopsidadird non-motorized opportunities when the
management of defacto wilderness areas including roatieas and the proposed Rocky Mountain
District travel plan are factored in. Therefore, gimtistic supports the management obathe
remaining 1,300,000 acres (including roadless and the Rocky Mo&#ager District) or 69.8% of
the forest for multiple-uses. Every multiple-use acre mersiain available for multiple-uses in order
to meet the needs of 93% of the public who visit Lew @lark National Forest for multiple-uses.
Every reasonable multiple-use acre must remain availabmultiple-uses in order to maintain a
reasonable balance of opportunities. The proposed plamdobeseet the basic needs of the public
for multiple-use opportunities, a proper allocation of rplétuse recreation opportunities and the
laws requiring multiple-use management of these landseTdresserious and significant deficiencies
surrounding the proposed plan and we ask that adequate cergestion (a revised alternative
analysis and plan) be taken quickly to address these issues.

Issue:

Additionally the decision must consider that non-motaizecreationists have the opportunity to go
not only to designated wilderness areas but anywhete thibi opportunities for motorized
recreationists are limited to designated routes in d pordion of multiple-use areas.

Issue:

We are a locally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.

Page 2 of 5


http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/Nsre/summary1.pdf

The current allotment of recreation resources oRalest Service lands is way out of balance with
44,919,000 acres out of 192,300,000 acres or 24% in wilderness desigrtaléono more than
2.55% of the visitors are wilderness visitors.

If Roadless acres are included in this total, it becoeven more unbalanced with at total of
103,437,000 acres or 54% in wilderness or roadless designatieronlyi 2.55% of the visitors are
wilderness visitors.

Issue:

Specific NVUM data for the Lewis and Clark National &strshows that there were 600,000 total
site visits to the forest and 43,700 wilderness visits
(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/revised_visp@f). Therefore, wilderness visits in
the Lewis and Clark National Forest are only 7.28% eftthal visits Therefore, the preferred
alternative selected for the Rocky Mountain Rangerrbidravel plan must ngbrovide a
disproportionately large and an increased number of tgmmezgpportunities for wilderness visitors
and at the expense of the multiple-use and motorizedrgsit

Issue:

We are very concerned that a built-in bias existh wgitor use monitoring data based on the fact
that allwilderness visitors must sign-in in order to visit id@rness area and at the same time there
are no self-reporting opportunities for multiple-use visit@ herefore, multiple-use visitor data does
not exist or is under-stated.

Issue:

The results from most visitor use surveys do not dyresthdequately reflect the importance of
motorized access and mechanized recreation to thalyystor to public lands. The importance
and magnitude of motorized access and mechanized reareatidden and dispersed within a
number of different categories including: viewing wildlifgrds, fish, etc. (motorized access);
picnicking (motorized access); viewing natural featurest@mzed access); hunting (motorized
access); fishing (motorized access); general/othetofimed access and mechanized recreation);
driving for pleasure on roads (motorized access and meeldamecreation); hiking or walking
(motorized access to trail heads); gathering mushroeimgmotorized access); camping (motorized
access); resorts (motorized access); visiting histord prehistoric sites/areas (motorized access);
nature study (motorized access); off-road vehicle trgaetorized access and mechanized
recreation); downhill skiing (motorized access); crossntry skiing (motorized access); primitive
camping (motorized access); backpacking (motorized acegssig a nature center, etc.
(motorized access); snowmobile travel (motorized sse®@d mechanized recreation); motorized
water travel (motorized access and mechanized remngadither motorized activities (motorized
access and mechanized recreation), horseback ridingrie®at access); bicycling (motorized access
and mechanized recreation); non-motorized water t{avaforized access); and other non-
motorized activities (motorized access).

Issue:

Allowing travel up to 300 feet off of a designated routehlyoads and trails, is an absolutely
necessary opportunity for reasonable use of the ardeelpublic. This access is needed for retrieval,
woodcutting, and to reach dispersed campsites and the puisicsf the area would be
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unreasonably compromised without this access. The ubes@ccess can be qualified to restrict it in
situations where it results in unreasonable resourcagam

Isssue:

It is our understanding that dispersed campsites would be maparsclosure. These are very
desirable camp sites. Closure of these sorts of dispessapsites would have a very significant
impact on the public and we request that they remain dpeater quality concerns are the basis for
these closures, then there are reasonable alteraativmitigate these concerns, such as allowing
only self-contained camping units to use them. Additignallsense of magnitude needs to be
applied when assessing the water quality impacts from ogmipor example, it appears that cattle
grazing along the stream have a much greater impacattyaramp site that we observed. Now
don’t get us wrong, we support all reasonable multiple-usggedorest including cattle grazing. We
are concerned that the incremental impacts on thecpafidiosing dispersed camp sites are
relatively significant while the real improvementttee environment will be relatively insignificant.
Again, we request that all reasonable camp sites lbedd@g water courses remain open.

Issue:

If dispersed camp sites are to be closed based on watiéy qoacerns, then we request that the
decision include a water quality monitoring program tol#istathe baseline water quality prior to
the closure of dispersed camp sites and continue that pr@dter the closure to establish whether
any significant water quality improvement was realizltie decision should also include a provision
to re-open closed camp sites when no significant impnewe in water quality was realized by the
closure.

Issue:

In general there is a very high demand for camp site@egpecially dispersed camp sites. If a
dispersed camp site is closed, then we request thabtheelbe mitigated by creation of new camp
sites on at least a 1:1 basis in order to avoid a isignifcumulative effect on the public of too few
camp sites.

Issue:

We are very concerned that the proposed plan tends mgmanme forest as a national park and not
as a national forest where multiple-use opportunitiesaught in order to adequately meet the
needs of the public. There is no mandate from Congre$® @ublic to manage the project area as
national park yet the proposed plan seeks to do that. §esethat the project area including the
semi-private areas, continue to be managed for multiglerckiding motorized recreation.

Closing:

We look forward to working with the Lewis and Clark NaiabForest to preserve our motorized
recreational resources, develop new motorized recredtipportunities to meet the growing needs
of the public, and provide for mitigation of the excessiumulative effects that motorized
recreationists have experienced. We respectfully askhbaelected action for the Rocky Mountain
Ranger District Travel Plan be structured to produceetiisresult by addressing all of the
comments that we have provided. We respectfully askathat our comments and information be
used to justify motorized access and motorized recredigportunities in the project area and to
counter any opposition to those opportunities.
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Sincerely,

Action Committee

Capital Trail Vehicle Association (CTVA)
P.O. Box 5295

Helena, MT 59604-5295

Contacts:

Don Gordon at (406) 458-9577 DGordon315@aol.com
Bob Mullenix at (406) 449-2470 mlinxbj@cs.com

Ken Salo at (406) 443-5559 ksalo245@msn.com
George Wirt at (406) 443-7923 G_WIRT@msn.com

CC: Russ Ehnes, President MTVRA
Mona Ehnes, President GFTBRA

LcTvA s also a member of Montana Trail Vehicle R&léssociation (MTVRA) and Blue Ribbon CoalitionRB).
Individual memberships in the American Motorcyclesaciation (AMA), Western Environmental Trade Asation
(WETA), United Four Wheel Drive Association (UFWDAhd Montana Multiple Use Association (MMUA)
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