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The negative impacts of expanding Wilderness designations.

Federal lands designated as Wilderness are the most restricted, least available public lands in the
country, as these areas are supposed to reflect the lands in an “untrammeled by man” way. Over 20%
of the Colorado mountains are currently managed as Wilderness. Wilderness areas impose significant
limitations on use that often directly conflicts with the public’s increasing desire for access to public
lands. The simple fact is most people will never set foot in a federally designated Wilderness area, as
there is no access for most users of public lands. The negative economic impacts of Wilderness
restrictions to adjacent communities caused the Utah State Legislature to adopt a resolution requesting
the federal government not to designate additional Wilderness in the state due to the negative
economic impacts. Wilderness limitations result in thousands of dollars in lost salary to families and
tens of thousands in lost payroll and revenue for local communities to maintain roads and operate
schools. Our Organizations are compelled to voice our concerns on these issues in response to the
Wilderness proposal from Senator Udall.

Our Organizations share many of the same concerns that prompted the Utah Legislature to act and
believe these concerns have been completely overlooked in the creation of the most recent Wilderness
proposal from Senator Udall’s Office. Senator Udall’s proposal would create an additional 235,000 acres
of designated Wilderness, mainly in Summit, Eagle and Pitkin counties, closing areas that currently have
extensive trail networks and a wide range of recreational resources. These closures would result in
significant negative economic impacts that simply are not addressed in Senator Udall’s proposal. The
proposal also fails to explain why more restrictions are needed beyond noting a certain user group likes
the area, and does not want the public to disturb them. This is not the basis for gopod management of
public lands.

While most people think of a wilderness as a large forest area where recreational opportunities are
plentiful and easily accessed with campgrounds providing the ability to drive to a fishing hole, dispersed
recreation, biking and family trips. Unfortunately these opportunities are almost completely excluded
after federal designation of the area as Wilderness. A federally designated Wilderness area is an area
that may only be accessed by horse or foot without basic facilities for recreation and maybe not be
flown over by aircraft. People have been arrested for crash landing hand gliders on areas designated as
Wilderness. Motor vehicles and mechanized travel is strictly forbidden in designated Wilderness areas,



and until recently could not even be used for emergency response for injured people in the area. Even
for emergency response actions, federal approval is needed before the emergency responders can
access the Wilderness.

The restrictions from designated Wilderness have significant negative economic impacts on
communities adjacent to the Wilderness areas, as federal planners estimate that 85% of people who do
not find the type of recreation they are looking for will simply move on seeking the recreation rather
than change. The closure of these areas for 85% of users can have drastic economic impacts to
communities, as most Colorado communities are solely reliant on tourism as more traditional industries
are no longer present. These negative economic impacts add up rather rapidly. A recent Utah State
study found that counties with significant Wilderness designations average $1,446 less in per household
income, $37,500 less in average payroll and generated $92,900 less in tax revenue than similarly
located counties. These are some very scary numbers when you realize that almost every county west
of Denver has significant designated Wilderness in their jurisdictions. This data is simply not addressed
in any of the Senators assertions of economic benefit from the closures provided in the proposal.

The expansion of federally designated Wilderness areas is even more troubling when other restrictions
on public lands usage are taken into account, as many other management designations preclude the use
of motor vehicles. These areas include areas of critical environmental concern, wild and scenic rivers,
special interest areas, erroneously managed roadless areas and areas that simply preclude motorized
access for social reasons. Recent proposals and decisions for several federal planning offices have
closed between 40% and 55% of existing trails that remain on the small portion of those planning areas
where motorized access is still allowed. These areas are becoming ever more critical to public access as
areas that have historically been open to all members of the public are closed in favor of a small portion
of the public.

The expansion of federally designated Wilderness boundaries in Senator Udall’s proposal also directly
undermines the years of public involvement and dozens of public meetings that occurred in the
development of the Colorado Roadless Rule. While the Wilderness proposal nakedly asserts broad
public support, the outreach is almost non-existent when compared to the years of true public input
obtained for development of the Colorado Roadless Rule. The Organizations believe that the extensive
on the ground analysis that occurred with the Roadless proposal must be taken into account with the
Wilderness proposal. When the Wilderness proposal areas are compared to the publicly developed
roadless area, only a small fraction of the Wilderness proposal area was found even suitable for the
lesser level of protection provided with a roadless designation.

The increasing age of the American population also weighs heavily against reducing motorized access to
public lands. Retirees have significant time and resources available to access public lands for recreation.
While there are some persons who can continue hiking long distances after retirement we don’t think
this is the normal user or that this user group is of sufficient size to expand motorized closures beyond
the existing levels of closures. Most users simply don’t want to hike all day to cast their line into a
stream only a few times because they need to start walking back or have to pass on obtaining a trophy



elk or deer simply because they are unable to remove it in any other manner than on foot. These needs
for motorized access simply are not addressed in the proposal.

The Presidents America’s Great Outdoors initiative seeks to expand and develop the American
populations connection with public lands to develop health and fitness. This initiative also weighs
against motorized closures, as motorized access is by far and away the most common means for the first
time user of public lands to become aware of the resources and opportunities that are provided.
Research indicates that a couple of hours of slow to moderate motorized recreation is comparable to an
extended workout in a gym. The Organizations believe that this alternative is a significantly more
desirable experience for most users than a more traditional gym workout.

The motor vehicle is an integral part of all portions of our life including recreation. Designating more
lands where people will not have motor vehicle access will not alter this characteristic of our society.
The Forest Service’s Rural Development office recently found that a developed trail system open to all
users was a significant economic contributor to small communities and these trails should not be limited
for any one user group. This position is supported by Colorado State Parks data that indicates users
demands for a motor vehicle as part of their recreational experience has increased over 150% since
1990.

While there are forest uses that do not require a motor vehicle, research indicates that the number of
people pursuing these activities have significantly declined since the early 1990’s. This decline has
created a supply of these resources that already far exceeds public demand. The US Fish and Wildlife
Service also has addressed the economic impact of designating Wilderness. While the Fish and Wildlife
service found that wildlife watching was a significant contributor to the Colorado economy, they also
found that over 60% of this benefit directly resulted from people purchasing trucks, campers, OHV’s and
boats as part of this pursuit.

Given that 85% of users will simply keep driving if their desired recreation is not found in an area,
directly resulting in thousands of dollars of lost payroll to local families and badly needed payroll and
tax revenue for schools and roads any proposal must be strictly reviewed to minimize these risks.
Unfortunately, Senator Udall’s Wilderness expansion proposal does not clarify how these impact will be
avoided, which leads us to the conclusion that these impacts have not been seriously reviewed or worse
have been completely overlooked. This is simply not acceptable given the current economic conditions
and the resources that have been expended to attempt to remedy this problem. There is simply no need
for more Wilderness, the risk to Colorado communities is simply too great.



