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RE: Petition Contents §294.14 (a) (2)   
 
Review of Direction: The particular management requirements recommended for the land and any 
exceptions: 
 
Note: This petition element may be very detailed or more generic in form, depending on what changes 
are being proposed.  It may include blanket management requirements that apply to all affected 
areas, or unique management requirements for specific areas.  It may adjust the existing management 
requirements by adding removing some requirements, or may completely replace existing 
management requirements with entirely new ones.  The management requirements sought may be 
procedural in nature (coordination, notice, etc.) or substantive land management direction (prohibitions 
or other limitations). 
 
Define Recommended Management Requirements/ Explain Specific Relevance Important Details: 
 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Summary Response: 
 
Professional field wildlife managers and biologists at the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife recommend that all Inventoried Roadless Areas in Colorado be protected, 
preserved, enhanced, managed and maintained in a manner consistent with the 
goal of providing the maximum benefit for wildlife and wildlife habitat. Management 
for the benefit of wildlife should also consider the use, benefit and enjoyment of wildlife by the people 
of Colorado and its visitors. Further, management of Inventoried Roadless Areas should be based on 
sound findings and practices supported by relevant scientific literature. Such management will result in 
significant long term benefits to a diversity of interests held by both our state citizens and to Forest 
visitors. Colorado Division of Wildlife's blanket management recommendations are based upon our 
legislative mandate, mission statement, and other established guiding documents.  
 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Detail of Response/Part 1/General Comments 
 
In the following section, the on the ground line managers and staff biologists of the  Colorado Division 
of Wildlife outlines:  
(1) their consensus Overall Field Analysis Statement relative statewide to Colorado’s Inventoried 
Roadless Areas, 
 
(2) the basis for  their analysis and conclusions, and  
 
(3) recommended statewide blanket management requirements. (Note: these "blanket management" 
recommendations are general in nature and cannot address the specific needs of every Forest. Specific 
Forest recommendations made by local Colorado Division of Wildlife wildlife managers and wildlife 
biologists and local US Forest Service managers and wildlife biologists, found in Part 2 of this petition 
recommendation, and should be considered as supplemental.)  
 
This section concludes with an addendum that lists two important historical Executive Orders (11644 
and 11989 specific to the use of off-road vehicles on public lands), and a copy of our strategic plan for 
reference and three current US Forest Service information sheets dealing with current 21st century 
threats to these national lands (e.g., fire and fuels, invasive species, loss of open space and 
unmanaged recreation). 
 
 
 
 



PART 1:  General Comments - Specific to all National Forests in Colorado.  

 

 Page:  - 12 - 
CDOW Petition Content Worksheet Part 1 General 021006EWCopy.doc 

   10:28 AM 

 
 
 
 

 
1. FIELD RECOMMENDATION  - Colorado Division of Wildlife’s  Field  Recommendation on 

Inventoried Roadless Areas in Colorado 
 

 
a. All Inventoried Roadless Areas in Colorado should be protected, 

preserved, enhanced, managed and maintained to provide the maximum 
benefit for wildlife and wildlife habitat. By managing to benefit wildlife, and 
wildlife habitat, the U.S. Forest Service will provide significant benefits to Colorado citizens 
and to Forest visitors, including but not limited to: increased perceptions of quality of life, 
wildlife related recreation opportunities (e.g., hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing and 
education), ecologic benefits (e.g. diverse and stable communities, watershed protection, 
etc.) and the statewide economic benefits that derive from the viewscapes, tourism and 
recreation opportunities, and other complementary multiple uses that National Forests 
provide.  

 
i. When Inventoried Roadless Areas are managed for the benefit of additional multiple 

uses, plans and practices should maximize benefits to wildlife, and minimize negative 
impacts to wildlife, habitat, and wildlife recreation. 

 
1. Management of and for the benefit of wildlife, wildlife habitat and wildlife 

recreation on Colorado Inventoried Roadless Areas should be based upon 
findings, and implemented through practices supported by relevant published 
scientific literature.  (Literature cited and literature relevant to this document is 
contained at the end of the various sections within Part 1.) 

 
 
 

2. FIELD BASIS AND PURPOSE: For Seeking Proposed Blanket Management Requirements 
That Apply To All Affected Areas  Division of Wildlife petition proposals and recommendations, 
both the general and blanket management recommendations found in Part 1, and the specific per 
Forest recommendations in Part 2 are based entirely on Colorado legislative mandate, Division of 
Wildlife guiding mission statement, and our current strategic plan. 

 
a. Colorado Legislative Declaration: 

i. “It is the policy of the state of Colorado that the wildlife and their environment are to 
be protected, preserved, enhanced, and managed for the use, benefit, and 
enjoyment of the people of this state and its visitors. It is further declared to be the 
policy of this state that there shall be provided a comprehensive program designed to 
offer the greatest possible variety of wildlife-related recreational opportunity to the 
people of this state and its visitors and that, to carry out such program and policy, 
there shall be a continuous operation of planning, acquisition, and development of 
wildlife habitats and facilities for wildlife-related opportunities.”  

 
b. Colorado Division of Wildlife Mission Statement- For Wildlife – For People:     

 
i. “It shall be the mission of the Colorado Division of Wildlife to protect, preserve, 

enhance and manage Colorado's wildlife and wildlife habitat for the benefit, 
use and enjoyment of the people of Colorado and its visitors.”  
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c. Colorado Division of Wildlife Strategic Plan – January 2002; Key and Relevant 

Components  (excerpts from): 
 

i. “Management Principles are the core beliefs that guide the Division in fulfilling its 
mission, creating its goals and management strategies, and in the decision-making 
processes at all levels the organization."   Following are three of the ten management 
principles reflecting guidance most relative to §294.14 (a) (2)’s particular 
management requirements recommended/ proposed for blanket management 
requirements. 

 
1.  "A primary consideration in wildlife management decisions is to maintain 

healthy, diverse and abundant wildlife."  #2.  
2. "#3.  The quality, quantity, and conservation of wildlife habitat are 

essential to maintaining the states diverse wildlife population and wildlife-
related uses."   

 
3. "#4.  Science-based management decisions are essential to the 

conservation and management of Colorado's wildlife.  Wildlife management 
decisions will include consideration of impact to local communities as well 
as other social and economic information." 

 
ii. Species Conservation Vision Statement:  "Recognizing the pitfalls of single 

species management, the Division will emphasize the development of management 
approaches encompassing both multi-species communities across the landscape.  The 
Division defines species conservation as conserving protecting and enhancing 
Colorado's native wildlife, by taking the actions necessary to assure the continued 
existence of each species and thereby precluding or eliminating the need for state 
and/or federal listing."   

1. Specific strategies are listed in the Strategic Plan. Following are three strategies 
reflecting guidance most relevant to §294.14 (a) (2)’s particular management 
requirement. 

a. “S-1: Habitat Protection:  Protection, enhancement, restoration and 
management of aquatic and terrestrial habitat are critical to the survival 
of Colorado’s diverse wildlife.  Private landowners provide critical habitat 
and act as stewards to Colorado’s wildlife.  The future of wildlife 
management in Colorado will depend on the ability of government 
agencies and others continue to develop relationships and work 
cooperatively with private landowners.” 
i. “Desired Achievements: S-1.1 The Division will strive to maintain, 

create, and manage habitat to support the broadest sustainable 
wildlife populations in Colorado. HIGH PRIORITY ACHIEVEMENT.”  

 
b. “S-2:  Native Species; Native species possess inherent intrinsic value and 

as such should be managed to ensure viable populations where possible.” 
i. “Desired Achievements: S-2.1 The Division will continue its efforts to 

preserve, protect, and enhance wildlife species that may be at risk of 
becoming threatened or endangered. – HIGH PRIORITY 
ACHIEVEMENT.”   

 
c. “S-3:  Invasive/Exotic wildlife and disease management: Invasive and 

exotic species are recognized as a growing problem, a major impediment 
to native species conservation, and a threat to native biodiversity.  New 
and improved data, plans and strategies are needed to effectively 
implement a proactive approach towards the prevention and control of all 
potentially harmful invasive or exotic species.” 
i. “Desired Achievements: S-3.1 The Colorado Division of Wildlife will 

lead research and management efforts regarding invasive or exotic 
pathogens that impact wildlife in Colorado.” 
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3. EXAMPLES OF POTENTIAL BLANKET MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS:  
Blanket Procedural, Planning, and Management Requirements Sought by the Field 
Operations Branch and the Widlife Protection Branch of the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife within Inventoried Roadless Areas in Colorado 

 
Summary:  As articulated previously, Field Operations Managers and Wildlife Protection 
Branch Biologists in the field and who best understand the local issues, unanimously 
recommend that Inventoried Roadless Areas in Colorado be protected, managed, and 
maintained to maximize benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitat, to minimize negative 
impacts to wildlife/habitat, and to consider the use, benefit and enjoyment of wildlife by 
the people of Colorado and its visitors. The following blanket management examples serve 
to provide guidance to further describe actions that will support these management goals; 
this list should be considered illustrative, and not a comprehensive list of management 
recommendation examples. In general our on the ground professionals believe these 14 
items and sub-items can be summed up as: always consider the complexity of wildlife 
values and think conservation of essential habitat in every deliberation and 
decision. 

 
Note: Additional Specific Planning, and Management Requirements Sought by Colorado 
Division of Wildlife within Specific National Forests and Specific Inventoried Roadless Areas 
in Colorado may also be contained in Part 2 

 
a. The field managers and biologists of the Colorado Division of Wildlife supports the 

U.S. Forest Service and the Colorado Inventoried Roadless Areas Review Task 
Force when they act to: 
i. Identify, protect and maintain, in Inventoried Roadless Areas: 

1. Soil, air and water quality; protection from degradation for these basic and 
essential ecological components may include, but not be limited to: minimize 
sedimentation and discharge of pollutants/toxins into air and water (including 
snowpack); plan and place trails and other routes to avoid highly erosive soils, 
steep slopes and/or areas contaminated by mine tailings; direct/confine 
activities that result in compaction and/or erosion of soil to sites and travel 
routes where they will cause the least damage; minimize road treatments with 
substances that may become environmental contaminants; avoid soil 
disturbances that introduces  noxious weeds; 

 
2. Native composition, species diversity, and structure of vegetation 

communities; this may include, but not be limited to: avoid fragmentation of 
communities (understanding that for some species, "space," or the size of a 
contiguous community is an essential quality of habitat, avoid fragmentation 
especially for those areas which will be immediately degraded in value for 
sensitive species); maintain features required by wildlife such as snags for 
cavity nesters; minimize, or avoid introduction of non-native species and 
weeds; manage to promote natural succession;  

 
3. Natural ecological processes; which may include, but not be limited to: 

hydrological processes, hydro-period and natural water level fluctuations; 
community succession processes; predator/prey populations;  

 
4. Sensitive habitats/communities; including but not limited to: identifying 

and protecting sensitive, fragile, and unique vegetation communities; (mature 
forests, aspen groves, riparian communities, fens and other wetlands; alpine 
tundra, caves etc. ; support wildlife management activities to maintain 
abundant and healthy wildlife populations;  

 
5. Sensitive species; including but not limited to: those wildlife species identified 

by federal and state wildlife agencies as threatened or endangered species or 
as species of concern, or those species with more specific habitat requirements, 
and for which disturbance is especially detrimental   
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6. Past and pending wildlife enhancement/action projects to ensure that 
any recommendation does not negate wildlife benefits intended by those 
projects (e.g., establishment of a road through an enhancement project 
designed to improve big-game habitat); 

 
 

ii. Consider landscape, community and ecosystem level approaches to 
management rather than single species management.   

 
iii. Conservatively identify, and manage to protect and/or enhance those  

habitats required by wildlife during the most energetically demanding 
stages of life including but not limited to:  

 
1. Wintering areas- especially for ungulates (e.g. elk, deer, bighorn sheep)  

a. Protect from disturbance; minimize or close to travel through use-
restrictions, closures (seasonal or permanent), etc. 

b. Avoid recommending travel routes (roads or motorized trails) including 
snow-packed travel routes leading to or near wintering areas that may be 
used by predators (wild or domestic) to access wintering ungulate 
populations otherwise inaccessible due to snow depths; 

c. Avoid/restrict travel routes that promote redistribution of ungulates from 
public lands to private lands where the may cause conflicts with 
landowners and cause damage;  

 
2. Birthing areas and postnatal care areas (e.g., maintain screening vegetation 

for nest sites); 
 

3. Migration corridors – for both seasonal migration as well as daily travel paths 
between foraging and resting areas;  

 
 

4. Key foraging areas- access to water, and refugia and sanctuary areas  
important to sustaining populations across landscapes; 

 
iv. Recommend additional access patterns/trails and travel routes in 

Inventoried Roadless Areas only when the management recommendations above 
(in 3.A 1-3) have been considered and addressed, and when in addition, the following 
recommendations are implemented:  

 
1. avoid promoting the redistribution of ungulates from public land to 

private lands (where they may cause conflicts with landowners); 
 

2. provide visual and acoustic barriers to reduce stress; because 
disturbance/stress to individuals can impact wildlife populations; capitalize on 
use of natural features (typography in vegetative cover) to provide visual and 
acoustic barriers to activities and associated noise;  

 
3. avoid introducing unwarranted human activity to sensitive habitat 

features (e.g., wetlands, caves or abandoned mine features that may serve as 
amphibian breeding areas, bat nurseries etc.);   

 
4. avoid wildlife disturbance and or displacement by recommending 

seasonal use restrictions and closures [confer predictability] where needed 
(e.g., limiting access to a pond or stream that is critical for mountain waterfowl 
nesting, spawning fish); 

 
5. when/if establishing wildlife viewing sites, plan and manage sites to 

ensure that viewers avoid disturbing wildlife and provoking behavioral or 
physiological stress responses; design so visitors maintain distance;   
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6. apply buffer zones to human activity in the vicinity of sensitive species nest 
sites; lek sites; important breeding, roosting, and foraging sites; and 
migration-staging areas (birds, amphibians). Buffer zones may also apply to 
certain activities that produce noise that would cause stress/disturbance on 
certain pre-determined species; 

 
7. apply temporal management of recreational activity by calendar day/hour 

where warranted to minimize disturbance/displacement (e.g., prohibit 
nighttime use of a roads or a motorized trails in close proximity to an ungulate 
winter range); 

8. avoid degradation of area aquatic systems (e.g., per above, avoiding 
erosion and introduction of sediments and toxins) 

 
Note: Forest roads and trails, and the use thereof (including intensive-use 
hiking, light off-highway vehicle (OHV) use etc.) have serious 
consequences for wildlife habitat. Soil compaction from even moderate 
vehicle use increases runoff, soil displacement, and erosion. Road and Trail 
systems across public lands provide expeditious avenues for noxious weed 
dispersal. During winter, compaction of snow by snowmobiles can double 
the snow-melting times and reduce the water-holding capacity of snow. 
During spring melt, these effects could significantly reduce the ability of snow 
to slow runoff and to moderate the effects of thawing. Additionally, shrubs 
and young trees may be particularly vulnerable to physical damage by 
snowmobiles.  ( USFS – http//www.fs.fed.us/projects/four-threats/)  

 
 

v. Plan and Implement management to minimize or avoid, within Inventoried 
Roadless Areas:  

1. habitat fragmentation, contamination and/or elimination - Habitat loss 
through fragmentation, contamination or elimination, is the number one cause 
for wildlife species being listed as threatened or endangered.   

 
Habitat fragmentation may increase the success of generalist species 
(concomitants) associated with "edges" while reducing the relative 
success of specialized species that are dependent on "interior"/later 
successional vegetative communities.  For smaller species (small 
mammals, herptiles) habitat fragmentation can interfere with or preclude 
seasonal migration and/or dispersal;  

   
2. introduction of competitors, predators, nest parasites, noxious weeds 

and other exotic/ non-indigenous species and/or pathogens that could 
compete or hybridize with, prey on, or infect native species to habitats where 
they previously did not exist;    

 
3. entry or increase in the abundance and influence of concomitant species in 

communities;  
 

4. disturbance of semi-aquatic wildlife species, damage to riparian vegetation 
and damage to the structure and stability of banks;   

 
5. negative impacts of dogs on travel route: especially, but not necessarily 

only in sensitive areas, implement travel management rules and develop 
management actions to minimize the negative effects of the presence of 
companion dogs on wildlife’s critical habitats and during critical life phases. This 
may include but not be limited to:   

a. prohibiting dogs on travel routes that cross ungulate winter ranges during 
the winter season and on calving/fawning areas during the early and late 
spring periods.  Require dogs to be under voice or leash control around 
campsite and on trails within Inventoried Roadless Areas; 

www.fs.fed.us/projects/four-threats/


PART 1:  General Comments - Specific to all National Forests in Colorado.  

 

 Page:  - 17 - 
CDOW Petition Content Worksheet Part 1 General 021006EWCopy.doc 

   10:28 AM 

 
b. require dogs to be “in vehicle” or “on leash” when within designated 

sensitive habitats and/or during sensitive life stage periods; 
 

vi. Manage Hunter Harvest Access Regimes: Consult with local Division of Wildlife 
managers and biologist to establish the most appropriate access opportunities to 
provide a balanced harvest for wildlife management purposes.  Maintain habitat 
security during hunting and trapping seasons (ensure vegetative cover and 
structure). Minimize illegal harvest through seasonal closures.   

 
vii. Manage public recreation by providing information and education media: 

Develop and deliver travel management information and educational materials in a 
manner designed to reach known and potential users about rules and regulations, 
forest issues, wildlife issues (e.g., co-existing with wildlife,  the negative 
consequences of introducing non-indigenous species, habitat protection, and funding 
of wildlife management and recreation), roads and road issues, responsible outdoor 
recreation (ethics, etiquette; minimizing conflicts with and negative impacts on 
wildlife etc.),  guidelines for motorists (e.g., OHV’s), etc.   

 
viii. Consider and minimize the consequences of OHV’s: Consider the direct and 

indirect effects of increased human activity through increased inappropriate access. 
1. OHV’s are a useful tool and a fun recreational activity when performed 

responsibly; however, use can have impacts on wildlife, and inappropriate use 
can have serious negative consequences on the environment and on wildlife 
habitat. 

 
2. Unmanaged OHV recreation is now recognized by the U. S. Forest Service as 

one of the four most significant threats to National Forests (see USFS literature 
at end of this section or link to:  http://www.fs.fed.us/projects/four-threats/ ) 
for additional information. 

 
a. Four Threats (1) Forest Health, (2) Loss of Open Space / Natural Areas 

(3) Invasion of Exotic  (4) Unmanaged Recreation 
    

3. In November 2005 the USFS issued a nationwide follow-up rule that will 
enhance management of OHV’s on all forest service administered lands.  To see 
the new see new OHV rule, you can click the following link to  
http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/) 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/final.pdf).   

 
 

4. OHV use on federal lands began to become popular in the late 1960’s and early 
1970’s.   In the early 1970s approximately 5,000,000 ATVs accessing federal 
lands prompted a unified policy in Executive Order 11644 in 1972 (Nixon), and 
an additional clarification was added in Executive Order 11989 in 1977 (Carter) 
(GAO 1995).  Today, there are approximately 51,000,000 OHV’s in use on 
federal lands.   

5. See Addendum at end of this section [§294.14 (a) (2)] for the Executive 
Orders.  

 
 

b. Note: As noted previously, additional Specific Planning, and Management Requirements 
sought by Colorado Division of Wildlife relative to specific National Forests may be 
described in Part 2. 

 
 
 
 
 

www.fs.fed.us/projects/four-threats/
www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/
www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/final.pdf
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4. DISCUSSION (BACKGROUND FOR MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS SOUGHT) 

(SUBSTANTIVE):    
 

Summary:  The following discussion serves to provide general background information to 
support the petition recommendations contained in both Part 1 and Part 2 of this 
document.  

 
 
 

Biological considerations: Wildlife and Wildlife habitats: 
 

"A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, 
stability, and beauty of the bionic community.  It is wrong 
when it tends otherwise." – Aldo Leopold 1949 –  

 
 

a. Habitat – it is critical for wildlife. When referring to the "habitat" of a species, we are 
referring to the community in which a particular species finds access to the good food it 
requires, clean water it needs, and adequate safe shelter or cover (for protection from 
elements and predators, for themselves and for their young offspring). In addition, habitat 
refers to the space required by a species and the arrangement of these elements in that 
space. Healthy habitat, in which each of these elements is available in adequate 
quantities and in appropriate arrangement, determines the well-being of wildlife 
populations. 

 
 

b. All Use Is Consumptive To Some Degree:  For purposes of this document, the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife desires to dispel the myth of "non-consumptive use" as it relates to 
activities on roads and trails.  This statement infers that "non-consumptive use” means 
"use with no impact," and that is scientifically inaccurate.     

 
All Use is Consumptive to some Degree: At one time, management agencies regularly 
referred to recreation in which the primary aim did not include the harvest of wildlife as 
"non-consumptive" recreation. Today we recognize that this term may be misleading – 
because activities other than hunting, fishing and trapping have the potential to result in 
loss of wildlife – whether directly or indirectly. Many activities can potentially displace 
wildlife, reduce productivity, and ultimately increase mortality (Knight and Cole 1995).  
Disturbance and harm can come from inappropriate use of OHV’s and snowmobiles, high 
volume trail or off-trail hiking and biking, or even minimal disturbance in normally 
untraveled areas; irresponsible or inappropriate wildlife viewing techniques*; inappropriate 
feeding, inappropriate care, maintenance and control of companion dogs or travel animals; 
irresponsible introduction of invasive species through outdoor gear etc.  Results may 
impact wildlife individuals, or may impact at a population or community/habitat level. 
Weeden (1976) dismissed the notion of non-consumptive use of wildlife, citing examples of 
detrimental effects to wildlife made by users considered to be "non-consumptive" he 
proposed that rather there are consumers who care about wildlife and those who do not.  
Boyle in Sampson (1985) reviewed 166 articles containing original data on the effects of 
"non-consumptive outdoor recreation" on wildlife and found that in 81% of them, effects 
were considered negative.  

 
Even seemingly distant activities, usually considered "non-consumptive," such as driving 
motor vehicles, have impacts. Pollution is associated with use of motor vehicles that 
discharge products of combustion into air, soil and snow, where these pollutants may make 
their way into streams, rivers and lakes. (EPA)  
 
*The Division of Wildlife's current strategic plan outlines agency responsibility for a 
Watchable Wildlife Program to not only provide opportunities for the public to see and learn 
about wildlife, but also for guiding and managing wildlife viewing to minimize negative 



PART 1:  General Comments - Specific to all National Forests in Colorado.  

 

 Page:  - 19 - 
CDOW Petition Content Worksheet Part 1 General 021006EWCopy.doc 

   10:28 AM 

impacts to wildlife. This includes direct agency requirement to provide public information 
regarding responsible viewing to minimize disturbance to wildlife and wildlife habitat.   

 
 

c. Human Activities Impact Wildlife:  Human activities on forested roadways and 
immediately adjacent to them can impact wildlife through four primary routes: (1) 
exploitation, (2) disturbance (behavioral responses and/or physiological responses), (3) 
habitat modification, and (4) pollution (Knight and Cole, 1995). 

 
d. Wildlife Behavior: Wildlife behavioral responses are influenced by characteristics of the 

human disturbance itself (type of activity, distance away, direction of movement, speed, 
predictability, frequency, and magnitude) and location (above versus below, in the open 
versus screened by topography or vegetation) (Knight and Cole 1995).  

 
i. The most detrimental (energetically costly) disturbances to wintering animals 

are those that are unanticipated (MacArthur 1982, Parker et al. 1984). In 
circumstances where motorized use is predictable and localized (confined to routes), 
wildlife response to people afoot or skiing may be more pronounced than it is to 
motorized vehicles.  

 
ii. Wildlife behavior in response to disturbance may take the form of avoidance, 

habituation, or attraction (Knight and Temple 1995). 
 

1. Avoidance - avoidance behavior increases with an increasing number of 
negative encounters and may result in displacement and change of distribution 
(Busnel 1978); 

 
2. Habituation – a waning of response to a repeated stimulus that is not 

associated with either a positive or negative reward (Eibl-Eibesfeldt 1970); 
habituation reduces the physiological cost of dealing with an environmental 
stress factor, but it seldom eliminates the cost entirely.  For instance 
habituation animals that have chronically elevated heart rates (Cassier and 
Ables, 1990).  Habituated individuals may go so far as to seek centers of 
human activity to forage or to avoid predators, as in cases of habituated deer, 
elk and other wildlife in residential settings (e.g., Estes Park, Colorado).  
Conflicts with humans resulting from habituation may ultimately result in 
mortality (e.g., vulnerability to hunters or poachers, vehicle collisions, 
management removal in response to chronic property damage). 

   
3. Attraction- strengthening of an animal's behavior as a result of rewards. While 

wildlife may be attracted by perceived rewards, sometimes the result is 
harmful. For example, some species seek food sources they associate with 
humans (garbage, pet food and bird feeders in the case of bears) and others go 
so far as to approach humans for food (e.g., chipmunks, jay's). In these cases 
the result is almost always detrimental to wildlife.  

 
iii. Responses: Wildlife behavior responses may be short duration (temporary 

displacement) or long-term, such as abandonment of preferred foraging areas 
(Geist, 1978).  Likewise, physiological responses that affect an individual's energy 
budget may result in death.  At the population level physiological responses may 
result in reduced productivity (Yarmoloy et al. 1988).  Physiological responses to 
disturbance cannot be assumed to be observable. (Stemp 1983) (Shank 1979).  
Observable behavioral responses, such as flight, can interfere with foraging and other 
critical daily activities, have real energetic costs, and can thereby reduce survival.  
Subtle physiological responses, such as an elevated heart rate (MacArthur et al. 
1982) and changes in alertness and posture have energetic cost as well. Resource 
and recreation management agencies must address not only the observable and 
energetically costly "active-defense response" (fight or flight) (Gabrielsen and 
Smith 1995), but also the "passive- defense response" characterized by inhibition 
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of activity, reduced blood flow, reduced heart and respiratory rate, reduction in 
temperature etc. that may be misconstrued as lack of response, habituation or even 
"tameness."  Such behavior may be indicative of an animal experiencing a severe 
nutritional or energetic deficit or set of circumstances that offers no escape option.  
(Gabrielsen and Smith 1995) 

1. Note: The “passive defense response” may be observed by certain types of 
recreationists in Inventoried Roadless Areas and elsewhere (e.g., the comment 
stated in Delta, Colorado by an OHV user may be such an example).   

 
 

e. Concomitant Species:  Some wildlife species may benefit by associations with human 
activity (such forest roads, trails, campgrounds etc).  However, it should be noted that 
species that benefit from association with people, and/or from the disturbances and 
changes we create in ecological communities, may not be the species desired and 
necessary for the maintenance of ecological integrity and species diversity.  

 
i. Species that benefit from associations with people and our activities are referred to 

as concomitant species (concomitant = a natural association of two items (e.g., 
disease is naturally associated with poverty).  Similarly some wildlife species are 
naturally associated with and may benefit from roads, road activity and traffic. 
Concomitant species are habitat generalists and exploit food sources and 
habitats associated with human activity and habituation. They may also capitalize on 
the absence of larger predators. A few examples of wildlife that tend to capitalize on 
food and shelter associated with humans are raccoons, skunks, coyotes, red fox, 
chipmunks, gulls, crows, Starling's, brown headed cow birds and English sparrows.  

 
ii. Habitat fragmentation tends to favor generalists and concomitant species 

over habitat specialists (those sensitive species with more specific habitat 
requirements).  Habitat fragmentation can result in the conversion of "interior 
habitats" (required by some species) to "edge habitat" (attractive to more adaptive 
generalist species); in addition the presence of human refuse that serves as a food 
resource for opportunistic/generalist species.  

 
iii. The introduction of concomitant species into communities may alter the species 

composition and productivity of the surrounding community, resulting in the 
decline or loss of desired species. This impact can be a result of competition for food; 
competition for shelter/cover and nesting or den sites; loss of preferred food type (a 
change in the plant, and small animal species); loss of preferred nesting or denning 
material (again, due to a change in plant species) and/or by direct predation.  

 
 

f. Colorado’s Landscapes in Decline:  According to the Colorado Division of Wildlife’s 
recently printed Colorado’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy printed 
2005, Colorado has 41 landscape types.  Nearly all landscape types are in decline.  To 
link to this report on the electronic version of this document, click here 
http://wildlife.state.co.us/NR/rdonlyres/D26A4806-8776-4460-831E-
AA654EC7DDED/0/CWCSPlan.pdf .  
i. For your convenience, the Executive Summary is presented at the end of this section 

as a supplemental.   
 

ii. Biodiversity is one element within Landscapes and biodiversity is not uniformly 
distributed across Colorado's landscapes.  Research on species distribution in 
Colorado indicates specific areas where biodiversity levels are higher than other 
areas.  [Refer to the species richness map included in this document at section 
§294.14 (a) (1).]  Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas are an important part of 
protecting and maintaining biodiversity components.   

 
 
 

wildlife.state.co.us/NR/rdonlyres/D26A4806-8776-4460-831E-AA654EC7DDED/0/CWCSPlan.pdf
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iii. Regional connectivity: Maintaining regional connections among lesser disturbed 
areas within Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas may enhance maintenance of 
important wildlife species and assist in the perpetuation or dispersal of many wildlife 
species.  This element can therefore enhance biodiversity values. 

 
 

g. Forest Roads and the Affects on Wildlife:  Virtually all groups of wildlife have the 
potential to be adversely affected by activities on forest roads.  Therefore, inventoried 
roadless areas in Colorado’s national forests have a significant role in preserving significant 
essential wildlife habitat.   

 
For many years wildlife could thrive in remote and isolated areas that saw little human use. 
However, today year-round use of all areas of the Forest, including remote habitats has 
increased – due in part to the ease of access provided by trails, roads, and a variety of 
recreation vehicles (including snowmobiles).  The result is an ongoing reduction of 
undisturbed habitat required by some species of wildlife, and fewer lengths of time in which 
wildlife can recover from disturbance and rest. This can be especially, though not only 
important during the more vulnerable winter and spring seasons.  
 
Following is a very generalized introduction to ways in which a diversity of wildlife may be 
impacted by roads and trails in forested areas, and the human use associated with them.  
For additional specific details see Part 1 §294.14 (a) (6) and other potential comments in 
Part 2).  

 
Fish: Fish can be impacted by roadways in forests in two primary ways – barriers to 
movement, and sediment and pollution from road run-off.  Stream passage culverts under 
roads can create barriers to fish movement, preventing fish from making the migration to 
spawning areas, limiting or prohibiting successful reproduction. Roads increase run-off, 
which increases sediment and may introduce toxins.  Increased sediment can bury 
substrates that support fish food (aquatic invertebrates). An increase in run-off can also 
introduce a variety of chemicals (e.g., petroleum products etc.) that can be either 
chronically or acutely toxic to aquatic organisms. Recreational fishing makes a significant 
economic contribution to Colorado's economy; damage to fish habitats and fish populations 
can result in economic loss to rural communities and to the state.      

 
Amphibians and Reptiles (Herptiles):  Herptile populations have experienced declines 
worldwide. These declines have far-reaching ramifications.  Herptiles can play an important 
in role in communities by preying on populations or both insects and small animals; in turn, 
herptiles are an important prey source for a variety of birds and mammals.  Road traffic 
and off-road vehicle use directly kill a number of amphibians and reptiles. Roads can create 
barriers to migration required for breeding, impacting populations. Increased runoff and 
erosion can introduce sediments and chemical contamination to wetlands and waterways, 
impacting key breeding, feeding, and over-wintering habitats. Roads and trails increase the 
nonintentional introduction of non-native plants, noxious weeds and exotic animal species, 
which has had severe impacts on some amphibian and reptile populations (example Chitrid 
Fungus). Furthermore, some toxins used to control weeds and insects (and sometimes 
used in human use areas including roads and trails) are known to kill amphibians and 
reptiles. Inappropriate use of vehicles off roads destroys habitat. 
 
Birds:  Some avian populations have experienced declines.  Over 400 species of birds have 
been recorded in Colorado, and over 250 species nest in the state. Some species are reliant 
on very specific forest habitat requirements; all play an important role in the health of the 
ecosystem in which they live. Impacts from roads/trails/roadways include direct loss of 
habitat (i.e. the food type, shelter or nesting species or structure required, and the space 
or arrangement of these elements). Habitat fragmentation can result in loss of required 
habitat components, or can result in the introduction of generalist/concomitant species that 
either compete for resources or prey on native birds/eggs directly. Road and traffic impacts 
to wetlands and water will impact wetland and riparian avian species. Any of these can 
result in declines in population, or loss of species to the area. Disturbances from human 
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activities are increased with the introduction of trails and roadways. Breeding birds and 
young are most vulnerable (e.g., short-term temporary nest abandonment or nest 
desertion which results in exposure of the eggs to temperature extremes and predators).  
Disturbance during brood-rearing can result in trampling of eggs or young, young jumping 
or falling from nests before they are able to fly, and/or separation of young from parents. 
Upland game birds and cavity nesters (like woodpeckers) are susceptible to habitat 
disturbance.   

 
Small Mammals:   Scientists continue to learn more about the value of small mammal 
species to ecological communities. Small mammals play a significant role in forest 
communities by contributing to seed dispersal, ground and soil improvement, and by 
providing a prey/food base for a diversity of desirable birds and mammals. Small mammal 
populations can be affected directly or indirectly by forest roads, road traffic and activity, 
and off-road vehicles recreational activity. Changes in the species type and the numbers of 
small mammals can affect predator populations. During winter, many small mammals that 
are subnivian (live under snow) can be significantly affected by snowmobiles that compact 
the snow environment. Mortality is caused not only by direct crushing, but by loss of 
oxygen and insulating value in compacted snow, as well as loss of low-energy requirement 
travel routes. Additionally, packed snowmobile tracks create unnatural routes to high-
elevation areas, increasing predation by generalist predators (e.g. coyotes) that now have 
easy access to deep-snow areas they wouldn't otherwise be found in. These new predators 
can reduce numbers of small mammals, such as snowshoe hares, that are the staple food 
source for lynx and other species for whom these high country forests are required 
habitats. Bats, another important group of small mammals, are particularly sensitive to 
human disturbance, especially during the period when young are being reared or during 
critical energy conservation periods (hibernation). Bats are particularly important predators 
upon insects. Roads can directly impact or eliminate bat habitat, or can indirectly impact 
populations through any negative impact to local insect populations.   

 
Semi-aquatic Mammals:  Semi-aquatic mammals (beaver, muskrat, river otter, and 
mink) require clean water and healthy shoreline habitats. Consequently, they can be either 
directly impacted by loss or fragmentation of habitat, or indirectly impacted by loss or 
degradation of water quality and of wetland plant communities and shoreline/bank 
structure. They are particularly impacted where forest roads, traffic and off-road vehicles 
parallel or intersect water areas.  The closer the forest road or trail is to the riparian area 
the greater the potential for disturbance.  Damage to, destruction of, or removal of riparian 
habitat and/or artificial bank stabilization can pose serious threats to semi-aquatic 
mammals and their habitats.   
 
Ungulates:  In Colorado, wild ungulates (hooved mammals) contribute a variety of values 
to both ecological communities and human communities. Colorado is known for its deer, 
elk, pronghorn, and wild sheep and goat populations – all of which are valued by hunters 
and wildlife viewers/enthusiasts. Wildlife related recreation opportunities on Forests 
generate significant economic benefits to Colorado. (Note: See §294.14 (a) (3) 
“Conservation of Roadless Area Values” for specific pertinent comments on economic 
values.  At the end of that section is a specific detailed economic report.) 
 
Roads and road use can, as with other species groups, have both direct and indirect 
impacts to ungulates.  

 
 For ungulates, research is showing that predictability plays an important part in 
determining the level of stress with which ungulates respond to disturbances. In places 
where human use is necessary or expected, planned trails that restrict travel to a 
designated route or to a designated time can benefit wildlife. During winter, many ungulate 
populations are confined to restricted geographic areas with limited forage. Because the 
predictability of human activity is important in order to minimize stress, winter recreational 
activities in Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas should be confined to designated routes 
and designated areas, and remain an appropriate distance from important winter ranges. 
Appropriate routing of activities can be beneficial year round (e.g., in the summer, when 
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ungulates are not only eating to restore body condition and accumulate new fat reserves, 
but raising young). On Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas, high levels of inappropriate 
recreational use of ungulate summering areas may reduce their options for acquiring high-
quality nutrition and negatively affect their health, productivity, and survival. In summary, 
in some Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas confinement to designated travel routes vs. 
cross country travel and seasonal restrictions may be appropriate.   

 
Regarding hunting ungulate species: Wildlife agencies support hunting recreation 
as a valuable wildlife population management tool. Support of managed hunting 
recreation is not contradictory to our recommended goals of managing to benefit 
wildlife. In many places in Colorado, ungulate populations are closely monitored, and 
hunter harvest managed, to maintain population densities and structures that keep 
populations within habitat carrying capacity for over-winter conditions and long term.  
In some cases, hunter harvest replaces natural mortality impacts, with no additive 
impact on populations. If adequate habitat is available, managed hunting opportunities 
can benefit overall herd health.  
 
Planning and managing access to and through Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas 
can have an impact – either positive or negative – on both the experience of hunting, 
and hunter harvest impact on wildlife populations. While some access (as provided 
currently) can benefit hunting recreation, additional access can be detrimental. Hunter 
satisfaction is negatively impacted by a perception of crowding; hunter and visitor 
safety can be compromised; hunter harvest success rate can be lowered by an increase 
in area use, or, conversely, increased hunter use could result in harvest of too many 
animals. Travel management is also fundamental to "fair chase," a concept important 
to society’s acceptance of hunting.   

 
Carnivores: Response of carnivores to forest roads, traffic and other activity varies widely. 
Again, impacts can be direct or indirect. Concomitant species (including generalists like 
skunks, raccoons, and coyotes) can thrive in association with human activity; and increase 
in these species can result in impacts to forest species that lived in the area prior to the 
disturbance (e.g., competition for prey and other resources). Impacts from habitat 
fragmentation and from human disturbance at den sites, and the consequences of close 
association with people can be significant. Several carnivore species that seek secluded 
areas for production and rearing of young (black bears, pine martin, fisher, and lynx) have 
been known to abandon den sites when disturbed. The relationship between predator 
populations and competition increased when compacted winter travel routes introduce 
generalists from other communities; increased coyote access to snowshoe hare, a 
preferred/required prey species for lynx, is an example. Because carnivores rely on healthy 
prey populations, any impacts to those wildlife groups listed above can have detrimental 
effects on Colorado's carnivores.  
 

Note regarding impacts of companion and feral dogs on all wildlife species:  Forest trails and 
roads etc. often don't bring only people and human disturbances to the forest habitats, but companion 
dogs too. Most domestic dogs still retain instincts to hunt and/or chase other animals. Even if dogs are 
with people, and not permitted to chase wildlife, their presence has been shown to be disturbing to 
wildlife, and can result in excessive energy expenditures. During spring and summer, pregnant wildlife 
and offspring can be particularly vulnerable to harassment or attacks by domestic dogs. Dogs are 
noted for their “incidental” predation upon birds and small mammals during all seasons. Domestic dogs 
can potentially introduce diseases (distemper, parvovirus, and rabies) and transport parasites into 
wildlife habitats. While impacts of domestic dogs are most notable for their effects on individual 
animals, the cumulative effects from dogs may potentially in some locations have important 
implications for wildlife populations. 
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Addendum  A to §294.14 (a) (2) 

1. Executive Order 11644--Use of off-road vehicles on the public lands 

2. Source: The provisions of Executive Order 11644 of Feb.8, 1972, appear at 37 FR 2877, 3 
CFR, 1971-1975 Comp., p. 666, unless otherwise noted. 

3. An estimated 5 million off-road recreational vehicles--motorcycles, minibikes, trial bikes, 
snowmobiles, dune-buggies, all-terrain vehicles, and others--are in use in the United States 
today, and their popularity continues to increase rapidly. The widespread use of such vehicles 
on the public lands--often for legitimate purposes but also in frequent conflict with wise land 
and resource management practices, environmental values, and other types of recreational 
activity--has demonstrated the need for a unified Federal policy toward the use of such vehicles 
on the public lands. 

NOW, THEREFORE, by virtue of the authority vested in me as President of the United States by 
the Constitution of the United States and in furtherance of the purpose and policy of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321), it is hereby ordered as follows: 

Section 1. Purpose. It is the purpose of this order to establish policies and provide for 
procedures that will ensure that the use of off-road vehicles on public lands will be controlled 
and directed so as to protect the resources of those lands, to promote the safety of all users of 
those lands, and to minimize conflicts among the various uses of those lands. 

Sec. 2. Definitions. As used in this order, the term: 
(1) "public lands" means (A) all lands under the custody and control of the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture, except Indian lands, (B) lands under the custody and 
control of the Tennessee Valley Authority that are situated in western Kentucky and Tennessee 
and are designated as "Land Between the Lakes," and (C) lands under the custody and control 
of the Secretary of Defense; 
(2) "respective agency head" means the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Defense, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Board of Directors of the Tennessee Valley Authority, with 
respect to public lands under the custody and control of each; 
(3) "off-road vehicle" means any motorized vehicle designed for or capable of cross-country 
travel on or immediately over land, water, sand, snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other 
natural terrain; except that such term excludes (A) any registered motorboat, (B) any fire, 
military, emergency or law enforcement vehicle when used for emergency purposes, and any 
combat or combat support vehicle when used for national defense purposes, and (C) any 
vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by the respective agency head under a permit, lease, 
license, or contract; and 
(4) "official use" means use by an employee, agent, or designated representative of the Federal 
Government or one of its contractors in the course of his employment, agency, or 
representation. 

[Sec. 2 amended by Executive Order 11989 of May 24, 1977, 42 FR 26959, 3 CFR, 1977 
Comp., p. 120] 

Sec. 3. Zones of Use. (a) Each respective agency head shall develop and issue regulations and 
administrative instructions, within six months of the date of this order, to provide for 
administrative designation of the specific areas and trails on public lands on which the use of 
off-road vehicles may be permitted, and areas in which the use of off-road vehicles may not be 
permitted, and set a date by which such designation of all public lands shall be completed. 
Those regulations shall direct that the designation of such areas and trails will be based upon 
the protection of the resources of the public lands, promotion of the safety of all users of those 
lands, and minimization of conflicts among the various uses of those lands. The regulations 
shall further require that the designation of such areas and trails shall be in accordance with 
the following--  
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(1) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, 
or other resources of the public lands.  
(2) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize harassment of wildlife or significant 
disruption of wildlife habitats.  
(3) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize conflicts between off-road vehicle use 
and other existing or proposed recreational uses of the same or neighboring public 
lands, and to ensure the compatibility of such uses with existing conditions in 
populated areas, taking into account noise and other factors.  
(4) Areas and trails shall not be located in officially designated Wilderness Areas or 
Primitive Areas. Areas and trails shall be located in areas of the National Park system, 
Natural Areas, or National Wildlife Refuges and Game Ranges only if the respective 
agency head determines that off-road vehicle use in such locations will not adversely 
affect their natural, aesthetic, or scenic values.  

(b) The respective agency head shall ensure adequate opportunity for public participation in the 
promulgation of such regulations and in the designation of areas and trails under this section.  
(c) The limitations on off-road vehicle use imposed under this section shall not apply to official 
use.  

Sec. 4. Operating Conditions. Each respective agency head shall develop and publish, within 
one year of the date of this order, regulations prescribing operating conditions for off-road 
vehicles on the public lands. These regulations shall be directed at protecting resource values, 
preserving public health, safety, and welfare, and minimizing use conflicts. 

Sec. 5. Public Information. The respective agency head shall ensure that areas and trails 
where off-road vehicle use is permitted are well marked and shall provide for the publication 
and distribution of information, including maps, describing such areas and trails and explaining 
the conditions on vehicle use. He shall seek cooperation of relevant State agencies in the 
dissemination of this information. 

Sec. 6. Enforcement. The respective agency head shall, where authorized by law, prescribe 
appropriate penalties for violation of regulations adopted pursuant to this order, and shall 
establish procedures for the enforcement of those regulations. To the extent permitted by law, 
he may enter into agreements with State or local governmental agencies for cooperative 
enforcement of laws and regulations relating to off-road vehicle use. 

Sec. 7. Consultation. Before issuing the regulations or administrative instructions required by 
this order or designating areas or trails as required by this order and those regulations and 
administrative instructions, the Secretary of the Interior shall, as appropriate, consult with the 
Secretary of Energy and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

[Sec. 7 amended by Executive Order 12608 of Sept. 9, 1987, 52 FR 34617, 3 CFR, 1987 
Comp., p. 245] 

Sec. 8. Monitoring of Effects and Review. (a) The respective agency head shall monitor the 
effects of the use of off-road vehicles on lands under their jurisdictions. On the basis of the 
information gathered, they shall from time to time amend or rescind designations of areas or 
other actions taken pursuant to this order as necessary to further the policy of this order. 
(b) The Council on Environmental Quality shall maintain a continuing review of the 
implementation of this order. 

Sec. 9. Special Protection of the Public Lands. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 3 
of this Order, the respective agency head shall, whenever he determines that the use of off-
road vehicles will cause or is causing considerable adverse effects on the soil, vegetation, 
wildlife, wildlife habitat or cultural or historic resources of particular areas or trails of the public 
lands, immediately close such areas or trails to the type of off-road vehicle causing such 
effects, until such time as he determines that such adverse effects have been eliminated and 
that measures have been implemented to prevent future recurrence. 
(b) Each respective agency head is authorized to adopt the policy that portions of the public 
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lands within his jurisdiction shall be closed to use by off-road vehicles except those areas or 
trails which are suitable and specifically designated as open to such use pursuant to Section 3 
of this Order. 

[Sec. 9 added by Executive Order 11989 of May 24, 1977, 42 F. R. 26959, three CFR, 1977 
Comp., p. 120] 

EXECUTIVE ORDER #11989 DATE: May. 24, 1977   (Amendment to E.O. 11644)  

Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands  

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution and statutes of the United 
States of America, and as President of the United States of America, in order to clarify 
agency authority to define zones of use by off-road vehicles on public lands, in 
furtherance of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
4321 et seq.), Executive Order No.11644 of February 8, 1972, is hereby amended as 
follows:  

Section 1. Clause (B) of Section 2 (3) of Executive Order No.11644, setting forth an 
exclusion from the definition of off-road vehicles, is amended to read "(B) any fire, 
military, emergency or law enforcement vehicle when used for emergency purposes, 
and any combat or combat support vehicle when used for national defense purposes, 
and".  

Sec. 2. Add the following new Section to Executive Order No.11644:  

"Sec. 9. Special Protection of the Public lands.  

(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 3 of this Order; the respective-agency- 
head shall, whenever he determines that the-use of off-road vehicles will cause or is 
causing considerable adverse effects on the soil, vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat or 
cultural or historic resources of particular areas or trails of the public lands immediately 
close such areas or trails to the type of off-road vehicle causing such effects, until such 
time as he determines that such adverse effects have been eliminated and that 
measures have been implemented to prevent future recurrence."  

"(b) Each respective agency had is authorized to adopt the policy that portions of the 
public lands within his jurisdiction shall be closed to use by off-road vehicles except 
those areas or trails which are suitable and specifically designated as open to such use 
pursuant to Section 3 of this order."  

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 24, 1977  
JIMMY CARTER 

1. Comments regarding Presidential Executive Orders and U.S. Forest Service Regulations 
Pertaining to Snowmobiles and Other Off Road Vehicles (ORVS). 

a. Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 were codified in the 36CFR295.2 - 295.6 
(Code of Federal Regulations) - Use of Motor Vehicles Off Forest Roads 

b. In response to increased level of ORV use in the late 60s and throughout the 70s, 
President Richard Nixon signed Executive Order 11644 in 1972 in an effort to protect 
federal lands from the deleterious effects of ORV traffic. President Jimmy Carter 
clarified and strengthened this order in 1977 with Executive Order 11989. These orders 
require public land managers (Forest Service, BLM, etc.) "to establish policies and 
procedures that will ensure that the use of off-road vehicles on public lands will be 
controlled and directed to protect the resources of those lands, to promote the safety 
of all users of those lands, and to minimize conflicts among the various uses of those 
lands."  
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c. Executive Order 11644 also required the Forest Service and other land managers to 
designate specific areas on which the use of off-road vehicles may and may not be 
permitted. According to the order, designation of motorized areas or trails will be based 
upon the protection of natural resources, promotion of the safety of all users of those 
lands, and minimization of conflicts among various user groups.  

d. Executive Order 11644 also requires federal land managers "to monitor the effects of 
off-road vehicles on public lands and amend or rescind management decisions in order 
to further the policy of this order."  

e. President Carter strengthened this provision in Executive Order 11989 and directed 
land managers to immediately close areas or trails to off-road vehicles whenever the 
land manager determines that "the use of the off-road vehicle will cause or is causing 
considerable adverse effects on the soil, vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat or cultural 
or historic resources of particular areas or trails until such time as (s)he determines 
that such adverse effects have been eliminated and that measures have been 
implemented to prevent further recurrence."  

f. U.S. FOREST SERVICE REGULATIONS 
i. Planning and designation for use of vehicles off forest development roads. 

36CFR 295.2 requires that the continuing Forest Service land management 
planning process will analyze current and potential impacts arising from 
operation of off road vehicles on soil, water, vegetation, fish, wildlife, forest 
visitors and cultural and historic resources. If the analysis indicates that use of 
one or more vehicle types off roads will cause considerable adverse effects on 
the resources or other forest visitors, then the off-road use shall be restricted 
or prohibited until such time as the adverse effects can be eliminated as 
provided in 36 CFR part 261. 

ii. Designation of (Off-road vehicle) areas and trails shall be in accordance with 
the following: 

1. Areas and trails shall be located to minimize damage to soil, watershed, 
vegetation and other resources of the public lands,  

2. minimize harassment of wildlife or significant disruption of 
wildlife habitats, and  

3. to minimize conflicts between off-road vehicle use and other existing or 
proposed recreational uses of the same or neighboring public lands.  

iii. Public Participation - 36CFR 295.3 gives the public the opportunity to 
participate in the process of allowing, restricting or prohibiting use of off-road 
vehicles and requires 60 day advanced public notice to allow for public review 
of proposed or revised designations. Snowmobile trail grooming falls under this 
review.  

iv. Monitoring effects of vehicle use off forest development roads - 36CFR295.5 
requires the Forest Service to monitor the effects of ORV and if the results of 
monitoring, including public input, indicate that the use of ORV is causing or 
will cause considerable adverse effects, the area or trail will be immediately 
closed until the adverse effects have been eliminated or mitigation measures 
have been implemented.  

v. Revision of off-road vehicle management plans - 36CFR295.6 Forest 
Supervisors are required to annually review off-road management plans and 
the public is given an opportunity to participate in the review.  

vi. Federal Regulations 36CFR219.21 describe how the Forest Service plans 
recreation resources on the national forests and dictates how off-road vehicle 
use will be planned and managed. It specifically requires the Forest Service to 
provide for a broad spectrum of recreation opportunities in each alternative of 
the Forest Plan. It states that (a) forest planning shall identify —  

1. The physical and biological characteristics that make land suitable for 
recreation opportunities;  

2. The recreational preferences of the user groups and the settings 
needed to provide quality recreation opportunities  

3. Recreation opportunities on the National Forest System lands.  
vii. The supply of developed recreational facilities in the areas of National Forest 

influence shall be appraised for adequacy to meet present and future demands. 
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1. Off-road vehicle use shall be planned and implemented to protect land 
and other resources, promote public safety, and minimize conflicts with 
other uses of the National Forest Systems lands. Forest planning shall 
evaluate the potential effects of vehicle use off roads and, on the basis 
of the requirements of 36 CFR part 295 of this chapter.  

Optimum  wildlife habitat for many species requires wildlife habitat that is away from motorized areas 
and that is away from the motorized users in order maintain its quality characteristics.    
 
Surveys confirm that non motorized outdoor recreationalist . . .  Colorado State Parks survey   In a 
1995 survey of visitors to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, noise, pollution and photo by 
when the OK no the land is uses the right those in a use of cool school bases for the blue eyes if you as 
you are you doing when it I to and the number of snowmobiles were frequently cited as what they least 
liked about their experience (University of Idaho Cooperative Park Studies Unit, Project Reports 
74&75). In 1994, the Montana Trail Users study found that non-motorized recreationists (hikers, 
backpackers, horseback riders, mountain bikers) rated motorized trail use high on the incompatibility 
scale. However, the majority of off-road motorcyclists, ATV riders and snowmobilers were less likely to 
rate non-motorized activities as incompatible (McCool and Harris, 1994).  
 
 
 
Forest Plans needs to inventory the number of miles of classified forest service roads currently open 
and acreage affected and thereby available for motorized use and compare this with the number of 
acres currently within inventoried roadless areas.   
 
 
 

Addendum  B to §294.14 (a) (2) 
 
Colorado’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS) Executive Summary: 
Colorado’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS) catalogs the status of our 
knowledge about many wildlife species, most of which are not hunted or fished, the threats to the 
habitats upon which they depend, and an articulation of strategies that can be employed to lessen 
those threats. It is based upon the best science available at this time, the collective judgment of 
many of Colorado’s scientists, and also reflects the interests and concerns of citizens with a stake 
in Colorado wildlife conservation. It reflects the fundamental goal of the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife and the state as a whole, which is to secure wildlife populations such that they do not 
require protection via federal or state listing regulations. Further, it fulfills the requirements of the 
State Wildlife Grants program (Title IX, Public Law 106-553 and Title 1, Public Law 107-63) by 
addressing the eight elements stipulated in that legislation.  
 
Information on the distribution and abundance of species of wildlife – 205 species met the criteria 
for inclusion as Species of Greatest Conservation Need or, in a few cases, were included for specific 
reasons as noted in the document. Those criteria were based upon status under the federal ESA, 
state classification, and level of imperilment according to generally accepted evaluation systems or 
broad status assessments. Evaluations of additional species suggested for inclusion through the 
public comment processes are included for informational purposes. Although knowledge about 
many species has increased substantially in recent years, there are no data or other bases for 
science-based opinion about the population status for 33 (16%) of those species, or the population 
trend for 81 (40%) of the 205 species.  
 
Locations and relative condition of key habitats – A total of 41 land cover types comprise the 
Colorado landscape. Although species – land cover type associations (i.e., habitat) are 
well documented in Colorado by CDOW, Colorado Natural Heritage Program, U.S. Forest 
Service and others, only in relatively few cases do data exist that adequately describe 
their ability to support native wildlife (i.e., “condition”). To bridge that gap, the CWCS relied 
heavily upon the judgment of the panels of scientists to assess those relative habitat conditions. 
Those panels as well as interested publics encouraged a more integrative, landscape-level view of 
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those 41 types to address their interrelatedness. Following this approach, and pooling across all 
taxonomic groupings demonstrated that the landscape of eastern Colorado - eastern plains river 
and stream systems (including riparian), tallgrass and midgrass prairie – and sagebrush were 
judged as being among those in the poorest condition to support native species, while most other 
types were considered adequate or good for at least some  taxonomic groupings. The greatest 
proportion of land cover types assessed as “poor” occurred for birds, with roughly one-quarter of 
the land cover types receiving that assessment. Perhaps of even greater concern, given the longer-
range perspective of the Strategy, was that trends in habitat conditions were judged to be declining 
in most land cover types across all taxa, with the notable exceptions (“stable”) tending to be in the 
higher elevation streams and forested lands and in agricultural croplands. 
 
Issues that may adversely affect species of greatest conservation need or their habitats and 
priority research and survey efforts needed – The key issues identified during the CWCS 
development process included habitat conversion, infrastructure and other resource demands from 
a growing Colorado population, recreational demands, invasive, exotic species, and organizational 
capacity (coordination, funding, and information gaps). A listing of threats and potential actions are 
provided for specific taxa and their affiliated habitats. The many “unknowns” discussed (e.g., 16% 
species of unknown status, 40% species of unknown trends) indicates priority research and survey 
needs for the subject species or habitats. A more overarching need, repeatedly stressed during 
conversations among contributors to the CWCS, is an efficient, streamlined system, including a 
common data repository, for rapid data integration and sharing among all entities conducting 
species and habitat surveys.  
 
Conservation actions necessary to conserve the identified species and habitats and priorities for 
implementing – Drawing upon the species and habitat-specific actions referenced previously, the 
CWCS categorizes 33 major types of conservation actions in 5 strategic areas that should be 
considered when actions affecting wildlife are undertaken in the state. The strategic areas include 
representing wildlife values in multi-purpose planning or other decision-making processes, public 
education and law enforcement, wildlife management (including expansion of partnerships with 
private interests), conservation of habitats, and maintaining and re-establishing landscapes and 
landscape connectivity. A guide to general priorities for all partners to consider in proposing and 
implementing specific projects is presented. In many cases, as in the dozens of action plans 
(recovery or other conservation plans and agreements) referenced in and accessible through the 
CWCS, specific operational priorities already have been established, frequently using similar 
science-and stakeholder processes that were used in the development of the CWCS. This 
Comprehensive Strategy is intended to complement, not replace, the operational planning and 
prioritization processes that are in place for the Division of Wildlife or other conservation agencies 
and organizations in Colorado. To facilitate the integration of action plans with the Conservation 
Strategy, the Division of Wildlife has initiated a central location on its web site to provide access to 
all conservation, recovery, or other action plans for Colorado’s wildlife species.  
 
Strategies for monitoring identified species, their habitats, and the effectiveness of conservation 
actions – Beyond monitoring needs for species, species assemblages, and habitats listed in the 
CWCS, utmost in priority is the ability to monitor progress toward benchmark measures of success 
and population security thresholds. Input clearly reflected the need for a comprehensive system 
that allows information from past and future inventories, surveys, research, and management 
actions to be accumulated from all entities, consolidated at multiple scales, and easily and rapidly 
distributed and compared to benchmarks. A recent governor’s initiative in Colorado to consolidate 
data on protected lands in the state, the Colorado ownership, Management, and Protection project 
(COMaP) may provide a conceptual model or pilot for such an undertaking.  
 
Procedures to review the Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy – In the near term, CWCS 
review and incorporation of new information will be performed in traditional fashion using similar 
procedures to this initial effort, at an interval of not less than 5, and no more than 10 years. This 
will allow the effects of the Strategy and the operational or action plans and activities that flow 
from it to be adequately expressed and evaluated before modification. The preferred option over 
the longer term, however, is to follow a more aggressive adaptive management strategy, with the 
CWCS residing on a database platform (vs. a fixed text document), allowing ongoing updates to 
reflect changes in species and habitat status, conservation accomplishments as they occur, and to 
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allow continuous, instead of punctuated, public involvement and feedback (i.e., a “living” strategy). 
Oversight and maintenance of such a systems approach would be accomplished via pooled 
resources of collaborating entities, including an oversight committee of those collaborators. Given 
current fiscal, logistical, and technological constraints, contributors to the CWCS who 
recommended this approach typically acknowledged it as a longer-term vision rather than an 
initiative to be undertaken in the immediate future.   
 
Coordination with federal, state, and local agencies and Native American tribes –The CWCS calls for 
a transparent and participatory approach to coordination with partners and the integration of the 
priorities identified in this CWCS into the substantial wildlife management infrastructure that 
already exists in Colorado (an extensive listing of current multi-agency plans and agreements is 
provided). The recommendations repeatedly heard during the development of the CWCS for 
improved and streamlined information and data-sharing systems will work to improve this 
coordination.  
 

Ensure public participation – Public participation in the development of the CWCS was encouraged and 
accomplished through multiple means, including direct mailings (2 mailings to about 1,000 individuals 
and organizations), publicity and posting of the draft document and mechanisms to provide input via 
CDOW’s web site, additional publicity through periodic news releases and media interviews, 2 sets of 
public meetings around the state (4 locations each), and other meetings with groups of conservation 
organization representatives (e.g., the CDOW-sponsored Environmental Round Table, Partners in 
Flight). The final round of public input resulted in formal comments and suggestions from 91 members 
of the public, organizational representatives, and agency personnel. There were over 1,600 visits to the 
CWCS postings on CDOW’s CWCS web site during the period of public input. For the most part, those 
suggestions regarding style (editorial) and those that were strategic in nature have been addressed in 
the CWCS. Future public involvement will, at a minimum, mimic this initial process, although the 
preferred option is to allow continuous public contributions as part of the review process previously 
described. 
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