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RE: Petition Contents §294.14 (a) (3)   
 
Review of Direction: Identify the circumstances and needs intended to be addressed by the petition, 
including conserving roadless area values and characteristics; protecting human health and safety; 
reducing hazardous fuels and restoring essential wildlife habitats; maintaining existing facilities such as 
dams, or providing reasonable access to public and private property or public and private the owned 
facilities; and technical corrections to existing maps such as boundary adjustments to remove existing 
roaded areas;  
 
Note: This petition element is essentially a discussion of the reasons and rationale behind the proposed 
changes in management requirements.  Again this may be very detailed or a more general discussion, 
depending on the level of detail of the proposed changes. 
 
(check all that apply and describe in sufficient detail): 
 
XX Conservation of roadless area values and characteristics- (describe need):  
 
XX Protect human health and safety- (describe need): 
 
XX Reduce hazardous fuels and restore essential wildlife habitats- (describe need): 
 
XX Maintain existing facilities such as dams, or provide reasonable access to public and private 
property or public and privately owned facilities- (describe need):  
 
XX Technical corrections to existing maps such as boundary adjustments to remove existing roaded 
areas (describe need): 
 
XX Other - (please list & describe need) This “Other” category not listed in the Federal Register Volume 
70 at Page 25661 §294.14 (a) (3) but is included in this document for consideration as a “catchall” if 
needed for consideration.   
 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Summary Response: 
The circumstances and needs intended to be addressed by the professional field managers and 
biologists of the Colorado Division of Wildlife's general, Part 1 recommendation that Inventoried 
Roadless Areas be managed for the benefit of wildlife, pertains, at least in part, to each of these need 
categories, but is particularly relevant to the conservation of roadless area values and characteristics, 
and to restoring essential wildlife habitats.  
 
>The “Field’s” recommendation to manage for the benefit of wildlife aligns directly with meeting the 
needs of conserving Roadless Area values and characteristics. This management approach addresses 
needs in at least four areas, including: 1. providing habitat for wildlife, 2. providing space for both 
passive and active outdoor recreation, 3. providing benefits to Colorado's economy, and 4. providing a 
legacy for future generations.    
 
>Protecting and managing Inventoried Roadless Areas for the benefit of wildlife will also satisfy human 
health and safety needs in these primary ways: 1. protecting biodiversity, 2. protecting key watersheds 
and water quality, and 3. meeting public needs and demands for outdoor recreation, which can satisfy 
human physical and emotional health needs. It may also be true that managing to minimize or stop the 
spread of non-native plant and animal species may have a real human health and safety benefit.  
 
>The circumstances and needs intended to be addressed by the field recommendations are often 
complementary to the need to ”reduce hazardous fuels” and are directly parallel with, or 
indistinguishable from, the need to “restore essential wildlife habitats.” 
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>The needs intended to be addressed by these recommendations are related to the interest in the 
need to maintain facilities in and access to Forest lands for wildlife habitat improvement, and for 
wildlife related recreation.   
 
>The Colorado Division of Wildlife is not submitting any recommendations or information regarding 
boundary line adjustments in Part 1-General Information.   
 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Detail of Response/Part 1/General Comments 
§294.14 (a) (3) 
 
The following provides background information, as requested, regarding the circumstances and needs 
that support the Colorado Division of Wildlife field  recommendations, particularly as they relate to  
(1)  Conservation of roadless area values and characteristics; (2)  Protection of human health and 
safety, including the elements of biological diversity, watersheds,  (3) a brief discussion of reduction in 
hazardous fuels and restoration of essential wildlife habitats and (4) Maintaining existing facilities such 
as dams, or provide reasonable access to public and private property or public and privately owned 
facilities including the current number of miles of roads within Colorado’s National Forests.   For the 
February 10, 2006 meeting Colorado Inventoried Roadless Area Task Force meeting, we do list and 
recommend under (5) Technical corrections to existing maps such as boundary adjustments, two 
boundary line adjustments on the Pike San Isabel (under Part 2 of this document) [or an equivalent 
management protection strategy of areas outside the current boundaries] and we also do note that 
other entities have made several boundary line adjustment recommendations.   
 
As with the previous sections, information specific to each National Forest in Colorado is provided in 
Part 2.  
 
There is also an Appendix A:  that contains the statement of James R. Furnish, (former) Deputy Chief, 
National Forest System Forest Service United States Department of Agriculture before the 
Subcommittee on Forests and Public Lands Management Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate regarding the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Proposal July 26, 2000.  
This statement addresses historical points to the main questions in this § 294.14 (a) (3).   
 
Literature cited or pertinent to this section as well as a report specific to Colorado entitled The 
Economic Impacts of Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife Watching are at the end of this section. 
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XX CONSERVATION OF ROADLESS AREA VALUES AND CHARACTERISTICS:  
 
The circumstances and needs intended to be addressed by the professional field biologists and 
managers of the  Colorado Division of Wildlife recommendation that the Inventoried Roadless Areas be 
managed for wildlife benefit, is in fact closely related to the conservation of roadless area values and 
characteristics. The Division of Wildlife has recommended that all Inventoried Roadless Areas be 
managed to maximize benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitat, and to minimize negative impacts to these 
same resources. The needs and circumstances which Division of Wildlife aims to address through the 
proposed management actions are outlined below.  
 

1. Colorado's wildlife needs habitat, and Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas provide 
needed habitat. One of the biggest threats to wildlife today – and, in turn to our quality of life 
in Colorado – is loss of habitat. As shown in section 294.14 (a) (1), and through the maps of 
species richness provided, Inventoried Roadless Areas are critical and essential to Colorado's 
wildlife. Managing to maximize benefit to wildlife, and/or to minimize impacts will result in a 
number of other benefits to Colorado citizens and visitors including clean water and healthy 
watersheds.  

 
2. Colorado residents and visitors need places for both passive and active outdoor 

recreation, learning, and inspiration, which Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas can 
provide.  The Colorado Division of Wildlife mission requires that the agency consider and 
manage for the opportunities to experience rewarding wildlife related recreation – hunting, 
fishing and wildlife viewing in our state. But beyond the agency mission, there are numerous 
studies that indicate that both Colorado citizens and visitors need and demand access to 
outdoor recreation. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reports that in 2001, some 2.1 million 
residents and visitors (16 years old and older) fished, hunted, or wildlife watched in Colorado. 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-
Associated Recreation-Colorado). Research shows that fulfillment of these needs results in 
benefits to individuals, family and social groups, and communities; benefits are gained in 
physical, social, spiritual, economic, and environmental spheres.  

 
3. Colorado benefits from an Experience Economy – tourism and outdoor recreation 

provided by Inventoried Roadless Areas are an important part of Colorado's 
economy. There is no doubt that Colorado’s economy benefit from the conservation of 
Inventoried Roadless Areas in a diversity of ways. And in addition to the multiple uses and 
associated economic benefits that any particular Roadless Area module may currently support, 
the conservation of Roadless Area characteristics to benefit wildlife and wildlife habitat will 
contribute significantly to Colorado's outdoor recreation and tourism economy.  
 
Over the past 160 years, Colorado’s economic base has shifted from one that exploits natural 
resources through extraction (“market value”), to one that exploits natural resources value to 
outdoor recreation and tourism (“active use value” and “passive use value”). This shift 
requires conservation of these resources to ensure ongoing and continued economic value. The 
Conservation of roadless area values and characteristics, and the associated “passive use 
values” and "active use values" are significant to Colorado, and only continue to increase in 
overall economic importance. Both active use values (e.g., hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, 
skiing, camping etc) and passive use values (e.g., existence and bequest values) must legally 
be considered in the decision making process (see part 5 below on pages 37-39 for legal 
precedent details).    
 
a. The public demand for outdoor recreation and its associated “active use” economic value to 

the state is illustrated by the following information taken directly from the report: “The 
Economic Impacts of Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife Watching in Colorado.”  This 
report concludes that hunting and fishing generated an estimated $1.5 billion for Colorado’s 
economy in 2002, including $800 million in direct and $700 million in indirect revenues. 
According to the report, Colorado's fishing recreation industry generated $460 million and 
hunting generated $340 million in direct revenues. Together, the industries supported 
some 20,200 jobs around the state.  Meanwhile, wildlife watching—an activity often linked 
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to other outdoor recreation— generated an estimated $560 million in revenues and an 
estimated $940 million in total economic impacts in 2002. (This report is included as a 
supplement at the end of this section and is available on line at:  
(http://wildlife.state.co.us/about/economic_impact/Report.pdf).  Also available is a graphic 
showing hunters and anglers expenditures at: 
http://wildlife.state.co.us/about/economic_impact/index.asp.  These economic impacts 
benefit every county of the state and comprise a considerable portion of the economy in 
some communities.  For additional  information about active use value activities such as 
hunting, fishing and wildlife watching in Colorado, visit the DOW Web site at: 
http://wildlife.state.co.us/ 

 
 

4. Last but not least, the needs intended to be met by the conservation of Inventoried 
Roadless Areas include leaving a legacy for future generations.  While this rationale 
focuses more on the philosophical than the substantive, the need is relevant to both state and 
federal government constituents. Even while Colorado continues to quickly grow in population, 
Coloradans report that they choose to live here due in part to their appreciation of a "quality of 
life" that includes scenery, wildlife, and outdoor recreation opportunities. For over 30 years, 
Coloradans holding a diversity of interests and values have supported the conservation of our 
Inventoried Roadless Areas. Today's state and federal governments are in a position to support 
this work, conserve the results of these efforts, and leave a legacy for future generations.   

   
a. In essence, Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas current characteristic of providing 

habitat with relatively low disturbance by humans, and the Colorado Division of Wildlife's 
field recommendation that these values be conserved, and that the areas be managed for 
wildlife benefit, will benefit the current and future people of Colorado significantly.  

 
5. Failure to consider passive use values:  

a. Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA) [aka Superfund Law]:  Under regulations of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended, 
42 U.S.C. 9651 (c), both clean-up and natural resource damage is addressed.  A United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia ruled in 1989 that the passive 
use values “…reflect a damage assessment.”  Colorado was one of the litigants in this 
case.  (See Westlaw 880 F.2d 432,279 U.S. App.D.C. 109) (Also see Frank B. Cross 
Vanderbilt Law Review March 1989 Natural Resource Damage Valuation 75pp. Westlaw 42 
VNLR cites as: 42 Vand. L. Rev. 269).  Thus, if Forest Service roads significantly alter 
passive-use value, whether positively or negatively, such value needs to be considered in 
road policy and management decisions.  Failure to include these non-market values in an 
economic evaluation, when such values are judged to be important, presents the manager 
with biased information that could lead to inefficient and unfair allocation of resources. 

 
b. If fully and correctly disclosed, the cost of opportunities forgone by preserving a roadless 

landscape can serve as the price to be paid for the values served by preservation.   
Preserving a roadless area may sometimes cause an opportunity cost in the form of 
alternative uses forgone, such as timber harvest, developed recreation, or fire suppression.  
If the opportunity cost has been fully disclosed to the decision maker, a decision to 
preserve roadless landscape is a policy acknowledgment that the value created exceeds 
that opportunity cost.  In a decision about whether to designate an area as roadless, 
opportunity cost can sometimes serve as the price to be paid for whatever values, including 
intangibles, are served by the designation.  Stakeholders and decision makers can then 
decide—by judgment, negotiation, or analysis—whether the gain is worth the price (Bell 
1996; Fight and others 1978, 1979; Randall and others 1979)  

 
i. Source: Forest Roads: A Synthesis of Scientific Information- United States Department of 

Agriculture - Forest Service Pacific Northwest Research Station General Technical Report   
PNW.GTR 509 May 2001.  Click this link to view entire report -
http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/gtr509.pdf 

 

www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/gtr509.pdf
wildlife.state.co.us/about/economic_impact/Report.pdf
wildlife.state.co.us/about/economic_impact/index.asp
wildlife.state.co.us/
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ii. (See Westlaw 880 F.2d 432,279 U.S. App.D.C. 109) (Also see Frank B. Cross Vanderbilt 
Law Review March 1989 Natural Resource Damage Valuation 75pp. Westlaw 42 VNLR 
cites as: 42 Vand. L. Rev. 269).  

 
iii. Note: This potential legal issue is mentioned only for information and reference purposes 

and this report draws no conclusions or makes no recommendations based on this legal 
issue.   Consult with legal counsel for legal opinions. 
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Conventional Market Values are measured directly in monetary terms, (e.g., costs to build and maintain a road 
measured directly against the income derived from use of that road. 
 
Contemporary Use Values are not measure solely in monetary terms– Non monetary elements- Values are often 
not possible, cost effective, or appropriate to be measured or attempt to be measured in strictly monetary terms. 
 

*The two youth who presented “Bequest Values” testimony are Natalie Soteb and Aaron Berndt from Rye, Colorado.  

Diagram of one model by Jim Goodyear 

ECONOMIC 
  VALUES 

Conventional  
Market Values 

 
(measured directly in $$$) 

 
“Strict Market Effects” 
e.g., cost to build & maintain road 
measured directly against income 
generated from use – 
 [ 
Example:  
Road Construction Costs to Harvest 
Timber or Extract Minerals 

Contemporary  
Use Values 

 
(not measured directly in $$$) 

 
Non monetary element considerations 

Active Use Values 
 

(measured in goods and services) 
 
[Example:  

Wildlife Recreation, 

$1,500,000,000 / 20,200 jobs  
Ski Industry, 

$2,000,000,000 /  
Camping 
 

Passive Use Values 
 

("measured" through utility 
derived by humans and other  

non-monetary) 
 
Refer to: Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act of 
1980 as amended, 42 USC 9651 (c) 

Existence Values 
 

A Value that Citizens 
appreciate w/o using, or 

perhaps even intending to use 
 
(Examples:  
Colorado Minimum Stream Flow,  
 
A distant wilderness area,  
 
An endangered plant or animal  
 

Bequest Values 
 

A Value that remains available to 
others - including future 

generations. 
 
(Examples:  
Colorado Minimum Stream Flow  
 
Colorado Inventoried Roadless Areas 
Items bequeathed from one generation 
to the next e.g., -as stated by 2 youth* 
at the Pike /San Isabel Public Meeting 
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XX PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY:  
The circumstances and needs intended to be addressed by the Colorado Division of Wildlife field 
recommendation that the Inventoried Roadless Areas be managed for wildlife benefit, are related 
indirectly to protecting human health and safety.    

 
Historical Perspective: Colorado Division of Wildlife review of information and the Federal 
Register within this category topic did not seem to indicate a major element of concern 
under the repealed 2001 roadless rule which allowed the construction of roads and 
reconstruction in inventoried roadless areas when a road is needed to protect public health 
and safety, and in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, or other catastrophic events 
pursuant to former 36 C.F.R §294.12(b) (1).  
 

1. Protecting and managing Inventoried Roadless Areas for the benefit of wildlife will also satisfy 
human health and safety needs in these primary ways:  

a. protecting biodiversity,  
b. protecting key watersheds and water quality, and  
c. meeting Coloradan's needs and demands for outdoor recreation, which satisfy human 

physical and emotional health needs.  
d. It may also be true that managing to minimize or stop the introduction and growth of 

non-native and noxious plant and animal species may have a real human health and 
safety benefit.    

 
2. Protecting Biodiversity:  

a. Scientists continue to learn about how biodiversity helps to maintain healthy 
ecosystems. (Healthy ecosystems benefit both wildlife and people).  Protection of 
biodiversity on Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas may require additional inventory 
and research; inventory and research possible only with conservation of the resource. 

 
b. Protecting Colorado's biodiversity may have human health and safety benefits not only 

to Colorado residents, but to the country. Scientists around the world continue to learn 
about how a large diversity of living organisms and natural processes benefit human 
health directly – by contributing to healthy ecosystems, by filtering environmental 
pollutants, by minimizing the risk of environmental catastrophe, and by providing food 
and medicine.  

 
c. Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas act as a "coarse filter" for biodiversity 

conservation.  The basic premise behind coarse-filter conservation approaches is to 
protect representative samples of habitats or ecosystems (particularly in redundant 
sequence in order to avoid “museum type” conservation) (see DellaSala et al. 1996) as 
a preventive strategy for biodiversity losses. Based on the information presented in this 
document, supposition that Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas act a coarse filter for 
biodiversity is not only plausible but also scientifically defendable. In general, large 
inventoried roadless areas are likely to capture a representative array of habitat types 
and elevation bands, particularly in Colorado’s highly complex regions and help 
maintain the integrity of Colorado’s landscapes.   

 
d. Colorado Division of Wildlife and GIS mapping indicates that small roadless areas 

provide a significant percentage of biodiversity elements.  The protection and 
management of Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas provides a significant buffer and 
the protection against listing wildlife species.  [Refer to the species richness map 
included in this document at section §294.14 (a) (1).]  Management and protection of 
late seral [successional] forests are critical conservation concerns because they 
maintain many species found in reduced numbers (or not at all) in early seral stages, 
and they are rare in numbers in Colorado or nationally (e.g., lynx boreal toad, certain 
raptors). 

 
 

e. Protection of Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas (in general) represents various 
elevation levels and slope aspects (relatively flat to relatively steep e.g., greater than 
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40 degrees).  This implies the opportunity to conserve a greater diversity of species 
and ecological processes.  

 
f. Colorado Division of Wildlife believes preserving, protecting, enhancing and managing 

all of Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas for wildlife values especially the 
underrepresented elevation levels is important and should be a primary consideration 
and element in the USFS decision making process.  

 
3. Protecting Key Watersheds:  

a. Protection of Colorado's key watersheds will satisfy the direct health and safety needs 
of not only Colorado residents, but the citizens of other states in the U.S. and in Mexico 
that rely on clean and sufficient water from rivers that begin in Colorado.  

 
b. This is self evident when one understands the origin and value of streams and rivers in 

Colorado's arid climate. Water production through watershed conservation is one of the 
U.S. Forest Service multiple use goals, and the Division of Wildlife supports the 
conservation of Inventoried Roadless Areas for their contribution to this critically 
important resource. Relatively undisturbed forest landscapes, soils, trees, plants and 
wetlands serve to hold precipitation, and to retain, clean and release the water in a way 
that secures not only the health and safety of Colorado residents, but our economy. 

 
c. Managing Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas for the benefit of wildlife includes 

managing to enhance or maintain native (and desired) species of Salmonids as well as 
managing for other diverse native highcountry aquatic species such as frogs, toads, and 
birds (such as swifts or dippers). Managing to benefit these species requires cold, vital 
streams and healthy wetlands – and would result in direct benefit to human health.  

 
d. Correspondingly, degradation to watersheds will impact not only wildlife habitats and 

species, but people. Colorado Division of Wildlife managers and biologist in the field 
recommends that Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas be managed to protect key 
watersheds – a management action that will benefit both wildlife and human health and 
safety.   

 
4. Meeting Colorado's demands for outdoor recreation 

a. Numerous studies show that Colorado residents and visitors travel to U.S. Forests in 
Colorado for recreation; in turn, studies show that outdoor recreation activities result in 
benefits to physical, emotional, and social health. Managing Colorado's Inventoried 
Roadless Areas to benefit wildlife will provide not only the environment that many 
visitors are looking for, but also wildlife recreation opportunities. In 2001, 2.1 million 
residents and visitors (16 years old and older) fished, hunted, or wildlife watched in 
Colorado.  

 
5. Meeting human health and safety needs by minimizing invasive exotic (non-native) 

species 
a. Managing Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas for the benefit of wildlife will require 

minimizing the introduction of and managing the spread of non-native and/or noxious 
plant and animal species. Because managing for the health of native communities 
generally benefits human health, it would follow that degradation of native ecosystems 
may have unintended impacts to human health and safety. In general it appears that 
Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas appear to have fewer invasive species than 
adjoining roaded and more heavily traveled areas.   According to weed management 
experts and wildlife biologists in Colorado, invasive exotic species (both plant and 
animal) utilize travel corridors for access. 
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XX  REDUCING HAZARDOUS FUELS AND RESTORING ESSENTIAL WILDLIFE HABITATS: 
The circumstances and needs intended to be addressed by the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
recommendation that the Inventoried Roadless Areas be managed for the benefit of wildlife and wildlife 
habitat are often complementary to the need to reduce hazardous fuels and are directly parallel with 
and indistinguishable from the need to restore essential wildlife habitats.  
 

Historical Perspective: Colorado Division of Wildlife’s Inventoried Roadless Areas 
Manager’s review of the Federal Register appears to indicate that former 36 CF.R 
§294.12(b)(1) allowed construction of roads and reconstruction in Inventoried Roadless 
Areas when a road is needed to protect public health and safety and in cases of an 
imminent threat of flood, fire, or other catastrophic events. These comments apply 
under the current 2005 petition process rule.     
 

1. First Element: reducing hazardous fuels: 
The Colorado Division of Wildlife's recommendation that Colorado's Inventoried Roadless Areas 
be managed to maximize benefits for wildlife may be complementary, in some cases, with the 
need to reduce hazardous fuels.  

 
a. The Colorado Division of Wildlife field supports U.S. Forest Service efforts to reduce 

hazardous fuels when Forest Service officials consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife biologists, 
Colorado State Forest Service foresters and local Colorado Division of Wildlife managers 
and biologists determine the need, location and methodology to reduce hazardous fuels on 
Colorado’s National Forests.   

 
b. The Colorado Division of Wildlife field recognizes that prescribed burns can be a tool for 

management of forest health and the enhancement or maintenance of wildlife habitat.  
 

c. The Colorado Division of Wildlife field recognizes that U.S. Forest Service goals to reduce 
hazardous fuels may suggest the need for additional Forest access. Colorado Division of 
Wildlife is recommending that Inventoried Roadless Areas be managed to benefit wildlife 
and has discussed a view that some roads have substantial impacts on wildlife. Again, per 
"a" of this section, we recommend that the U.S. Forest Service consult with both state and 
federal wildlife agencies prior to initiating fuel reduction management projects, especially 
those requiring additional road construction, to minimize negative impacts to wildlife and 
the environment.  See Appendix at end of this section entitled Statement Of James R. 
Furnish Deputy Chief, National Forest System Forest Service United States Department of 
Agriculture, before the Subcommittee on Forests and Public Lands Management Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources United States Senate Regarding the Forest Service 
Roadless Area Conservation Proposal   July 26, 2000 for more on this and related issues.   

 
d. The Colorado Division of Wildlife field recommends that fuel reduction and prescribed burn 

fires be planned and managed based on scientific information, and recommends that the 
U.S. Forest Service develop or continue to develop criteria for prioritizing treatments within 
the context of maintaining ecological integrity and biodiversity attributes.   

 
i. (Without overstepping our authority, and as a suggestion only, we recommend that 

hazardous fuels reduction, pre-control efforts and suppression priorities may potentially 
best be facilitated within the Theme 6 Residential Forest Intermix (Wildland Urban 
Interface) [or where Inventoried Roadless Areas interface with Theme 6) areas of 
National Forests.)   We recognize that the terrain in Colorado on many of Colorado’s 
Inventoried Roadless Areas may be inappropriate and many may therefore be pre 
disposed to lower treatment levels due to location, access issues, and topography 
issues etc).  

 
e. The efficacy of fire restoration treatments in inventoried roadless areas should be evaluated 

with respect to how such treatments contribute to the maintenance or enhancement of 
ecological integrity and biodiversity attributes of Colorado’s Inventoried Roadless Areas. 
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f. When considering the perceived need for additional access to Inventoried Roadless Areas 
for the purpose of fuel reduction, the U.S. Forest Service and other agency partners should 
weigh the benefit of access against the potential detriments of additional roads in Roadless 
Areas. Some of these potential detriments have been outlined previously in this comment 
document. Others include recognizing that roads are a cumulative ignition source on the 
landscape and that greater road access has been associated with increased risks from 
arson and accidental fires (DellaSala et al. 1995). No blanket recommendation for 
additional roads for fuel reduction projects should be pursued. Many Inventoried Roadless 
Areas already have numerous roads and motorized trails. Many roadless areas that pose 
access problems may not need fuel reduction because they may not have been subjected 
to fire suppression. (At this time, fuel loading issues are beyond the scope of this 
petitioning document.) Lastly, it may be that due to location and terrain etc that fire control 
needs for access may best be met by helicopters and fixed wing aircraft. 

 
2. Second Element: "Restore Essential Wildlife Habitats” The professional field managers 

and biologists of the Colorado Division of Wildlife blanket recommendation outlined in this 
document is that Inventoried Roadless Areas be managed to maximize wildlife 
benefits, and minimize negative impacts to wildlife. The needs we are proposing to address 
are directly parallel with or indistinguishable from the need restore essential wildlife habitats. 
Most if not all recommendations put forth in both Part 1 (general and statewide information) 
and in Part 2 (comments and recommendations per Forest) will relate directly or indirectly to 
protecting, preserving, enhancing, maintaining or “restoring” essential wildlife habitats, so will 
not be repeated again in this section.  The following points, however, may be supplemental.  

 
a. Regarding "essential wildlife habitat": Essential wildlife habitat is species specific, and any 

one wildlife species may depend upon different community types at different stages or life, 
or in different seasons of the year. For those sensitive species with more specific habitat 
needs (e.g., those reliant on a particular food type, or cover structure, or micro-climate 
etc.) any habitat that suits its needs is "essential."   

 
b. Regarding roads and wildlife habitat: The Division of Wildlife’s field managers and 

biologists are  recommending the conservation of Inventoried Roadless Areas, and 
management for the benefit of wildlife. Throughout this document there are references to 
the diversity of negative impacts which roads can have on wildlife. The following three 
summary statements may be relevant to reiterate in this section.  

 
i. In general, roads can have the impact of either fragmenting, degrading, or 

eliminating habitat. The impacts may be acute, or may be chronic; the result may be 
loss of individuals; or reduction, over time, of populations; or even loss of local species. 
Careful planning in some cases can mitigate for some impacts. And, in some cases, 
temporary access may be required to improve or enhance essential habitat.  

 
ii. Researchers have determined that in some cases, road density is an indicator 

of community and habitat health. Road density (e.g., mi/mi2) appears to be a 
useful index of road impacts because it integrates many ecological affects of roads and 
vehicles on flows and movements of wildlife across the landscape.  In addition, the 
ratio of road density to stream density is a useful indicator of the functionality of 
hydrological processes and particulate matter flows (Eaglin et al. 1993, Hitt and Frissell 
1999).   Because roads both remove habitat directly and dissect the remaining 
natural patches into residual small patches, they are a significant contributor 
to habitat fragmentation (Reed et al. 1996).  

 
iii. Third, roads are a significant conduit for the transmission and spread of 

numerous invasive, exotic species and may actually contribute to forest health 
problems.  (This third issue of consideration actually belongs under the second 
element (Restore Essential Wildlife Habitats) but is listed here for continuity.)    
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XX  Maintain existing facilities such as dams, or provide reasonable access to public and 
private property or public and privately owned facilities: 
The circumstances and needs intended to be addressed by the line and staff managers and biologists of 
the Colorado Division of Wildlife and their recommendation that the Inventoried Roadless Areas be 
managed for wildlife benefit, are related to the mutual interest both agencies have of providing access 
to Forest lands for wildlife related recreation. In this regard, the professionals of the Colorado Division 
of Wildlife who are stationed in the field particularly supports the U.S. Forest Service in maintenance of 
existing facilities such as dams, or maintenance of current access to private or public properties when 
such maintenance helps to meet the general goal of preserving, protecting or enhancing wildlife 
habitat, or providing wildlife related recreation. However, Part 1 of our recommendations is meant to 
be statewide in nature, and the Division of Wildlife is not requesting any additional roads, facilities, etc. 
on a statewide basis. Should there be any requests for, or particular support for maintenance of 
particular facilities, or a request for the provision of additional access, those would be found in Part 2, 
the Forest specific comments.  The following points, however, are pertinent.   
 

Historical Perspective: Review of information and the Federal Register within this category 
topic do not seem to indicate a major element of concern under either the repealed 2001 
roadless rule or the current 2005 petition process rule. Outstanding Rights - Road building or 
reconstruction was specifically allowed and permitted "if the Responsible Official determines 
that a road is needed pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided by statute or 
treaty."   Former 36 CF.R § 294.12(b)(3). Thus, the prior "roadless rule” did not affect a 
State's or private landowners right of access to their land pursuant to 66 Fed. Reg. at page 
3252. The outstanding rights exception also included rights of way under RS. 2477 and rights 
granted under the General Mining Law of 1872. Refer to 66 Fed. Reg. at page 3255.  
 

  
1. Maintain Existing Facilities  

a. Maintaining existing facilities on USFS lands or in-holdings to public and/or private 
property or to public and/or privately owned facilities in general does not appear to be 
a significant problem in Colorado.  According to personal communication with Pam 
Skeels, Regional Land Management Planning Specialist, at the USFS Regional Office, 
reasonable access to public and private property or public and privately owned facilities 
in general appears to be an insignificant issue in Colorado.   

 
2. Provide Reasonable Access To Public And Private Property/Facilities  

a. Historically, in Colorado, in cooperation with the United States Forest Service, the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife initially constructed several roads for the US Forest Service 
to provide hunter access. 

b.  
c. There is no shortage of classified roads on Colorado’s National Forests.  Below is a 

spreadsheet supplied by the USFS containing information on USFS Roads: 
 

d. According to USFS supplied information, there are currently over 15400 miles of 
National Forest System classified roads in Colorado.  Motorized trails and illegally 
pioneered roads are not included in the chart on next page.  

 
e. The apparent goal under this category topic is to ensure “reasonable access needs” 

against “unmanaged recreation” issues as stated within official USFS endorsed 
information.  See http://www.fs.fed.us/projects/four-threats/  or see 
http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv     (See Part 1 §294.14(a)(2) 
supplemental information at end of that section for hardcopy information on this topic). 

 
 
Please see chart on next page.  
 

www.fs.fed.us/projects/four-threats/
www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv
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Number of Miles of Classified Roads on Colorado’s Forests. 
From Database Spreadsheet supplied by USFS Regional Office. 

 
  

Region Forest District NFS Acres Existing Existing NFS  
        NFS Roads Roads Open 
          to Motor 
          Vehicle 
          Use 

02 ARNF/PNG Sulphur        406,728             639                 472  
02 ARNF/PNG Pawnee        193,060             440                 438  
02 ARNF/PNG Canyon Lakes        649,999             776                 600  
02 ARNF/PNG Boulder        162,178             438                 336  
02 ARNF/PNG Clear Creek        172,231             297                 222  

   
  

1,584,196          2,590              2,068  
         

02 Pike/San Isabel Leadville        279,438             215                 186  
02 Pike/San Isabel Salida        443,306             435                 391  
02 Pike/San Isabel San Carlos        382,904             288                 279  
02 Pike/San Isabel Comanche        443,081       1,047              1,045  
02 Pike/San Isabel Cimarron        108,175             371                 369  
02 Pike/San Isabel Pikes Peak        230,080             450               441  
02 Pike/San Isabel S. Park        456,678             731                 661  
02 Pike/San Isabel S. Platte        408,327             304                 274  

   
  

2,751,989          3,840              3,646  
         

02 White River NF All 
  

2,286,515          2,248              1,918  
         

02 Grand Mesa NF         346,555             357                 315  
02 Uncompahgre NF         950,125  1,289  1,074  
02 Gunnison NF      1,670,796  2,272              2,006  

   
  

2,967,476          3,918              3,395  
         

02 San Juan NF Dolores        674,417          1,240            915  
02 San Juan NF Pagosa        653,342             733                 441  
02 San Juan NF Columbine        779,795             738                 394  

   
  

2,107,554          2,711              1,750  
         

02 RGNF Con Pk        353,733             519                 411  
02 RGNF Divide        937,962         1,206                 523  
02 RGNF Sag.        535,029             924                 776  

   
  

1,826,724          2,649              1,710  
         

02 Routt NF Yampa        367,072             420                 195  

02 Routt NF 
Hahn's Peak-
Bears Ears        477,706          530         365  

02 Routt NF Parks        409,371             640                 437  

     
  

1,254,149          1,590                 997  
            

      
 

14,778,603       19,546            15,484  
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XX Technical corrections to existing maps such as boundary adjustments to remove existing 
roaded areas (describe need): 

 
1. The Colorado Division of Wildlife is not submitting any Part 1 General Petition technical 

correction information or boundary line adjustment recommendations at this time.   
 
2. The Colorado Division of Wildlife at this time prefers to work with US Forest Service planners 

during the Forest Planning Process to recommend management actions for wildlife benefit 
purposes beyond the current Inventoried Roadless Area boundaries.      

 
3. Additionally, we note that several Colorado citizen organizations have submitted their own 

specific information to the Task Force indicating or requesting boundary line adjustments (not 
necessarily to remove existing roaded areas but to include additional unroaded areas) for 
consideration.   

 
 

 
 
  

 
 

 
XX OTHER -   
 
This “Other” category is not listed in the Federal Register Volume 70 at Page 25661 §294.14 (a) (3) 
but is included in this document for consideration as a “catchall” if needed for consideration.   Currently 
there are no additional “other notes or comments” pertinent to General Comments 
§294.14 (a) (3) for the February 10, 2006 Inventoried Roadless Area Task Force to review or consider.   
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APPENDIX A: Section §294.14 (a) (3) 

STATEMENT OF JAMES R. FURNISH DEPUTY CHIEF, NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM FOREST SERVICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE Before the Subcommittee on Forests and Public 
Lands Management Committee on Energy and Natural Resources United States Senate Regarding the 
Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Proposal     July 26, 2000  

MISTER CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation proposal.  As 
you know, the objective of the proposal is to conserve and enhance the important social and 
ecological values of roadless areas within the National Forest System.  As more and more private 
land, forests, open space, wetlands and farmland are developed and converted to urban uses, 
roadless areas have become increasingly important to Americans and their children. 

On May 10, 2000, we published a proposed rule outlining a Forest Service proposal accompanied by 
a draft environmental impact statement (DEIS).  The proposal would conserve roadless areas by 
generally prohibiting new road construction in inventoried roadless areas of the National Forest 
System.  It would also require local managers to evaluate and consider roadless area characteristics 
in the context of overall multiple-use objectives during the revision of individual forest plans.  Under 
the proposal, a final decision about conserving roadless areas on the Tongass National Forest would 
be postponed until a planned review of the revised forest plan in 2004.  Along with the preferred 
alternative the agency is considering a range of alternatives, including taking no action. 

The Forest Service's roadless proposal would eliminate the greatest threats to these critical areas at 
the national level and then allow local managers to consider additional protections in the future.  This 
balanced approach is based on our belief that several inventories, a decade of forest plan revisions, 
Congressional appropriation debates, and litigation have failed to resolve the question of roadless 
area management.  Our objective is to address the issues that merit national attention while 
leaving all others to local forest planning. 

The public, state and local governments, and Congress have all been active participants in the debate 
over roadless areas.  In January 1998, the agency initiated a process to consider changes in how the 
Forest Service road system is developed, used, maintained, and funded and to suspend temporarily 
road construction in certain unroaded areas.  This led to the current "interim rule" that temporarily 
suspended road construction and reconstruction in unroaded areas while we developed a long-term 
road management policy.  The agency received more than 120,000 public comments on these 
efforts, the majority of which called for permanent protection of roadless areas. 

As President Clinton emphasized during his announcement in October 1999, the American people 
increasingly recognize the inextricable link between the quality of their lives and the health of the 
lands and waters that surround them.  Although roadless areas represent less than one percent of 
the American landmass, they serve as a reservoir of rare and vanishing resources. 

Roadless areas provide clean drinking water, habitat for fish and wildlife, abundant hunting and 
fishing, recreation opportunities, and reference areas for research.  In the face of growing sprawl and 
urbanization, these values have increased importance.  Between 1992 and 1997, nearly 16 million 
acres of forest, farms, and open space were converted to urban or other uses.  Roadless areas act as 
a barrier against noxious invasive plant and animal species and as strongholds for native fish 
populations.  They often provide vital habitat and migration routes for numerous wildlife species and 
are particularly important for those requiring large home ranges.  Many roadless areas also act as 
ecological anchors allowing nearby federal, state, and private lands to be developed for economic 
purposes.  Road construction may increase the risk of erosion, landslides, and slope failure, 
endangering the health of watersheds that provide drinking water to local communities and critical 
habitat for fish and wildlife.  These effects can be particularly acute in high elevation, erosion-prone 
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roadless areas.   

In recent years, the public has rightfully questioned whether the Forest Service should build new 
roads into controversial roadless areas when the agency has difficulty maintaining its existing road 
system.  The current national forest road system includes 380,000 miles of roads.  The agency also 
has a road reconstruction and maintenance backlog of approximately $8.4 billion, and it receives only 
about 20 percent of the annual funding needed to maintain its road system up to safety and 
environmental standards.   

For too long, others, such as litigants and interest groups, have controlled the debate over long-term 
management of roadless areas.  It is time to involve the American people directly.  Our objective is 
not to supplant the local forest planning process.  Rather, we seek to resolve those parts of the 
roadless area issue that are national in scope.  As a result, the local planning process will become 
less costly, less controversial, and more effective. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  

The Forest Service is conducting an unprecedented public outreach effort to solicit public comments 
on the roadless area conservation proposal.  The initial opportunity for public involvement began on 
October 19, 1999, with the publication in the Federal Register of the Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
prepare an environmental impact statement.  Release of the NOI initiated a public scoping period 
that continued through issuance of the draft environmental impact statement and proposed rule.  
During this scoping period the Forest Service held more than 185 public meetings across the country 
and received over 500,000 comments.   

On May 9, 2000, the agency started the just concluded public comment period on the proposed rule 
and draft environmental impact statement.  The agency held an additional 424 meetings, including at 
least two meetings on every national forest across the country--one to explain the proposal and one 
to hear public comments.  In total, the Forest Service has held more than 600 meetings on this 
proposal.  The agency has posted its draft environmental impact statement and maps on the Internet 
and has distributed over 43,000 copies of the DEIS, almost 6,000 CD versions of the DEIS, and over 
50,000 copies of the DEIS summary to interested individuals, local governments, and other 
agencies.  In addition, the agency also distributed copies of the DEIS to over 10,000 public libraries 
across the country.   

I think this speaks to the national significance and public concern over this issue.  Our goal is to 
ensure that the American people understand what is being proposed and to hear what they think 
about our proposal, so that we can make the best decision possible about the future management of 
these lands.  

STATUS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

As mentioned earlier, the agency published a draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) and 
proposed rule for public review on May 10, 2000.  The Forest Service accepted comment on those 
documents through July 17, 2000.  The DEIS outlines specific action alternatives along with a no 
action alternative to provide a detailed basis for discussion with the public about how roadless areas 
could be managed in the future.   

The alternatives examine a range of prohibitions in inventoried roadless areas such as limitations on 
road construction and timber harvest in unroaded portions of inventoried roadless areas.  National 
prohibitions of certain activities, such as road construction and reconstruction, could affect from 43 to 
54 million acres of inventoried roadless areas.  Roughly 38 percent of these areas are already in 
management designations that do not allow for road construction.   

The DEIS also contains a range of procedural alternatives which would require the evaluation and 
consideration of roadless area characteristics and values through land management planning or 
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during project planning.   

In addition, there are a range of alternatives unique to the Tongass National Forest.  Along with 
these specific Tongass alternatives, the prohibition and procedural alternatives that address the rest 
of the National Forest System could also be applied to the Tongass National Forest.  The agency may 
choose to combine portions of the prohibition, procedural, and Tongass alternatives in the final rule. 

Under all prohibition alternatives, roads may still be built in inventoried roadless areas: 1) to protect 
public health and safety in cases of imminent threat of flood, fire, or other catastrophic event, that 
without intervention, would cause loss of life or property; 2) when needed to comply with other 
federal laws; 3) when needed pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights or as provided for statute or 
treaty; or 4) when road alignment is needed to prevent irreparable resource damage that cannot be 
prevented by road maintenance.   

After the close of the comment period, the agency will analyze the comments, refine and improve the 
analysis of effects, and issue a final EIS and rule later this year. 

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The draft environmental impact statement addresses the environmental, social and economic effects 
of the prohibitions, procedural, and Tongass alternatives.  All proposed action alternatives would 
have positive environmental impacts including:  protecting habitat for threatened and endangered 
species, protecting watersheds for public drinking water and aquatic habitat for fish, reducing the risk 
of invasive species, and protecting habitat for wildlife.  Some of the key social and economic 
concerns are effects on public access, timber harvest, fire suppression, and fire hazard reduction. 

Access   

This proposal will not block access to national forests and grasslands.  It will not close any existing 
authorized roads.  In 1997, 860 million national forest visitors took advantage of more than 23,000 
recreation facilities and hundreds of thousands of miles of forest roads, trails, and scenic byways.  
The roadless area rulemaking will also not block legal access to private or state land or affect other 
valid existing rights.  All proposed alternatives would ensure that decisions about road closures and 
off highway vehicles would continue to be made at the local level.  

The real threat to access on the national forests is our inability to maintain the existing 
transportation infrastructure--with a growing  $8.4 billion backlog.  In fact, the agency loses more 
than 1000 miles of road a year to passenger car travel because it cannot afford to maintain them to 
safety and environmental standards.  By not building controversial roads into roadless areas, the 
agency would be able to invest more in maintaining existing roads and improving access to the 
national forests and grasslands. 

Timber Harvest Effects 

Prohibiting road construction in inventoried roadless areas, except for those on the Tongass National 
Forest, is estimated to result in a 2 percent reduction in the proposed timber offered for harvest from 
national forest lands.  If the Tongass National Forest is included, then there would be an estimated 5 
percent reduction in the timber offered for harvest from national forest lands.   

For the past 5 years less than 4 percent of the agency's timber harvest has been from inventoried 
roadless areas.  Our data indicates less than 5 percent of our 5 year projected timber volume is 
dependent on road construction in inventoried roadless areas.  In addition, eighty percent of our 
national forests estimate that less than 5 percent of their prospective timber volume is dependent on 
new road construction in inventoried roadless areas.  Certainly, given their important values and the 
controversy generated, the quantity of timber coming from roadless areas in recent years has 
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steadily declined.   

Although conserving roadless areas is not likely to have significant national effects, there may be 
some adverse effects in certain local communities near national forests that plan significant road 
building in inventoried roadless areas.  These effects are analyzed in the draft environmental impact 
statement. 

Fire Risk 

The proposed rule would have no effect on our ability to suppress wildfires.  In fact, using crews 
dropped from helicopters and airplanes, the Forest Service controls an estimated 98 percent of all 
fires in roadless areas while they are still considered small.  Under this proposal, roads may continue 
to be built to suppress fire if there is an imminent threat to public health and safety.  It is also 
unlikely that the proposed rule would affect the Forest Service's overall ability to treat National Forest 
System lands for forest health purposes given that most of these areas are already a low priority for 
fire hazard reduction. 

The analysis in the DEIS indicates that the degree of overlap between areas that the agency has 
identified as having a high risk from wildfires and inventoried roadless areas is small, only 3 million 
acres of the estimated 24 million.  Part of the reason can be attributed to many inventoried roadless 
areas being at higher elevations that are typically wetter and cooler, not adjacent to communities, 
and not influenced by past management activities.  Many fire ecologists believe that unroaded areas 
have less potential for larger, higher intensity, more severe forest fires than roaded areas.  This 
conclusion is based on several factors; fire suppression has been focused more in roaded than 
unroaded areas allowing more fuels to accumulate in the roaded areas.  Also, in some areas, past 
logging practices have left many acres with additional dead and down woody material on the 
ground.  Timber stands are generally more dense in roaded than unroaded areas, particularly in 
logged areas that have regenerated.  These regenerated stands are often highly susceptible to forest 
fire damage.   

The Forest Service initial fire risk mapping efforts identified up to 24 million acres of National Forest 
System land at high risk and 32 million acres at moderate risk.  The priorities for treating these areas 
will be to focus on human communities at risk, species at risk, and watersheds at risk.  In particular, 
priorities will focus on protection of life and property, usually not a problem for roadless areas, but 
rather more important for the wildland/urban interface where roads are more plentiful.  It is 
important to note that at recent funding levels, the Forest Service has had only sufficient resources 
to treat 1.4 million acres per year to reduce wildfire risk.  At this level of funding, it would take over 
15 years to treat just the high risk areas in already roaded parts of the national forests. 

 SUMMARY 

Thirty years of local planning efforts, wilderness debates, appeals, lawsuits, and injunctions have not 
solved the issue of long-term management of some 54 million acres of roadless areas in our National 
Forest System.  As a result, the Forest Service is continuing the process to determine how the 
American people want these lands managed.  

We believe the proposal provides a balanced approach to protect the national significance of roadless 
areas while also giving local managers the flexibility to consider the values of these areas in the 
larger context of multiple use management.  It also carefully addresses issues that are important to 
the American people like fire, access, environmental effects and effects on communities.  We look 
forward to hearing what the people have to say about the proposal and are actively seeking their 
input. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. 
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