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I. Introduction

I am a Jeeper and off-road vehicle enthusiast from Highlands Ranch, Colorado, and a
non-practicing Colorado licensed attorney currently working as a software developer. | serve
as the Vice President of Colorado Offroad Trail Defenders (COTD), a non-profit organization
dedicated to keeping offroad trails open to full-size four wheel drive vehicles and maximizing
opportunities for offroad motorized recreation.

| am also an Advisory Board member of Colorado Offroad Enterprise, a related organization
based in Buena Vista, CO which focuses on trail adoptions and community outreach to
preserve high quality opportunities for motorized recreation in the central Colorado mountains.
CORE has adopted numerous trails in the Buena Vista and Leadville areas and has done
multiple trail work projects in the Gunnison National Forest, including clearing a rock slide from
the Alpine Tunnel road this summer.

These comments are submitted on behalf of both myself and Colorado Offroad Trail
Defenders as an organization. We submit these comments to request that the new GMUG
Forest Plan preserve the maximum number of opportunities for motorized recreation,

particularly for full-size four-wheel-drive vehicles. We also support and endorse comments by

the Trails Preservation Alliance (TPA), Colorado Off-highway Vehicle Coalition (COHVCO), the



Blue Ribbon Coalition, the Colorado Snowmobile Association, and other motorized advocacy

groups.

Il. Comment Summary

The GMUG National Forest includes many of the most popular destinations for motorized

recreation in Colorado. It includes four Jeep Badge of Honor trails in the San Juan Mountains

(Black Bear Pass, Imogene Pass, Ophir Pass, and Poughkeepsie Gulch), as well as

numerous iconic trails in the Taylor Park and Crested Butte areas such as Pearl Pass, Taylor

Pass, Schofield Pass, Hancock Pass, Napoleon Pass, Tincup Pass, Williams Pass, Tomichi

Pass, Italian Creek/Reno Divide, and many others. Grand Mesa is home to numerous popular

Jeep and ATV trails and is a popular destination for snowmobiling in the winter. It is imperative

that the new GMUG Forest Plan recognize the importance of, and continue to provide for, high

quality motorized recreation opportunities throughout the Forest.

While we will discuss each of the alternatives in more detail below, we generally support

Alternative B , which we understand from the webinars is currently the Forest[rsquo]s unofficial

preferred alternative. At least regarding summer motorized use, alternative B appears to best

preserve existing opportunities and would allow all current designated routes to remain open.

While the management areas and ROS zones in this alternative include a few important errors

that we wish to see corrected in the next draft, we believe the summer motorized community

would overall find this alternative acceptable. It is more likely to face opposition from winter

motorized users, as it includes significantly fewer winter motorized ROS zones than the

present. While we will defer to snowmobile groups to best describe their needs, what we

would like to see eventually adopted as the final plan would look more like a combination of

the summer ROS zones from Alternative B and the winter ROS zones from Alternative C.

While Alternative C is described in the DEIS as providing more motorized recreations settings

and the Forest might therefore assume motorized groups would be inclined to support this



alternative, we have major concerns with that alternative. As currently drafted, Alternative C

would enlarge summer motorized ROS zones in areas where there are no existing motorized

routes, while placing multiple high-value motorized (e.g. Black Bear Pass, Imogene Pass,

Poughkeepsie Gulch) in semi-primitive non-motorized zones. In so doing, Alternative C might

expand the number of areas theoretically zoned for motorized recreation, while in practice

forcing the closure of numerous high-value motorized routes by placing them in an

incompatible ROS zone.

Though | am by no means an expert on snowmobiling, it appears that the winter ROS zones in

Alternative C are more favorable to motorized users than Alternative B, so as mentioned

above we would support a final plan that adopts the summer ROS zones from Alternative B

and the winter ROS zones from Alternative C.

The motorized community stands united in unequivocally opposing Alternative D , which is

largely based on the proposed designations in the Gunnison Public Lands Initiative (GPLI).

Motorized advocacy groups have been fighting against the GPLI for years, as we believe it to

have involved a sham public process used to manufacture the appearance of a consensus

which confers false legitimacy on the radical agenda of anti-recreation (specifically

anti-motorized recreation) special interest groups. The GPLI remains highly controversial and

is subject to significant public opposition, with many of the surrounding counties and

numerous recreational groups opposing it.

Though the GPLI claims their proposal would not close any existing summer motorized routes,

the proposed actions in Alternative D prove this to be an abject lie. Alternative D includes

multiple proposed Special Management Areas (SMAs) which are listed as unsuitable for any

(not just new) summer motorized use, yet include multiple existing designated motorized

routes.

We see nothing in the draft plan language that would allow existing designated routes to stay



open in SMAs deemed unsuitable for motorized use. Indeed, MA-SMA-OBJ-01 states: [Idquo] Within

3 years, initiate travel management to implement special management area suitability

designations. [rdquo] This implies that existing motorized routes incompatible with SMA designations

must be closed. Therefore we must assume that if Alternative D were adopted, it would

require numerous popular motorized routes to be closed in a future travel management

process, including multiple side trails off Kebler Pass, Schofield Pass Road and other roads in

the Gothic area, Poverty Gulch Road, Red Mountain Road, and others.

Moreover, the summer ROS zones proposed in Alternative D would be a disaster for

motorized recreation, placing nearly all of the most popular motorized routes in the GMUG NF

in semi-primitive non-motorized zones. These include Black Bear Pass, Imogene Pass,

Poughkeepsie Gulch, Lower Engineer Pass, Hancock Pass, Tomichi Pass, and many others.

Forest Service officials claimed during the webinars that placing existing motorized routes in

non-motorized ROS zones was likely a mistake. Given that Alternative D describes decreased

motorized ROS zones as a feature of that alternative, and that FW-GDL-REC-16 requires

future travel management plans to be consistent with the desired ROS zones, we can only

conclude that the inevitable effect of these designations would be (to the extent the Forest

Service even has jurisdiction over these roads) to force all of these routes to be closed in the

next travel management process.

While we understand that the Forest Plan is not a travel management plan and will not directly

close routes, it would be disingenuous for the Forest not to acknowledge that the Forest Plan

will inevitably control future travel management decisions. Accordingly, the EIS must analyze

the impact such incompatible designations would have on motorized recreation. We have

recently seen in the Pike San Isabel National Forest that when motorized routes are placed

inside non-motorized management zones, even accidentally, it can and will result in the forced

closure of popular motorized trails.



In the Pike San Isabel National Forest, mapping errors erroneously placed several popular

motorized routes including the Halfmoon Creek, Iron Mike Mine, Twin Cone, and Lost Canyon

roads in non-motorized management areas. Those errors in part gave rise to litigation from

anti-motorized environmental groups, which caused several of those routes to be temporarily

closed by the resulting settlement for over five years pending the outcome of a new travel

management process. As of the draft decision notice published last year, that new travel plan

will result in the permanent closure of the upper portion of Twin Cone Road and numerous

other high value motorized routes, and is likely to be challenged in court this time by motorized

groups.

The GMUG NF would do well to recognize that placing existing designated motorized routes

inside non-motorized management or ROS zones in the new Forest Plan will only invite

litigation and controversy where none exists now. We urge the adoption of an alternative that

will keep all existing motorized routes in motorized ROS zones and will not designate any form

of management areas -- whether Recommended Wilderness, Special Management Areas,

Wildlife Management Areas, etc. -- that would mandate the eventual closure of high-value

motorized routes. The GMUG NF has already undergone travel management planning under

the 2005 Travel Management Rule, and the decision in that travel plan should not be upended

by incompatible management designations in the Forest Plan.

For these reasons, the only alternative we can support in its current form is Alternative B.

Alternative C could be acceptable to motorized users as well, if the summer ROS maps were

corrected so as not to place any current MVUM routes inside non-motorized ROS zones.

Regarding specific issues in the Draft Forest Plan, we oppose any new recommended

wilderness areas beyond the small additions to existing designated Wilderness Areas in

Alternative B. Managing large areas of [ldquo]Jrecommended wilderness[rdquo] as basically identical to



designated Wilderness violates both the letter and the spirit of the Wilderness Act, which

places Wilderness designation under the sole purview of Congress. We oppose additional

restrictions on dispersed camping, and urge the Forest not to adopt standards which will

inevitably result in the widespread adoption of restrictive regulations on dispersed camping

like those recently imposed around Crested Butte.

Finally, we strongly oppose the proposed restrictions on drone flying in FW-STND-REC-09 ,

which are vastly overbroad and unnecessary to achieve their stated goal, and will ultimately

be impossible to enforce. Drone flying has become a popular activity for motorized users

traveling on Forest roads, and we strongly oppose mandating significant restrictions on this

activity in the Forest Plan. Such restrictions, where necessary, should be established in Forest

Orders or project level management plans specific to particular areas, not imposed broadly

across the Forest. The Forest Service also should defer to the Federal Aviation Administration

(FAA) in regulating this new and rapidly evolving activity.

I1l. Alternatives Discussion

As noted above we find Alternative B to be generally acceptable from a motorized perspective,

and therefore urge the final adoption of that alternative. Nevertheless, we will discuss key

points (and point out critical errors and problems) in each of the four alternatives under

consideration.

A. Alternative A

Because Alternative A is the designated no-action alternative, we realize it has zero chance of

ultimately being adopted, as the nature of any NEPA proceeding means the no-action

alternative is included as a mere legal formality with no serious consideration actually given to

adopting it. We will therefore focus most of our comments on the action alternatives.

Nevertheless, we believe that the GMUG National Forest has been effectively managed under

the existing Forest Plan.

We agree there is a need to simplify the Forest Plan, and we commend the Forest for



reducing the number of different kinds of management areas in all the action alternatives.

However, we believe that the new Forest Plan should not make any radical changes to the

existing Forest Plan, and should especially keep the summer and winter ROS zones largely

the same as they are today. We also note that several errors in management area and ROS

zone boundaries, particularly those near the summits of Pearl and Taylor Passes which will be

discussed in detail under Alternative B, exist in Alternative A as well and should be corrected

in the FEIS.

We also note that it has recently come to light that many of the motorized and non-motorized

ROS zones in Alternative A do not accurately reflect current conditions, as changes were

made to the zones from the prior Forest Plan outside of any NEPA process and with no

documentation. We endorse and fully agree with the comments of the Trails Preservation

Alliance on this issue, as stated here .

As TPA describes, there is potentially a discrepancy amounting to 24% of the GMUG National

Forest between the motorized ROS zones in the previous Forest Plan and the supposed

no-action baseline as presented in Alternative A. TPA believes this discrepancy stems from a

combination of mapping errors, a misrepresentation of the effect of the 1991 RMP

Supplement, a blatantly illegal interpretation of the Travel Management Rule claiming that

travel management designations automatically changed ROS designations in the Forest Plan,

and a misapplication of the Colorado Roadless Rule.

We emphasize with TPA that route specific designations in a travel management plan adopted

under the 2005 Travel Management rule do not in any way alter the ROS zones in the Forest

Plan. Even when specific routes inside a motorized ROS zone or motorized recreation

emphasis management area are closed in a travel management decision, the surrounding

ROS and management zones remain the same unless amended by a separate process, which



the GMUG NF elected not to undertake.

If the no-action alternative baseline is indeed misrepresenting large areas that should have a

motorized ROS designation as non-motorized, that level of inaccuracy is fatal to this process

and would invalidate all analysis made in comparison to that baseline. We urge the GMUG NF

to resolve this discrepancy by either providing a sufficient explanation for it or correcting the

baseline ROS maps and statistics in the final EIS.

B. Alternative B

Of action alternatives under consideration, Alternative B (described as the [Idquo]blended[rdquo]

alternative) does the best job of largely preserving the status quo regarding summer motorized

recreation while simplifying the overall management area structure and updating specific

management standards. Accordingly, as it stands today, we support the adoption of

Alternative B in the eventual Record of Decision, at least for the overall plan and summer ROS

zones. We also understand that this alternative is considered the Forest[rsquo]s unofficial preferred

alternative, and we will treat it as such in our comments.

While we are largely happy with the summer motorized ROS zones in Alternative B, the winter

ROS zones leave much to be desired. While Alternative B keeps the summer ROS zones

largely unchanged from Alternative A (see comments above about potential inaccuracies

there), there is a substantial decrease in winter motorized zones relative to the status quo.

The winter ROS zones from Alternative C are far superior and provide a much greater area

available for snowmobiling than Alternative B, closer to current conditions. While we do not

have sufficient expertise in snowmobiling to address specific areas, we would ultimately like to

see a combination of the summer ROS zones from Alternative B and the winter ROS zones

from alternative C.

While the summer ROS zones are mostly

the same as under Alternative A, we wish to



point out several critical errors in ROS

boundaries that carry over from Alternative

A.

The first error (shown upper right) is at the

summit of Pearl Pass Road (designated on

the MVUM as a trail open to all vehicles),

where the semi-primitive motorized zone

(red area) that is supposed to follow Pearl

Pass Road (NSFT 9738) is shown in the

wrong place. As a result, the road (pink line)

at the summit of Pearl Pass is shown as

being inside a semi-primitive non-motorized

zone (green area) instead. The same error

occurs in the management area map for

Alternative B (below right), where the summit

of Pearl Pass Road is shown inside a

Designated Wilderness management area

(green), and the high use recreation area

corridor (purple) that is supposed to follow

the road is shown in the wrong place.

This error appears to have resulted from an

error in the Forest Service[rsquo]s GIS data for the

Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wilderness, as

both the semi-primitive non-motorized zone

and the designated wilderness management



area follows its boundaries. This error can be

clearly seen when the Forest Service[rsquo]s

publicly available Wilderness GIS layer is

plotted on Google Earth against the MVUM

trails GIS layer showing Pearl Pass Road, as

seen on the following page.

This is a critical error that must be corrected. Based

on the fact that on both the north and south side of

Pearl Pass, the Wilderness boundary follows the

road, the road was clearly supposed to be outside of

the Wilderness area. It would make no sense to

have drawn the Wilderness boundary to exclude the

road for its entire length, but then have the summit of

the pass inside the Wilderness. This of course would

force this segment of the road to be closed, making it

impossible to drive Pearl Pass as a through route.

Other map sources correctly draw the Wilderness

boundaries to exclude the entirety of Pearl Pass

Road, including the summit. To the right is how the

National Geographic Trails lllustrated map depicts

the summit of Pearl Pass, with the Wilderness

boundary (green) following and excluding the road.

It is critical that this error be corrected not only in the

GIS data and maps for the Forest Plan revision, but the Forest Service[rsquo]s national Wilderness

GIS layers as well. If this clear error in the Wilderness boundary, ROS zones, and



management areas goes uncorrected, it could force the unintentional closure of one of the

most popular motorized routes in the GMUG National Forest.

A similar error occur occurs at the summit of Taylor Pass, where NFSR 7761.1A: TAYLOR

PASS DIVIDE is shown inside the Collegiate Peaks Wilderness Area and therefore inside a

semi-primitive non-motorized ROS zone (below left) and a Designated Wilderness

management area (below right). The motorized ROS zone and general forest management

area are both shown in the wrong location and do not actually include the road.

This issue can once again be seen in Google Earth imagery to be a clear error in the

Wilderness Boundary, which should have been drawn to exclude the road.

This Wilderness boundary also is shown correctly in the National Geographic Trails lllustrated

map.

This also is a clear error with the Forest Service[rsquo]s GIS data and must be correct in the

Wilderness GIS layer as well as the management area

and ROS zone maps and GIS data for the new Forest

Plan. Otherwise another important road could be forced

to be closed without any deliberate decision to close it.

Another significant error in Alternative B concerns

NFSR 895: SPIRIT GULCH/GREYHOUND MINE off of

US 550 near Red Mountain Pass. As seen in the map

to the right, this road is shown as being mostly inside a

semi-primitive non-motorized zone in Alternative B. It is

in a General Forest management area so that is not an

issue, but the ROS zone needs to be corrected to



semi-primitive motorized if it is to remain open.

| am uncertain of the exact status of this road, as |

attempted to drive it this summer and found it blocked
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by a locked gate. It is shown as a legal motorized route on the current MVUM, however the

interactive ROS maps list it as an admin road. If this is still a legal road, | ask the Forest

Service to investigate why it is gated and to remove the gate. Otherwise the GMUG NF should

explain why it is closed without any travel management decision to close it.

While these are the most significant mapping errors | have found with the ROS zone and

management area boundaries in Alternative B, | am sure there are others that will not be

caught before the new Forest Plan is finalized. As a result, it is critical that the GMUG build

some flexibility into the management areas and ROS zones such that minor mapping errors

which cause short segments of motorized routes to be shown in non-motorized areas do not

force those routes to be closed in the future. This indeed is what happened to several valuable

routes in the litigation around the Pike San Isabel National Forest[rsquo]s travel plan, and the

motorized community does NOT want to see such inadvertent closures happen again. Explicit

wording should therefore be added to the definitions of non-motorized ROS zones to allow for

short segments of motorized routes to be present.

C. Alternative C

While the winter ROS zones in Alternative C are much better than Alternative B and maximize

available opportunities for snowmobiling, we have serious concerns about errors in the

summer ROS zones. There are numerous places where current designated MVUM routes are

shown in semi-primitive non-motorized zones.

11

The most egregious of these errors occur in the San Juan Mountains around Ouray and

Telluride, where world-famous motorized routes such as Black Bear Pass, Imogene Pass,



Ophir Pass, Yankee Boy Basin, Corkscrew Gulch, Lower Engineer Pass, and Poughkeepsie

Gulch are all shown inside semi-primitive non-motorized zones. Most of these are recognized

county-roads, and as such cannot be closed by the Forest Service. However, to the extent that

any of these roads are under the sole jurisdiction of the Forest Service, these clearly

erroneous ROS zones could end up inadvertently forcing the closure of these inestimably

valuable motorized routes.

The map image above shows each of these routes partially or almost entirely within green

semi-primitive non-motorized ROS zones in Alternative C. Of these routes, Black Bear Pass,

Imogene Pass, Ophir Pass, and Poughkeepsie Guich are all Jeep Badge of Honor trails, and

are easily among the most famous four-wheel-drive roads in Colorado. Corkscrew Gulch,

Lower Engineer Pass, and Poughkeepsie Gulch connect to the famous Alpine Loop, which

consists of Engineer Pass and Cinnamon Pass. All of these routes are considered part of the

Alpine Loop Backcountry Area.

Given that all these routes are designated as high use recreation corridors in the management

area maps for Alternative C, which are mainly used along popular motorized routes, placing all

of these routes in semi-primitive non-motorized ROS zones is clearly erroneous and must be

corrected in the maps and GIS data for the final EIS. Numerous other designated motorized

routes are also shown inside non-motorized ROS zones -- too many to discuss each one in

detail.

We are at a loss as to how this occurred, and cannot believe it was intentional that the

alternative described as favoring motorized recreation would in fact force the closure of

numerous popular motorized routes by placing them inside semi-primitive non-motorized ROS

zones. We can only conclude that the GMUG GIS staff failed to compare the ROS zone maps

against the Forest Service[rsquo]s own MVUM route GIS layers, which would have immediately

revealed the significant number of motorized routes inside non-motorized zones.



Because of the extreme number of designated motorized routes inside non-motorized ROS

zones, we cannot support Alternative C as currently drafted. We urge the GMUG NF to

undertake a thorough review of the ROS maps for Alternative C and correct all instances

where existing motorized routes are shown inside non-motorized ROS zones prior to

publication of the FEIS. Finally we note that the mapping errors along Wilderness boundaries

at the summits of Pearl and Taylor Passes discussed in relation to Alternative B are also

present in Alternative C.

D. Alternative D

1. Oppose the GPLI

Colorado Offroad Trail Defenders are unequivocally opposed to Alternative D and the GPLI

upon which it is based. If this alternative is chosen in the final ROD, litigation by the motorized

community is almost certain. The sham public process through which the GPLI was created
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(from which motorized groups were largely excluded), likely violated Colorado open meetings

laws and makes it extremely vulnerable to legal challenges.

We caution the Forest Service against basing the new Forest Plan on such a controversial

and biased [ldquo]community[rdquo] proposal. The GMUG National Forest belongs to all Americans and

should be managed to benefit everyone, not just a few well-funded environmental groups and

local politicians in Gunnison County. Given that over 50% of the GMUG NF is already required

to be managed under the highly restrictive standards imposed by the Wilderness Act and the

Colorado Roadless Rule, the last thing the Forest Service should do is lock up more acreage

under restrictive [ldquo]Special Management Area[rdquo] and [Idquo]recommended wilderness[rdquo]
designations

which severely limit active management.

Motorized advocacy groups have long opposed the GPLI, and we endorse the prior

comments 1 of the Trails Preservation Alliance on this subject, which we have included below:



We continue to oppose Gunnison Public Lands Initiative to date.

The Organizations again wish to memorialize our ongoing concern over and opposition

to the Gunnison Public Lands Initiative ([[dquo]GPLI[rdguo]) process, as there has again been

extensive press around the efforts and release of a final version of this recently. It has

been our experience that this process was not about actually involving the public to

develop a balanced legal plan for the Gunnison Valley but rather was an effort by a

small group to create the appearance that there was public involvement to support an

agenda that had been developed by them prior to any public involvement. Too often the

public was not provided notice of meetings or other basic materials for public meetings

like agendas and minutes were never available and those of our members that were

able to locate a meeting were treated poorly and any input provided was overlooked

after discussions started from a position that areas should be Wilderness unless that

person could prove otherwise. Clearly, that is not the way to engage the public in

questions of land management and as a result really draws the value of this proposal

into question.

In discussions with many of the county officials representing counties adjacent to

Gunnison County, we have found there to be overwhelming opposition to the GPLI

proposal from these adjacent counties. Initially, many of these counties raised concerns

about the failure of the GPLI efforts to engage those counties on the management of

public lands outside Gunnison County. Rather than engaging with these counties to

address concerns, GPLI representatives simply reduced the proposal to Gunnison

County lands only assuming that this was sufficient. For reasons that remain unclear

GPLI simply assumed that management of public lands on the boundary areas of

Gunnison County would not impact adjacent lands in other counties. That assumption

has proven to be less than accurate and has resulted in significant conflict between the

counties that never existed previously.



It should be noted that after a review of the Gunnison County Commissioners meeting

minutes for the years after they convened the GPLI, GCC met with numerous adjacent

counties to attempt to build support for GPLI. This would include meeting with the Town

1 http://www.coloradotpa.org/2019/07/26/pre-nepa-draft-gmug-rmp/ .
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of Marble on Feb 2, 2017 meeting with Hinsdale County on September 5, 2017 and

Delta County on July 11, 2017. None of these counties supported the recommendation

and we believe this is an indication that significantly more work needs to be done on

the GPLI recommendation.

It should also be noted that the Organizations submitted extensive comments to the

GPLI and asked to meet with GLPI representatives. Despite being in the Gunnison

area repeated times over the last 18 months since the comments were submitted, we

were unable to meet with anyone. Representatives were always busy or calls were

made after trips to the Gunnison area had concluded. Also, our local clubs that did

have limited participation in the GPLI process are now struggling to clarify basic steps

of any large discussion, mainly that their participation in the process does not mean

than they endorse the conclusion. That is an entirely separate step and any approval of

the final conclusion of GPLI must be done by the Organizations Board and members.

Despite requests to allow such a vote the GPLI continues to assert that the motorized

community supports the conclusions that have been reached. We are simply unsure of

how that conclusion was reached.

The failure of the public process around the GPLI efforts have led to conclusions that

are rather comical in nature. GPLI asserts that the Curecanti/Blue Mesa Reservoir

should be managed as priority Sage Grouse habitat despite the large number of

developed campsites that have existed in this area for decades and the area was not



identified as priority grouse habitat for either the Greater or Gunnison Sage Grouse.

We must wonder about that conclusion, especially since most [of] the area was clearly

found to be unoccupied.

Another significant concern about the basic direction of the GPLI efforts relates to the

priority management concerns in the conclusions. Almost every management

restriction relates to motorize[d] access to particular areas and the GPLI essentially

would prohibit the construction of roads and trails in the Gunnison Valley in the future.

Again, the Organizations must question the basis for this type of a conclusion as any

assertion that multiple use recreation is the major impactor of Gunnison Valley

landscapes is probably without merit and fails to address the fact the multiple use

community is also the single largest funding partner with the USFS to address many

landscape level challenges.

The third example of the complete failure of the GPLI process is the fact that the

GMUG identified several priority forest health treatment areas across the forest with

their SBEADMR efforts concluded in 2015. Under GPLI, each of these areas would

now be managed as Wilderness rendering the decisions and their NEPA review

scientific basis irrelevant. This simply makes no sense.

GPLI and Colorado Sunshine Laws violations.

In a very troubling turn of events surrounding the GPLI, which was convened by

Gunnison County, in no way complies with Colorado Sunshine Law 32 requirements for

a public effort that is being convened by what the statute refers to as an [ldquo]other public

agency[rdquo]. Given the GPLI has claimed broad public support and collaboration, any

violation of the Sunshine Laws would be concerning. Any claim of public support and

transparency in the process is removed by the fact there does not appear to have been

14

any attempt to publish hearing notices or minutes in any publicly noticed venue such as



a newspaper.

Based on a review of the statute as Gunnison County Commissioners convened the

GPLI group to obtain public input regarding management of public lands and

development of possible statutory language. In addition to the GPLI efforts being

convened by Gunnison County, County commissioners served in ex officio roles with

GPLI, periodically reported back to the entire county commission, approached other

counties regarding support for the efforts and sought out funding for the project. Any

one of these actions was sufficient to trigger the Colorado sunshine laws, which clearly

made the process entirely subject to all notice and record keeping requirements of the

statute. For reasons that remain unclear, the requirements of the Colorado Sunshine

law were simply never complied with.

Additionally, the Organizations put GPLI on written notice May 7, 2018 that the public

process surrounding the effort needed significant improvement. Rather than address

these basic concerns, the Organizations concerns about the complete lack of

transparency in the process were never addressed. the Organizations were never

contacted to substantively discuss our concerns on how to improve the [Idquo]public[rdquo] process

around the effort. This open disregard for public input in the alleged open public

process of the GPLI continued as Gunnison County recently rubber stamped the GPLI

recommendation and is now submitting it to the USFS as their [[dquoJcommunity[rdquo]

recommendation and is pursuing federal legislation based on its recommendation.

As the Gunnison County Commissioners only recently announced this decision, the

Organizations have not finalized research efforts on this concern but we expect to have

a notice of intent drafted and served on the County in the near future.

2. Special Management Areas

If the Special Management Areas proposed in Alternative D were enacted, they would do



great harm to motorized recreation in the GMUG National Forest, and would inevitably result

in the forced closure of numerous existing motorized roads and trails.

The GPLI continues to claim on their website that the SMAs in their proposal would not close

any existing motorized routes, stating:

Within the current areas of agreement, no roads or trails will be closed by the GPLI

proposal. Existing trail use in these area[s] would not be changed by the GPLI proposal

and certain future trails can still be considered for construction and management through

standard agency decision making by the BLM and Forest Service. The GPLI worked

diligently to balance interests in motorized, mechanized, and quiet recreational uses. 2

Having looked at the Forest Service[rsquo]s maps of the management areas proposed in Alternative

D, we must conclude that either the GPLI proponents never took the simple and obvious step

of comparing their proposed SMAs against the Forest Service[rsquo]s current Motor Vehicle Use

Maps, or this statement is a bald-faced lie. Such a basic comparison reveals that there are

numerous designated MVUM routes inside SMAs which are listed as allowing no summer

2 GPLI Website, [Idquo]FAQ[rdquo], https://www.gunnisonpubliclands.org/frequently-asked-questions .

15

motorized use (not just no new routes). Nor are these routes cherry-stemmed out of these

SMAs, but they are solidly within them.

In Table 21 of the Draft Forest Plan listing the proposed SMAs in Alternative D, there is a

column for summer motorized suitability with four possible options for a given SMA: [Idquo]Yes[rdquo],

[[dquo]Limited[rdquo], [ldquo]No New[rdquo], and [ldquo]No[rdquo]. 14 SMAs are listed as [ldquo]No[rdquo] for
summer motorized suitability. Of

these, seven SMAs contain existing designated MVUM routes:

1) The Beckwiths SMA

2) The Horse Ranch Park SMA

3) The Flat Top SMA



4) The Rocky Mountain Biological Research Area SMA

5) The Poverty Gulch North SMA,

6) The Granite Basin SMA

7) The Lone Cone SMA.

Even though the GPLI proponents claim that their proposal will not mandate any motorized

route closures, the Draft Forest Plan implicitly acknowledges that these SMAs will in fact

require such closures, stating: [Idquo] (Alternative D only) MA-SMA-OBJ-01 : Within 3 years, initiate

travel management to implement special management area suitability designations.[rdquo]

If the SMAs in Alternative D are not intended to close existing motorized routes, then why

would travel management be necessary to implement them? We can only conclude that SMAs

created in Alternative D would in fact mandate the closure of numerous high-value motorized

routes, listed below. If that is not the intended result, then either all of the routes mentioned

below must be cherry-stemmed out of the SMAs in question, or else the motorized suitability

designation for each of them must be changed from [Idquo]no[rdquo] to [Idquo]no new.[rdquo]

In the maps below, brown lines represent ML3 roads, red lines represent ML2 roads, pink lines

represent full-size motorized trails, and yellow lines represent motorcycle trails. Motorized

route data is from the current MVUM roads and trails layers on the Forest Service[rsquo]s public GIS

portal.

Again, each of these SMAs lists no summer motorized suitability, not just no new. The only

way these SMAs could ever be acceptable to the motorized community is if these suitability

designations were changed to [Idquo]lno new[rdquo] summer motorized routes and kept all existing

designated routes open.
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(1) Beckwiths SMA

Contains the following motorized routes:

? NFSR 830: BRACKEN CREEK



? NFSR 830.1A: BRACKEN CREEK EAST

? NFSR 830.1B

? NFSR 778: GROUSE SPRING RD

? NFSR 913: SCHAEFER

? NFSR 913.1B

? NFSR 822: SNOW SHOE CREEK

? NFSR 776: WATSON FLATS RD

? NFSR 12.5H: KEBLER GRAVEL PIT RD

This SMA includes all land south of Kebler Pass Road, which is a designated High-Use

Recreation Area. While one spur off Kebler Pass is cherry-stemmed, the rest are not, leaving

them vulnerable to closure being mandated by the [Isquo]no[rsquo] motorized suitability designation.
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(2) Horse Ranch Park SMA

Contains the following motorized routes:

? NFSR 12.1F: KEBLER SPUR 1F

This SMA is north of Kebler Pass Road. While it mostly excludes existing motorized routes,

one short spur extends into it.
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(3) Flat Top SMA

Contains the following motorized routes:

? NFSR 7563: CARBON-RED MTN

? NFSR 7829: RED MOUNTAIN

? NFSR 7955: FLAT TOP BENCH

? NFSR 7955.1E: FLAT TOP BENCH SPUR E

? NFSR 7829.1A: RED MTN BRNO 1



? NFST 9863 (trail open to all vehicles)

? NFST 9863.2A (trail open to all vehicles)

? NFST 9863.2E (trail open to all vehicles)

? NFSR 7862: POWER LINE

? NFSR 7860.1C: POWERLINE CONNECTOR

? NFSR 7860.1A: SMOKEY BEAR

? NFSR 7820: ROPERS STORAGE

The Flat Top SMA contains numerous roads and motorized trails and is a popular destination

for motorized recreation. We cannot imagine why this SMA was given a no motorized

suitability designation, as the vast majority of its area is criss-crossed with motorized routes

which would all have to be closed to meet the no motorized suitability standard.
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(4) Rocky Mountain Biological Research Area SMA

Contains the following motorized routes:

? NFSR 7317: SCHOFIELD PASS (ML3 road)

? NFSR 7317.3E: EMERALD LAKE PG

? NFSR 7569: BELLVIEW

? NFSR 7317.3C: RUSTLER GULCH

? NFSR 7317.3H: WASHINGTON GULCH TH

? NFSR 7317.3G: GOTHIC CG

? NFSR 7317.3B: AVERY PEAK PG

? NFSR 7317.3A: GOTHIC BYPASS

? NFSR 7956: EAST RIVER

Note that this SMA also contains multiple developed campgrounds and designated dispersed

camping sites, and is an extremely popular motorized use area. Schofield Pass Road is also a

county road and likely cannot be closed by the Forest Service. Listing this SMA as no



motorized suitability especially makes no sense.
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(5) Poverty Gulch North SMA

Contains the following motorized routes:

? NFSR 7552: POVERTY GULCH

The Poverty Gulch SMA contains one popular 4x4 road up Poverty Gulch, which should have

been excluded from its boundaries but wasn[rsquol]