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Executive Summary

With few exceptions throughout the country, the fastest growing community the Forest Service
works with is off-highway vehicle (OHV) users. These include the drivers, riders, and
passengers of 4X4s, Jeeps, All Terrain Vehicles (ATVs or quads), and dirt bikes. They use their
vehicles as the centerpiece of their recreational activities, or as a means of transportation for
other experiences such as family camping in remote locations, rock climbing, hunting or fishing.
The Forest Service recognizes the interest of OHV users to the country’s 192 million acres of
National Forests, as well as the drawbacks associated with this use if it is not managed
responsibly.

Within the Forest Service, two national OHV teams are working to address the need for a
broader, more cohesive strategy for managing OHV use. The first group has focused on
developing a national policy framework, including proposed rules for designated routes and
locations for OHV use. Another team, the National OHV Implementation Team, has focused on
providing tools, techniques and best practices associated with managing OHVs. In compiling
these best practice examples, the Team recognized the critical importance of collaborative
approaches in implementing successful OHV programs.

The National OHV Implementation Team set out to document some of the more prominent
examples of collaboration in the context of OHV activities, in order to share these cases as a
means for highlighting best practices in collaboration, and for sharing the key lessons learned
from this experience. The Team was not necessarily looking for “success stories,” but more for a
representative range of project management settings and experiences that could be examined for
key lessons that would have wide national relevance and application. Cases selected for analysis
included:

1)  Arizona OHV Inventory Partnership

2)  California Off-Highway Vehicle Stakeholders Roundtable

3)  Caribou-Targhee Travel Management Collaborative Learning Workshop
4)  Cromer Ridge OHV Management: Daniel Boone National Forest

5)  Hopkinton-Everett Reservoir Multiple-Use Trail System Trails

6)  Lewis and Clark National Forest: Big Snowies Access/Travel Management Plan
7)  Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota Interagency Working Group

8)  OHV Use and Forest Plan Revision on the Ouachita National Forest

9)  Perry Stream All-Terrain Vehicle Trails

10)  Southeast Idaho Trail System

11) Wenatchee National Forest Off-Road Vehicle Trails



The case studies provided a foundation for discussions during the National OHV Collaboration
Summit, held in San Diego, CA on April 11 — 13, 2005. The Summit presented a unique
opportunity for diverse interests to meet, reflect, discuss, and identify lessons and actions for
achieving greater success in OHV management. The Summit’s goals included:

e Convene public and private sector representatives to share lessons learned on the role of
collaboration in OHV management

e Present the stages of the collaborative process — what works, who to engage, timing for
collaboration

e Learn about collaboration pitfalls and how to navigate bumps in the road

e Share public involvement approaches to OHV route designation

This report presents the eleven case studies (revised based on conversations during the Summit
as well as input received from readers of initial drafts) as well as some of the keynote
presentations from the Summit. Authors of the case studies have offered their own synthesis of
key lessons learned from the cases; to complement the authors’ collective sense of key lessons,
the report also includes a “perspectives” section, offering some of the diverse viewpoints on
collaborative problem-solving in the context of OHV activities.

It is hoped that this report - the case studies, keynote presentations from the Summit, and the
varied assessments of lessons learned from these analyses and discussions - will help broaden,
elevate, and continue to encourage the important conversations and reflections about the
application of collaborative approaches in the management of OHVs on America’s public lands.
And that the lessons learned from this experience can be widely shared and lead to the
development of more effective OHV management programs.
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SECTION A

INTRODUCTORY MATERIALS



INTRODUCTION: OHV USE AND COLLABORATION

BACKGROUND

The USDA Forest Service serves the needs of a diverse constituency by offering wide-ranging
recreational opportunities on National Forests. The Forest Service is committed to providing
these opportunities in a balanced, sustainable way for the enjoyment of all. With few exceptions
throughout the country, the fastest growing community the Forest Service works with is oft-
highway vehicle (OHV) users." These include the drivers, riders, and passengers of 4X4s, Jeeps,
All Terrain Vehicles (ATVs or quads), and dirt bikes. They use their vehicles as the centerpiece
of their recreational activities, or as a means of transportation for other experiences such as
family camping in remote locations, rock climbing, hunting or fishing.

The Forest Service recognizes the interest of OHV users to the country’s 192 million acres of
National Forests, as well as the drawbacks associated with this use if it is not managed
responsibly. To affirm the seriousness of these concerns, USDA Forest Service Chief Dale
Bosworth has identified unmanaged outdoor recreation, particularly the unmanaged use of off-
highway vehicles, as one of the four major threats to forest health.” The Forest Service’s role
then, is to provide a diverse mix of recreation opportunities within the capability of the land.
Other Federal and State land managers approach OHV similarly.

However, the planning, management, and regulation of OHVs on public lands have not kept pace
with the rapid increase in use. Regulations concerning the use of OHVs vary considerably across
land management agencies, as well as across regions and even individual land management
units. As one example, until recently, some National Forests had developed travel plans that
restrict motor vehicle use to designated routes or areas, while other Forests continued to allow
cross-country travel.

The impacts from unmanaged OHV use can be severe — erosion, water degradation, habitat
destruction, and damage to cultural sites (see, inter alia, Bowles, 2001; Meyer, 2003; Troyer,
2003). And in many cases, recreation use conflicts (especially between motorized and non-
motorized recreationists) have intensified. Increased popularity of motorized recreation, coupled
with growing concerns over impacts from unmanaged use, provide opportunities for the Forest
Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and other federal, state, and local government
agencies to focus energy on providing a quality system of designated routes, trails and areas for
OHYV enjoyment, as they continue to serve as stewards of the public’s land and resources.
Within the Forest Service, two national OHV teams are working to address the need for a
broader, more cohesive strategy for managing OHV use. The first group has focused on
developing a national policy framework, including proposed rules for designated routes and

! According to a recent USDA study, the number of OHV users in the United States has increased from 5 million in
1972 to nearly 36 million in 2000 (H. Cordell, J. Teasley, G. Super, J. Bergstrom, and B. McDonald, 2000).

2 The four threats identified by Chief Bosworth include: 1) Forest fragmentation, a result of loss of open space,
urban sprawl, transportation corridors, and changes in forest ownership, 2) imported forest pests and diseases, 3) fire
and fuels, and 4) unmanaged outdoor recreation (For the full text of Chief Bosworth’s speech, see:
http://www.fs.fed.us/news/2003/speeches/07/bosworth.shtml
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locations for OHV use. These new rules were released in draft form in July 2004. More than
80,000 comments have been received from the public. The Forest Service is currently reviewing
these comments and a final rule is expected sometime in the coming year (2005).’

Another team, the National OHV Implementation Team, has focused on providing tools,
techniques and best practices associated with managing OHVs. These best practices include:
methods for route inventory and design, monitoring approaches, approaches to managing
designated routes, recommendations for effective enforcement, communication tools and
practices, and means for engaging and working with partners, other agencies and communities.

In compiling these best practice examples, the Team recognized the critical importance of
collaborative approaches in implementing successful OHV programs. Many projects reviewed
by the Team showed tremendous innovation and ingenuity in building broad-based participation
and support for completing route inventories, planning and maintenance of OHV trail networks,
and resolving existing problems or conflicts among stakeholders. It also became apparent that
where unilateral, command-and-control approaches were pursued, the results were less than
satisfactory or enduring.

With these initial observations in mind, the National OHV Implementation Team decided to
document some of the more prominent examples of collaboration, in order to share these cases as
a means for highlighting best practices in collaboration, and for sharing the key lessons learned
from this experience. The description and analysis of these individual projects offers important
insights that can translate into guidance for implementing effective OHV management efforts
nationally.

The National OHV Implementation Team worked with a wide array of Forest Service staff, with
the U. S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution, and with numerous affected
stakeholders in identifying and documenting a range of representative case studies, and in
synthesizing the lessons from these projects into practical recommendations. The Team believes
that the lessons learned from these cases will be useful for practitioners, policy makers, and
participants who are eager to learn — both from the encouraging successes, as well as from some
of the unfortunate missteps and failures. The Team is hopeful that these lessons and analyses
can help stimulate broader reflection, discussion, and ultimately, greater success in implementing
OHYV management across the country.

This case study report was prepared and reviewed in anticipation of the National OHV
Collaboration Summit, held in San Diego, California, from April 11 - 13, 2005. At this
workshop, public land managers and affected stakeholders gathered to discuss the findings of the
case studies, compare these with their own experiences, and identify next steps in implementing
successful OHV management programs.

3 For further information on the Forest Service’s OHV policy, see: http:/www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/index.shtml


http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/index.shtml

SELECTION OF THE CASE STUDIES

The National OHV Implementation Team cast a wide net in seeking case studies for this
analysis. A national call for nominations solicited initial descriptions of more than 50 potential
cases for analysis. The Team was not necessarily looking for “success stories,” but more for a
representative range of project management settings and experiences that could be examined for
key lessons that would have wide national relevance and application.

The extensive list of nominated projects was reviewed based on a number of suggested selection
criteria:

Broad regional/geographic diversity

Various scales (local, multi-forest, state, multi-state, regional)

Complexity (size, issues, number of stakeholders)

Phase of development (mid-stream to fully completed)

A mix of agency jurisdictions (e.g., Forest Service, BLM, State/private, multiple)
Existing documentation

Replicability/application

Relevance of issues (e.g., route designation, restoration, decommissioning)

Based on the criteria above, the following cases were selected for analysis:

1) Arizona OHV Inventory Partnership

2) California Off-Highway Vehicle Stakeholders Roundtable

3) Caribou-Targhee National Forest Travel Management Collaborative Learning Workshop
4) Cromer Ridge OHV Management: Daniel Boone National Forest

5) Hopkinton-Everett Reservoir Multiple-Use Trail System Trails

6) Lewis and Clark National Forest: Big Snowies Access and Travel Management Plan
7) Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota Interagency Working Group

8) OHYV Use and Forest Plan Revision on the Ouachita National Forest

9) Perry Stream All-Terrain Vehicle Trails

10) Southeast Idaho Trail System

11) Wenatchee National Forest Off-Road Vehicle Trails

ANALYSIS OF THE CASES

Three paired teams of Forest Service staff and other selected partners conducted the analysis and
authored the case studies. Each of the teams took responsibility for three or four of the cases.
Authors relied on information gathered from existing documentation (e.g., internal reports,
correspondence, media coverage) and conducted in-depth interviews with key project
participants (e.g., Forest Service staff, local government officials, OHV enthusiasts,
environmental advocates, local landowners, and other affected stakeholders).



The case studies provide short summaries of this existing information, an assessment of
stakeholder perspectives, and the authors’ own synthesis of key lessons gleaned from the
projects. It is important to emphasize that these studies are merely abbreviated, and somewhat
superficial presentations of the experience. As such, they offer encapsulated descriptions of the
context and setting of the project, key issues and stakeholders, achievements to date, and
challenges ahead. The emphasis of the analysis — in reviewing documents and in the interviews
with stakeholders — has been on the dynamics of collaboration and the lessons learned from this
experience, particularly in terms of its potential wider relevance for readers. These case studies
are not the place to look for detailed descriptions of the landscapes and resources, the technical
aspects of route designation and inventory, or the complex legal, political, or interpersonal
dynamics that have occurred within these settings.

Initial drafts of the cases were shared with all those interviewed for the analysis, and their
comments and suggestions have been integrated into these final drafts of the cases. However, as
is the case with many complex situations, the authors occasionally encountered differing points
of view on many aspects of the cases — e.g., their history, meaning, accomplishments, and
relevance — and therefore had to make choices as to how some of the information was presented.
The authors do, therefore, take overall responsibility for the conclusions drawn in these brief
case studies.

Members of the case study analysis team included:

1) Kathy Bond, Independent Facilitator (Olathe, CO)

2) Deborah Chavez, Research Social Scientist, USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest
Research Station (Riverside, CA)

3) Larry Fisher, Senior Program Manager, Public Lands Sector, US Institute for
Environmental Conflict Resolution (Tucson, AZ)

4) Robert Fitzhenry, Group Leader for Information, Management, and Analysis, USDA
Forest Service, Durham Field Office (Durham, NH)

5) Cynthia Manning, Social Scientist, USDA Forest Service, Northern Region (Missoula,
MT)

6) Sharon Metzler, Recreation Special Uses Program Manager, USDA Forest Service,
(Milwaukee, WI)

National OHV Implementation Team members (Kevin Martin, Marlene Finley, and Kathy Mick)
also contributed in important ways to this case study project. They helped with the design of the
project, generated the initial list of candidate cases and assisted in the selection of cases, helped
the study teams resolve a variety of methodological issues, and they reviewed and offered
important comments on early drafts of the cases and of this report.

Larry Fisher served as overall editor for the case studies, and for this report.



THE NATIONAL OHV COLLABORATION SUMMIT

The National OHV Collaboration Summit, held in San Diego, CA on April 11 — 13, 2005 was
convened as a gathering of public land management agencies, private sector groups, non-profit
organizations, and other stakeholders interested in OHV and related resource management
issues. The Summit provided a unique opportunity for diverse interests to meet, reflect, discuss,
and identify lessons and actions for achieving greater success in OHV management. The stated
goals of the Summit included:

e Convene public and private sector representatives to share lessons learned on the role of
collaboration in OHV management

e Present the stages of the collaborative process — what works, who to engage, timing for
collaboration

e Learn about collaboration pitfalls and how to navigate bumps in the road

e Share public involvement approaches to OHV route designation

The Summit included a range of presentations, panels, and learning workshops. The case studies
included in this report (presented in an earlier (draft) form), were used as an initial point of
departure for the discussions, grounding participants in field-level examples of efforts to foster
collaborative processes. A few of the case studies (Southeast Idaho Trail System, Caribou-
Targhee) were also presented in “case clinic” formats — in which participants were engaged in
more interactive analysis and discussion about these cases. The case presentations were
complemented with several thematic discussion groups (e.g., emerging policies in OHV
management, evolving images of off-road recreation, emerging tools for collaborative OHV
management) and with two training workshops (Collaboration 101, Building Partnerships).

Following the vivid (and occasionally controversial) discussions at the Summit, the authors again
reviewed and edited the cases, incorporating new insights and relevant comments received
during the workshop sessions. Participants also suggested expanding the case study report to
include the formal comments presented by the Chief of the Forest Service and those of other
keynote speakers. Finally, we decided to incorporate a “perspectives” section, offering several
different viewpoints on collaborative problem-solving in the context of OHV activities.

These additional pieces are now included in this final version of the report, and it is our hope
that, collectively, the background materials on OHV and collaboration, the keynote
presentations, the case studies, and the varied assessment of lessons learned from these cases will
help broaden, elevate, and continue to encourage the important conversations and reflections that
have already been stimulated by the analysis of the cases.



REFERENCES:

Bosworth, D. (2004). We Need a New National Debate, Speech to the [zaak Walton League’s
81% Annual Convention, Pierre, SD, 7/17/03,
(http:// www.fs.fed.us/news/2003/speeches/07/bosworth.shtml)

Bowles, J. (2001). Desert back roads closed. Press-Enterprise (newspaper), October 31, 2001,
B.10.

Meyer, K. G. (2002). Managing degraded off-highway vehicle trails in wet, unstable, and
sensitive environments. Tech. Rep. 0223-2821-MTDC. Missoula. MT: U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Missoula Technology and Development Center, 48 p.

H. Cordell, J. Teasley, G. Super, J. Bergstrom, and B. McDonald (200), Outdoor Recreation in
the United States: Results from the National Survey on Recreation and the Environment,
Asheville, NC: USDA Forest Service, Southeastern Research Station.

Troyer, J. (2003). Background paper with key messages and talking points: Unmanaged
recreation — impacts from OHVs. Personal communication, December 12, 2003.


http://www.fs.fed.us/news/2003/speeches/07/bosworth.shtml

FORGING A SUSTAINABLE SYSTEM OF ROUTES AND AREAS FOR MOTORIZED USE
Comments by Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth
OHYV Collaborative Summit
San Diego, CA — April 12, 2005

It’s a pleasure to be here at this collaborative summit. I guess I might be the first Forest Service
Chief to have the honor of attending an occasion like this. I think it shows how far we’ve come
in the last 20 to 30 years: Much of our focus at the Forest Service has shifted to outdoor
recreation, and a lot of the recreation on national forest land is now motorized.

Let me say one thing right off the bat: We believe that off-highway vehicles are a legitimate use
in the right place. That includes many places on national forest land. But it’s a use that’s got to
be managed if we want to keep it. That’s what our proposed new rule for OHV use on national
forest land is all about: managing that use now to sustain it in the future. And if we want to
sustain that use in a way that’s responsible, then we’ve got to work together. So I welcome the
collaborative spirit of this summit.

Focusing on What Matters Most

Let me start with some context. This year, the Forest Service is exactly a century old. We’ve
been using this occasion to look back at where we’ve been and to reflect on where we’re headed,
and there are some huge challenges ahead — things like global warming and the loss of ecosystem
services like carbon sequestration ... things like population growth, where we expect to more
than double our population by the end of this century ... things like the need to balance our land
ethic with a consumption ethic, since our consumption as a nation is vastly outstripping our
production of things like energy and timber.

These are enormous challenges, and they are pressing. My biggest fear for a number of years
now has been that we’re not focusing on them enough. That’s why we at the Forest Service
started focusing on the Four Threats — fire and fuels, invasive species, loss of open space, and
unmanaged outdoor recreation. These are long-term concerns that we as a nation urgently need
to address.

The Four Threats are interconnected with the other issues I just mentioned. The huge fires and
all the invasives we’re getting, not to mention loss of working farms, forests, and ranches, mean
that we are losing ecosystem services like clean air and water, biodiversity, and carbon
sequestration. And population growth has to do with our growing consumption and the boom in
outdoor recreation that is outstripping our management capacity. We need to focus national
attention on these concerns, because whether or not we rise to the challenge will decide in the
years ahead whether we will be able to conserve our natural resources for future generations.

Finding Collaborative Solutions
But it’s not just a question of what we focus on, but also 7ow. The Forest Service has had a

whole century of experience in dealing with natural resource issues. Sometimes we’ve been
wildly successful, like in getting our fire program to the point where we quickly suppress 99



percent of our fires. But we haven’t always been quite so successful, particularly when it’s not
primarily a matter of technology and know-how.

And dealing with the Four Threats is not primarily a matter of finding technical solutions. Each
threat has social, economic, and ecological components that are complex and extremely difficult
to reconcile, whether it’s fire and fuels, invasive species, loss of open space, or unmanaged
outdoor recreation. We can’t simply apply technical or regulatory solutions and hope to succeed
—the OHV issue, for example, is not just a matter of law enforcement.

The last few decades have shown that dissatisfaction breeds conflict, litigation, and management
by default through the courts. Nobody wins, least of all the environment. Our way of dealing
with issues in the past through top-down approaches and through conflict and gridlock doesn’t
work. We need to find new models for dealing with the most pressing issues we face today.

There’s hope. This year, we kicked off our hundredth anniversary with a Centennial Congress in
January. Hundreds of people from all over the country attended, including many of our partners.
One of their central tasks at this Congress was to think about the conservation challenges ahead
and to come up with suggestions.

The response from our partners was tremendous. They focused on the big issues that will matter
for years to come, like ecosystem services and what to do about loss of open space. They
focused on building our role at the Forest Service as a convener and facilitator instead of a top-
down director of everything that happens. They focused on the need for engaging our publics in
finding solutions for themselves, because they are the ones who are out there on the land and can
truly make a difference. They focused on community-based stewardship.

Serving People

And that collaborative spirit gives me hope that we will be able to overcome the Four Threats.
Let me turn for a moment to the OHV issue, then come back to collaborative solutions.

Today, the Forest Service is squarely in the business of outdoor recreation. Since 1946, the
number of visitors to the national forests and grasslands has grown about 18 times. In 2002, we
had more than 214 million visits, with about the same number driving through just to enjoy the
scenery. As I mentioned, these numbers are only going to grow as our population grows.

National forest recreation has therefore become the biggest contributor to many of our local
economies, and recreation management accounts for much of our workforce. Recreation offers
hope for our rural economies, whether it’s cruise ships in Hoonah, Alaska, or ATV riders on the
Hatfield-McCoy Trail in West Virginia.

OHYV use has contributed to that recreational boom, and in many ways it’s a plus. We now get
something like 11 or 12 million visits a year on national forest land where OHVs are either the
primary use or a secondary use. About half of the users travel more than 50 miles for the
opportunity to ride on national forest land, and about a third of them say they have no other place
to go.
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So we have a tremendous obligation — and a great opportunity — to serve these folks, and through
them our local communities and economies. We see it as part of our mission, and I think we’ve
fulfilled it in a number of ways:

e According to a survey we did last year, more than 200,000 miles of forest roads are open to
OHV use. That’s more than 60 percent of our entire road system.

e We’ve also got more than 36,000 miles of OHV trails, or about 28 percent of our total trail
system open to OHV use. That includes some premier riding opportunities, like the Paiute
Trail in Utah, a huge loop around most of the Fishlake National Forest. Some of you might
be familiar with it.

Irresponsible Use

Unfortunately, there’s also been a downside to OHV use. I believe that the vast majority of our
OHV users are responsible. They leave no lasting trace on the land. But if just one percent leave
unacceptable damage, that’s still an awful lot of damage: One percent of 11 or 12 million visits
is 110 or 120,000 visits. If every one of those visits does damage, the cumulative impact is
tremendous.

You don’t have to go far to see it. I could show you slide after slide—tire tracks running through
wetlands; riparian areas churned into mud; banks collapsed and bleeding into streams; ruts in
trails so deep you can literally fall in; and sensitive meadows turned into dustbowls. Water
quality deteriorates, soil erodes, and native plant communities decline, partly because invasive
weeds are spread by tires going where they shouldn’t be going. Such use also threatens habitat
for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, like the desert tortoise in areas east of here.

Noise alone is a huge issue. Noise can also pit users against each other or users against
homeowners; it’s maybe the single biggest source of social conflict we have when it comes to
outdoor recreation.

This isn’t just a matter of a few user conflicts or a few user-created trails here and there — not
anymore. In 2003, we figure we had more than 14,000 miles of user-created trails on the
National Forest System. That’s a lot of unmanaged use, and it costs a lot to repair. It can lead to
lasting damage.

That’s why we’ve got to change the way we manage it. Our nation isn’t the same place
anymore. OHV use has reached critical mass. We can’t just leave it alone anymore and hope it

comes out all right. If we want all the benefits from OHV use to continue, then we have to make
sure it is done in a way that is responsible. And that means better managing it.

A Better Way to Manage OHV Use

That’s why we proposed a new rule for motorized use. We want responsible use to continue, and
we need this rule to ensure that it does. This rule will give us a nationally consistent approach to

11



travel management. It will let us balance the public’s enjoyment of OHVs with the best possible
care of the land.

Let me be clear about one thing: The rule itself won’t open or close a single trail or a single acre
to OHV use. Those decisions will all be made after the final rule comes out. They’ll be made at
the local level as we revise our travel management plans. Any decisions will be fully open to the
public, and we invite everyone to get engaged. If you care which trails or roads should be
opened or closed, that’s the time and place to get involved. Everyone will have the same chance
to influence the outcome.

Our goal is a sustainable system of routes and areas designated for motorized use. That doesn’t
necessarily mean closing every user-created trail. If adding a user-created trail to the system
would make it more sustainable by, say, completing a loop that riders want — and if the impacts
are minimal — then that might make good sense. We will be carefully listening to local
communities and user groups to identify the best locations for OHV trails and areas. That means
taking our existing trail system and seeing what we need to add or subtract.

Ensuring that our road and trail system is sustainable means thinking through our recreation
niche within the broader landscape. National forest lands probably can’t meet every recreational
demand from every potential visitor group. We need to look at what services other lands provide
and what we have that’s unique. We also need to avoid “bean counting.” We should ask not
how many routes and areas we close or open, but rather how well future generations are served.

We issued the proposed rule last July, and the comment period closed last September. We
received more than 80,000 comments, including broad support for the concept of a designated
system of routes and areas for motorized use. But there was also substantial concern about our
commitment to the process and about funding and enforcement. Those concerns are partly what
we’re here to discuss.

Common Ground for Partnership

To make it work, we’re going to need help. Fortunately, I see a lot of common ground, because
most OHV users don’t come just to ride. They come for the same things other people do. More
than half say they come to experience nature and more than 40 percent to see wildlife. A lot of
them don’t come primarily to ride at all, but rather to hunt, camp, fish, or hike. They don’t want
to see trashed landscapes or be disturbed by unwanted noise any more than anyone else does.

They’re often willing to help, and I could show you slide after slide of volunteers going out on
their OHVs to clean up trash, fix trails, repair damaged meadows, and so forth. We’ve got some
great partnerships with user groups. Some of them help out by teaching and reminding riders to
be responsible. Some even help out with enforcement. Some have education programs for kids,
and by reaching kids they also reach the adults who shepherd them through the program.

Moreover, we must be realistic. These are tight budget times; we’ve always had to set spending
priorities, and we always will. Today, we wouldn’t be able to maintain much of our trail system

12



without support from our volunteers and partners, and we will continue to need that support.
That’s part of collaboration, too.

The Challenge of Collaboration

The fact that we do get so much help and support gives me great hope. 1 believe we can rise to

the challenge of managing outdoor recreation, including OHV use, but only if we work together
in a truly collaborative spirit. I’ll briefly recapitulate, then say a few words about collaboration

before closing.

We believe that OHVs are a legitimate use in the right place, and that includes many places on
national forest land. But the days are over when folks could just drive wherever they pleased.
These days, there are just too many users having too much impact.

That’s why we need a new rule governing OHV use. The new rule will lay the foundation for a
sustainable system of routes and areas for motorized use, and everyone will have a fair say in
determining where those routes and areas will be located.

But the OHV rule will be the easy part. The hard part will be all the decisions that will have to
be made on the ground as we revise our travel management plans. That’s where folks will have
to come together to agree on a system that is truly sustainable in the long run.

And that’s where we’ll need a collaborative spirit. Of course, collaboration means different
things to different people. To me, it doesn’t mean “helping the enemy.” It means coming
together with those you disagree with, suspending your distrust, and accepting that they have a
legitimate interest and role to play. Then it means finding common ground and coming to some
agreement based on the goals you share.

These are hard things to do. No collaborative process I know of has ever succeeded without a lot
of hard work and a gradual building of trust. But it’s usually been well worth it, and I’ve often
found that folks have been surprised by how much they have in common, despite their
disagreements.

Rising to the Challenge

So I have great hope. I think people are tired of top-down approaches and management driven
by conflict. They are looking to the Forest Service not to give them the answers, but to facilitate
a consensus based on a shared love for the land. It will be up to all of us, working
collaboratively, to find sustainable solutions on the ground. I believe we can and will find
lasting local solutions based on our collective commitment to conservation.

It won’t be easy. There’s hardly an issue I can think of in national forest management today that
is as contentious and emotionally charged as this one. But that makes it all the more important to
try—all the more important to succeed—because this is only part of a much bigger picture. This
is only one issue among many we face today—those major long-term challenges I mentioned at
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the outset of my remarks: fire and fuels, invasive species, loss of open space, global warming,
consumption issues, population growth, and all the rest.

But if we can succeed here, on the OHV issue, as contentious and seemingly intractable as it is,
then we will have accomplished something enormous. If we can come together in the spirit of
collaboration and forge a truly sustainable system of routes and areas for motorized use, then we
will have passed a conservation milestone. We will have shown how other issues, too, can be
resolved through collaborative governance.

So that’s the challenge we face. It’s up to all of us here to come together in a truly collaborative

spirit, knowing how high the stakes are. Future generations will depend on us to rise to the
occasion and find sustainable solutions on the ground.
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PLACE-BASED COLLABORATION:

A PROMISING APPROACH FOR MANAGING OFF HIGHWAY VEHICLE USE
Comments by Luther Propst, Executive Director, Sonoran Institute
OHYV Collaborative Summit
San Diego, CA — April 12, 2005

The Sonoran Institute was founded in 1990 to assist communities conserve and restore important
natural landscapes, wildlife, and cultural values in western North America. Our mission is to
promote healthy landscapes, vibrant economies, and livable communities throughout the West.
With offices in Tucson and Phoenix, Arizona and Bozeman, Montana, the Institute works with
local citizens, public land management agencies, states, counties, communities, landowners, and
businesses to shape the civic quality of growth. Our community-based approach is unique; it’s
called collaborative conservation. We have found that collaborative conservation efforts often
produce the most effective, enduring results because strategies are homegrown, come from
meaningful partnerships, and the investment in the process is high.

My principal theme today is that collaborative decision-making and a commitment to “place”
together are a powerful tool for reconciling the conflicts over Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV)
issues. In some settings (obviously not all) this approach offers hope for enduring solutions.

The challenge is to back away from the heated conflict of the moment long enough to work
together with diverse groups to develop a shared set of values and shared vision for the condition
of the landscape and to address OHV conflicts in the context of these values and this vision.

Conventional approaches for addressing this issue, of course, are necessary. National standards
are essential. Self-regulation, public awareness, and industry responsibility are indispensable.
Travel plans for specific forest districts or management are also essential.

OHYV issues are indeed challenging to address with collaborative management. So are many
other issues. Conflict is inherent in public land management and especially in recreation
management. The potential for conflict over both specific decisions and over fundamental
values must be explicitly acknowledged if it is to be managed. I commend the United States
Forest Service (USFS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for sponsoring this summit
and I commend everyone here for participating. Dialogue is a necessary first step.

Three factors create a highly challenging environment for all public land management issues,
including recreation use: (1) rapid population growth, especially in the West; (2) multiple and
compound challenges to the health of public lands; and (3) the polarized and immature political
culture surrounding public lands in the West.

Rapid Population Growth
As many of you know, the Intermountain West is growing faster than any region in the nation.
In the 1990s, the nation grew at over thirteen percent. That’s an increase of thirty two million

people. This is a larger increase in a ten-year period than any other decade in the nation’s
history.
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The five fastest growing states are all in the Intermountain West. Nevada grew sixty-six percent
in ten years. Arizona, my home state, grew forty percent during this period. Colorado, Utah,
and Idaho all grew at around thirty percent in that period. Wyoming surprised the demographers
by posting a nine percent gain, still a very robust population gain. These numbers themselves
make it difficult for states in the Intermountain West to deal with growth effectively, including
the growing recreational use of public lands. But what is probably more important is buried
beneath those numbers.

Why, for instance, is Wyoming lagging in population growth compared to other public land
states? Primarily, I think, because growth in metropolitan areas drove the growth in the states
that posted the largest increases. Almost all of the growth in Nevada was in Las Vegas. Almost
all of the growth in Arizona was in Phoenix and Tucson. The situation is similar in Colorado,
New Mexico, Utah, and Idaho. Wyoming doesn’t have metropolitan areas that attract that large-
scale growth.

The other major growth factor relates to “high-amenity resort communities”, or rural
communities or counties that are growing rapidly due to their natural beauty, opportunity for
recreation, and small town character. In Wyoming, for example, most of the growth occurred in
high-amenity counties in Greater Yellowstone and in the Big Horn mountains. We saw Teton
County, Wyoming grow sixty-three percent during this ten-year period. At the same time we see
a fairly significant population decline in the resource-dependant counties—the far-rural counties.
These counties are not experiencing the rapid in-migration from the rest of the country, and their
population has declined over the last ten years.

Growth in high-amenity counties, which are spread throughout the West, significantly increases
the level of recreational use, which changes the character of impacts, requires more intensive
management, and often breaks down the social ties that are required for effective land-use
management.

Pervasive Threats to Health of Public Lands

Second, the threats to the health of public lands are increasing in number and complexity, adding
more challenges to effective land management. Last October, the United States Forest Service
Chief Dale Bosworth identified four major threats to forest health: forest fragmentation from
urban and rural sprawl and transportation corridors; imported forest pests and diseases—a quiet,
insidious challenge; fire and fuels management; and unmanaged outdoor recreation.

The complexity and enormity of Bosworth’s list of threats reinforces my perspective that
progress is not to be found entirely issue-by-issue, but largely or partially through a rededication
of public land managers, recreational users, conservation advocates, and local officials to the
overall health of the special landscapes or places that we all value. The opportunity and the need
is to address the challenge, to a certain extent, place-by-place and based upon the values and
knowledge and energy of people who care for the health of our public lands.
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Polarized and Immature Political Culture

Third, I would like to briefly describe the polarized, stalemated, and perhaps immature, political
culture of the West. Wallace Stegner wrote in Where the Bluebird Sings to the Lemonade
Springs: “Nothing would gratify me more than to see the West, in all its sub-regions and sub-
cultures, both prosperous and environmentally healthy, with a society to match its scenery.”
Stegner later qualifies this view: “Yes, the West is hope’s native home, but there are varieties
and degrees of hope, and the wrong kinds, in excessive amounts, go with human failure and
environmental damage as boom goes with bust.”

Less poetically, Bernard DeVoto writes that the political culture of the West is characterized by
its attitude toward Washington and that attitude is: “Get out and send us more money.” That
comment is perhaps a bit harsh, but we all recognize the kernel of truth. The polarized and over-
simplified rhetoric that flows from both ends of the opinion spectrum makes it very difficult for
people to recognize when real progress is being made, much less to make significant progress.

This political climate associated with public lands — characterized by conflict, vilification, and
oversimplification of complex challenges — fans the flames of bitterness on land-use, recreation,
and environmental issues and hinders the development of enduring solutions. On the one hand,
we see groups — often conservation advocates and public land managers — made scapegoats for
the region’s deep and serious social and economic challenges. On the other hand, we see an “us-
versus-them” mentality in which user groups are made scapegoats for the region’s pervasive and
complex ecological challenges. In this climate, no interest or perspective wins. The health of
the lands and the vitality of our communities suffer.

My central point is this: At the same time that many politicians and the media focus on conflict,
on polarized rhetoric, on over-simplification of complex issues, on the mythic debate over “jobs
versus the environment” the world is changing in the West. This fundamental change is
happening quietly, but we are seeing the emergence of a movement that is coming of age; that is
proving itself on the ground; that is demonstrating that there is a better, more enduring way to
solve these problems. This movement is proving that we can indeed protect and restore western
landscapes; and that western communities can prosper. The movement is loosely called the
community stewardship movement or the local collaboration movement. It is largely below the
radar screen. It is not reported well because it does not make for good press. When it works, the
results are often boring. When collaborative efforts fail, and some do, then it makes good press.
This movement is deeply subversive. If your perspective is that conservation advocates are too
powerful, it can be threatening and subversive. If your perspective is that conservation is being
undermined, it can be threatening and subversive. This collaborative movement is just beginning
to demonstrate its potential; we’re beginning to see more evidence of case studies and examples
that are working on the ground.

Community stewardship or local collaboration is certainly not a panacea. There will always be

issues where people are going to fight about the proper use of lands in the West. But this
approach is building momentum in an increasing variety of settings.

17



We see, for example, the development of “green business coalitions.” For example, the Sierra
Business Council has over 600 members in the Sierra Nevada of California. This is a coalition
of business owners who are coming together to protect the landscape health and beauty that is
essential for their businesses. In promoting their businesses, they want better land-use policies in
the counties of the Sierra Nevada Mountains.

We see this approach replicated in the Greater Yellowstone region with the creation of a
fledgling group called the Yellowstone Business Partnership that advocates for sound land-use
policies and rejects the myth of “jobs versus the environment.” They are standing up for policies
that allow them to prosper, recognizing the value of a healthy landscape to their own prosperity.

We see collaborative approaches for protecting working agricultural landscapes, where ranchers
and conservation advocates -those traditional enemies — are increasingly working together. We
see efforts in Colorado, California, and Wyoming where ranchers are now working to protect
their ranch land by creating land trusts and forming coalitions that involve environmental
advocates, sportsmen, outdoor users, and others.

We see collaborative approaches in a new breed of developers; people like Tom Gray in
California, who envisioned a development project on 20,000 acres, of which 18,000 acres have
been left as wildlife habitat and open space, and 260 lots are laid out on the remaining 2,000
acres, leaving over 95 percent of the community as open space, and creating a $25 million dollar
endowment to restore ecological health on the site.

We see the fruits of community stewardship in many ways across the West. We see Chris
Leinberger, a developer, working to restore downtown Albuquerque, because he wants to see a
vital downtown as an alternative to sprawl.

We see it in Gallatin County, Montana where a coalition of ranchers, conservation advocates,
and hunters have worked together to pass two $10 million dollar bond measures to protect
wildlife habitat and open space, primarily through conservation easements. Imagine a county
where half of the land is already public land, taxing itself ten million dollars to protect wildlife
habitat and working agricultural landscapes.

We see it in groups like the Malpai Borderlands Group - innovators in the rural collaboration
movement — where ranchers in southwestern New Mexico and southeast Arizona are working for
landscape health over a huge landscape.

We see it in the diverse group that joined together to create La Ruta de Sonora, an award-
winning ecotourism effort in southern Arizona and northern Sonora that brings tourists from
North America into remote and economically marginalized ejidos (communities) and allows the
ejidos to gain economic value from visitors. La Ruta also sets aside five percent of its gross
revenues for community and conservation projects.

We see collaboration working all around the West, as people work together to integrate
conservation and community values.
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This community based and collaborative approach to public land management gives people a
reasonable basis for hope for resolving land-use and growth-related conflict in the West. My
experience, and the experience of the Sonoran Institute, convinces me that this approach works.
There is a growing body of literature that describes this movement; however, in my experience,
the opportunity boils down to three principles:

e Tap into the power of place;

e Articulate a compelling vision for the future of a community or a landscape that appeals
to the hopes and aspirations of the public; and

e Produce tangible outcomes through collaborative partnerships.

Build upon the Power of Place

We see the power of place at work in many cases when people have gotten together and worked
out their problems in a mutually beneficial manner, because they are focusing on their own
community. The Sonoran Institute published a book entitled Beyond the Hundredth Meeting, A
Field Guide to Collaborative Conservation on the West’s Public Lands (with apologies to
Wallace Stegner) that examines a range of these collaborative and community stewardship
efforts. Our conclusion is that community stewardship efforts work best when the scale is small
enough that people are dealing with each other as people and not as hired hands. We see higher
probability of success when working on a manageable scale—a community or a small watershed
or a ranger district, rather than on a scale where only the representatives from national trade
associations or environmental groups are at the table. People do value their way of life in the
West and it brings them together. It can bring people together who have very diverse
perspectives on the future.

The power of sense of place, however, is too often overlooked. Local leadership allows
conservation efforts, economic development efforts, efforts to reconcile competing uses of public
lands, to tap into that powerful sense when people share concern about a landscape.

The love of the landscape — whether you work it, whether you visit only on weekends or annual
vacations, whether you retire there — can unite people with disparate values and perspectives.
Tapping into this is the impetus for better management of public lands, local economic
development efforts, and certainty for users of public lands. By focusing on a landscape, people
can move through the barriers to collaborative approaches toward solving problems.

Increasingly public lands are recognized as economic assets and the foundation of economic
prosperity in a changing global economy. A recent Sonoran Institute report, Prosperity in the
21" Century: The Role of Protected Public Lands, investigated the connection between protected
public lands and economic prosperity. The primary finding was that the presence of protected
public lands and their associated amenities were correlated with economic prosperity in areas
that were able to take advantage of broader markets (for example, in areas close to airports and
universities). The amenities provided by protected public lands can serve as a strong draw to help
communities attract highly qualified employees in knowledge-based industries, such as
engineering, technology, and so forth.
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Regulation and enforcement are necessary for maintaining our valued landscapes. However,
regulation and enforcement, while essential in an orderly society, alone are insufficient to the
task. Society cannot rely upon increasingly centralized decision-making and regulatory
constraints to solve our disputes. Don’t get me wrong, regulatory approaches, prohibitions, and
mandates are absolutely essential both in public land management and county land-use controls.
They are essential for establishing the minimum code of conduct. But to build livable, vibrant
communities, and to protect and restore landscapes that are badly degraded for whatever reason,
simply requires a degree of inspiration, solidarity, and long-term commitment that cannot be
built or sustained, if we rely too much on prohibitions and constraints and not enough on the
inspiration of people who care about the landscape.

I want to quote Donella Meadows who wrote a book called The Local Politics of Global
Sustainability. She writes: “The trouble is the sustainable world generally offered by
environmentalists is based on restriction, prohibition, regulation, and sacrifice. Hardly anyone
seems to envision a sustainable world that would be a nice place to live in.” If we start with a
vision for that “nice place to live” instead of starting from the perspective of prohibitions and
restrictions, we can often tap into that human desire to live well in the world. This approach is
not a panacea, but it provides a foundation. With a focus on the ecological health of specific
places and the livability of specific communities, we can shift the focus from the lowest common
denominator based upon rules and mandates, to the highest shared interest in a shared landscape.

Las Cienegas National Conservation Area

A compelling example of the power of place is evidenced in a case study of collaborative
conservation in the Sonoita Valley of southeastern Arizona. Las Cienegas National Conservation
Area is a protected BLM unit in the Sonoita Valley, just a forty minute drive from downtown
Tucson. Las Cienegas is the site of an historic ranch dating back to late 1870s and includes forty-
seven thousand acres of native desert grasslands and rolling oak-studded hills. The site also has
Cienega Creek, with areas of perennial water, snaking through.

In 1969, Las Cienegas ranch site was sold for real estate development, and though the
development plan failed, the adjacent rural community woke up to the threat of large-scale
landscape change in their quiet town. The ranch site was then sold to a mining company and in
1988 a series of land exchanges brought the ranch lands under BLM ownership. In 1995, at the
invitation of the BLM, the community became intimately involved with planning for the future
of Las Cienegas watershed. Those individuals committed to working with the BLM on a land-
use plan for the site became known as the Sonoita Valley Planning Partnership. A parallel group
called the Sonoita Crossroads Community Forum also grew out of the process and began to
address development on private land, which initiated a local dialogue process based upon values,
vision, and actions.

In spite of stereotypes and long-held grudges, the people involved in these groups persevered to
work out their differences. The impetus for this was a commitment to protect that which all
stakeholders felt a shared ownership: clean water, abundant wildlife, wide open spaces, healthy
grasslands, ranching, and rural character. This power of place was a driving force for everyone to
develop a common vision for the future. I’'ll come back to this case study shortly, but now I’d
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like to emphasize my second major point about community stewardship, which involves
articulating a vision for the future.

Articulate a Compelling Shared Vision

We see success when people articulate an appealing, compelling, shared vision for the future of a
community or a landscape at the scale that [ have talked about. A well-articulated vision for the
future allows the integration of national environmental and conservation goals with local values.
It allows reduction in the polarization that undermines successful efforts. When a local vision is
developed through an open process, we see situations where it provides a foundation that is
positive, unifying, and healing. We see this approach work in many communities. We see a
compelling local vision bring old-timers together with newcomers, environmental advocates with
people who could care less about wildlife habitat. We see a popular local vision as the basis for
significant progress.

The potential role of building upon a strong local vision is widely overlooked throughout the
West as the starting point for resolving land use conflicts. The shared experience of people with
differing perspectives talking, not about a conflict, but about what they want a community or a
landscape to be in about 20 or 30 years, and what they want to do to get there, is a powerful tool.
With an explicit emphasis on shared values and a shared vision for a landscape, a context
develops for more effectively addressing specific conflicts such as those between OHV users and
land managers or conservation advocates.

Looking again to the case study of Las Cienegas National Conservation Area, Karen Simms,
BLM planner said: “The key that kept us together through everything, was the core vision — the
shared goal we all agreed on, to which we could return whenever disputes over details threatened
to get out of hand.” The vision that everyone could agree on was to “work together to perpetuate
naturally functioning ecosystems while preserving the rural, grassland character of the Sonoita
Valley for future generations.”

My contention is this: if we step back from the issue at hand, whether OHV use or real estate
development or ranching, and start a sincere dialogue process about our shared values and shared
vision for the future, then the Sonoran Institute’s experience in Las Cienegas and dozens of other
places offers hope that this dialogue often leads to agreement, among the strong majority of
participants, that the health of the landscape is an important priority.

Almost everyone who uses public lands has a shared value in seeing that our children and
grandchildren have the same opportunity that we have to enjoy the public lands: to get lost, to get
found, to enjoy the blessings of our wild places, and to leave the public lands in a condition that
makes us proud of what we pass on to our children. When this dialogue begins, answers are not
easy, but they are more likely to emerge. The emphasis moves from conflict to consideration of
the condition of the land, the impact of different uses and different levels of use, and the steps
needed to protect or restore the condition of the land.
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Produce Tangible Outcomes through Collaborative Partnerships

Don Snow, a writer and teacher, describes the power of "coalitions of the unlike" — bringing
people together who normally wouldn’t associate with one another. Has anybody ever really
tried to work with someone with whom they disagree about almost every public policy issue? It
is not easy. It can be difficult. And sometimes the most difficult thing is that you discover that
you may like them.

The West is in a difficult transition period; we face many complex challenges. We simply must
insist that public dialogue recognize this complexity. We must avoid demonizing people with
whom we disagree. We must acknowledge that economic prosperity and landscape health are
complementary and not conflicting objectives.

We need more emphasis on dialogue among the unlike. When people who have different life
histories, different priorities and different values, sit down together, treating each other with
respect, surprising solutions often emerge. Increased creativity can produce results that are often
more effective, enduring, and equitable than when acting in isolation. The synergy can generate
options that were never considered before, placing them on the table for discussion and analysis.

As I’ve mentioned, the Sonoran Institute has seen surprising results when local residents
participate in a dialogue about local values, develop a shared vision for the future of a familiar
place at a scale that works in people’s minds, and create partnerships that lead to actions that
help them to realize this vision.

Now back to Las Cienegas. | want to emphasize the diversity of this collaborative group. The
Sonoita Valley Planning Partnership, for example, is made up of ranchers, environmentalists,
hikers, mountain bikers, equestrians, OHV enthusiasts and motorcyclists, bird watchers, hunters,
and several governmental agencies. And while the disparate nature of the Partnership made for
frequent arguments, it also worked in their favor. One participant, a rancher, said: “The diversity
kept us from degenerating into one faction against another. If one group lobbied for something
unreasonable, four or five other groups could combine and convince them to settle down.” And it
was this coalition-building process, this realization of the vision and sense of place, which
allowed the group to be so effective.

From 1995 to 2000, the Partnership worked with the BLM to develop a vision for the future of
the landscape. Their vision included enhanced protection for natural and cultural resources and
specific management goals to promote sustainable use, such as grazing and recreation, that does
not degrade the resources. They then worked with the Sonoran Institute on a campaign to get Las
Cienegas designated by Congress as a National Conservation Area. In 2000, Congress
unanimously passed legislation establishing Las Cienegas National Conservation Area, with
strong bipartisan support, mostly because of the broad support base found at home. The NCA
designation not only afforded the area more resource protection, but it elevated the significance
of the area to a national level. In 2003, the Sonoita Valley Planning Partnership helped the BLM
write the resource management plan for the area. The Partnership is now working with the
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Sonoran Institute and the BLM to help implement the management plan and improve protection
of nearby lands.

To conclude, I would like to underscore again that the most extraordinary results have come
about, in my experience, when:

e Local residents and users participate in dialogue about local values and local places;

e They develop a shared vision for the future of a community, watershed, or landscape;
and

e People from various backgrounds come together to identify the actions necessary to
realize this vision.

The love of our special places can gain broad support for effective management of the landscape.
In the West, change is inevitable. At this point, change in the Intermountain West is especially
rapid; it is especially bewildering; it is especially threatening to many. Change can divide us and
as a result it can conquer our landscapes. It can conquer our community values. It can produce a
future that is the lowest common denominator. We can call it sprawl; we can call it whatever
you will. We can either be conquered by that or we can tap into the places that inspire us.

Responding to Wallace Stegner’s commentary on the West, I believe that the civilization of the
West will better match its scenery when we better articulate a compelling shared vision for the
future of our landscapes and communities, when we design policies that more effectively tap into
the power of place that defines the West, and when we put more energy into building
relationships and partnerships that bring together “coalitions of the unlike.” We can create an
inspiring future that matches the inspiration that many of us find in this landscape. We can shape
change so that our landscapes and our communities are better off.
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SECTION B

CASE STUDIES
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THE ARIZONA OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE INVENTORY PARTNERSHIP
By Larry Fisher and Kathy Bond

“[We] took the approach that it’s better to get as many people as possible involved at
the beginning instead of asking for apologies later.”

BACKGROUND

According to industry experts, more than half of all vehicles sold in Arizona are sport utility
vehicles (SUVs) or light trucks, and in the past few years, all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) have
increased in sales an average of 29 per cent per year. In a recent survey conducted by Arizona
State University, 21 per cent of Arizonans (or 1.1 million people) identified themselves as Off-
Highway Vehicle (OHV) enthusiasts,® and the total economic impact to the state from
recreational OHV use was estimated at more than $4 billion. These economic benefits are spent
directly on vehicles and equipment (e.g., purchase of OHVs, trailers, accessories, insurance,
maintenance costs), as well as indirectly, through the money spent in local communities close to
areas where people recreate - for lodging, meals, gasoline, and other goods and services.’

As OHVs have become more prevalent, their use has also led to increasing impacts to land and
resources within Arizona’s extensive system of public lands, creating new challenges for public
land management agencies. Increasing OHV use has generated concerns over resource impacts
(e.g., erosion, water degradation, and habitat destruction, damage to cultural sites, and violation
of sites sacred to Native Americans), and led to increased conflicts with other public land uses.

The rapid expansion of OHV use was certainly not considered in the scope of these agencies’
existing management plans, and the varied Federal, State, and local land management agencies
promote different policies regarding OHV use. This is true even within individual agencies —
where different sites may have different policies and regulations. As an example, the six
National Forests in Arizona have until recently had different policies for cross-country use by
OHVs.® This diversity of approaches has led to some confusion by the public as to where and
how they may use OHVs.

Off Highway Vehicle use often crosses jurisdictional boundaries (from federal to state to local,
and even to private), and many observers have long noted the need for consistency in approach
among public land management agencies. It is this recognition that led to the formation of the
Arizona OHV Inventory Partnership.

* There is considerable overlap, inconsistency, and controversy over the use of the terms SUV, ATV, and OHV, and
they are often used interchangeably. For the purposes of this report, we use OHV to refer to all-terrain vehicles that
can travel without roads or trails and such vehicles as four-wheel drive vehicles originally intended for highway use
but capable of traveling off-road

> Results of the study, Economic Importance of Off Highway Vehicle Recreation in Arizona, can be viewed at:
http://www.pr.state.az.us/partnerships/ohv/OHVEcon/az_ohv_econ.pdf

® To remedy this inconsistency, the Forest Service recently issued an environmental impact statement to address

cross-country travel by OHVs and to offer guidance for standardizing road and trail signing conventions.
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The Arizona OHV Inventory Partnership was created in January 2000 to develop an interagency
effort to complete a comprehensive inventory of existing OHV routes on all Forest Service,
Bureau of Land Management, and State Trust Lands within the state of Arizona. Along with the
inventory, the partnership is creating a series of public access guides as well as a jointly accepted
system for signage and marking of trails across the state. The ultimate goal of the partnership is
the development of a seamless recreation experience for OHV users in Arizona.

The OHV Inventory Partnership is comprised of four
agencies: the Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
the USDA Forest Service, Arizona State Parks, and
the Arizona State Land Department; however, a
number of additional agencies and organizations are
active participants: 1) Arizona Game and Fish
Department, 2) Advance Resource Solutions, Inc., 3)
Arizona OHV Coalition, 4) Arizona State Association
of 4 Wheel Drive Clubs, 5) Arizona ATV Riders, 6)
Arizona Trail Riders, and 7) Riding Arizona.

Funding for the effort has been provided primarily
through a state fuel tax that is used to fund OHV . = ,
projects (the fund is administered by Arizona State Route inventory using a GPS unit and motorcycle
Parks). However, each of the agencies and

participating organizations has also offered contributions, both in funding and in kind, to support
the effort.

Collaboration among these key agencies presents an opportunity for public land management
agencies to inventory and designate routes throughout the state of Arizona, including all land
management jurisdictions. Prior to the creation of this partnership, there were no official OHV
route inventories or designated route networks within the state of Arizona.

HOW THE PARTNERSHIP WORKS

Inventory data needs are identified collectively by participating agencies, and collection of
appropriate data is coordinated by the Forest Service. Global Positioning Systems (GPS) data is
gathered by motorcycle, on foot and horseback, with ATVs, and with four wheel drive vehicles.
This information is often collected with the assistance of citizen volunteers recruited from local
recreation organizations. The inventory data includes route type, width, name/number, observed
uses, hazards, and various types of encountered sites and activities (e.g., campsites). Photo
points are also recorded for future monitoring studies.

Based on this data, the Partnership produces Access Guides, which identify appropriate routes
for public use. The funds obtained from the sale of the Guides help continue to support the work

of the Partnership, including the publication of additional Access Guides.

The Partnership is also working on the development of uniform signage and use regulations for
all routes within Arizona. This work is being furthered through a uniform process for
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designating route networks, combining the legal sideboards and public input through a computer-
assisted tool, the Evaluation Tree (developed by Advance Resource Solutions, Inc.) that
produces alternatives for agencies’ planning processes.

ONGOING CHALLENGES

While consistency and standardization were cited as major contributions and successes of the
partnership, some voiced concerns about the loss of local decision making and responsiveness,
and criticized the time and effort that were sometimes sacrificed in the name of coordination.
Several people acknowledged these important trade-offs and they are continuing to seek ways to
resolve these occasional tensions. Building in flexibility between the state- and local-level
decision processes will likely continue to be a challenge for the Partnership.

The Partnership’s important inventory work must still be complemented with appropriate
decision processes, and with planning and implementation activities, and interviewees
acknowledged that there remains much work to be done in these areas. These steps require a
growing participation, and sense of ownership, by a wide range of interest and user groups.
While there is general public support for a more systematic approach to the inventory,
evaluation, and eventual designation of routes, the process is not without controversy,
particularly within the broader context of land use planning. The procedures used to inventory
routes, as well as the use of the Evaluation Tree technology (computer software that evaluates
inventoried routes and provides the basis for the development of a preferred alternative), have
been challenged in meetings and open houses by tribal, state, county officials, and by
environmental groups. The Partnership, and the individual agencies working within this
framework, will have to continue to educate and inform the public, and to adapt the tools and
approaches to meet the needs of these public processes.

The biggest hurdle remains the trust from the public as well as within the agencies. Many view
the inventory with suspicion and have assumed that this is an effort to restrict access and institute
closures; some are concerned about the potential problems of institutionalizing too much
standardization and uniformity. And there are many with strong biases and values — both for and
against increased control over OHV use on public lands. These concerns have been noted in the
mixed public responses to the inventory (especially in the context of ongoing revisions to
existing Resource Management or Forest Plans). Agency staff have also raised concerns because
of the remaining differences in approaches to inventory, designation, and planning in general.

Even with agreement on data standards, a looming challenge for the land management agencies
is using the data consistently. Here again, the differences among agencies, and opinions of
individual staff and specialists, suggest that some will not accept the validity of the data, and
others will use different criteria in interpreting the data for decision making.
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LESSONS LEARNED

A) Data protocols and standards present a major challenge in multi-agency, multi-
jurisdictional travel management. The Arizona OHV Inventory Partnership has worked
hard to negotiate and develop a “route inventory data dictionary” that is acceptable and
used by all land management agencies. It offers consistency in the collection and
analysis of data, and is viewed as a major contribution by many participating agencies
and transportation specialists.

B) Flexible funding has been another key aspect of the Partnership’s success. While access
to State Parks funding had initially been a principle source of support for Partnership
activities, the ability of each of the agencies to tap into their own budgets, and also
generate funds through the publication of the access guides, has helped sustain the
Partnership over time. The interagency partnership is cited as a major plus for leveraging
grant funding, because potential donors see the broader applications of the Partnership’s
work.

C) Volunteers, secured through strong working relationships with local OHV groups, have
contributed enormously to the Partnership’s success. Many of these volunteers have
intimate knowledge of the lands and routes, and are an invaluable local resource — both
for their familiarity with local conditions as well as for the volunteer time, labor, and
resources they contribute. Volunteers have provided important preliminary route
