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Good morning,
Attached please find letters submitted regarding the Nash Stream Forest agenda item.

My apologies for the late circulation of these materials as they were submitted to me
throughout the day yesterday with one being submitted at 5:00 PM.

Let me know if you have any questions-
Thank you!

Stephanie N. Verdile

Principal Planner

Department of Business and Economic Affairs
Office of Planning and Development

State of New Hampshire

Phone (603) 271-1765
Stephanie.N.Verdile@livefree.nh.gov
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Coos County Commissioners' Office
P.O.Box 310

West Stewartstown, N.H. 03597
603-237-1920

January 11, 2023

NH Council on Resources and Development (CORD)
Department of Business and Economic Affairs

100 Main Street

Concord, NH 03301

Dear CORD Members,

I am writing on behalf of the Cods County Commissioner. They met today and one of the items on the
agenda was the Kelsey Notch Trail review by CORD. The Commissioners were unanimous in their
support of keeping this trail open.

As we have been told by the local clubs, the connectivity between riding areas is a very important
feature of the ATV trail system in New Hampshire vs. Vermont or Maine. Closing down the Kelsey
Notch Trail would disconnect three of the four major trail systems in Cods County causing New
Hampshire to lose its competitive advantage over these neighboring states.

With the closing of the Berlin paper mill in 2006, the closing of the Balsams in 2011 and the closing of
the paper mill in Groveton in 2017, Co6s County residents have been struggling to survive.

The influx of ATV riders in the summer and fall has been instrumental in helping our small businesses
stay in business and that provides much needed jobs for our residents. We ask that you support our
efforts to increase recreation as a replacement for the loss of the paper industry and help Co6s County
come back from over 20 years of devastating losses.

Nash Stream Forest was purchased with public funding, and it should be open to all types of recreation
now and in the future.

Thank you for your cgnsideration,

pe=d

ennifer Fish
Coos County Administrator

COMMISSIONERS
THOMASM.BRADY, Jefferson * RAYMOND GORMAN, Colebrook ROBERT THEBERGE, Berlin







January 12, 2023

New Hampshire Council of Resources and Development
100 North Main Street
Concord, NH 03301

Re: CORD Assessment of ATV/UTV use on Kelsey Notch Trail
Dear Mr. Caswell and CORD members:

As the New Hampshire Off Highway Vehicle Association (NHOHVA), we represent 25
OHRY clubs in the state. Specifically, we represent the Metallak ATV Club and the North
Country ATV Club which are the clubs maintaining trails in the Nash Stream Forest in
partnership with the NH Bureau of Trails. We continue to support ATV/UTV use on the Kelsey
Notch Trail as it is allowed by the easement, required under CORD’s statutory duties and the
North Country and New Hampshire’s economies depend on it.

We understand that CORD granted a two-year extension in January 2021 for additional
study of OHRYV use in the Kelsey Notch Trail and need to once again take action at this time. We
respectfully request CORD continue to allow ATV/OHRYV use on the trails and adopt the
recommendations of the Department of Natural and Cultural Resources (DNCR) in their annual
2021 and 2022 environmental compliance reports.

During the public comment period in 2020, we submitted NHOHVA’s legal opinion
(Addendum A) that the Easement, CORD’s statutory duties, and applicable New Hampshire law
requires that CORD continue to allow for the use and regulation of ATVs and UTVs on the
Kelsey Notch Trail.

Since that time, there has been published The Economic Contributions of OHRV Riders in
New Hampshire (Addendum B) in August 2021 by Dr. Daniel Lee of Plymouth State University.
The study estimated that even during the pandemic in 2020 that OHRYV riders contributed over
$300 million to the state economy in that one calendar year. The Kelsey Notch Trail is a critical
connector between North Country trails which is vital to continued positive economic impacts.

We look forward to supporting DCNR and the NH Bureau of Trails in anyway needed to
ensure these trails are maintained and urge CORD to continue to allow ATV/UTV use on the
Kelsey Notch Trail.

Sincerely,

Buddy %onne

President of the New Hampshire Off Highway Vehicle Association
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ADDENDUM A





RATH YOUNG PIGNATELLI

Michael K. O’Neil
Attorney at Law

mko(@rathlaw.com
603-410-4315

Please reply to: Concord Office

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL
October 26, 2020

Mr. Jared Chicoine, Chair

New Hampshire Council of Resources and Development
c/o New Hampshire Office of Strategic Initiatives

107 Pleasant Street, Johnson Hall, 3™ Floor

Concord, NH 03301

Re:  CORD Assessment of ATV/UTYV use on Kelsey Notch Trail
Dear Mr. Chicoine and CORD members:

This office represents the NH Off Highway Vehicle Association (the “Association”)
in connection with the assessment of ATV/UTV use on the Kelsey Notch Trail (the
“Assessment”) currently under review by the NH Council of Resources and Development
(“CORD”). This letter is submitted to be included in the public comments requested in
connection with the Assessment, and as a legal opinion of the Association respecting the
permitted use of ATVs and UTVs on the trail in accordance with the Nash Stream
Conservation Easement Deed dated August 4, 1989 (the “Easement”) and applicable New
Hampshire law.

CORD’s statutory duties, the terms of the Easement, and applicable New Hampshire
law require that CORD continue to allow for the use and regulation of ATVs and UTVs on
the Kelsey Notch Trail.

1. Use of ATVs/UTVs in the Nash Stream Forest is expressly permitted by the terms of
the Easement.

CORD is charged with managing the Nash Stream Forest consistently with any
“agreements entered into with persons with ownership interests in such lands.” RSA 162-
C:6, II. The Easement, a contract between the state of New Hampshire and the United States
Forest Service, is such an agreement, and is subject to the general rules of contract
interpretation. See Close v. Fisette, 146 N.H. 480, 484 (2001). Accordingly, the intent of the
parties to the Easement controls, and should be determined based on the plain meanings of
the Easement’s provisions. Id. (citing Galloway v. Chicago-Soft, 142 N.H. 752, 756 (1998).
The plain meaning of the language used in the easement clearly demonstrates that the parties

National Impact. Uniquely New Hampshire.
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intended for New Hampshire to reserve the right to use and regulate ATVs and UTVs within
the Nash Stream Forest.

The Easement expressly reserves for the State certain allowed uses, including uses
“for the purposes of natural resource management, public recreation, and public roads and
utilities.” See Easement, § II.C.! The “Public Recreation Reservation” allows for, among
other things, State “construction and maintenance of trails (including cross country ski and
snowmobile trails).” The plain meaning of this provision provides that the State has reserved
the ability to allow and regulate ATV and UTV use through the construction and
maintenance of trails in the Nash Stream Forest. The parenthetical specifying that “trails”
includes cross country ski and snowmobile trails does not, and should not be read to, indicate
that the State and the Forest Service intended to exclude all other types of trails as reserved
uses. First, “including” means “comprising part of a whole or group” and should not be
construed as limiting or introducing an exhaustive list. See “include." Merriam-
Webster.com. 2020. https://www.merriam-webster.com (21 October 2020); Directv v.
Crespin, 224 F. App'x 741, 748 (10th Cir. 2007). Second, reading the provision to exclude
all non-listed types of trails would severely limit the permitted uses of the forest (including
barring hiking, mountain biking, and other non-motorized trail uses) which would cut
directly against the stated desire of the parties to reserve for the State public recreation uses.

In addition to the public recreation reservation, the Easement contains other express
provisions which permit the use of ATVs and UTVs including, but not limited to:

- reserving uses for the State related to the “installation, operation, and maintenance
of public roads” with the prior written consent of the Forest Service, which prior
written consent has been granted, as discussed below. See Section I1.C.2;
Footnote 3, infra.

- reserving uses related to “Natural Resources Reservation” including “multiple
uses consistent with the purposes and provisions of this instrument, including . . . .
recreation . . .” Section II.C.4 (emphasis added).

- providing that the State “shall assure the public access to and use of the easement
area.” Section IL.F.1.

- providing that the State “may reasonably restrict and regulate access and use in
order to provide for public safety and prudent resource utilization and protection.”
Section IL.F. 2.

The plain language of these provisions provides that the State may allow and regulate
the use of ATVs and UTVs as part of the reserved uses related to recreation and access in the
Nash Stream Forest.

! For ease of reference, a copy of the Easement is attached as Exhibit 1 to this Letter.
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2. The clear intent of the parties to the Easement is to allow the use of ATVs/UTVs in
the Nash Stream Forest.

Even if the terms of the Easement were ambiguous as to whether the use and
regulation of ATVs and UTVs was reserved by the State (which they are not), extrinsic
evidence clearly demonstrates that the intent of the parties was to reserve such use for the
State. It is axiomatic that courts give an agreement the meaning intended by the parties when
they wrote it. See Behrens v. S.P. Const. Co., 153 N.H. 498, 503 (2006); Gen. Linen Servs. v.
Franconia Inv. Assocs., 150 N.H. 595, 597, 842 A.2d 105 (2004). All evidence indicates that
the State and the Forest Service intended to allow the State to regulate the use of ATVs and
UTVs in Nash Stream Forest.

The use of ATVs and UTVs is not expressly prohibited in the Easement. See
Easement Section IL.E (listing prohibited uses which do not include the use of ATVs, UTVs
or recreational vehicles of any kind). Accordingly, if the plain language of the Easement
discussed above is misinterpreted to not expressly permit ATV/UTV use, then the Easement
is, at most, ambiguous on the topic. In that event (i.e. if reasonable parties could differ as to
whether the Easement reserves the use for the State) then extrinsic evidence (evidence other
than the Easement itself) should be considered to determine the parties’ intent.

The most pertinent piece of evidence as to the parties’ intent on this issue is the
correspondence by and between the State and the Forest Service and the Forest Service’s
legal opinion from 2001.2 On September 10, 2001, the New Hampshire Department of
Resources and Economic Development requested a legal interpretation from the Forest
Service respecting the use of ATVs in the Nash Stream Forest. In response, after review of
the Easement, the Forest Supervisor wrote that “it would be my opinion . . . that the State has
the discretion to consider ATV use on the Nash Stream Forest.” See Sept. 25, 2001 Letter
from Thomas Wagner to Paul Stockinger, p. 2. Furthermore, the Office of the General
Counsel for the US Department of Agriculture determined that “the State may
ban/allow/regulate public ATV use of trails and roads for recreational purposes” in Nash
Stream Forest. See Dec. 10, 2001 Letter from Gene Alan Erl, Esq. to Paul Stockinger, p. 1-2.
This correspondence, followed by New Hampshire’s ultimate amendment of the Nash Stream
Forest Management Plan to allow ATV use, is evidence of both parties’ intent to reserve such
use for the State within the Easement.?

Further evidence of the parties’ intent can be found in the Easement’s direction that
ambiguities should “be resolved in a manner which best effect the purposes of the New
Hampshire Forest Management Initiatives Act of 1988.” See Easement, Section III.LE. That

2 For ease of reference, a copy of the correspondence and opinion is attached as Exhibit 2 to this Letter.
3 In addition to evidencing the parties’ intent, the correspondence also constitutes prior written consent of the

Forest Service for the State’s “installation, operation, and maintenance of public roads” for ATVs and UTVs in
accordance with Section I1.C.2.
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Act authorized the US Department of Agriculture to acquire New Hampshire forests “[f]or
the protection and management of the timber resources and the scenic, natural, recreation
and other resource values associated with” those lands. See 102 STAT. 1805 (emphasis
added).* The protection of “recreation” uses was an express purpose of the New Hampshire
Forest Management Initiatives Act of 1988, and any ambiguity as to ATV/UTV use should
be resolved in favor of maintaining that recreative purpose.

3. CORD’s duties and the applicable statutory scheme require the continued opening of
the Nash Stream Forest, including the Kelsey Notch Trail, for ATV and UTV use.

In addition to managing the Nash Stream Forest consistently with the Easement,
CORD is tasked with managing the Forest to “maintain and protect benefits derived from
such lands and maintain public access to such lands, where appropriate.” RSA 162-C:6, II1.
In its fulfillment of this statutory duty, CORD determined in 2016 that it was not able to
assess whether use on Kelsey Notch Trail was consistent with the requirements of RSA 162-
C:6. See Findings Regarding ATV/UTV use in Nash Stream Forest Adopted by CORD on
December 9, 2016 (the “Findings”).> CORD accordingly ordered the Department of
Resources and Economic Development (“DRED”) to submit certain reports and studies to
CORD to assess whether the use is consistent with the statute. /d. DRED has complied with
those orders, and the Bureau of Trails, upon review of those reports and its own analysis, has
recommended that the Kelsey Notch Trail remain open to ATV/UTV use. The Bureau of
Trails was established by the legislature for the express purposes of, among other things:

- making or participating in continuing studies on the effects of OHRVs on erosion
and other damage to the environment;

- promoting the proper use of trails throughout the state, and protect their integrity
for future generations;

- supporting research and information gathering activities on the economic benefits
of trails and improved environmental design of trails;

- coordinating the efforts of motorized and non-motorized trail interests in the state;
and

- adopting relative to the use and control of OHRYV trails, facilities, and lands under
bureau control or lease.

4 For ease of reference, a copy of the New Hampshire Forest Management Initiatives Act of 1988, last accessed
October 22, 2020 at https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/STATUTE-102/pdf/STATUTE-102-Pg1774.pdf is
attached as Exhibit 3 to this Letter.

5 For ease of reference, a copy of the findings is attached as Exhibit 4 to this Letter.
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See RSA 215-A. It is accordingly the express province of Bureau of Trails to study,
evaluate, and make recommendations respecting the use of trails by ATVs and UTVs. They
have done so and recommend that the Kelsey Notch Trail remain open. Specifically, Chris
Gamache reported on behalf of the Bureau of Trails that there has been “no significant issues
reported” in its monitoring of the trails during the three-year trial period. See Minutes to
August 20, 2020 CORD Meeting. This is significant because the Grant-in-Aid funds
available for maintenance of OHRYV trails in the State has more than doubled in that time,
adding capacity to maintain the trail and address any issues that may arise in the future.

Against no record of environmental or resource harm to the Forest (and instead a
recommendation from the state agency tasked with evaluating the matter that the trail stay
open), CORD must weigh and protect the benefits derived from continued ATV/UTV use on
the Kelsey Notch Trail. CORD has received numerous public comments describing the
economic benefits to the North Country provided by the continued use and regulation of
ATVs/UTVs in that region. The singular importance of the Kelsey Notch Trail has also been
demonstrated to CORD on the record. Those details will not be recited again here. On this
record, and with the statutory mandate to maintain and protect benefits derived from, and
public access to, the Nash Stream Forest, closure of the Kelsey Notch Trail to ATV/UTV use
would be a violation of CORD’s duties.

4. Conclusion.

For the reasons set forth above, the Association requests that the CORD keep the
Kelsey Notch Trail open for use to ATVs/UTVs. The Easement allows such use, CORD’s
statutory duties require it, and the economy of the North Country and New Hampshire
depend on it.

Thank you for your consideration.

Best regards,

NH OFF HIGHWAY VEHICLE ASSOCIATION
By it’s attorney:

/s/ Michael K. O Neil
Michael K. O’Neil, Esq.
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In 2019 House Bill 660 was introduced by Rep. Moynihan - An act relative to
studying the economic and other impacts of OHRV use in NH. This study was to
be commissioned by the Department of Natural and Cultural Resources. The
Bureau of Trails Chief, Chris Gamache, advised that NHOHVA should financially
participate in the economic study along with BoT to which NHOHVA agreed.

Due to financial constraints to provide the full scope required by HB660, the
study was not initiated by the DNCR. However, it was agreed that NHOHVA
should still complete the economic benefit portion of the study bill. Therefore in
2021, NHOHVA commissioned Dr. Daniel Lee, Economist, Data Scientist and
Educator from Plymouth State University.

Dr. Lee holds a Ph.D. in Economics and teaches data analytics at Plymouth State,
has worked on tourism research with the NH Economic Development Advisory
Council, the Division of Travel & Tourism, and created the North Country
Economic Index.

In 2020 the decision was made by NHOHVA affiliated clubs to commission this
survey to show how important the OHRV community is to the tourism industry
in NH. This conclusion of this study will show that over $300 million dollars has
been directly contributed to NH by OHRV activities in 2020.

** Currently the New Hampshire Off Highway Vehicle Association is made up of twenty-eighty OHRV
clubs representing almost 15,000 individual members throughout New England and beyond.





The Economic Contributions of OHRV Riders in New Hampshire

During Calendar Year of 2020

Daniel Lee
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1 Executive Summary

Overall scope and size of New Hampshire’s OHRV industry

It was estimated that OHRV (primarily ATV, UTV, and trail bike) riders spent $296.5 million and directly
created 1,689 jobs in New Hampshire during the calendar year 2020. OHRYV riders directly spent at motor
vehicle dealers, lodging facilities, restaurants, gas stations, automotive repair and maintenance, insurance
carriers, grocery stores, and other retail stores. See Table 2.

Total economic effect

The total economic effect of spending by OHRV riders is much larger. The total retail spending of $296.5
million indirectly supported supply industries in the state by making purchases from them (indirect effect).
Examples of these supply industries include accounting, advertising, employment services, and warehousing
and storage. In addition, workers in the directly and indirectly affected industries spend their earnings in
the state’s service industries (induced effect), such as hospitals, schools, repair and maintenance services, gas
stations, restaurants, and utility companies. In 2020, the total effect of OHRV rider spending was estimated
to be 2,488 jobs, $116.5 millions in labor income (which is largely wages and salaries), or $298.1 million in
output. The total effect is the sum of the direct, indirect and induced effect. See Table 1.

Total economic effect in perspective

The total economic effect of 2,488 jobs was 0.27% of all employment in New Hampshire '. This means 0.27%
of all employment in New Hampshire was directly or indirectly dependent on OHRV rider spending. The
total effect of $182.8 million in value added was 0.21% of the state’s gross domestic product during 20202.

Contribution to taxes and government receipts

OHRY riders also contribute to the state’s coffer. It was estimated that their spending resulted in a total of
$22.27 million of tax revenues to New Hampshire’s state and local governments, which was about 0.23% of
New Hampshire’s state and local government taxes and receipts®. Table 5 reports detailed information on
government receipts.

Summary

In short, the importance of the contribution that the OHRV riders make to the state’s economy cannot be
emphasized enough. The national statistics reflect the relative economic significance of the OHRV industry
to the state’s economy. New Hampshire ranks ninth in the country in terms of the industry’s economic
production per resident in the state. See Figure 1. Furthermore, the OHRV industry’s contribution will
likely be even greater in the future. The industry has seen a rapid and steady growth in ATV, UTV, and
trail bike registrations in New Hampshire since 2013. See Figure 2.

Also, the OHRV rider spending fuels economic growth in New Hampshire by bringing money from outside
the state. According to the data provided to the New Hampshire Fish and Game, 37.9% of the OHRV riders
in the state are non-residents. See Table 6. The non-resident share in spending is likely even higher since
non-residents are more likely to stay overnight and spend more.

1The percentage was calculated using New Hampshire’s total employment in 2019, the latest available data, from the U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis. Accessed 7/31/2021 at https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/index_ regional.cfm

2The percentage was calculated using New Hampshire’s Gross Domestic Product in 2020, the latest available data, from the
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. Accessed 7/31/2021 at https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/index_ regional.cfm

3The percentage was calculated using “the general revenue from own sources” from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2019 State
& Local Government Finances for New Hampshire, the latest available data. Accessed 8/2/2021 at https://www.census.gov/
data/datasets/2019/econ/local /public- use-datasets.html
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2 Scope of the Study

This study aims to understand the relative and overall economic significance of the off-highway recreational
vehicle (OHRV) activity in New Hampshire. The state’s OHRV activity primarily consists of ATV, UTV,
and trail bike riding. Snowmobiling is not included in this study. Also excluded are OHRV rental companies.
OHRYV rental companies are a significant part of the industry. 13 OHRV rental companies are licensed with
New Hampshire Fish & Game and operate in the state*. See Table 1 for the list of the rental companies.
The companies offer OHRV rental as well as tours. One rental company on the list was interviewed and
reported, “it has 12 units that are rented out 90% on weekends and 60% during the weekdays with an annual
sale of $300,000.” Assuming this is a typical OHRV rental company in New Hampshire, the OHRV rental
companies would generate $3.9 million a year.

An online survey was conducted to capture an accurate view of OHRV rider spending. New Hampshire
OHRV club members were invited to complete an online survey. Respondents who participated in trail
riding in New Hampshire during 2020 were asked to provide detailed spending information by category.
While the study omits activity by persons under age 18, it does capture spending made by adults on their
behalf and the associated economic contributions. Note that a significant portion of these OHRV riders is
out-of-state residents.

The study also measured multiplier effects of OHRV rider spending using IMPLAN, a standard input/output
economic model. The estimated economic value was expressed by employment, labor income, output, and
state and local government taxes in New Hampshire.

4Accessed 9/13/2021 at https://www.wildlife.state.nh.us/ohrv/rental-agents.html
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3 OHRYV Industry in New Hamsphire, Overview

The national statistics reflect the relative economic significance of the OHRV rider spending to the state’s
economy. New Hampshire ranks 9th in the country in terms of the industry’s economic production per

resident in the state. The industry annually produces $38.16 per resident in New Hampshire.

The economic production was measured by Value Added (also known as Gross Domestic Product at the
national level) from the U.S. BEA Outdoor Recreation Satellite Account®. The population data were obtained
. Note that this data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis may not
be a perfect measure for off-road trail riding that we intend to measure in this study since it includes both
off-road and on-road activities. Nonetheless, it should give a sense of how economically significant off-road

from the U.S. Census Bureau
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trail riding is to New Hampshire relative to other states in the country.
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The economic contributions of the OHRV industry will likely be even higher in the future. The industry
has seen rapid and steady growth in ATV, UTV, and trail bike registrations in New Hampshire last decade.
See Figure 2 below. One may argue that 2020 was out of the norm in the level of OHRV activity due to the
Pandemic. However, the year 2020 isn’t too far off from the overall long-term growth trajectory. The OHRV
activity declined in 2019, dipping from the long-term trend, partially because heavy spring rain delayed the
opening of ATV trails in May’. The ATV trails are usually open for the season during the Memorial Day
Weekend at the end of May. In 2019, however, the ATV trails were not open until later in June because of
heavy rains and muddy road conditions. The OHRV club membership data confirm the May decline in the
OHRV activity in 2019 from the same months of other years. See Figure 3.

Figure 2. Growth of the OHRV Industry in New Hampshire
OHRYV registrations in fiscal year 2011-2019; 2020 represents calendar year
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Source: New Hampshire Fish and Game

To understand the trend in the OHRV activity in New Hampshire, the author used two different data sources:
1) OHRV registrations from the New Hampshire Fish and Game and 2) OHRV club memberships from the
New Hampshire Off-Highway Vehicle Association. Each has its characteristics and together paints a clear
view of the OHRV activity in the state. The registration data go back farther, which makes it better in
identifying the long-term trend. But it is only available by the state-defined OHRV registration season,
not by the calendar year that is the appropriate interval of measurement for summer activities like OHRV.
Furthermore, the New Hampshire Fish and Game changed the registration season to 5/1 through 4/30
from 6/1 through 5/31 in 2020. The 2020 registration season was an odd year in transition and short by
one month: it covers 6/1/2019 through 4/30/2020, excluding May of 2020. Therefore, it is challenging to
understand the OHRV activity in 2020 using the registration data by the registration season.

7Accessed 9/13/2021 at https://apnews.com/article/61c8d1alc8724006b3ee7c67782a4b47
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To complement Figure 2 that uses registration data with the above-noted drawback, Figure 3 aggregates the
monthly club membership data and exhibits the OHRV trend in the state by the calendar year. Note that
the club membership data are only available for the past four years and do not include non-member riders.
Figure 3 confirms the long-term upward trend identified in Figure 2. Also, it identifies the May dip in the
OHRYV activity due to the weather-induced delay in the ATV trails opening. Lack of better alternatives in
Figure 2, the author calculated the registration data for the calendar year 2020 by aggregating the quarterly
data provided by the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department. The study aims to estimate the economic
contributions of the OHRV activity in the calendar year 2020.

Figure 3: Club Membership Trend by the Calendar Year

Data for 2021 September through December were forecast based on past data
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The economic contribution of OHRV rider spending permeates throughout the state, not limited only to
northern rural parts of the state. See the OHRV trail map below. Although the state has more extensive
OHRYV trails in northern rural areas, it does have OHRV trails throughout the state. In addition, many
out-of-state riders enter through the state’s southern border with Massachusetts and stop at gas stations

and restaurants throughout the state. Also, they likely choose to shop for ATVs and trail bikes in New
Hampshire to avoid sales taxes.

Figure 4: Map of New Hampshire OHRV Trails
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4 OHRYV Industry in New Hampshire, Economic Contributions

The total contributions of OHRV riders in Table 1 were estimated based on the 2019 IMPLAN model. OHRV
riders directly spent at motor vehicle and parts dealers, lodging facilities, restaurants, gas stations, grocery
stores, and other retail stores (direct effect). Their spending indirectly supported their supply industries in
the state by making purchases from them (indirect effect). In addition, workers in the directly and indirectly
affected industries spent their earnings in the state’s service industries (induced effect). For example, Table
1 shows that the spending by OHRYV riders directly created 1,689 jobs in New Hampshire. These 1,689 direct
jobs supported an additional 317 jobs in supporting industries, such as accounting, advertising, employment
services, and insurance carriers. These 1,689 direct jobs and 317 indirect jobs in the supporting industries
together supported an additional 482 jobs in the service industries, such as hospitals, schools, repair and
maintenance services, gas stations, restaurants and utility companies. In total, OHRV riders supported 2,488
jobs in New Hampshire in 2020.

Table 1: Summary of Economic Contribution

Impact Type Jobs Labor Income Value Added Output

Direct 1,689 $71.73M $105.90M  $165.04M
Indirect 317 $17.88M $29.17M $55.09M
Induced 482 $26.90M $47.71M  $78.01M
Total 2,488 $116.51M $182.78M  $298.13M

The dollars are expressed in millions of 2020 dollars. Labor income is the sum of employee compensation
(wages and salaries plus other compensations) and proprietor income. Value added is the sum of labor
income, other types of property income (such as dividends, interest income, rent income, and profits), and
taxes on production and imports. Output is the sum of value added and the cost of all the inter-industry
purchases required for production.





Table 2 shows the direct impact by OHRV rider spending by industries. For example, OHRV riders spent
$124.3 million, and created 248 jobs and $17.3 million of labor income in Motor vehicle and parts dealers .

Table 2: Direct Impact by Retail Spending, Jobs, Labor Income

Sector  Description Retail Spending Jobs Labor Income
402 Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers $124.3M 248 $17.3M
408 Retail - Gasoline stores $39.8M 89 $3.7M
507 Hotels and motels, including casino hotels $25.6M 183 $8.4M
508 Other accommodations $25.6M 236 $11.7M
510 Limited-service restaurants $22.6M 275 $7.4M
509 Full-service restaurants $21.2M 296 $9.3M
412 Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers $14.7M 164 $4.8M
512 Automotive repair and maintenance, except car washes $4.3M 45 $3.3M
447 Other real estate $3.9M 20 $0.4M
444 Insurance carriers, except direct life $2.9M 4 $0.4M
511 All other food and drinking places $2.6M 36 $1.2M
409 Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores $2.6M 16 $0.5M
504 Other amusement and recreation industries $2.2M 26 $1.4M
497 Commercial Sports Except Racing $2.0M 37 $1.3M
503 Gambling industries (except casino hotels) $1.3M 6 $0.2M
502 Amusement parks and arcades $0.9M 7 $0.4M
498 Racing and Track Operation $0.1M 1 $0.1M






Table 3 shows the top 20 industries in terms of employment supported by OHRV rider spending. Their
largest employment contribution was to “Full-service restaurants” with 329 jobs, followed by Limited-service
restaurants with 297.

Table 3: Top 20 Industries Affected, Employment

Sector  Description Direct Indirect Induced Total
509 Full-service restaurants 296 8 25 329
510 Limited-service restaurants 275 2 20 297
402 Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers 248 1 5 254
508 Other accommodations 236 0 0 236
507 Hotels and motels, including casino hotels 183 0 0 183
412  Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers 164 1 9 175
447  Other real estate 20 57 18 96
408 Retail - Gasoline stores 89 0 4 93
511  All other food and drinking places 36 21 10 68
512 Automotive repair and maintenance, except car washes 45 4 9 58
497 Commercial Sports Except Racing 37 2 1 39
504  Other amusement and recreation industries 26 0 4 30
490 Hospitals 0 0 29 29
409 Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores 16 0 7 23
472  Employment services 0 13 7 20
406 Retail - Food and beverage stores 0 1 17 19
469 Management of companies and enterprises 0 15 4 18
483  Offices of physicians 0 0 18 18
476  Services to buildings 0 14 4 18
422  Warehousing and storage 0 15 2 17
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Table 4 shows the top 20 industries in terms of labor income supported by OHRV rider spending. Their
largest labor income contribution was to employment and benefits in “Retail - Motor vehicle and parts
dealers” with $17.76 million, followed by Other accommodations with $11.66 million.

Table 4: Top 20 Industries Affected, Labor Income

Sector  Description Direct Indirect Induced Total
402 Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers $17.33M  $0.08M  $0.35M  $17.76M
508 Other accommodations $11.65M  $0.00M  $0.00M $11.66M
509 Full-service restaurants $9.26M  $0.25M  $0.77TM  $10.28M
507 Hotels and motels, including casino hotels $8.42M  $0.00M  $0.00M  $8.42M
510 Limited-service restaurants $7.37TM  $0.07M  $0.53M  $7.96M
412  Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers $4.82M  $0.04M  $0.27M  $5.13M
512 Automotive repair and maintenance, except car washes $3.20M  $0.28M  $0.67M  $4.24M
408 Retail - Gasoline stores $3.70M  $0.01M  $0.15M  $3.86M
490 Hospitals $0.00M  $0.00M $2.36M  $2.36M
483  Offices of physicians $0.00M  $0.00M  $2.24M  $2.24M
511  All other food and drinking places $1.17M  $0.70M  $0.34M  $2.21M
447  Other real estate $0.45M  $1.26M  $0.40M  $2.10M
469 Management of companies and enterprises $0.00M  $1.65M $0.41M  $2.05M
504 Other amusement and recreation industries $1.41M  $0.03M  $0.20M  $1.64M
497  Commercial Sports Except Racing $1.30M  $0.06M  $0.02M  $1.38M
444  Insurance carriers, except direct life $0.40M  $0.27M  $0.43M  $1.10M
472 Employment services $0.00M  $0.70M  $0.40M $1.10M
440  Securities and commodity contracts intermediation and $0.00M  $0.29M  $0.72M  $1.01M
brokerage

456  Accounting, tax preparation, bookkeeping, and payroll $0.00M  $0.70M  $0.26M  $0.96M
services

445 Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related activities $0.00M $0.45M  $0.30M  $0.75M
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Table 5 shows the state and local government taxes and receipts OHRYV riders contributed. It collectively
generated $22.27 million of tax revenues to New Hampshire’s state and local governments from all sources
(direct, indirect, and induced effect). It was about 0.23% of all state and local government taxes and
receipts®.

Table 5: Tax and Fee Contribution from Direct, Indirect, and In-
duced Economic Effect Sources

Category Tax
Sales Tax $9.38M
Property Tax $6.25M
OHRV Registrations $3.07M
State Liquor Store Sales  $1.34M
Business Tax $1.11M
Vehicle Fees $0.08M
Personal Income Tax $0.08M
Parks and Recreation $0.04M
Fish Hunt Licenses $0.03M
Others $0.89M
Total Tax $22.27TM

Note: Sales tax includes rooms and meals tax, gasoline tax, alcoholic beverage tax, and tobacco tax. Parks
and recreation includes revenues generated from concession sales and operating revenues (e.g., camping,
admission, pavilion/facility, and leases and special use permits). Personal income tax captures tax on
investment income. While New Hampshire doesn’t tax on wages and salaries, the state does tax on income
received from interest and dividends. According to the 2019 State and Local Government Finances report,
New Hampshire collected $122.6 million from individual income tax. Others include business licenses,
documentary and stamp taxes, rents and royalties, special assessments, fines, settlements, and donations.

8The percentage was calculated using “the general revenue from own sources” from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2019 State
& Local Government Finances for New Hampshire, the latest available data. Accessed 8/2/2021 at https://www.census.gov/
data/datasets/2019/econ/local /public- use-datasets.html
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5 OHRYV Industry in New Hampshire within the context of the
Pandemic

One may wonder how much the OHRV activity deviated from the norm during the Pandemic. Is it possible
that the reported economic contribution in this study is more than would have been because of the Pandemic?
The number of OHRV riders was likely higher than usual as the popularity of outdoor recreational activities
increased during the Pandemic. On the other hand, is it also possible that the reported economic contribution
is less than would have been because of the Pandemic? The average spending per rider was likely smaller.
Riders could not spend as much since many shops were closed, and most events were canceled at the peak
of the Pandemic. Therefore, it is worthwhile comparing with findings of other relevant studies that were
conducted before the Pandemic.

The question is how out of the norm the estimated OHRV rider spending of $296.5 maybe, if at all. The
Outdoor Industry Association reported in 2017 that Americans annually spend $51.52 billion to participate
in off-highway recreational vehicle activity. In addition, the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis estimated
that New Hampshire makes up 0.60% of the U.S. Outdoor Recreational Economy (when measured by Value
Added). Then, one could reasonably approximate OHRV rider spending in New Hampshire to be about
$310.35 million by multiplying $51.52 billion and 0.60%. In this sense, the reported OHRV rider spending
of $296.5 is on the conservative side.

In another recent study, Plymouth State University estimated economic contributions of outdoor recreation
activities in New Hampshire using the U.S. BEA Outdoor Recreational Economy Satellite Account?. It
found that ATVing contributed $268 million of economic output in 2017, including multiplier effects (direct,
indirect, and induced). The corresponding estimate reported in this study, $298.13, is 11% larger. This is
reasonable considering that ATV, UTV, and trail bike registrations were 32% higher in 2020 than in 2017.
Note that the U.S. BEA-based estimate may not be a perfect comparable for off-road trail riding that we
intend to measure in this study since it includes both off-road and on-road activities.

9Plymouth State University, 2020, “Economic Value of New Hampshire’s Working Landscape with a Focus on Outdoor
Recreation”
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6 Appendix

6.1 Methods

The methodology was primarily drawn from the Outdoor Industry Association’s 2017 study!®. The author
estimated the economic contributions of OHRV rider spending in New Hampshire in the following manner.

e Step 1: Estimate the average spending per rider by category with an online survey.

e Step 2: Estimate aggregate spending by multiplying the average spending by the number of OHRV
riders, which was estimated based on the number of ATV, UTV, and trail bike registrations from the
New Hampshire Fish and Game.

e Step 3: Estimate OHRV riders’ economic contributions by using the aggregate spending as input for
IMPLAN, input/output software.

6.1.1 Online Survey

New Hampshire OHRV club members were invited to complete an online survey to collect information on
the OHRYV rider spending. A total of 2,098 people completed the online survey between May and June 2021.
Of the 2,098 people, 1,523 responses were found to be usable for this study.

6.1.1.1 Outlier Removal The author took two steps to control the quality of the survey data. First,
unreasonable responses were removed (e.g., 300-day long overnight trip). Second, outliers were disregarded
after the cubic transformation of spending per category. Outliers are either extremely large values, larger
than the median + 1.5 interquartile range (IQR), or extremely small values, smaller than the median - 1.5
IQR. The cubic transformation makes the distribution of spending more normal and makes the selection of
outliers more conservative. Figure 5 illustrates these disregarded outliers.

10 Accessed 7/19/2019  at https://outdoorindustry.org/wp-content /uploads/2015/03/OIA__Recreation_ Economy__
Contributions_ Technical Report_ 2017-08-24.pdf
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Figure 5: Expenditure Outlier Example
Distributions of Overnight Trip Expenditures
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The dots in the figure represent outliers. The dots on the right side of the box are extremely large values,
larger than the median + 1.5 IQR. These extremely large values were disregarded when calculating the
average expenditure by category. For example, values of $1,000 or more per trip were excluded as outliers
in estimating the average overnight trip spending for food. On the other hand, the dots on the left side of
the box are extremely small values, smaller than the median - 1.5 IQR. These extremely small values were
excluded as well. For example, $0 (i.e., no spending) was excluded as an outlier in estimating overnight trip
spending for food.

6.1.1.2 Survey Findings Of 1,523 respondents, 950 are New Hampshire residents while 573 are non-
residents. The survey shows that New Hampshire residents made 11.5 day trips and 3.5 overnight trips in
2020, while non-residents made 5.2 day trips and 5.5 overnight trips. Resident riders are more likely to take
day trips because of the proximity of their home to the OHRV trails, while overnight trips are more likely
for non-resident riders.
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Figure 6: Day Trip Spending per Trip
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During day trips, OHRV riders spend most on gasoline and food. Non-residents likely spend more per trip
than residents. Understandably, neither group engages in other recreational activities during their day trips.
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Figure 7: Overnight Trip Spending per Trip
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Riders spend more during overnight trips than during their day trips. They also spend on a variety of items
during their overnight trips, including other recreational activities (e.g., concerts, amusement parks, and

shopping). Lodging and food top the list. Like in day trips, non-residents likely spend more per trip than
residents.
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Figure 8: Annual Equipment Spending per Participant
95 Confidence Interval
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Regarding spending on equipment and accessories in preparation for the trip, nearly half of the OHRV riders
reportedly made purchases in New Hampshire in 2020. 47.5% (451 of 950) of the resident riders made
purchases in New Hampshire in 2020, and 46.1% (264 of 573) of the non-resident riders did so. Unlike
trip expenditure, New Hampshire residents spend more than non-residents on equipment and accessories.
Non-resident riders are more likely to purchase small-expenditure items like accessories and pay for vehicle
maintenance in their state closer to their home. An exception is New Hampshire government fees or club
memberships since the rates are higher for non-residents.
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Figure 9: Spending on Vehicle per Participant
95 Confidence Interval
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The survey results showed few variations in vehicle spending between residents and non-residents. So vehicle
spending is presented together in the figure above. Of 1,523 respondents, 215 (14.1%) purchased a new
OHRV in New Hampshire during 2020, while 113 (7.4%) purchased a used OHRV. Of 1,523 respondents,
115 (7.6%) purchased a new towing truck in New Hampshire during 2020, while 68 (4.5%) purchased a used
towing truck. A new OHRYV is about $15,000, while a used one is about $5,000. Understandably, there are
more variations in the price of towing trucks. A typical new towing truck is likely more than $30,000, while
a used one can be had for less than $20,000.
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Figure 10: Usage of Vehicles
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Vehicles can be used for purposes other than off-highway recreational vehicle activity. In estimating the
economic contributions of OHRV riders, therefore, vehicle spending should only be considered to the extent
that it is used for off-highway recreational vehicle activity. Other irrelevant activities such as commuting,
shopping, other outdoor recreational activities (e.g., hunting) should be excluded. 215 respondents who
purchased a new OHRV in New Hampshire during 2020 reported that they use the new OHRV for the off-
highway recreational vehicle activity 91.7% of the time. 115 respondents who purchased a new towing truck
in New Hampshire during 2020 reported that they use the new towing truck for the off-highway recreational
vehicle activity 46.4% of the time.

6.2 Procedures
Economic contributions of OHRV riders were estimated in the following order:

Estimate the number of OHRYV riders
Estimate Trips

Estimate Expenditures

Estimate Economic Contributions

Ll e

6.2.1 OHRYV riders

The number of OHRYV riders was estimated by the following formula:

number of OHRV riders = number of ATV/Trailbike registrations /avg. number of Registrations

per person !!

1 The ATV, UTV, and trail bike registrations data were obtained from the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department
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The number of OHRV riders was estimated by dividing the number of registrations by the average number
of registrations per person because some riders have more than one vehicle. See Table 6 below. This result
should be considered the best possible estimate given all available information. The registrations-based
estimate could be smaller than the actual number of riders as someone other than the registered vehicle
owner may ride the vehicle. On the other hand, it could also be larger than the true number of riders since
a person can pay for registration and not make an OHRV trip to New Hampshire. The comparison with
other relevant studies suggests that this registrations-based estimate of OHRV riders should be a reasonable
approximation of the reality.

On a side note, the author compiled the ATV, UTV, and trail bike registration data for the calendar year
2020 by aggregating quarterly data that include December 2019. However, the inclusion of December 2019
should have little influence on the outcome since OHRV trail riding is the summer season activity and few
registrations take place in the month of December. The New Hampshire Fish and Game Department doesn’t
track OHRYV registrations by calendar year but only fiscal year.

Table 6: Estimating OHRV Riders from Registrations, Calendar

Year 2020
State ATV /Trailbike Registrations Registrations per Person OHRV riders
New Hampshire 26,249 1.36 19,301
out of state 16,525 1.40 11,804

6.2.2 Rider Expenditures

Expenditures were estimated in the following three sections:

o Trip-Related Spending: It is measured on a per-trip basis and includes items, such as food & drink,
transportation, lodging, souvenirs, etc.

e Equipment & Services: This spending is measured per participant annually. It includes items such as
primary equipment, apparel, accessories, services, fees, etc.

e« OHRV: Vehicle spending is measured per participant annually. Riders were asked in the online survey
the percentage of the usage of the vehicle that was for trail riding, and only this part of the purchase
price was counted toward the OHRV’s economic contributions.

6.2.2.1 Trip-Related Spending Trip-related spending was estimated by the formula below.

*

trip expenditure = number of OHRV riders * avg. number of trips per rider * Avg. spending

per trip

Since rider spending varies immensely among travel types, OHRV rider spending was estimated by four
different trip profiles:

. In-state Day Trips

. In-state Overnight Trips

. Out-of-state Day Trips

. Out-of-state Overnight Trips

= N

The online survey grouped survey respondents into four trip spending profiles by asking them how many trips
they took of each of the four types (in-state day, in-state overnight, out-of-state day, out-of-state overnight).
Then, the survey followed up with each respondent who indicated taking one or more of the specified trip
types with a question asking how much they spent for a typical trip. The respondents were asked to enter a
value for each expenditure category (e.g., lodging, food, gasoline, and souvenir). Figures 6 and 7 report the
results.
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6.2.2.2 Equipment & Services Equipment & services spending was estimated by the formula below.

equipment expenditure = number of OHRV riders *

equipment * avg. spending on equipment per person

percentage of the riders who bought

Each qualified respondent was asked to indicate how much money they spent in New Hampshire during 2020
on equipment and services for the off-highway recreational vehicle activity (e.g., apparel, vehicle maintenance,
and vehicle insurance). See Figure 8 for the results.

6.2.2.3 Spending on Vehicles Vehicle spending was estimated by the formula below.

vehicle expenditure = number of OHRV riders * percentage of the riders who bought vehicle *
avg. spending on vehicle per person * avg. vehicle usage

The survey collected vehicle spending information by four different types of vehicles (new OHRV, used OHRV,
new towing, used towing). Separating vehicle spending (and vehicle usage) into new and used categories
helps increase the accuracy of estimates because of a significant variation in the price between new and used
vehicles. For the same reason, vehicle spending (and vehicle usage) was estimated separately between OHRV
and the towing truck.

The survey collected the following information per each of the four vehicle types:

1. percentage of the riders who bought vehicle: The percentage of the OHRV riders who bought a vehicle
in New Hampshire during 2020.

2. avg. spending on vehicle per person: The average amount spent by the rider on a vehicle purchased
in New Hampshire during 2020.

3. avg. vehicle usage: The percentage of the vehicle usage for OHRV trail riding. OHRVs can be used
for non-recreational purposes (e.g., personal transportation and commercial activities). In addition,
OHRV can be used for other outdoor recreational activities (e.g., hunting). Usage or expenditures
associated with the non-OHRYV activity are not legitimate for inclusion in this study and were omitted.

Figures 9 and 10 report the results of these survey questions. Table 6 shows the estimated number of OHRV
riders.
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6.2.3 Estimating Economic Contributions

The author estimated the economic contributions of OHRV rider spending by using the IMPLAN model, an
industry-standard input/output model that estimates multiplier effects of an economic event. Table 7 shows
how expenditures were assigned to IMPLAN sectors. Note that an expenditure category was divided into
sub-categories, when necessary, using the ratios found in the Outdoor Industry Association’s 2017 study'2.
For example, $40.56 million of spending on lodging was equally divided into two separate sub-categories:

hotels and campgrounds.

Table 7: Assignment of Expenditure to IMPLAN Sectors

Categories Sub-categories Expenditure IMPLAN Sector
New OHRV new ohrv $61.89M 402 Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers
Lodging hotels $25.56M 507 Hotels and motels, including casino hotels
Lodging campgrounds $25.56M 508 Other accommodations
Food full service $21.21M 509 Full-service restaurants

restaurants
Food fast food restaurants $22.56M 510 Limited-service restaurants
Food all other restaurants $2.66M 511 All other food and drinking places
Transport transport $39.82M 408 Retail - Gasoline stores
New Towing new towing truck $35.74M 402 Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers
Truck
Used OHRV used ohrv $11.74M 402 Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers
Souvenir souvenir $10.82M 412 Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers
Used Towing used towing truck $8.04M 402 Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers
Truck
Accessories accessories $6.86M 402 Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers
Recreate sportsl $2.04M 497 Commercial sports except racing
Recreate sports2 $0.14M 498 Racing and track operation
Recreate amusements1 $0.85M 502 Amusement parks and arcades
Recreate amusements2 $1.32M 503 Gambling industries (except casino hotels)
Recreate other recreate $2.16M 504 Other amusement and recreation industries
Maintenance maintenance $4.29M 512 Automotive repair and maintenance, except

car washes

Entrance entrance $3.90M 447 Other real estate
Other other $3.90M 412 Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers
Insurance insurance $2.86M 444 Insurance carriers, except direct life
Apparel apparel $2.60M 409 Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories

stores

6.3 IMPLAN Model and Data

The model used in this analysis was built by customizing the Impact Analysis for Planning (IMPLAN)
regional input-output software. The first input-output model was developed by Dr. Wassily Leontieff to help
the United States mobilize to meet the demand of World War II. For his work on input-output models, he
won the Nobel Prize in Economic Science in 1973. The input-output model was later applied to regional
economies. With the enactment of the National Forest Management Act in 1976, the U.S. National Forest
Services needed a systematic tool for evaluating the national forest management plans on local residents and
businesses. Hence, the creation of the IMPLAN. The advancement of computer technologies made it possible

12 Accessed 7/19/2019  at https://outdoorindustry.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/OIA_Recreation Economy
Contributions_ Technical Report_ 2017-08-24.pdf
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to extrapolate, extend, and convert existing data to regional economies using non-survey methods, without
the cost of onsite data collection. Today, IMPLAN is widely used for evaluating economic impacts beyond
the forest and logging sector. It traces impacts through direct, indirect, and induced economic effects. Direct
effect is the initial expenditures, or production, made by the industry experiencing the economic change;
indirect effect represents the effects of local inter-industry spending through the backward linkages; and
induced effect is the result of local spending of employee’s wages and salaries for both employees of the
directly affected industry and employees of the indirectly affected industries. “Backward linkages” are the
tracking of industry purchases backwards through the supply chain to the direct effect industry. IMPLAN
data is constructed primarily from federal government data, including:
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U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Benchmark I/O Accounts of the U.S.
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Output estimates

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis REIS Program

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Covered Employment and Wages Program
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey

U.S. Census Bureau County Business Patterns program

U.S. Census Bureau Decennial Census and Population Surveys

U.S. Census Bureau Economic Censuses and Surveys

U.S. Department of Agriculture Crop and Livestock Statistics

U.S. Geological Survey

IMPLAN Model Assumptions

All usual assumptions of the input-output model apply in this study. The model incorporates the following:

Constant returns to scale: As all inputs increase by a factor, output increases by the same factor.
For example, output doubles if all inputs double.

National production coefficients and margins: An industry is assumed to have identical produc-
tion functions and margins in all regions in the country.

No substitution among inputs: No substitution among inputs is assumed for simplicity. In practice,
firms may look for an alternative for an input that becomes increasingly more expensive, which may
happen if its demand increases and/or its supply falls.

No constraints to the supply of commodity

Definition of Key Measures

Employment: the annual average number of jobs, including both full- and part-time jobs; for example,
10 jobs for the first half of the year and 20 jobs in the second half results in 15 average jobs for the
year.

. Labor income: employee compensation (wages and salaries plus other compensations) and proprietor

income.

Value added: labor income, other types of property income (such as dividends, interest income, rent
income, and profits), taxes on production and imports.

Output: the total value of production, which is the sum of value added and the cost of all the
inter-industry purchases required for production.

Multiplier effect: the cumulative economic activity arising from the fact that the OHRV industry’s
contribution spreads across the state’s economy by creating and supporting jobs, incomes, and taxes.
The OHRV industry supports its supply industries in the region by making purchases from them
(indirect effect). These supply industries include marketing, accounting, employment services, and
insurance carriers. In addition, workers in the OHRV industry and its supply industries spend their
earnings in the region’s services industries (induced effect), such as hospitals, schools, repair and
maintenance services, and utility companies.
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6. Direct effect: jobs, incomes, and taxes directly created by the OHRV industry (e.g., motor vehicle
and parts dealers, restaurants, gas stations, grocery stores, and other retail stores).

7. Indirect effect: the economic effects of local inter-industry spending due to the existence of the
OHRYV industry.

8. Induced effect: the economic effects of local spending (usually in services industries) of employee’s
wages and salaries of the directly and indirectly affected industries.
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METALLAK ATV CLUR

THE NORTHERN CONNECTION

January 11, 2023

NH Council on Resources and Development (CORD)
Department of Business and Economic Affairs

100 Main Street

Concord, NH 03301

Dear CORD Members,

Our club has been maintaining the Kelsey Notch trails with help from the NH Bureau of Trails
for several years. In addition to our routine maintenance, we have also upgraded several
bridges in the area so they can support heavy loads for trail maintenance equipment.

We are also happy to report that we have opened some new woods trails north of Nash Stream
Forest taking ATV traffic off of local roads thus reducing the chances of these trails being closed.

The Kelsey Notch Trails are a critical connector between the Colebrook/Pittsburg riding area
and the Millsfield and North Stratford riding areas and we ask that you support keeping these
trails open.

As a frame of reference, the Kelsey Notch trails in Nash Stream Forest are 2.56 miles long and
take up just 9.3 acres of the 40,013 acres of total forest land. That is just 2/100 of a percent of
the land in the forest. These trails are also located along the northern boundary of the forest so
they do not impact any other activities in the heart of the forest.

Nash Stream Forest was purchased with unrestricted public funds that came from people all
over New Hampshire. There were no wheeled vehicle restrictions placed on this land by either
the state or the federal government at the time of its purchase and none should be placed on it
now.

One of the three goals that were explicitly stated during the Nash Stream purchase process was
to “Provide continued public access for recreation” and we believe OHRV access should be part
of that recreation mix to serve the over 37,076 New Hampshire residents and visitors who
enjoy this sport.

Sincerely,
Craig Washburn
President

Metallak ATV Club e P.0.Box 318 e Colebrook, NH 03576 e www.metallakatvclub.com






¥\ Milan Trail Huggers

S22 .

P.O. Box 42
Milan, NH 03588

Maintaining Trails in Milan, Stark, Dummer, Success and Cambridge

™Man

January 12, 2023

NH Council on Resources and Development (CORD)
Department of Business and Economic Affairs

100 Main Street

Concord, NH 03301

Dear CORD Members,

Our club maintains trails in the Stark and Milan area as well as in Success and Cambridge. In March of
2022, Dummer residents voted to close their town roads to ATV traffic. Until we are able to open up a
new off-road connector trail, this means there is no way for ATV’s to travel east from Stark.

The only route available for Stark riders is to travel west to Groveton then north through Stratford and
then through Kelsey Notch to access riding in Colebrook/Pittsburg or Millsfield. From Millsfield they
can continue south to Success or Milan.

We respectfully request that members of the CORD committee continue to keep the trails in Kelsey Notch
open since they are the only alternative left for riders in the Stark area to access these other trail systems.

Regards,
Steve Kellet
President

Milan Trail Huggers
603-684-8132

Milan Trail Huggers < P.O.Box 42 -« Milan, NH 03588 - www.milantrailhuggers.com






Nash Stream Forest Facts

Nash Stream Forest was purchased with unrestricted public funds from the NH Land Conservation
Investment Program (LCIP) program along with federal money for an easement that is administered by
the White Mountain National Forest.

There are no restrictions on ATV use in the founding documents or in the federally held easement.

Existing ATV trails are located along the outer edges of the forest and do not impact the traditional uses
of hiking, hunting, fishing, etc. that occur in the heart of the forest.

There are two Kelsey Notch ATV trails that run along the northern forest boundary and they are 2.56
miles long utilizing 9.3 acres of land.

There are two ATV trails (West Side trail and Bordeaux trail) that run along the western edge of the
forest. The total length of these ATV trails is 8 miles and they occupy 29 acres of land.

In total, these four trails use 38.3 acres of the 40,013 acres in Nash Stream Forest. This is less than 1/10
of 1 percent of the land area in the forest. These trails are also used as logging roads and snowmobile
trails so they would not go away if ATV's were banned from the forest.

The ATV trails meet one of the tenants of the enabling legislation of the LCIP program which stated "The
purpose of making these investments is to strengthen the social and natural resource fabric of local
communities and to enhance the local and regional economies in the State that depend on tourism."

ATV riders are purchasing second homes and retirement homes in COOS County, strengthening the
economy and helping to replace the local revenue lost when the paper mills closed. Without access to
ATV trails, these people will go to other states to pursue their hobby.

When Nash Stream Forest was purchased, it had three stated goals:

1. Ensure that the property continues to contribute to forest economy through the sale of wood
products;

2. Provide continued public access for recreation; and

3. Protect the area's natural beauty and ecological values.

The ATV trails provide public access for many groups of people that may never be able to experience the
forest including young children, older adults, families and people with physical handicaps.

Sincerely,

[

Larry Gomes
104 Kelly Rd,
Stark, NH 03582
603-684-8196






January 10, 2023

NH Council on Resources and Development (CORD)
Department of Business and Economic Affairs

100 Main Street Concord, NH 03301

Dear CORD Members,

Our club maintains 140 miles of trail in the towns of Stratford, Groveton and Columbia that are
predominantly trails through the forest with only a small number of miles of roads used to connect the
various trails. Currently the only through trail into our area is from the north via the Kelsey Notch trail.
When Dummer residents closed their town roads to ATV traffic this spring, it had a huge impact on our
trail system since riders could no longer do a loop through our trail system because going south dead
ended in Stark. Unfortunately one of the casualties of this reduced traffic was the closing of the Hollow
Village Store in Stratford NH. This store had provided gas and food to area residents, ATV riders and
snowmobilers for many years. Most of our local businesses have been struggling to survive since the
paper mill in Groveton closed in 2017. ATV riders and snowmobilers make up the bulk of our visitors in
the Stratford area and provide a much needed boost to the local economy. Any of the local Realtors, can
vouch for the one driving force for folks coming here to build or purchase camps is for Snowmobiling
and Atving. Closing the Kelsey Notch trail would disconnect us from major riding areas in
(Pittsburg/Colebrook and Millsfield/Errol) and it would be devastating for the entire region. Please
continue to keep the Kelsey Notch Trail as well as Nash Stream trails open.

Sincerely yours,
Ted Burns
Trail Administrator North Country ATV Club

603-568-2999
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