
 1

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
BARK, et al.,   

 
Plaintiffs, 

 
v. 

 
UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE, 
 

Defendant, 
 

NATIONAL FOREST RECREATION 
ASSOCIATION, 38067 Millwood Drive 
Woodlake, CA 93286; RECREATION 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, INC.,11811 N. 
Tatum Blvd #4095, Phoenix, AZ 85028; CLM 
SERVICES CORPORATION, 675 Gilman 
Street, Palo Alto, CA  94301-2528, ROCKY 
MOUNTAIN RECREATION COMPANY, 
25574 Rye Canyon Road, Unit B, Valencia, CA 
91355; and DIANNE HUNN, 955 E Movie 
Ranch Road, Duck Creek Village, UT 84762, 
 

Defendant-Intervenor Applicants.
 

 
 
 
 
 
Case No.:  1:12-cv-1505-RC 
 
 
 
MOTION TO INTERVENE 

 
 Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24, Intervenor-applicants National Forest 

Recreation Association (“NFRA”), Recreation Resource Management, Inc., CLM Services 

Corporation, Rocky Mountain Recreation Company, and Dianne Hunn of Aud & Di 

Campground Services, Inc. hereby respectfully move to intervene in this matter as parties as of 

right, or in the alternative, by permissive intervention.  Pursuant to LCvR 7(j), a copy of 

Defendant-Intervenor Applicants’ Answers are attached hereto. (Exhs. 1-5). 
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 Counsel for Plaintiffs has stated that Plaintiffs do not oppose a request by Intervenor-

Applicants to intervene in this proceeding.  Counsel for Defendant has stated that Defendant 

takes no position on this motion.  

I.  Facts 

 a.  Recreation Resource Management, Inc.  

 Intervenor-applicant Recreation Resource Management, Inc. is a business which operates 

developed recreation sites within National Forest lands pursuant to permits issued by the United 

States Forest Service.  Declaration of Warren Meyer at ¶ 2(attached hereto as Exh. 6).  

Recreation Resource Management has been providing visitor services on federal lands since 

1989.  Id. at ¶ 3.  Recreation Resource Management has been operating recreational facilities in 

the Rose Canyon Lake area of the Coronado National Forest for approximately 13 years, and the 

current permit was most recently re-issued in 2011.  Id. at ¶ 4.  The Forest Service also issued 

Recreation Resource Management a permit in 2011 which authorizes it to operate recreational 

facilities on the Tonto National Forest known as the First Crossing, Water Wheel, Second 

Crossing and Third Crossing areas.  Id. at ¶ 5.  The permits state that they were issued by the 

Forest Service pursuant to its authority under Section 7 of the Granger-Thye Act, 16 U.S.C. § 

580d.  Id. at ¶ 6.  Pursuant to the terms of the permits, Recreation Resource Management pays a 

fee to the United States and also maintains the improvements at the site.  Id. at ¶ 7. 

 In their Complaint, Plaintiffs are explicitly challenging the decisions by the Forest 

Service to issue these permits to Recreation Resource Management and are seeking to have the 

permits invalidated.  Complaint at ¶¶ 6, 7 (the challenged permits are “administered by 

Recreation Resource Management”); id. at ¶ 29 (the permits which were issued to Recreation 

Resource Management are allegedly illegal).  As relief, Plaintiffs seeks a ruling from this Court 
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that the permits issued to Recreation Resource Management are invalid.  Id. at Request for Relief 

¶ 1. 

 b. Rocky Mountain Recreation Company 

 Intervenor-applicant Rocky Mountain Recreation Company also operates developed 

recreation sites within National Forest lands pursuant to permits issued by the United States 

Forest Service and has been doing so since 1976.  Declaration of Chet Roberts at ¶ 2 (attached 

hereto as Exh. 7).  The Forest Service issued Rocky Mountain Recreation Company a permit on 

November 8, 2008 which requires Rocky Mountain Recreation Company to maintain and 

operate developed recreational facilities on the Pike National Forest known as the Rampart 

Reservoir Recreation Area.  Id. at ¶ 3.  The permit states that it was issued by the Forest Service 

pursuant to its authority under Section 7 of the Granger-Thye Act, 16 U.S.C. § 580d and 36 

C.F.R. Part 251, Subpart B.  Id. at ¶ 4.  Pursuant to the terms of the permit, Rocky Mountain 

Recreation Company pays a fee to the United States and also maintains the improvements at the 

site.  Id. at ¶ 5. 

 In their Complaint, Plaintiffs are explicitly challenging the decision by the Forest Service 

to issue this permit to Rocky Mountain Recreation Company and are seeking to have the permit 

invalidated.  Complaint at ¶ 8 (the challenged areas are operated by Rocky Mountain Recreation 

Company); id. at ¶ 29 (the permits which were issued to Rocky Mountain Recreation Company 

are allegedly illegal).  As relief, Plaintiffs seeks a ruling from this Court that the permit issued to 

Rocky Mountain Recreation Company is invalid.  Id. at Request for Relief ¶ 1.    

 c. CLM Services Corporation  

 Intervenor-applicant CLM Services Corporation is a small, woman/minority owned 

company that has been operating developed recreation sites within National Forest lands for 
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nearly 30 years pursuant to permits issued by the United States Forest Service.  Declaration of 

Eric Mart at ¶ 2 (attached hereto as Exh. 8).  The Forest Service authorized CLM Services 

Corporation to operate recreational facilities on the Mt. Hood National Forest known as the Big 

Eddy area in 2011 and authorized them to operate the Bagby Hot Springs area in 2012.  Id. at ¶ 

3.  The permit issued to CLM Services Corporation states that it was issued by the Forest Service 

pursuant to its authority under Section 7 of the Granger-Thye Act, 16 U.S.C. § 580d.  Id. at ¶ 4.  

Pursuant to the terms of the permit, CLM Services Corporation pays a fee to the United States 

and also maintains the improvements at the site.  Id. at ¶ 5. 

 In their Complaint, Plaintiffs are explicitly challenging the decision by the Forest Service 

to issue this permit to CLM Services Corporation and are seeking to have the permit invalidated.  

Complaint at ¶¶ 26-27 (challenging the permit issued for operating the Big Eddy and Bagby Hot 

Springs areas); Mart Dec. at ¶ 3 (attached hereto as Exh. 8)(the permit for operating the Big 

Eddy and Bagby Hot Springs areas was issued to CLM Services Corporation).  As relief, 

Plaintiffs seeks a ruling from this Court that the permit issued to CLM Services Corporation is 

invalid.  Id. at Request for Relief ¶ 1.   

 d. Dianne Hunn and Aud & Di Campground Services, Inc. 

 Intervenor-applicant Dianne Hunn is the President of Aud & Di Campground Services, 

Inc. which is a small, woman-owned business that has been operating developed recreation sites 

within National Forest lands for 17 years pursuant to permits issued by the United States Forest 

Service.  Declaration of Dianne Hunn at ¶ 2 (attached hereto as Exh. 9).  The Forest Service 

issued Dianne Hunn of Aud & Di Campground Services, Inc. a permit in 2010 which authorizes 

Aud & Di Campground Services, Inc. to operate a recreational area on the Ochoco National 

Forest known as the Walton Lake area.  Id. at ¶ 3.  The permit states that it was issued by the 
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Forest Service pursuant to its authority under Section 7 of the Granger-Thye Act, 16 U.S.C. § 

580d and 36 C.F.R. Part 251, Subpart B.  Id. at ¶ 4.  Pursuant to the terms of the permit, Aud & 

Di Campground Services, Inc. pays a fee to the United States and also maintains the 

improvements at the site.  Id. at ¶ 5. 

 In their Complaint, Plaintiffs are explicitly challenging the decision by the Forest Service 

to issue this permit to Dianne Hunn of Aud & Di Campground Services, Inc. and are seeking to 

have the permit invalidated.  Complaint at ¶ 24 (challenging the permit issued for operating the 

Walton Lake area).  As relief, Plaintiffs seek a ruling from this Court that the permit issued to 

Dianne Hunn of Aud & Di Campground Services, Inc. is invalid.  Id. at Request for Relief ¶ 1.   

 e. Services provided 

 Recreation Resource Management, CLM Services Corporation, Rocky Mountain 

Recreation Company and Aud & Di Campground Services, Inc. provide most, if not all, of the 

following goods and services to visitors to the areas identified in the Plaintiffs’ Complaint: 

- Maintain parking lot (painting stripes, cleaning, sealing, etc.); 

- Repair parking lot (paving potholes, etc.); 

- Maintain paths/trails in area (such as grading as needed, refreshing gravel, etc.); 

- Provide security for visitors; 

- Provide immediate first aid support/assistance for medical emergencies by trained staff; 

- Provide ability to communicate in emergencies (radios/phones) where no cell service is 

available; 

- Clean and disinfect restrooms for public safety/convenience; 

- Repair restrooms; 

- Empty bathroom vaults; 
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- Apply odor treatment so bathrooms do not impact all visitors' experience; 

- Provide toilet paper in restrooms; 

- Remove graffiti which would detract from all visitors' experiences; 

- Maintain picnic tables (clean, paint/stain, repair); 

- Provide garbage cans; 

- Empty garbage cans; 

- Clean up litter in area; 

- Provide information to all visitors through trained staff (camp hosts,etc.); 

- Provide signs for visitors that educate them on the rules; 

- Provide signs for visitors that help them appreciate the natural area; 

- Provide drinking water dispenser (fountain, sink, etc.); 

- Maintain water lines for drinking water; 

- Test drinking water to ensure that it is safe/take corrective action if not; 

- Monitor site and remove public safety hazards (hazardous trees, etc.); and 

- Monitoring and testing for purposes of disease control. 

See Meyer Dec. at ¶¶ 8, 9 (Exh. 6); Roberts Dec. at ¶ 6 (Exh. 7); Mart Dec. at ¶¶ 6, 7 (Exh. 8); 

Hunn Dec. at ¶ 6 (Exh. 9).  

 f. National Forest Recreation Association 

 Intervenor-applicant NFRA is a national association which represents the interests of 

entities that have and seek permits from the United States Forest Service to operate campgrounds 

and developed recreation sites within National Forests.  Declaration of Marily Reese at ¶ 2 

(attached hereto as Exh. 10).  NFRA serves as an advocate for businesses offering quality 

outdoor recreation opportunities to the public on federal lands and waters across the United 
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States.  Id. at ¶ 3.  NFRA represents the interests of not only Recreation Resource Management, 

Rocky Mountain Recreation Company, CLM Services Corporation and Aud & Di Campground 

Services, Inc., but many other entities as well which have and seek permits to operate facilities 

and areas similar to those which are being challenged by Plaintiffs in this lawsuit. Id. at ¶ 4. 

II. Argument 

 A. Intervention as of right. 

 Rule 24(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure governs intervention as a matter of 

right.  Rule 24(a) provides, in relevant part: 

On timely motion, the court must permit anyone to intervene who ... claims an 
interest relating to the property or transaction that is the subject of the action, and 
is so situated that disposing of the action may as a practical matter impair or 
impede the movant’s ability to protect its interest, unless existing parties 
adequately represent that interest.”  
 

Fed.R.Civ.P. 24(a)(2).  The Court of Appeals has identified four requirements for intervention as 

a matter of right.  See Wildearth Guardians v. Salazar, 272 F.R.D. 4, 12-13 (D.D.C. 2010); 

Navistar Inc. v. Jackson, 840 F. Supp. 2d  357, 361 (D.D.C. 2012).  The Intervenor-applicants 

meet each of these four requirements. 

 For purposes of resolving a motion to intervene, “the well-pleaded allegations in the 

Complaint are assumed to be true.”  Wildearth Guardians v. Salazar, 272 F.R.D. 4, 9 (D.D.C. 

2010), citing Secs. & Exch. Comm’n v. Prudential Secs. Inc., 136 F.3d 153, 156 n. 4 

(D.C.Cir.1998) (citing Williams & Humbert Ltd. v. W. & H. Trade Marks (Jersey) Ltd., 840 F.2d 

72, 75 (D.C.Cir.1988)).  “Additionally, where appropriate, the Court shall refer to the non-

conclusory allegations and record evidence offered by the Putative Intervenors in support of their 

motions to intervene.”   Wildearth Guardians v. Salazar, 272 F.R.D. 4, 9 (D.D.C. 2010), citing 

Foster v. Gueory, 655 F.2d 1319, 1324 (D.C.Cir.1981) ( “motions to intervene are usually 
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evaluated on the basis of well pleaded matters in the motion, the complaint, and any responses of 

opponents to intervention.”); Sw. Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. Berg, 268 F.3d 810, 820 (9th 

Cir.2001) (“Courts are to take all well-pleaded, nonconclusory allegations in the motion to 

intervene, the proposed complaint or answer in intervention, and declarations supporting the 

motion as true absent sham, frivolity or other objections.”). 

   a. The motion to intervene is timely. 

 The first requirement is that the motion be timely.  Karsner v. Lothian, 532 F.3d 876, 885 

(D.C. Cir. 2008).  The Intervenor-applicants have filed this motion 23 days after the Defendant’s 

Answer was filed.  Significantly, no further proceedings have occurred in this proceeding since 

the filing of Defendant’s Answer.  Furthermore, this case is in its early stages.  Pursuant to this 

Court’s Order dated December 4, 2012 (ECF No. 11), a briefing schedule was established.  The 

Intervenor-applicants agree to the deadlines set forth in the Order if their motion to intervene is 

granted.  Moreover, the Administrative Record in this matter will not be filed until February 15, 

2013 and, because Plaintiffs’ cause of action is pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 

U.S.C. §§ 701-706, no discovery will likely occur.   

 As demonstrated below, Recreation Resource Management, CLM Services Corporation, 

Rocky Mountain Recreation Company and Dianne Hunn of Aud & Di Campground Services, 

Inc. are the holders of specific permits being challenged in this action.  In addition, NFRA is a 

national association of permit holders who depend upon the permits which are issued pursuant to 

the policies which Plaintiffs are challenging as well.  The Intervenor-applicants are seeking to 

protect their rights and interests which are being directly challenged by Plaintiffs in this action. 
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 Thus, granting the motion to intervene would in no way cause any prejudice to Plaintiffs.  

See Navistar Inc., 840 F. Supp. 2d  at 361 (motion filed shortly after defendant’s answer and 

before any discovery or substantive progress in the case was timely).1 

  b. The Intervenor-applicants have legally protected interests. 

 The second requirement is that that the “putative intervenor must have a ‘legally 

protected’ interest in the action.”  Id. at 885.  “The test operates in large part as a ‘practical 

guide,’ with the aim of disposing of disputes with as many concerned parties as may be 

compatible with efficiency and due process.”   Wildearth Guardians v. Salazar, 272 F.R.D. 4, 

12-13 (D.D.C. 2010), quoting United States v. Morten, 730 F.Supp.2d 11, 15–16 (D.D.C. Aug.4, 

2010).2  The agency decisions being challenged in this action include the prior specific decisions 

to authorize and issue permits to the Intervenor-applicants.  See Complaint at ¶¶ 21, 22, 23, 24, 

26, 29, 31 (ECF Doc. 1).  These permits provide Recreation Resource Management, CLM 

                                                 
1 Intervenor-applicants also agree to file joint submissions to the Court to minimize the necessary 
responses. 
 
2 In addition to meeting the four requirements, a putative intervenor in this Circuit must establish 
that it has constitutional standing to participate in the action.  Wildearth Guardians, 272 F.R.D. 
at 13.  “Where a party seeks to intervene as a defendant in order to uphold or defend agency 
action, it must establish (a) that it would suffer a concrete injury-in-fact if the action were to be 
set aside, (b) that the injury would be fairly traceable to the setting aside of the agency action, 
and (c) that the alleged injury would be prevented if the agency action were to be upheld.”  Id., 
citing Am. Horse Prot. Assoc., 200 F.R.D. at 156; see also Friends of Animals v. Kempt horne, 
452 F.Supp.2d 64, 68 (D.D.C.2006) (identifying requirements for constitutional standing in an 
action involving agency action).  “In most instances, the standing inquiry will fold into the 
underlying inquiry under Rule 24(a): generally speaking, when a putative intervenor has a 
‘legally protected’ interest under Rule 24(a), it will also meet constitutional standing 
requirements, and vice versa.  Wildearth Guardians, 272 F.R.D. at 13, n. 5, citing Roeder, 333 
F.3d at 233 (“any person who satisfies Rule 24(a) will also meet Article III’s standing 
requirement.”); Fund for Animals, 322 F.3d at 735 (conclusion that putative intervenor has 
constitutional standing is alone sufficient to establish that it has a legally protected interest in the 
action); see Navistar Inc., 840 F. Supp. 2d at 361.  As demonstrated above, Movants have legally 
protected interests which would be eviscerated if the Plaintiffs’ were successful in this action.  
Thus, Movants have established their standing to intervene in this action. 
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Services Corporation, Rocky Mountain Recreation Company and Aud & Di Campground 

Services, Inc. with legal rights which Plaintiffs’ action would seek to eviscerate.  See Meyer Dec. 

at ¶¶ 4, 5 (Exh. 6); Roberts Dec. at ¶ 3 (Exh. 7); Mart Dec. at ¶ 3 (Exh. 8); Hunn Dec. at ¶ 3 

(Exh. 9).  In addition, Plaintiffs are challenging as illegal the agency’s general “policy and 

practice” to issue permits to private concessioners in situations such as those present in the 

current matter and asking this Court to set aside that policy.  Id. at Request for Relief ¶¶ 1-3.  

NFRA represents the interests of private concessioners nationwide who rely upon the policy and 

practice now being challenged pursuant to which the agency issues permits to private parties 

where the agency does not have the ability to ensure that quality recreational opportunities are 

available to members of the public.  Therefore, the Intervenor-applicants have legally protected 

interests in the outcome of this action. 

c. The action threatens to impair the Movants’ interest. 
 

 The third requirement is that “the action must threaten to impair the putative intervenor’s 

proffered interest in the action.”   Wildearth Guardians v. Salazar, 272 F.R.D. 4, 12-13 (D.D.C. 

2010), quoting Karsner, 532 F.3d at 885.  As held by Wildearth Guardians, “[t]he inquiry is not 

a rigid one: consistent with the Rule’s reference to dispositions that may ‘as a practical matter’ 

impair the putative intervenor’s interest, Fed.R.Civ.P. 24(a)(2), courts look to the ‘practical 

consequences’ of denying intervention.” Wildearth Guardians v. Salazar, 272 F.R.D. at 13, 

quoting Fund for Animals, Inc. v. Norton, 322 F.3d 728, 735 (D.C.Cir.2003) (citing Natural Res. 

Def. Council v. Costle, 561 F.2d 904, 909 (D.C.Cir.1977)).  As was the case in Wildearth 

Guardians, “[s]imply put, the [agency’s] decision below was favorable to [the Intervenor-

applicants], and the present action is a direct attack on that decision.”  Id. at 14.  In fact, Plaintiffs 

refer directly to several of the Intervenor-applicants as the parties who hold the permits which 
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Plaintiffs now challenge.  Complaint at ¶¶ 6-8, 21-23, 26-27, 29, 31, Request For Relief ¶¶ 1, 2 

(ECF No. 1).  If successful, Plaintiffs’ action would result in Intervenor-applicants being forced 

to cease their operations in the locations at issue.  In addition, Plaintiffs are alleging that the 

agency’s general policy to issue permits to private concessioners in these types of situations is 

contrary to law and they are asking this Court to set aside that general policy.  Id. at ¶¶ 29, 31, 

Request For Relief ¶¶ 1, 2. 3.  If successful, Plaintiffs’ action would result in the agency reducing 

the opportunities for private permittees, such as those represented by NFRA, to obtain permits 

and conduct their businesses.  See Earthworks v. U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 2010 WL 3063139 *1 

(D.D.C. 2010)(granting intervention where lawsuit, if successful, would make it more difficult 

and expensive for business interests to operate on federal land). 

    Thus, it is indisputable that the action threatens to impair the Intervenor-applicants’ 

proffered interest in the action.  In addition, and again as was the situation in Wildearth 

Guardians, “were this Court to vacate the [agency’s] decision below, [Intervenor-applicants] 

would suffer a concrete injury-in-fact fairly traceable to that disposition; accordingly, 

[Intervenor-applicants] also ha[ve] standing to intervene in this action.”  Wildearth Guardians v. 

Salazar, 272 F.R.D. at 15.     

d. No existing party will adequately represent the Intervenor-
applicants’ rights. 

 
 The fourth requirement is that “no existing party to the action may adequately represent 

the putative intervenor’s interests.”  Wildearth Guardians, 272 F.R.D. at 13, citing Karsner, 532 

F.3d at 885.  “Significantly, the putative intervenor’s burden here is de minimis, and extends only 

to showing that there is a possibility that its interests may not be adequately represented absent 

intervention.”  Wildearth Guardians, 272 F.R.D. at 13, citing Fund for Animals, 322 F.3d at 735.  

As this Court has held, with respect to federal Defendants, “it is well-established that 
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governmental entities generally cannot represent the ‘more narrow and parochial financial 

interest’ of a private party.”  Wildearth Guardians, 272 F.R.D. at 15, quoting Fund for Animals, 

322 F.3d at 737 (internal quotation marks omitted); Navistar Inc., 840 F. Supp. 2d at 362 

(“Courts have often concluded governmental entities do not adequately represent the interests of 

private parties seeking to intervene because the private parties have ‘a more narrow and 

‘parochial’ financial interest not shared’ by the government”).  Thus, the putative Defendant-

Intervenors have shown that no existing party to the action would adequately represent their 

interests. 

e. NFRA has standing as an association. 
 

 Intervenor-applicant NFRA also has standing as an association representing the interests 

of Forest Service permit holders, including those explicitly named in the current action.  As held 

in Safari Club Int’l v. Salazar, 281 F.R.D. 32, 37-38 (D.D.C. 2012). “[a]n association has 

standing to bring suit on behalf of its members when its members would otherwise have standing 

to sue in their own right, the interests at stake are germane to the organization’s purpose, and 

neither the claim asserted nor the relief requested requires the participation of individual 

members in the lawsuit.” Citing Friends of the Earth, Inc. v. Laidlaw Envt’l Servs. (TOC), Inc., 

528 U.S. 167, 180–181, 120 S.Ct. 693, 145 L.Ed.2d 610 (2000) (citing Hunt v. Washington State 

Apple Advertising Comm’n, 432 U.S. 333, 343, 97 S.Ct. 2434, 53 L.Ed.2d 383 (1977)). 

 As demonstrated above, NFRA’s members would otherwise have standing to sue in their 

own right.  NFRA’s members are current and potential future permit holders who hold permits 

that authorize them to charge visitors to National Forest areas in situations such as those 

identified in the current Complaint.  NFRA’s purpose is to protect its members’ rights under their 

existing permits and their ability to obtain future permits.  In addition, the challenge to the 
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agency’s general policy of permitting private operators to charge visitors to National Forest areas 

in the situations identified in the Complaint and its request to have that policy declared illegal 

and set aside does not require each of NFRA’s members to appear individually in this 

proceeding.  See Complaint at ¶ 29 (seeking to have the agency’s general policy of permitting 

private operators to charge visitors in the situations identified in the Complaint set aside as 

illegal)(ECF No. 1). 

  II. Permissive Intervention 

 In the alternative, Intervenor-applicants seek permissive intervention pursuant to Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 24(b).  Pursuant to Rule 24(b), the Court may permit anyone to intervene if their motion 

is timely and the party “has a claim or defense that shares with the main action a common 

question of law or fact.” “]T]he key factor the court must consider in exercising discretion is 

‘whether the intervention will unduly delay or prejudice the rights of the original parties.’” Bible 

Way Church of Our Lord Jesus Christ Worldwide, Inc. v. Showell, 260 F.R.D. 1, 4 (D.D.C. 

2009); Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(b)(3). 

 As shown above, Intervenor-applicants have sought intervention in a timely manner.  In 

addition, Intervenor-applicants have a defense that shares a common question of law and fact 

with the main action.  It is Intervenor-applicants’ position, as the holders of the permits being 

challenged and as the parties who imposed the challenged fees, that the fees are authorized by 

law.  As held by the Court in Earthworks, 2010 WL 3063139 *2, “because the [intervenors] have 

an interest in keeping the agencies’ rules in place and therefore have a ‘defense that shares with 

the main action a common question of law or fact,’” permissive intervention is appropriate.  

Furthermore, “[b]ecause this case is still at a preliminary stage and because the Court will require 

the [intervenors] to submit joint briefing with the other Intervenors, no delay or prejudice will 
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result from the Court’s order.”  Id. at *2, n. 2.   

III. Conclusion 

 For the reasons set forth above, Recreation Resource Management, Inc., Rocky Mountain 

Recreation Company, CLM Services Corporation, Dianne Hunn of Aud & Di Campground 

Services, Inc. and the National Forest Recreation Association respectfully request that their 

motion for intervention as of right, or in the alternative, permissive intervention, be granted. 

           Respectfully submitted, 

 
     /s/  Kevin R. Garden              . 
Kevin R. Garden 
DC Bar No. 426745 
THE GARDEN LAW FIRM, P.C. 
901 N. Pitt Street 
Suite 325 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
Telephone:   (703) 535-5565 
 
Counsel for Intervenor-Applicants 
 

Dated: December 7, 2012 
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