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Introduction 

The Motorcycle Trail Riders Association, the Bookcliff Rattlers Motorcycle Club, 

the Western Slope ATV Association, the Grand Mesa Jeep Club, and the named 

318 individuals submitting these comments utilize the BLM motorized travel and 

recreation programs on a regular basis and hope to continue to do so.   

 

The Bookcliff Rattlers were recently awarded "Volunteer of the Year" award for 

their volunteer work on the trails in the Planning Area.  The Grand Mesa Jeep 

Club, the Western Slope ATV Association and the MTRA have participated in 

desert cleanups and/or various trail projects as volunteers for BLM over the last ten 

years.  The Jeep Club is 50 years old, and has recreated in the Planning Area for 

that entire time. 

 

We all have been active in the planning process for this DRMP from its inception, 

submitting scoping comments and attending meetings. 

 

As a consequence we all have a keen interest  in retaining the present level of 

access to BLM lands and Open Areas for motorized recreation.  Our organizations 

are dedicated to a positive future for responsible motorized recreation and for 

general motor access to BLM lands.  We are also extremely interested in a lawfully 

developed Resource Management Plan and Travel Plan. 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DRMP and take the 

responsibility of reviewing the DRMP for compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act, CEQ regulations, the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act, and BLM regulations with the utmost seriousness.  

Each comment is presented as an individual issue to the best of our ability, for ease 

of sorting and identifying our concerns with the DRMP. 
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Defective NOI 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

We would like to report an error in the scoping process used to develop the Planning Issues and 

Alternatives. 

ERROR: The Notice Of  Intent (NOI) of October 14, 2008 presented no proposal for the public 

to respond to during the scoping period. At 40 CFR 1508.22 Notice of Intent we learn that; 

“Notice of intent” means a notice that an environmental impact statement will be 

prepared and considered. The notice shall briefly: 

(a) Describe the proposed action and possible alternatives."(emphasis added) 

 

The Grand Junction BLM's NOI did not contain any proposed actions other than the intent to 

prepare an Environmental Impact Statement.  The NOI simply provided a list of the activities 

and resources that it would cover (with no definitions or proposals included).  It does not appear 

that this is what CEQ meant by instructing the agency to "describe the proposed action." 

At 40CFR 1501.7: 

"There shall be an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be 

addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action." 

(emphasis added) 

 

The clear implication here is that there must be a proposal for the public to consider and provide 

feedback on.   The Grand Junction BLM NOI contained no such proposal.  The responding 

public had no idea what the BLM was considering, or what might be changed, or how BLM 

proposed to address these activities and resources in the RMP revision. 

Further, in the CEQ 40 Questions, in answering the question about early scoping CEQ reveals an 

important clue about the importance of providing a proposal of some kind so that the public can 

participate effectively.  At CEQ 40 Questions, the question # 13a answer: 

"The regulations state that the scoping process is to be preceded by a Notice of Intent 

(NOI) to prepare an EIS. But that is only the minimum requirement. Scoping may be 

initiated earlier, as long as there is appropriate public notice and enough information 

available on the proposal so that the public and relevant agencies can participate 

effectively " (emphasis added). 
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In this answer to question 13a we learn the purpose of having a proposed action in the NOI.  The 

idea is that the public can only participate effectively if it has information about what the BLM is 

proposing to do.  

Further, in the two subsequent "Travel Management" scoping meetings, there were no proposals 

put forth.  The public was asked to check the BLM route inventory for accuracy and 

completeness.  A second meeting had to be scheduled because the first meeting occurred during 

a time when most of the areas of the planning area were not accessible, so the public was unable 

to check the BLM inventory.  We commend the BLM for opening up the second meeting, yet 

there were still no proposals offered.  

BLM sent out several newsletters, called the "Grand Junction RMP newsletter," mailed to 

interested parties.  The closest BLM ever came to describing any proposals was to say that it had 

developed four alternatives.  A was No-action, B was balanced human and natural resources, C 

was to emphasize non-consumptive use, and D was for commodity production and public 

opportunities.  There was nothing specific and there was no further explanation about any of 

them, nor were any maps provided. 

In other words, the BLM proposals that we see now has come as a complete surprise to the 

public.  In all action alternatives, major cutbacks in general public access are proposed, and 

major reductions to the single biggest attraction in the planning area (and possibly in the entire 

Grand Valley) are set forth.  Had the public known anything about these proposals during 

scoping, the BLM would have received far more relevant responses.   

We have a strong hint that BLM did not want public participation.  On two separate occasions 

Mr. Brandon Siegfried submitted  FOIA requests
1
 to find out what the proposed Travel Plan 

would be, and BLM refused to answer his questions.  This is an incredible breach of trust and 

regulation, as the BLM proposals are supposed to be furnished to the public once the NEPA 

process has started, and the CEQ intends for an early and open public review of the proposals.
2
  

                                                           
1
 June 7, 2012 and August 22, 2012. Mr. Siegfried requested: 

 

2 40CFR1506.6 (e) "Explain in its procedures where interested persons can get information or status 

reports on environmental impact statements and other elements of the NEPA process. "(emphasis 

added) in other words, a FOIA should not have been needed; BLM is required to make the process as 

transparent as possible and these requirements are repeated frequently in various forms throughout 
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Furthermore, CEQ strongly and repeatedly encourages full public participation during the 

process, not after the draft RMP is done, only to find out in adversarial comments that the public 

is opposed to the proposal.  Bear in mind that BLM was working on this revised RMP for four 

years prior to his requests, during which time BLM would not reveal any information about what 

the proposals might look like.   

To summarize, in this case the public could not participate effectively because there was no 

information available.  The BLM never revealed its proposals to close down general public 

access and concentrate visitors in tiny areas, to which the BLM "marketing" would direct all 

visitors.  The public had no opportunity to participate effectively.   

Now, after four-plus years of work, the DRMP is complete, but with a major flaw in its 

foundation.   

Resolution: This a serious defect in the very foundation of the DRMP.  It would not be quite 

such a problem if BLM was proposing well-reasoned changes.  However, BLM is proposing to 

close off more than 66% of general public access, with little to no justification or rationale. BLM 

is proposing to take a natural feature that attracts over 250,000 people per year and cutting it in 

half--essentially dismantling it.  BLM is creating large swaths of "non-motorized zones" for no 

apparent reason.  BLM is expanding WSA boundaries without any statutory authorization.  All 

these changes are discussed in detail in separate comments. These stunning changes were never 

disclosed at any time during scoping or during the planning process.  Every proposal in every 

discipline (land allocations and travel planning) is affected by this error.  General public access is 

the defining issue in these proposals and many of the land allocations are clearly designed to 

facilitate the shutdown of general public access. Unless BLM can involve and appropriately 

respond to the generally adversarial public comment it is receiving now, it is likely that BLM 

will have to re-scope the RMP and start over.  In its new effort, BLM must provide full public 

disclosure of, and a clear rationale for its proposals, so that the public is able to participate 

effectively. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
the CEQ regulations.  Actually denying to answer the question in the FOIA was an egregious 

violation of the letter and the intent of the CEQ regulations. 
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No Humans in P and N 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

ERROR: The Purpose and Need Statement is in disregard of the NEPA Title I, Section 101 (a).  

We reprint:  

[42 U.S.C. 4321] 

TITLE I 

DECLARATION OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

SEC. 101. (a) The Congress, recognizing the profound impact of 

man’s activity on the interrelations of all components of the natural 

environment, particularly the profound influences of population 

growth, high-density urbanization, industrial expansion, resource 

exploitation, and new expanding technological advances and recognizing 

further the critical importance of restoring and maintaining 

environmental quality to the overall welfare and development of 

man, declares that it is the continuing policy of the Federal Government, 

in cooperation with State and local governments, and 

other concerned public and private organizations, to use all practicable 

means and measures, including financial and technical assistance, 

in a manner calculated to foster and promote the general 

welfare, to create and maintain conditions under which man and 

nature can exist in productive harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, 

and other requirements of present and future generations of 

Americans. (emphasis added) 

The language that we perceive the P&N is in disregard of is in particular, "...to the overall 

welfare and development of man,"  and  "maintain conditions under which man and nature can 

exist in productive harmony..."  We realize and agree that mankind has had a profound effect 

upon the natural environment, but the NEPA is about maintaining and improving the human 

environment for the general welfare of mankind.  It is not about constraining and precluding 

man's activities to preserve a strictly natural environment.  

 

This is especially true of the Travel Plan in this RMP.  There is no consideration of the 

contribution of motor access to the development of man, or to the enjoyment of productive 
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harmony.  The material posted on the RMP website about what issues are affecting each route  

("Route Issue Table") has no provision for the beneficial effects of all of the routes.  BLM's  

route-by-route criteria is clearly all natural resource based.  In the Route Issue Table BLM's 

simple answer about the use of the route does not speak to the existence of the benefit to humans 

of the routes in their totality.  BLM has not given any consideration to the social and economic 

benefits of the routes in their totality.  Instead, BLM has placed every route in conflict with 

almost every resource.  The general welfare of mankind, both social and economic, have been 

left out of the equation, clearly contrary to the NEPA Title I and to the FLPMA.  

 

 In the RMP Executive summary, it is stated that,  

 

"The purpose of this RMP revision is to ensure that public lands are managed in 

accordance with the intent of Congress, as stated in the FLPMA, under the 

principles of multiple use and sustained yield." (emphasis added) 

 

The intent of Congress according to the FLPMA is to manage the public lands for outdoor 

recreation and human use and occupancy.
3
  The intent of Congress for the NEPA process is for 

BLM to take a "hard look" at the effects of BLM actions on the human environment.   

 

The RMP Purpose and Need must include the intent of Congress, which is to manage the land for 

human use and occupancy, stimulate development of mankind, foster the general welfare, and 

promote productive harmony with nature.  Neither the FLPMA nor the NEPA direct us to 

constrain all human access to the natural environment in order to create large zones of "no 

human effects," or "almost no human effects."  Human effects have not been proven to be 

universally bad, and there is no statutory support in either the FLPMA or the NEPA for such a 

condition.  

 

For example, the accusation of habitat fragmentation is one of the common complaints about 

roads and trails, yet we have reviewed the literature and we challenge BLM to show any research 

the proves that lightly used, unmaintained dirt roads, two-tracks, and singletrack causes habitat to 

be fragmented.  We say that because in all the literature about these types of lightly-used 

travelways, that claim is theoretical.  The claim of fragmentation is derived (or presumed) from 

general road literature including heavily travelled logging roads, paved roads, and highways, 

which obviously do fragment habitat.  Lightly used, widely dispersed recreational routes (like 

those in the GJFO Planning Area) have yet to be proven to fragment habitat.  Yet recreational 

dirt roads and trails do provide for human occupancy and use, they do provide outdoor 

                                                           
3
 FLPMA Title I Section 102(a)(8) 
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recreation, they do contribute to the development and general welfare of mankind, and they do 

contribute to the wide sharing of life's amenities (NEPA Title I Section 101 (b) (5)). 

 

Thus, in this case and in most cases, the claim of harm to the natural environment of the Planning 

Area is strictly theoretical, yet it displaces the known human benefits of the routes.  This is not 

scientific (40CFR 1500.1(b)), and it is not the intent of Congress that theoretical or fanciful 

threats to the natural environment be given priority over the known, real benefits to humankind. 

 

RESOLUTION:  Rewrite the purpose and need statement, and rework the alternatives such that 

the intent of Congress is carried forward.  We can have the access and not degrade the natural 

environment; the roads and trails occupy less than  4/10ths of one percent of the Planning Area.  

That leaves 99.6 percent of the Planning Area to the natural environment.  This does not cause 

degradation.  So much broad acreage left to the natural environment  promotes the natural 

environment while allowing humans to share in the natural world, and it promotes the general 

welfare (including economic welfare) of the surrounding communities. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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TMP goal statement is misleading 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

We would like to point out three glaring errors in the TMP.  From DRMP Appendix M , Part 1: 

The goal of the Grand Junction Field Office Travel Management Plan is to propose a 

management framework that allows for both current and future recreation needs, while 

ensuring protection of resources. 

The first glaring error is the BLM claims it is providing for future recreation needs, when in fact 

reducing the present transportation system does the exact opposite.  For recreationists who enjoy 

the "open" riding areas (North Desert Open Area and Grand Valley Open Area) cutting the size 

of those open areas by 67% can in no way be considered planning for the future.  At best, to 

handle future needs, those areas must stay the same size.  Shrinking an opportunity that is in 

unusually high demand and then claiming it is a good plan for the future is irrational.  It is not a 

reasoned proposal.  

The same holds true for the dispersed route-oriented travel.  Shrinking an opportunity that has a 

clear and demonstrated demand is never a plan for the future, especially when BLM knows that 

demand will grow every year.   

BLM does not even know whether the present system is at capacity.  BLM does not know 

whether the 11,400 acre Grand Valley Open Area is at its carrying capacity with 250,000 visitors 

per year right now.  BLM apparently has not considered how 4,900 acres will handle that same 

250,000 people.  BLM has apparently not considered what will happen when we add in all of the 

people who wanted a dispersed recreation opportunity but are squeezed into these concentrated 

areas.    

The point is, BLM is not making proposals that plan for the future.  BLM is making proposals 

that are irrational and not well reasoned, by any stretch of the imagination.  

The second glaring error is that the Goal Statement is incomplete.  It gives the reader no 

information on the desired future condition.  The action alternatives all focus motorized 

recreation in small restricted areas mostly around Grand Junction and the North Desert.  BLM is 

intentionally degrading motor recreation opportunities.  

This is in disregard of Section 202(c) of FLPMA,  
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" Use and observe the principles of multiple use and sustained yield; "  

Why do we say this?  Because this ultra-concentrated use will not be sustainable, and because 

the rest of the planning area drops out of the "multiple use" category by having the  motorized 

travel so severely closed out.  Lands without access are lands that quickly become single use.  

The BLM appears to be concealing a vision for a desired future condition which is single-use, 

non-motorized, with no general public access.  

The point is, BLM is disregarding the FLPMA mandate for multiple-use, sustained yield. 

Also from Section 202 of the FLPMA, 

"consider the relative scarcity of the values involved and the availability of alternative 

means and sites for realizing those values;" 

All action alternatives concentrate motorized recreation routes into small areas and discourage 

dispersed recreation.  For example, "Dual sport" and "adventure riding" are the fastest growing 

segments of the motorcycle sport. (Motorcycle Industry Council Feb. 6, 2013) The drastic 

reductions proposed by the action alternatives will not accommodate the future demand for long 

distance dual sport and adventure riding.  These activities occur only on existing roads and trails.  

There is no evidence found by this BLM office or any other office that road and trail based motor 

recreation puts any resource at risk.  That is the purpose of going to a designated route system.  

We only take issue with the paucity of designated routes  outside the concentrated use areas.    

The same is true of the open intensive use areas.  That recreation opportunity is already scarce (a 

large block of acreage open for unrestricted use).   It is a rare and unique place.  BLM intends to 

dramatically diminish that experience in every action alternative in this plan. 

The point is, BLM is making some values (recreation values) extremely scarce, but has not 

crafted any alternatives for realizing those values. 

The third glaring error is that the rest of the planning area is left for all non motorized 

activities with no restrictions.  This implies that non motorized activities have no impact and do 

not need any management at all.   If BLM had analyzed or even conducted a literature search on 

non-motor recreation, BLM would have learned that it has the exact same effects as motorized.  

Of course BLM will not believe this, however, we offer for BLM's review just three (of many)  

research works which bear this out: 

1. Assessing the Cumulative Effects of Linear Recreation on Wildlife Habitats on the Okanogan 

and Wenatchee National Forests.  Gaines, Singleton & Ross 2003.  Forest Service Pacific 

Northwest Research Station publication # GTR586. 
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To summarize the findings we reprint two graphs from that work: 

 

As the graphs show, nonmotorized recreation has its own effects and they are almost exactly the 

same as for motorized.   
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Other research in the field which show the same outcomes include: 

"Effects of Human Intrusion on Song Occurrance and Singing Consistency in Subalpine Birds," 

1994 Gutzwiller, Wiedenmann, Clements, Anderson in The Auk (University of California Press) 

We reprint a short portion of the summary: 

For the control-versus-intruded comparison, seven results had P levels >0.05 and 50.10, 

but each contributed to the unmistakable pattern exhibited by all 10 control-versus-

intruded effects: higher singing activity on control sites.  When we examined the 

untransformed data for song occurrence and singing consistency and the percent 

differences associated with declines, we found that most of the influences on singing 

behavior were substantial. 

 

"Responses of Desert Bighorn Sheep to Increased Human Recreation," Papouchis, Singer, Sloan 

in Journal of Wildlife Management 65(3):573-582, reprinted here is the first half of the abstract: 

AbsEmct: Human recreation has been implicated in the decline of several populations of 

desert bighorn sheep (Ouis canadensis nelsoni). Managers are concerned about the 

impact of increased recreation on desert bighorn sheep in Canyonlands National Park 

(NP), Utah, USA, where visitation increased 325% from 1979 to 1994. We compared 

behavioral responses of sheep to recreational activity between a low visitor use area and a 

high visitor use area during 1993 and 1994 by observing behavioral responses, distances 

moved, and duration of responses to vehicles, mountain bikers, and humans on foot. 

Hikers caused the most severe responses in desert bighorn sheep (animals fled in 61% of 

encounters), followed by vehicles (17% fled) and mountain bikers (6% fled), apparently 

because hikers were more likely to be in unpredictable locations and often directly 

approached sheep. 

 

The recommendation of the authors is to confine hikers to designated trails during spring and 

autumn. 

These are only three of many similar studies. 

The point is, BLM has failed to analyze the effects of nonmotor recreation before allowing that 

activity carte-blanche throughout the planning area.  After reviewing these reference works, it 

appears that BLM is failing to protect the natural resource.  This is not a well-reasoned proposal. 

To summarize, none of the action alternatives meet the goal statement in the Travel 

Management Plan.  Either the goal statement is concealing another agenda, or the BLM is 

simply not developing rational alternatives.  The reason we suggest these two possibilities is 

because the goal statement makes  its claims, yet every alternative seems to accomplish the 

opposite. 
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This problem needs to be corrected in the Final RMP.  We need to know what the true BLM-

desired condition is.  It is too serious a disconnect to leave standing as it is; it inspires distrust 

and skeptism.  It is far too irrational.   

It could be corrected by developing a new alternative that does take the future (and present) into 

consideration, or crafting a ROD which uses most elements from Alternative A in order to be 

prepared for the future.  As it stands now, BLM is not even planning for the present, and is 

definitely not planning for the future. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Planning issue 1 assumes route closures 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

From Table 1-4 in the DRMP: Planning Issue Categories and Statements 

 

Planning Issue Statement 

 

1. Travel Management How will motorized, nonmotorized, and mechanized travel be 

managed to provide commodity, amenity, and recreation opportunities, reduce user 

conflicts, enforce route designations and closures, reduce fragmentation and habitat 

degradation, and protect natural and cultural resources? 

 

The phrase of concern here is "enforce closures."  This reveals that the planning team intended to 

close routes before any analysis occurred.  The assumption that routes must be closed, when the 

existing footprint of all the routes equals well under 4/10ths of one percent of the entire 1 million 

acre land base, is misguided.  This assumption is also not borne out by the analysis:  The 

Environmental Consequences chapter does not indicate that there is any significant problem in 

the planning area under the existing situation.   

 

We say this because that chapter reports on no declines in any resource caused by roads and 

trails. The analysis, in both Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, read more like an encyclopedia in this 

aspect: it lists everything that is in the planning area, and then lists anything that might have 

some kind of effect on it.  In this catalogue, everything is treated the same as everything else 

when in fact, this is not the case at all.  Everything is not the same as everything else.  All human 

activities do not have the same effect, although according to the BLM, the humans always do 

have an effect and the effects are always so negative that apparently, the maximum amount of 

human activity must be removed.  Yet Chapter 4 does not report this to be the case. 

 

At DRMP pg.  p.4-75 for Alternative A, "The cumulative erosion in these areas resulting from a 

dispersed, expanding, unmaintained, and in many cases poorly designed route system would be 

considered a nonpoint source of pollution."  This is a generic, unquantified statement that tells us 

the obvious (the name of the type of pollution caused by roads), but it implicates nothing.  In 

fact, the phrase "would be" is the clue that there is nothing to implicate. 
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The phrase "would be," means that non-point pollution is not occurring at this time.  The phrase 

is very handy in that it vaguely implies that it could be.  But, if it were occurring, "would be" is 

not the phrase of choice.  The document would say, "is occurring."  

 

Furthermore,  the scale of effects is not identified.  Nowhere is it reported that any non-point 

source could ever even approach (let alone exceed) EPA limits.  It is a general, unquantified  

statement with no quantified (real or potential) outcome.   

 

However, with less than 10 inches of precipitation annually throughout the Grand Valley portion 

of the planning area, and less than 15 inches of precipitation throughout the rest of the planning 

area (DRMP diagram 3-11) this unquantified, "maybe" statement does not justify wide scale 

route closures, because erosion from so little water runoff is an insignificant factor.  There are no 

perennial waterways in the planning area except for the rivers.  The vast majority of the land has 

no permanent water and has only ephemeral washes which are dry for years on end. 
4
  

 

Furthermore, the DRMP fails to state how much of this sparse precipitation falls as snow, which 

has a far less erosive effect.  This is an important fact for determining how much effect the actual 

rainfall is having.  It could be that the planning area really receives only 5 inches of rainfall, with 

the rest falling as snow.  Snowmelt does not generate accelerated runoff in the planning area 

because there is not enough snowfall.  

 

The point is, this is a semi-arid environment and erosion from rainfall is not a significant factor. 

 

At DRMP pg. 4-97 we learn that, ""Fourth-order watersheds were used as the basic unit of 

analysis because impacts from most management actions proposed under the RMP and other 

existing activity plans are not expected to have cumulative, hydrologic influence beyond this 

scale."  Recall, we are analyzing Alternative A as well as the action alternatives.
5
  Again we find 

that BLM could continue the present course of action and not affect any waterbody with the 

current level of activities in the planning area. 

 

We also say that the assumption that routes must be closed is incorrect because the DRMP states 

that the incremental effects of Alternative A (the existing situation) are not expected to be 

significant.  In other words, BLM could  leave the existing situation in place and there would be 

no significant cumulative effects.  

 

                                                           
4 DRMP p. 3-45, 3.2.5 Water Resources:  "Fresh water is scarce and therefore extremely valuable in semi-arid 

western Colorado." 

5 Executive Summary page ES-9: "Each alternative stands alone as a potential RMP and provides direction 

for resource programs based on the development of specific goals, objectives, and management actions." 
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Why do we say that?  Because at DRMP pg. 4-122, Vegetation Cumulative Impacts-- 

 

"In contrast, the incremental contribution of Alternatives A, B, and C to cumulative 

impacts on vegetation is expected to be less than significant." 

 

And at DRMP pg. 4-189, Special Status Species, Cumulative Impacts:   

 

"In contrast, the incremental contribution of Alternatives A, B, and C to cumulative 

impacts on special status species is expected to be less than significant."   

 

This is a clear indicator that there are no significant impacts occurring now.   

 

So, if you apply this standard from DRMP pg. 4-157:  

 

"The analysis includes the following assumptions:  

 Because of the large number of special status species, it was determined that the most 

effective way to disclose impacts at the programmatic level would be to analyze the 

impacts on the habitat cover types used by these species (see Chapter 3 for species and 

habitat descriptions). Accordingly, for the purposes of analysis, the special status species 

described in Chapter 3 are grouped here by habitat type (Table 4-27, Special Status 

Species Grouped by Status and Habitat). Direct and indirect impacts on species were still 

analyzed and are generally discussed under All Habitats and Special Status Species 

headers."  

 

And as noted above in the DRMP, the vegetation, which is what comprises the habitat, is not 

significantly affected by the present level of activity in the planning area. 

 

According to the Geology section, the existing condition has been in place for thousands of 

years. Nonetheless, the analysis proceeds as if the existing condition is something that happened 

just recently, caused by motorized and "casual" use on less than 4/10ths of one percent of the 

planning area.  Even though the DRMP supplies the information we need, the BLM insists on 

assuming that wholesale closures are necessary.  In this case, the assumption is incorrect and 

leads to a conclusion which has no connection to the facts before the agency: The present human 

activities in the planning area are not having significant effects.  It appears that the BLM has 

been doing a good job.  The BLM may not like the roads and trails, but it cannot (and does not) 

point to any resource problems presently occurring that it could blame on the roads and trails.   

The reality is, BLM needs to keep the maximum number of routes open because demand is 

increasing. Crowding only intensifies impacts, possibly to beyond BLM's ability to mitigate.  At 

this time, little mitigation is called for.  Yet the humans will continue to visit, and BLM is ill 
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advised to shut down so much of the existing transportation system.  This is likely to lead to 

unintended negative outcomes which will require expensive mitigation in the future. 

In sum, the assumption that many routes must be closed is predecisional, because it is not borne 

out by the analysis.  Yet BLM proceeds as if it was, and the result is a conclusion (proposal) that 

has no connection to the facts before the agency.  This is a judicial standard which the document 

is expected to stand up to, but it will not.  The failure can be traced to the faulty assumption, and 

the BLM attitude that the assumption is true even when BLM's own analysis does not show this. 

Because the assumption is at the foundation of the document (a planning issue) and it is carried 

forward as though it were true, the repair of this defect in the Plan and EIS will be difficult.  

There is no action alternative that fits the factual information about roads and trails.  It is too late 

to develop another alternative.  It could be that the ROD must be crafted to incorporate mostly 

Alternative A in order to correct this defect.   

We would support and recommend such a solution. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Does not answer planning issues 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

ERROR:  This Plan does not, or cannot, resolve eight of the planning issues.   

DISCUSSION: At DRMP Table 1-4, "Planning Issue Categories and Statements,"  

Issue statement # 1: 

 

How will motorized, nonmotorized, and mechanized 

travel be managed to provide commodity, amenity, and 

recreation opportunities, reduce user conflicts, enforce 

route designations and closures, reduce fragmentation 

and habitat degradation, and protect natural and cultural 

resources?  

 

The Plan does not provide the recreation opportunities nor does it provide the amenities at a level 

even close to what is presently available.  What the plan leaves, for anyone reliant on a motor 

vehicle (and that is easily over 70% of the visitors
6
)  is not sufficient to answer the demand (cited 

in the DRMP as "growing").  For the motorized visitor, the proposed Alternative B plan will 

remove a prized amenity for motorized recreationists by closing the vast majority of the routes in 

remote portions of the planning area.  The numbers of people who enjoy these trips are clearly 

undercounted, as the BLM has no traffic counters in most of the entry ways to these trips, and 

rarely any BLM personnel on site to note the presence of the motorized visitors.  These visitors 

enjoy riding on primitive roads and trails in remote areas, seeking solitude and remoteness for 

the quality of recreation those characteristics provide.  By closing the routes in the Gateway, 

Prairie Canyon and other similar areas, this type of remote, long-distance opportunity will be 

denied.  This is an amenity which BLM has undervalued for the motorized visitor.  There are no 

documented resource damages from this type of route use, and the Environmental Consequences 

chapter noted so at  DRMP pgs. 4-189,  4-122, 4-97, 4-156, and 4-163.  The widespread closures 

are shown on Travel maps for Alternative B.
7
   Comparing Alternative B with Alternative A 

reveals a shocking reduction in open routes; users will be deprived the many miles of touring 

                                                           
6
 Calculated in a separate comment. 

7
 However, all the action alternatives propose unreasonable and difficult to implement closures. 
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opportunities on the primitive roads and trails  that are already in place.  The scale of the closures 

is unreasonable and impractical.  It is unreasonable to eliminate this special kind of recreation 

amenity for every type of motor recreationist, that is, SUV drivers, 4WD enthusiasts, side-by-

side operators, ATV riders, and motorcycle riders, with no rationale given.  These people fall 

into the category of those who "drive for pleasure," which is documented as the most popular 

activity in dry wild land settings.  It is important to note that this DRMP omits that fact.  As long 

as reviewers don't know that driving for pleasure is so popular, it makes these widespread 

closures appear to be an insignificant loss.   

CEQ emphasizes that agencies construct alternatives which are reasonable, but the closures 

proposed by BLM are unreasonable and radical, and will be expensive and labor intensive to 

implement.  The cost and manpower far exceeds what might be gained by locking the public out 

of so many remote parts of the planning area.  In fact, BLM fails to quantify what will be gained 

by doing so.  

In sum, BLM's answer to this issue actually reduces the available recreation amenities. 

Planning Issue # 3  

 

How will recreation be managed to provide for a 

variety of recreational activities, while protecting 

natural and cultural resources, minimizing user 

conflicts, and providing socioeconomic benefits to 

local communities?  

 

This issue implies that BLM plans to provide a variety of  recreation opportunities, however, the 

above stated loss removes the variety from the motorized recreationists venue.  Furthermore, the 

BLM "vision" of directing people into small SRMA's and closing off the remote parts of the 

planning area denies all visitors a variety of recreation experiences.
8
  Visitors looking for  

different kinds of experiences will be forced onto smaller and more crowded areas for every trip.  

BLM is actually reducing the variety of recreation opportunities by proposing widespread, large-

scale route closures in the remote parts of the planning area and drastically reducing the size of 

the SRMA's.  So, BLM's answer to planning issue # 3 is, "BLM will not provide a variety of 

experiences, but rather, limit all visitors to small confined areas where they will have crowded 

and repetitive experiences."  BLM will not be enhancing the socioeconomic benefits to local 

communities because BLM is reducing the available recreation opportunities. 

                                                           
8
 At DRMP p 4-60, our best clue as to the "vision" for GJFO: "Under Alternative B, recreation users would 

be directed toward the 78,300 acres of SRMAs (78 percent fewer acres than under Alternative A), 

concentrating impacts on soils in those areas and reducing impacts throughout the rest of the planning 

area." (emphasis added)   
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Planning Issue # 4 

What opportunities exist to make adjustments to 

public land ownership that would increase the 

benefit to the public, local communities, and 

natural resources, while working towards BLM 

management goals?  

 

Example of BLM's "negative" answer to this question: The BLM has up for disposal a small tract 

of land south of Highway 50 east of Whitewater.  This area has trails in it, which provide close to 

home trail riding opportunities for motorcyclists and equestrians.  BLM has no management 

investments in this area, so it is a "no cost to BLM" recreation amenity. Neither the visitors or 

the resource require any BLM attention; by any reasonable reviewer's standards this would seem 

to be a win-win.  Disposing of this land would not benefit the public which uses that area.  So, 

BLM's answer to that issue is, "BLM is not particularly concerned about increasing the benefits 

to the public."  

 

Planning issue # 7  

 

How will the BLM protect and manage lands with 

wilderness characteristics?  

 

This is outside BLM jurisdiction. BLM is under legislative direction from Congress to cease and 

desist from that policy.  Congress revoked BLM's authority to seek out and preserve lands with 

alleged wilderness qualities when Congress amended the FLPMA, as noted in this DRMP.  

Congress further instructed BLM to stop doing this again in 2011:  

 

"H.R. 1473, the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act. 

This legislation included a provision cutting off all funding through September 2011 for 

the controversial Secretarial Order #3310, which outlined plans for the creation of new 

de-facto wilderness areas or “Wild Lands.”  

 

The CR specifically states that no federal funds  

 

"may be used to implement, administer, or enforce Secretarial Order No. 3310 issued by 

the Secretary of the Interior on Dec. 22, 2010."  

 

In addition to the Congressional action, Senator Hatch reprimanded the Secretary of the Interior: 

 

“As you know, Congress prohibited the use of federal funds to implement the rejected 

Wildlands policy. We were pleased when you abided by the Congressional order and 
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reaffirmed your commitment to the American people that this policy would not be 

implemented. However, we are deeply troubled with the issuance of the new BLM 

manuals, which appear to be the latest rendition of the controversial Wildlands proposal. 

We are equally troubled that our offices and the public were not afforded the courtesy to 

provide input and that we were not notified of their existence-some of which appear to 

have been in place since March. The Wildlands policy was an unpopular policy then, and 

it remains an unpopular policy now. The mere fact these new handbooks were developed 

and released without public notice only affirms our deep skepticism for the motives 

behind the underlying directives.” 

Signed into law on April 15, 2011. 

BLM's answer to the lawfully elected Congress is, "BLM will do what it pleases and is not 

subject to Congressional oversight."  By renaming the same policy and resuming its 

implementation in this Plan, BLM is acting unlawfully, outside of its statutory authorizations by 

continuing to seek out such acreage and withdrawing it via some other administrative decision.   

 

Planning issue # 14 

 

How can the BLM promote or maintain 

activities that provide social and economic 

benefits to local communities?   

 

The answer BLM has for this Issue is, BLM will dismantle the single most popular feature on its 

land, attracting over 250,000 people annually.  The economic benefits from that attraction will be 

severely degraded.  The social benefits afforded by that feature will be virtually destroyed. 

BLM's answer to that Planning Issue is, "BLM is not concerned with the social and economic 

welfare of the surrounding community." 
9
 

 

Planning Issue # 15 

 

What measures should be undertaken to 

promote a healthy environment for local 

communities?  

 

The environment in the local communities is out of BLM's control and jurisdiction.  BLM is 

grossly overstepping its statutory authorization by attempting to address the environmental 

health of the local communities.  We must assume that this issue pertains to the BLM lands 

                                                           
9
 These benefits are discussed in detail in a separate comment. 
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adjoining the communities, because otherwise it is not a planning issue that can be addressed via 

this document. 

 

If that is the correct assumption, then the BLM plan to reduce the Grand Valley Open Area, 

directly adjacent to Grand Junction, by a whopping 57 percent means that an enormous number 

of people will be crowded into less than half the area they presently use.  The effects on health 

and safety will be all negative, possibly to the extreme.
10

  The effects of overcrowding are well 

documented, with declines in safety and sanitation foremost on the list.  So, the BLM has 

answered that issue by saying "No, BLM is not particularly concerned about a  healthy 

environment for local communities." No rationale is provided for these closures.  This holds true 

for the shrinkage and outright closure of the rest of the designated open areas in the preferred 

alternative.  More and more visitors will be crowded into a tinier space.  This is simply 

irresponsible management, not well-reasoned nor reasonable.  BLM is fully aware of the 

enormous number of people attracted to these sites, yet BLM still proposes to shrink and/or 

eliminate these close-to-town attractions. 

 

Planning Issue # 16 

 

What measures should the BLM implement 

to preserve the natural soundscape in the 

planning area?  

 

BLM's notion that they are under a legal mandate to manage for "natural soundscapes" is 

"fanciful."  It is not set forth in FLPMA that the BLM undertake any such task.  This is again, 

BLM saying to the Congress, "BLM will do whatever it wishes, and is not bound by any 

legislative direction."  Furthermore, there are noise nuisance regulations in the CFR and there are 

already state laws in place regulating noise.  This has already been decided by law and needs no 

further attention via this RMP.  BLM is acting outside its jurisdiction by declaring a 

responsibility to manage for a "natural soundscape."  That is a National Park Service standard, 

not a BLM standard or requirement. 

 

Planning Issue # 17 

 
How will the BLM incorporate the analysis of the 

impacts of a changing climate on natural resources in 

the planning area?  

  

                                                           
10

 The specific negative outcomes of crowding are discussed in a separate comment. 
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This issue is not for the BLM to address.  There is nothing in the FLPMA which triggers a duty 

to act in this subject area.  When Congress passed the FLPMA in 1976, Congress most certainly 

could have included a mandate to attempt to deal with climate change.  There was ample public 

awareness of such a possibility; for example, Time Magazine, a widely circulated national news 

weekly, ran stories on global cooling in its Feb. 2,  1970 issue; its Nov. 11, 1974 issue; its Aug. 9 

1976  issue, and its June 24, 1974 issue, aptly titled, "Another Ice Age?"   

 

Congress was fully aware of concerns in this subject matter, yet Congress put no language in the 

FLPMA that indicates BLM was to address this issue either then, in 1976, or at any time in the 

future. 

 

To summarize, eight of the 17 Planning Issues are being disregarded or not answered 

appropriately, or are not even relevant to the BLM mission.  Based on the implication created by 

giving a subject the status as a planning issue, reasonable reviewers would perceive that BLM 

wants to answer these issues such that a positive outcome ensues.  In these cases however, BLM 

is acting in a negative way, acting outside its authority, or disregarding the issue altogether.  This 

results in BLM answers that are unreasonable and irrational, and not warranted by the facts or 

mandated by law.   

 

RESOLUTION:  We want BLM to look at these questions and craft alternatives, or a ROD, 

which has positive outcomes.  The DRMP has stated at DRMP pages. 4-189, 4-188, and 4-122 

that the present situation will not have a significant cumulative effect.  Thus, no radical changes 

(like what is proposed) are warranted.  We also request that BLM remove the issue of climate 

change as an issue, as it lies outside of BLM's statutory authority and has not been funded by 

Congress in the 2013 session. And finally we request that BLM follow Congress's direct 

instructions and abandon the concept of seeking out and managing lands with wilderness 

characteristics outside of WSA's. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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No Issue ID 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

In the Executive Statement at ES.4 we learn what an "issue" is: 

 

"A planning issue is a major controversy or dispute regarding 

management of resources or uses on BLM lands that can be addressed in a 

variety of ways, which is within the BLM’s authority to resolve." 

The "Issues" are listed in Table 1-4 at DRMP page 1-11.  The error is that each question only 

covers a broad subject area.  It is a list of subject areas posed as questions.   

In terms of the definition of Planning Issues as described in ES.4, no issues at all are identified.  

No controversies or disputes are identified.  Nothing has been identified which compels any 

proposed action, or even a change in management strategy. 

 We can't tell what is the problem that BLM hopes to resolve or relieve via this RMP.   BLM has 

posed a list of questions about each area of BLM jurisdiction, but BLM has not said what needs 

to be changed, or why BLM perceives that something needs to be changed.  

At 40 CFR §1501.7 Scoping, we learn that the BLM must 

"(3) Identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not significant or 

which have been covered by prior environmental review." 

 

CEQ repeats this instruction using different language at 40CFR §1500.4: 

 

"(g) Using the scoping process, not only to identify significant environmental issues 

deserving of study, but also to deemphasize insignificant issues, narrowing the scope of the 

environmental impact statement process accordingly" 

 

Thus, if BLM is in compliance, all of these subject areas must have significant environmental  

issues associated with them.   BLM has not factually identified any environmental issues, and by 

that omission, BLM has not eliminated non-significant issues nor has it identified significant 

issues.  We say "has not factually identified" any issues because of the vast amount of unknown 

information about the Planning Area itself; at DRMP page 4-6 in Section 4.2.1, we find out that 

BLM doesn't have any field data on the four major disciplines within BLM jurisdiction: 
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 "Field inventory of soils and water conditions;  

 Field inventory of vegetation composition;  

 Field inventory of wildlife and special status species occurrence and condition; and  

 Field inventories for cultural and paleontological resources."  

 

Thus, we know we will find no factual evidence about anything in the planning area.  No factual 

evidence about bad things, good things, or harmless things.  We can only rely on the qualitative 

estimates in the Cumulative Effects chapter.  Everything else is theoretical.  There isn't any 

evidence that any significant negative effects of any activity are actually occurring in this 

Planning Area. 

Because of this presentation, it (again) could be perceived that the only reason for the revised 

RMP is that it is required by law.  In the absence of a "major controversy or dispute," resolvable 

by BLM via this RMP, there is no reason for any major changes to the present course of action.  

It is just not credible that every single area within BLM jurisdiction has so a significant problem 

that its management needs to be revised.   

Planning Issue # 1 and #3 are the only Issues that even mention conflict, yet the context is very 

broad and vague; we don't find any attempt to narrow the scope to what is truly significant.  

What conflicts BLM is talking about are not presented as an issue.  Is everything in conflict with 

everything else?  Are the recreational visitors fighting with each other?  Is this even within BLM 

jurisdiction to resolve?  Or is there a specific area of concern that is not meeting a desired 

condition?  This is a multiple-use setting; all public lands visitors expect to see other, different 

land use activities occurring.  That makes it difficult to perceive that "conflicts" are within 

BLM's authority to resolve or minimize.  

 In fact, BLM has not offered any issue within the context of a proposal, as CEQ instructs.  BLM 

has failed to narrow any of the issues to what is truly significant. 

Now, if we turn to Cumulative Impacts, at pages 4-122, 4-156, 4-188, 4-189, and 4-97 we learn 

that the cumulative impacts on vegetation, fish and wildlife, special status species, and water 

resources is not expected to be significant under Alternative A, the existing situation.
11

  In other 

words, there is no compelling need to change the present management scenario, and definitely no 

                                                           
11 DRMP p-4-189 Special Status Species  Cumulative Impacts-- "In contrast, the incremental contribution of 

Alternatives A, B, and C to cumulative impacts on special status species is expected to be less than significant."  

Page 4-122 Vegetation Cumulative Impacts--"In contrast, the incremental contribution of Alternatives A, B, and C 

to cumulative impacts on vegetation is expected to be less than significant." Page 4-97 Water resources (Noting that 

Alt A is treated as proposed, although not preferred.) "Fourth-order watersheds were used as the basic unit of 

analysis because impacts from most management actions proposed under the RMP and other existing activity plans 

are not expected to have cumulative, hydrologic influence beyond this scale." 
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compelling need or reason to radically change it as BLM is proposing to do with its Travel 

Management Plan.  In the analysis, BLM presents no factual evidence that the present travelways 

are endangering any natural resource.  The only resources that may need more protection may be 

cultural resources and paleontology resources; the simple change to designated-routes-only will 

offer that added protection.  There is no documented need to close 67% of the roads and trails to 

general public use, and nothing identified a need to reduce the OHV open areas by 57%.   

To summarize, the 17 items listed as "Planning Issues" are actually just subject areas.  There are 

no controversies or disputes identified with any of them.  BLM has not followed CEQ direction 

for compliance with Section 102(E) as set forth in §1500.1(b) or §1500.2(b).  BLM has not even 

followed its own definition from its own Executive Summary.  The Planning Issues present no 

problem with the present situation that needs to be solved nor do they present any future  

condition that would improve the present situation.  It appears that the Planning Issues were 

developed (listed) before the proposals, and then the ID Team thought up three new ways to 

manage the activities in the Planning Area.  This sounds very much like a team which is writing 

this revision only to comply with the law 
12

, and not because there is a compelling need for major 

changes to the present management scenario.   

That explains why this EIS is simply an encyclopedic listing of everything that lies within the 

Planning Area, and then another encyclopedic list of anything that may affect those things.  In 

BLM's presentation, everything is the same as everything else.  This DRMP is in direct violation 

of 40CFR §1500.4 : 

"(b) Preparing analytic rather than encyclopedic environmental impact statements." 

(emphasis added) 

 

And another, further violation, of 1500.4,  

 

"(c) Discussing only briefly issues other than significant ones (§1502.2(b))." 

 

We don't know which issues are significant because we don't know what the issues are.  

The result is, there is no analysis, in the sense that CEQ intends, which is a cause-and-effect 

analysis.  Not a listing, but an analysis.  That is, in an analysis we have a human activity, and we 

have a change in the natural environment, and we have a statistically reliable causal relationship.  

Nothing like that is presented anywhere in this DRMP analysis.   

At DRMP the BLM cites the FLPMA: 

                                                           
12

 The FLPMA requires that land use plans be updated periodically, and revised when appropriate.  That is a 

legitimate Purpose and Need all by itself; there is no need to generate controversy by proposing radical changes 

where none are needed.   
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"The FLPMA requires that the BLM “develop, maintain, and, when appropriate, 

revise land use plans.” (emphasis added) 

If, after all the resources BLM put into this DRMP, there are no controversies or disputes 

identified in the DRMP, it is not appropriate to make radical revisions of the 1987 RMP. BLM 

will be violating the FLPMA if BLM makes any radical and controversial changes, such as the 

changes that are proposed for the travel system.   

The only rational, cost-effective solution is to craft a ROD which is comprised of mostly 

elements from Alternative A, No Action.  We emphasize, the DRMP identifies no issues 

according to its own definition of issues.  What is written in the DRMP is what is in the record.  

BLM cannot justify any radical changes with this document. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Arbitrary answers to planning issues 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

We would like to point out a fundamental mistake with the DRMP which would change the 

outcome if it had not occurred.  In the Introduction, at Table 1-4, BLM presents the planning 

issues as questions.   The questions are posed as wide-open to any answer.  This enables BLM to 

answer the questions any way it wishes, in other words, present any solution it wants to "answer" 

the "Planning Issues."  This could point to an arbitrary selection of "answers" to these issues.  

BLM is giving itself the opportunity to change every aspect of every activity in the Planning 

Area in any way it wishes.   

 

This is especially true for travel management.  It appears as though BLM has arbitrarily 

chosen what BLM itself wishes to do.  This appearance is the result of (but not limited to) the 

following twelve factors.   

 

1) As detailed in a separate comment, the lack of information about any BLM proposals, and the 

misleading suggestion that there would be expansion of the route system, in the scoping 

meetings and the NOI.  This prevented effective public participation. This is a serious and 

fundamental error in the method for developing the Planning Issues. 

 

2).  The direction from BLM officials in Washington declaring that BLM would seek out areas 

with wilderness characteristics and attempt to preserve them.  A highly publicized conflict 

between Congress and BLM  ensued,
13

 yet BLM is still pursuing this exclusionary policy. The 
                                                           
13 H.R. 1473, the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act. This 

legislation included a provision cutting off all funding through September 2011 for the 

controversial Secretarial Order #3310, which outlined plans for the creation of new de-facto 

wilderness areas or “Wild Lands.” The CR specifically states that no federal funds "may be used 

to implement, administer, or enforce Secretarial Order No. 3310 issued by the Secretary of the 

Interior on Dec. 22, 2010." In addition to the Congressional action, Senator Hatch reprimanded 

the Secretary of the Interior: “As you know, Congress prohibited the use of federal funds to implement 

the rejected Wildlands policy. We were pleased when you abided by the Congressional order and 

reaffirmed your commitment to the American people that this policy would not be implemented. 

However, we are deeply troubled with the issuance of the new BLM manuals, which appear to be the 

latest rendition of the controversial Wildlands proposal. We are equally troubled that our offices and the 
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"fall-out" from the BLM leadership's attitude is the downstream attempts by local BLM units to 

dramatically reduce the numbers of people who can access BLM lands.  "Motorized vehicles" 

and "human presence"
14

 are the universal villains in the descriptions and catalogue of effects in 

the Affected Environment and the Environmental Consequences, making it clear that one of 

BLM's major complaints is general public access to BLM lands.  

 

3)  The findings in the Environmental Consequences chapter of this DRMP indicate that there 

are no natural resources at risk under the existing situation
15

, therefore, there is no compelling 

need for drastic cutbacks.  Drastic cutbacks in access are not warranted by the facts. 

 

4) A wide range of conflicting public
16

 input on the subject of travel management, yet BLM 

chose not to frame this as a planning issue but rather lump all responses into a generic question 

which could be answered any way BLM wants.   

 

5) The phenomenal popularity of motor access in the Grand Valley and the lands surrounding it.   

The numbers provided by BLM in this draft document, and the frequent notations in the 

document of "increasing demand," provide the evidence that a very large sector of the public 

puts a high value on this access.   It could happen that BLM may claim the drastic reductions in 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
public were not afforded the courtesy to provide input and that we were not notified of their existence-

some of which appear to have been in place since March. The Wildlands policy was an unpopular policy 

then, and it remains an unpopular policy now. The mere fact these new handbooks were developed and 

released without public notice only affirms our deep skepticism for the motives behind the underlying 

directives.” 

Signed into law on April 15, 2011. 

14
 DRMP p. 4-143 

15 Beginning at RMP p. 4-122 Vegetation Cumulative Impacts--"In contrast, the incremental contribution 

of Alternatives A, B, and C to cumulative impacts on vegetation is expected to be less than significant." 
(emphasis added) 
"Cumulative impacts on fish and wildlife are related to those described above for vegetation, since 
vegetative communities provide the habitat for wildlife species and can affect habitat for fish species (e.g., 
riparian vegetation)." and page 4-156-- "the incremental contribution of Alternatives A, B, and C to 
cumulative impacts on fish and wildlife and habitats is expected to be less than significant." (emphasis 
added)   4-163 " All Habitats and Special Status Species: "Many of the impacts on special status species 
would be similar to those described previously in Section 4.3.4, Vegetation and Section 4.3.5, Fish and 
Wildlife."  

 

16
 DRMP Appendix M p. M-5: " Viewpoints expressed in the comments reflected a wide spectrum of desires 

regarding appropriate levels of access." 
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motor access were a response to scoping, but that response is reliant on a defective scoping 

method.  People who rely on motor access for their recreation had no reason to believe that 

access was in jeopardy, and thus no reason to urge BLM to keep the lands at least as open as they 

are now.  Drastic cutbacks in access are not warranted by the facts. 

 

6) In this planning area, motor access and motor recreation deserve a great deal of deference, due 

to its popularity and necessity (see item 7 below).  Instead, BLM proposes to dramatically cut-

back general access.  The conclusion (proposals to reduce access) is not connected to the facts 

before the BLM (over 300,000 visits dedicated to vehicle recreation annually and growing at 7-

10 percent per year
17

).   

 

7)  BLM has completely overlooked an important aspect of the problem: Every activity requires 

the use of a motor vehicle for access (not only those activities for which the vehicle and the route 

are intrinsic components of the recreation).  Why?  Because of the predominantly desert 

environment.  Outside of the SRMA's, developed areas, and river recreation sites, muscle-

powered activities are impractical, due to the absence of water and shade.  

 

8) If we add in the statutory mandate from FLPMA Section 102: 

 

 (8) the public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, 

scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and 

archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public 

lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife 

and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation and human 

occupancy and use;(emphasis added) 

 

We see that the BLM is directed to manage for human occupancy and use, and it is not directed 

to shut the public out of the public lands.  BLM is directed to protect the natural resources; we all 

want a nice place to go, and that is the operative phrase, "place to go."  Some to drive for 

pleasure and some to pursue other activities, yet all need vehicle access.  The mandate is to 

manage the access, not close it down.  In other words, BLM is mandated by law to manage for 

human occupancy and use. In sum, drastic cutbacks are not warranted by law. 

 

9) In the route designation criteria we see that the BLM has clearly placed natural values above 

all others.  FLPMA does not mandate this.  At Title I Section 102(7) of FLPMA,  

 

                                                           
17

 DRMP p.3-181 
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(7) goals and objectives be established by law as guidelines for public land use planning, 

and that management be on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield unless otherwise 

specified by law; (emphasis added) 

 

NEPA does not mandate this, in fact,  NEPA states in Title I Section 1010(a) 

 

that it is the continuing policy of the Federal Government,... to create and maintain 

conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony, 

 

NEPA further mandates in Title I Section 101 (5): 

 

(5) achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high 

standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities 

 

This the legal mandate from Congress.  Yes, the mandate includes protecting the resource, but 

just as  important is achieving "productive harmony," so that all humans can avail themselves of 

the amenities found (in this case) via access to BLM lands.  In other words, NEPA tell us to 

share it.  We are supposed to be looking for the balance between man's use and the effects of that 

use.  Furthermore, the greater the benefit from that use, the more impacts are acceptable.  This 

has been established in NEPA case law.   

 

10)  BLM omits any use of "benefits" in its route selection criteria.  This causes the appearance 

that there must be no benefits at all other than commercial and to connect point A to point B. The 

"fun factor" and the associated social amenities that go with driving or riding on a remote  and 

beautiful road or trail, with family and friends, are left out of the selection criteria. BLM doesn't 

consider any possibility that the visitor's enjoyment can and does come from the route itself, and 

that such enjoyment has a high value and does in fact benefit society.  Recreation: to re-create 

one's self, to renew, to refresh, in order to continue a productive and satisfying life. 

 

11)  The failure of the BLM to examine the scale of effects is another alarming omission. DRMP 

p-3-185 the BLM complains that,  

 

In addition, more people are seeking out these less-visited areas for relief from some of 

the crowded areas and are modifying the social setting of the less crowded areas. With 

use levels growing, the evidence of visitation is also increasing. Evidence of alteration, 

including vehicle use, litter, manmade structures, tree damage, surface vegetation 

impacts, vandalism to cultural resources, hardened campsites, human-caused wildfires, 

and compacted soils, can be found in more and more places. 
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Yet BLM doesn't bother to tell us that all the existing roads equal only .349 percent of the 1 

million acre  land base.  That's at worst, 4/10ths of one single percent, estimated.
18

  That leaves 

99.6 percent untouched by these "braided, rutted roads" and "hardened campsites" (all of which 

are next to remote roads).  Ninety-nine point six percent of the land is untouched by this system 

of roads.  The level of "damage" that can occur from such a tiny footprint cannot possibly be 

anything but a tiny irritant.  This further disconnects the facts from the conclusion.   

 

12)  Pushing the BLM answers further toward the arbitrary is that BLM is proposing an 

unreasonable amount of access reductions, but CEQ emphasizes what is reasonable.  If BLM 

itself does not want motor access to the Planning Area, then an arbitrary solution to that issue 

would be unreasonable cutbacks in access regardless of the facts. 

 

Taking all those twelve factors under consideration does make the BLM's answers to the 

Planning Issues appear arbitrary.   In the matter of travel management, the public didn't need any 

scoping periods to voice its wishes; the sheer number of recreational vehicle visits combined 

with the need for motor access for every activity, already tells us the story.  

 

 How to remedy this planning error?  It is so fundamental to the process that it commands a 

major repair.  There must be evidence that BLM's answers to its own Planning Issues, and in 

particular the Travel Management Issue, are not arbitrary.  Because of the wide-open nature of 

the NOI, and the lack of proposals during the travel management scoping, effective public 

participation was prevented.  One possible way to fix this problem would be to revise the FEIS 

Travel Plan and craft a ROD that is comprised of most of the elements from Alternative A, based 

on the facts before the BLM.  The reality is that vehicle access is highly valued, very popular, 

and it isn't hurting anything in any measurable way.   

 

While it may seem arbitrary, it is obvious what BLM wants to do, as demonstrated by the BLM 

proposals. But BLM needs to be planning for the future, not for the past. As it sits now, BLM is 

not even planning for the present.  This is irrational. 

 

It is also critical that BLM correct the omissions that we pointed out in this comment, including 

the facts of how necessary a motor vehicle is to every activity on BLM lands, the tiny footprint 

of the actual route system, and the societal benefits of motor access.  These are corrections that 

                                                           
18

 From the route inventory, the estimated total existing mileage 4,800, converts to about 3,490 acres assuming 

average route width of 6 feet, which is .349  percent of the entire land base. This includes skewing the numbers by 

keeping the Intensive Use North Desert mileage in the equation. 
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we want to see in the FRMP.  CEQ regulations as clarified in the 40 Questions, mandate that 

these revisions are made in the text of the document.
19

 

 

It is important to note here that we choose the word "arbitrary" because it is one of the judicial 

standards this document must meet.  The entire Decision hinges on how arbitrary the BLM 

answers to its own Planning Issues actually are.  Given the problem with the NOI, and the 

evidence and omissions we've cited, we are afraid that BLM's answers to the Travel Management 

issue would not stand up to the arbitrary standard.  BLM is pursuing an unreasonable, irrational 

vision.   

 

We would very much prefer to see BLM resolve the problem with a reasonable revised Travel 

Plan in the preferred alternative in the FEIS, as we've noted above. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
19 CEQ 40 Questions answer # 25a: " The final statement must also contain the agency’s responses to comments on 

the draft EIS. These responses will be primarily in the form of changes in the document itself, but specific answers 

to each significant comment should also be included." (emphasis added) CEQ's answer to #29a: " Normally the 

responses should result in changes in the text of the EIS, not simply a separate answer at the back of the document." 

(emphasis added) 
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Comment analysis ignores time 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

Error: The analysis fails to address the motorized use of roads and fails to understand that ‘use’ 

is an event that exists in time. The analysis fails to think about when the existing condition came 

into being, and whether or not it is changing, or has changed enough to warrant any management 

adjustment.  

The endless catalogue of resources in the Affected Environment and the Environmental 

Consequences does not consider cause and effect.  It only lists what is there (names of 

vegetation, soil types, animal species, etc)  and then provides another all-inclusive catalogue of 

activities that "can" affect those resources. In this catalogue, everything is the same as everything 

else.  The scale of effects is omitted.  With no scale of effects to place things in perspective, there 

is no reliable causal relationship between the described activities and the effects. 

From DRMP p. 4-103, an example of what happens when the "scale of effects" is omitted.  The 

result is an implication that the described activities are having a significant effect regardless of 

whether or not they are actually significant:  

Disturbance from casual use. Substantial analysis and planning is used to determine the 

locations and types of casual use activities that would occur, such as recreation, 

motorized vehicle use, and use of authorized and unauthorized routes. However, these 

uses are not subject to site-specific environmental review and monitoring requirements, 

and vegetation impacts would not be apparent until after damage has occurred. Examples 

of impacts on vegetation and desired plant communities from casual use include 

trampling from humans and animals, vegetation removal, fragmentation of vegetation 

communities, increased dust, soil compaction, and increased likelihood for weed 

introduction or spread. Increased soil compaction damages the soil structure and 

decreases the pore size in smaller-particle soils, which would decrease infiltration rates 

and soil moisture and increase erosion or surface runoff. Impacts are more likely to occur 

in easily accessible areas, where visitation would be high, and in areas open to cross-

country travel. Fewer impacts on vegetation would occur along designated routes because 

past and current use has already impacted these areas, although further impacts could still 

occur. Once discovered, BLM would mitigate impacts to the extent practicable and 

feasible through such measures as closures or use restrictions. 
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1. There is no place anywhere in the DRMP or reports that considers the factor of time.  

The analysis never describes what "visitation" means.  In the context of travel management, it is 

the use of a route.
20

  Use is a transient event. Part of the description of a transient event is that it 

is of limited duration. We illustrate with a simple example: 3 vehicles a week cross a dry wash, 

each one takes 30 seconds to cross.  The vehicles are gone in just a few minutes, and the 

disturbance is settled as soon as the vehicles are gone.  The presence of the motorized use effect 

lasts for 90 seconds out of 168 hours (one week).  Whatever the effects are of the route itself, the 

effects of the use of the route are only a tiny percent of it.  If this is to be an "analysis," it needs 

to account for the reality: that of all the time the route is present and contributing "effects," the 

use of routes happens in a very brief period of time.  There is a wealth of research that reveals 

that the amount of use and the  types of use a route receives determine its condition and, in turn, 

the extent of any actual effect on the surrounding environs.  The effects of routes and their 

different uses is not only borne out by the research, it is intuitive as well: 

The amount of time a route is in use depends directly and entirely on the number of users and the 

type of use.  Dispersed use with light weight vehicles equals low impact, with the duration of the 

disturbance very minor and long intervals of no use.  Crowding the use and the resulting frequent 

heavy vehicles equals intense use and high impacts, and the duration of the disturbance is much 

longer, with few intervals of no use.  

This DRMP analysis fails to consider or report on any of these factors, and thus has no support 

for any management change at all, and in particular, has no supporting documentation for drastic 

closures. 

2. The Analysis Ignores Historical Uses and the Historic Existing Condition 

The DRMP never mentions or addresses the fact that certain conditions develop over time in the 

planning area, and then the effects and evidence of them persist for years. Fire and drought are 

the most obvious examples. Yet the DRMP has nothing that shows us what the rate of change is.  

It is important to know the existing condition. But it is also important to know how it came to be, 

and how long it has been like that, and if it’s changed very much. The DRMP admits it does not 

have this information.  Instead of acknowledging the importance of the missing information (per 

CEQ regulations at 1502.22), the analysis proceeds as if the existing condition is something that 

happened just recently, caused by motorized and "casual" use on 4/10ths of one percent of the 

planning area. 

                                                           
20

 The DRMP often mistakenly conflates the use of existing routes into "cross-country travel."  In most of the 

planning area random cross country travel is not possible due to terrain and vegetation.  Thus, "visitation" cannot 

be separated from routes, whether motorized or not.  
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The historical background on the planning area includes over-grazing, fire, drought, disease and 

flooding.  These are the landscape scale factors that created the landscape we have now.  Low 

level motorized use on 4/10ths of one percent of the planning area is not a landscape scale factor.  

It only approaches a landscape-scale event in the area BLM has set aside for intensive use, and 

nowhere else. 

History confirms that major damage occurred a long time ago.  The DRMP ignores this.  For 

example, BLM has not measured the information in the catalogue of geologic changes against 

present conditions.   BLM has not quantified the effects of 100 years of grazing in areas with less 

than 10 inches of rainfall in any chapter.  The discussions about the effects of motorized use is 

not set in its proper context, of both scale and time. 

RESOLUTION: The DRMP must be corrected to include an analysis of existing conditions in 

the context of the history of the planning area. The analysis must disclose what conditions have 

been in the past, and make some assessment of what has changed, where, and by how much.  

This DRMP has not done that, even though that is the only way to justify management changes.   

There must be some effort to disclose what portion of the existing condition has historic causes 

and was not caused by any human use (motorized or non-motorized)  in the modern era. And, 

perhaps most important, there must be a discussion of the scale of effects of the motorized use in 

the context of other events and activities. 

We now call BLM's attention to the CEQ regulations , from CEQ’s Forty Questions: 

"Question 29a. Responses to Comments. What response must an BLM provide to a 

comment on a draft EIS which states that the EIS’s methodology is inadequate or 

inadequately explained? 

"…agencies must respond to comments, however brief, which are specific in their 

criticism of BLM methodology.   …..BLM would have to respond in a substantive and 

meaningful way to such a comment. 

".. . Normally the responses should result in changes in the text of the EIS, not simply a 

separate answer at the back of the document." (emphasis added) 

"Question 25a.  When is it appropriate to use appendices instead of including information 

in the body of an EIS? 

 

"...The final statement must also contain the agency’s responses to comments on the draft 

EIS. These responses will be primarily in the form of changes in the document itself,"   

(emphasis added) 
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We request a substantive and meaningful response from the BLM with the associated changes to 

the text, as emphasized by CEQ.  CEQ also requires that the RMP text and/or alternatives be 

changed when new factual information is presented that is germane to the outcome of  the 

analysis (40CFR 1503.4). 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Withdrawals 5k acres 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

We would like to point out a misinterpretation of the regulations we found in Appendix M, 

Evaluation Process.  The DRMP cites the 43CFR 8342 regulations.  

In particular, we notice that the regulation says, 

the minimization of conflicts among various uses of the public lands; and in accordance 

with the following criteria:  

impairment of to prevent wilderness suitability. 

 

Here the regulation is very vague; it should properly be assumed this only applies to Wilderness 

Areas and WSA's.  However, it appears that BLM has expanded its meaning to include new 

areas outside WSA's at random throughout the planning area, and to place buffers around 

existing WSA's, and to expand existing WSA's.  

 

For example, referring to the Travel Management maps:  

 

In Zone V, BLM has imposed a no motorized zone at Juanita Arch with no rationale given.  In 

the north sector of Zone V east of Highway 141 another large non-motorized area is created, 

again no rationale or analysis provided.  

 

In Zone V in Alternative C BLM has created a large no motorized zone in Tenderfoot Mesa, 

again with no rationale given.   

 

In Zone U, Alternative B, BLM creates a no motorized zone which approximately triples the size 

of the WSA, with no statutory authorization cited.  There is no analysis or rationale provided.  

 

In Zone J the WSA boundaries are expanded.  No analysis or statutory authorization is cited for 

these expansions.  
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In Zone M, almost the entire zone is changed over to non-motorized.  This is the scale of closure 

that requires Congressional approval
21

, yet no analysis or statutory authorization is cited for this 

expansion.   

 

In Zone P BLM has made a large part of the Bangs Canyon SRMA non-motorized, which is in 

conflict with the existing plan.  BLM has stated in Chapter 1 that existing Decisions under 

current implementation would not be changed by this RMP.
22

 The Bangs Canyon plan has been 

through IBLA and has undergone its own revisions as circumstances required.  BLM has 

provided no analysis or rationale for making a major change to that Plan in the DRMP. 

 

These areas are created throughout the planning area, we have cited only a few examples.  

Perhaps BLM wishes to make the areas less accessible, yet BLM has created so many of these 

and they are often so large, that a rationale or statutory authorization for the changes is necessary 

in the Travel Management analysis.  BLM provides none, which causes the actions to appear 

arbitrary (without reason, unwarranted by the facts). 

 

The second part of 43CFR8342 could possibly give a clue, from the 43CFR: 

 

c) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize conflicts between  

off-road vehicle use and other existing or proposed recreational uses of  

the same or neighboring public lands, and to ensure the compatibility of  

such uses with existing conditions in populated areas, taking into  

account noise and other factors. 

 

This may explain some of the closures; for example reviewers could guess that the Zone M 

closure is to create an exclusive horseback riding area
23

, yet others do not seem to fit any 

rationale.  BLM may be planning other, new activities that are not disclosed in the DRMP, and 

which BLM perceives would conflict with motor access.  Perhaps BLM expects to "create" or do 

what is called "manufacture" wilderness quality areas by cutting off human access.  This is 

unlawful because no legal activity can be excluded without proper and thorough rationale, and, 

according to size, Congressional approval.   

In sum, all the above actions must be considered withdrawals according to the FLPMA Section 

204.  That is, areas amounting to 5,000 acres in aggregate, must have the proper analysis and 

statutory authorization accompany such withdrawals.  BLM has not done this. 
                                                           
21

 FLPMA Section 204. 

22
 Item 12 on DRMP page 1-14 

23
 Its size still requires Congressional approval (5,000 acres in aggregate) 



40 

 

The resolution to this comment is obvious: either remove the restrictions or follow the proper 

legal steps to withdraw these lands, and disclose the real intended use as instructed in the  

FLPMA Section 204.  There are many of these proposed withdrawals throughout the planning 

area, so this may require a supplementary analysis. In the case of the Bangs Canyon revision, 

please remove the withdrawal and continue to implement the existing Decision, known as the 

Bangs Canyon Plan, adhering to that Plan's Purpose and Need as stated in that Plan. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Unknown Information 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

ERROR:  BLM has failed to consider the importance of the unknown information.  BLM has 

acknowledged it is missing information, but it did not consider the influence that these 

unknowns must have on the proposals. 

At DRMP page 4-5 BLM inserts the CEQ required disclosure of unknown information.
24

  What 

is astonishing about this list is that it covers almost everything under the jurisdiction of the BLM 

in this Planning Area:  

 

 "Field inventory of soils and water conditions;  

 Field inventory of vegetation composition;  

 Field inventory of wildlife and special status species occurrence and condition; 

and  

 Field inventories for cultural and paleontological resources."  

 

We are contending that  BLM fails to recognize the importance of these gaps.  BLM escapes the 

responsibility of providing any real factual data by stating that: 

 

"impacts are projected in qualitative terms or, in some instances, are described as 

unknown. " 

 

Yet there is far more to it than  just admitting to ignorance of the actual conditions in the 

Planning Area and making estimated projections about qualitative impacts.  We say this because 

BLM is proposing to make radical changes to the existing transportation system and to the 

recreation and visitor services sectors.  If BLM wasn't proposing such radical changes this would 

not be so critical a gap. 

 

The missing information is critical precisely because BLM is proposing such drastic changes.  In 

the absence of any real data about whether there are really any substantial impacts, the BLM has 

failed to provide a rationale for making these radical changes. 

                                                           
24

 40CFR 1502.22 
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In other words, BLM cannot point to any evidence in the Planning Area that would justify such 

change.  BLM cites one item of research that may support their changes, Ouren et al.  We have 

reviewed this piece and found it to be a synthesis of hundreds of writings, and far too many are 

not peer-reviewed but rather, entirely theoretical essays based on other essays, or numerous 

magazine articles, or monologues, with some from the 1970's and long since proven wrong.  

There are many articles about the effects of paved roads  and highways and multi-lane highways, 

but not very many peer reviewed articles about  lightly-used recreational roads and trails in a 

wild land setting.  The entire tone of this synthesis is clearly anti-motorized, because we know of 

several dozen peer reviewed works which do not support an anti-motorized agenda, but which 

were left out of this synthesis.   

 

But the real problem is BLM does not say which piece of writing within this synthesis it is using 

to support any claims of impacts by roads and trails. It appears BLM has actually read none of 

these articles, but rather adopted the anti-motor access tone of the work and gone no further.  Yet 

since 70% of BLM's visitors are dedicated to motor access, and 100% need it, and BLM itself 

needs it, it is incumbent upon BLM to find out the whole story or, better yet, cite factual 

information from the Planning Area.  In the absence of factual information from the Planning 

Area, BLM needed to read these articles, and disclose which of them actually qualify as credible 

scientific evidence (per 1502.22), and then of those, which ones are actually relevant to this 

Planning Area. 

 

Instead BLM proposes drastic changes to the transportation system based on no knowledge of 

the Planning Area and something unknown in this synthesis.   

 

The importance of this ignorance of the Planning Area cannot be emphasized enough, and the 

reason is, with no firsthand knowledge, BLM does not know if any of these bad things are really 

happening.   

 

For example, there is an interstate highway splitting the Planning Area, and any reasonable 

person can see how that fragments habitat, but it is not obvious that a singletrack trail actually 

fragments any habitat.  It is not even intuitive.  The Planning Area is not high-value land, it is 

high desert with no permanent water (except the river corridors), virtually no timber, and weak 

grazing potential.  The highest values lie in the subsurface estate and in the human recreation 

opportunities made available by the roads and trails.  That is the human environment: the roads 

and trails.  BLM is proposing to completely disrupt the human environment, and have a negative 

effect upon it, by closing to general public access 66% of the presently open routes. Yet BLM 

proposes to do this with no knowledge of actual negative impacts from those roads and trails.  

One vague non-specified collection of writings about every type of road, and not all peer-
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reviewed research, and no single piece cited, does not provide enough foundation to disrupt the 

human environment to this extent.   

 

The real importance of the missing information lies in the fact that by its absence, BLM cannot 

justify such a radical change.  BLM must admit that the unknown information is highly critical to 

these changes, and it is not in a good way that it is critical.  Thus, we contend that BLM's 

statement about unknown information fails to inform the reviewer of just how important it is to 

not know, yet still propose radical changes to the human environment.  For example, BLM has 

failed to provide a rationale for the closures because it does not know if habitat is actually 

fragmented within the Planning Area by the recreational use of all the roads and trails in the 

Planning Area. 

 

We can resolve this by revisions to the text.  For example, one important addition would be at 

page 4-6, in closing the statement about the unknown information BLM must insert the statement 

as follows: 

 

"BLM has uncovered no factual evidence from the Planning Area that recreational use of 

the roads and trails has a significant negative effect on the natural environment."   

 

Each place a negative effect is called out, BLM must add the caveat that BLM has no factual 

evidence showing that such an effect is actually occurring in the Planning Area. 

 

In fact, BLM does not think the roads and trails presently in use are causing a significant effect, 

as stated in the Cumulative Effects chapter.
25

   So what little information is known points to 

insignificant effects.  We contend that real information about the real place must take precedence 

over any theoretical claims.  That is why we want the caveats inserted in the text each place the 

possible negative effects are called out.   

 

Thus one should find in the Cumulative Effects chapter, at 4.3.5 page 4-122, under "Methods of 

Analysis" an added statement about the list of impacts, 

 

"BLM has uncovered no factual evidence from within the Planning Area that these 

impacts are significant." 

 

And, the assumption that, 

 

                                                           
25

 Page 4-122, page 4-156, page 4-163, page 4-189, page 4-97. 
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"Disturbance of a key or critical component of a species habitat would be detrimental, 

with the degree of detriment dependent on the importance of the habitat component to the 

maintenance of the population. " (page 4-123) 

 

--would have to be conditional, by adding the statement that whether this is actually true in the 

Planning Area is unknown.  Thus the statement would read,  

"Disturbance of a key or critical component of a species habitat would be detrimental, 

with the degree of detriment dependent on the importance of the habitat component to the 

maintenance of the population.  However, it must be noted here that no factual evidence 

from the Planning Area has been uncovered that shows that the disturbance within the 

Planning Area is in fact always detrimental." 

The statement on page 4-126 should read,  

Habitat fragmentation. Habitat fragmentation is the disruption of large, continuous blocks 

of habitat into less continuous habitat by, for example, clearing land and converting 

vegetation from one type to another. These effects generally have more of an impact on 

wide-ranging species such as pronghorn (Antilocapra americana) than on species with a 

small geographic home range such as ground squirrels. Tracts of fragmented habitat 

could separate wildlife into smaller populations, potentially making them more 

vulnerable to predation, drought, or disease, and potentially limiting genetic diversity. 

Furthermore, fragmentation would create more edge habitat, which increases predation 

and the likelihood of invasive, nonnative species invasion, lowering the habitat value of 

the area.  However, no factual evidence from the Planning Area has been uncovered that 

shows this is occurring, or ever will occur, to any significant extent in the Planning 

Area." 

This caveat must be added to all of the effects statements, because it is true and highly germane 

to one of the purposes of the analysis (which is to provide a rationale for radical changes, per the 

Purpose and Need statement on DRMP page 1-2).   

We need the caveats because we know these negative effects are not presently occurring to any 

significant extent, because the BLM itself states that the incremental effects of current 

management practices in the Planning area is not expected to result in significant cumulative 

effects. 

To summarize, The BLM is not in compliance with 1502.22 because BLM fails to state how 

highly relevant these gaps are, and BLM is proposing significant disruptions to the human 

environment in spite of these knowledge gaps, and the gaps are critical precisely because BLM is 

proposing such drastic changes to the human environment.  In the absence of any factual data 

about whether there really are any significant impacts, the BLM has failed to provide a rationale 
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for these radical changes.  The remedy is to place the unknown information much more 

prominently within the text for each potential effect.  This will require hundreds of added 

statements in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3.  That way, the Deciding Officer has the proper 

perspective on the actual effects. 

We now call BLM's attention to the CEQ.  At 40CFR §1503.4: in response to comment, BLM is 

instructed to: 

 

"(1) Modify alternatives including the proposed action. 

(2) Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the 

agency. 

(3) Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses. 

(4) Make factual corrections. 

(5) Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the sources, 

authorities, or reasons which support the agency’s position"  

CEQ provides further specific guidance in its "40 Questions."  To wit: 

The CEQ 40 question #25a answer: 

"The final statement must also contain the agency’s responses to comments on the draft 

EIS. These responses will be primarily in the form of changes in the document itself," 

(emphasis added) 

 

Question 25a further elaborates in its answer:  

 

"…agencies must respond to comments, however brief, which are specific in their 

criticism of BLM methodology.   …..BLM would have to respond in a substantive and 

meaningful way to such a comment." 

 

And the question 29a answer: 

" Normally the responses should result in changes in the text of the EIS, not simply a 

separate answer at the back of the document." (emphasis added) 

 

Our request is for BLM to change the text of the document in the ways we have elaborated 

above, in order to bring it into compliance with 1502.22.   

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Designation criteria 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

Outcomes-based recreation benefits are used in the Recreation planning process.  This planning 

scheme evaluates the benefits to individuals and the community from existing or proposed zones 

and assets within the Field Office.  At DRMP page K-2 the benefits are listed as  

 

 Personal/Individual Benefits  

 Social/Community Benefits  

 Economic Benefits  

 Environmental Benefits  

 

However, these benefits to humans have been totally overlooked in the route designation 

process.   Despite a long statement at DRMP M 2.4, these principles have not been applied to the 

majority of routes whose main purpose is recreational.  As a result, many miles of high value 

access for serious outdoor leisure are proposed to be closed to public access throughout the 

planning area. 

At DRMP page M-6, BLM claims that:  

"Transportation routes identified for recreation purposes will include opportunities and 

quality experiences for all user groups, including hikers, backpackers, equestrians, 

bicycles, ATVs, four-wheel-drive vehicles, motorcycles, backcountry aircraft pilots, 

hunters, and fishers. " 

It should be self-evident, that the recreation value of the roads and trails, to motorcyclists, ATV 

riders, and four-wheel drive vehicle users, is not only the setting (outdoors, in the high desert) it 

is also the route itself.  Level of difficulty, variety, scenic values, and the "ambiance" of the trail 

are highly valued attributes of each recreational route. They are not simply "travel systems." 

However, BLM has failed to apply these principles to the route designation criteria.  That criteria 

is as follows, per DRMP page M-11 

"Recreation and Visitor Services  
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• Loop trail  

• Recognized in local maps and guides  

• Resolves user conflicts  

• Contributes to the route network  

• Previously designated  

• Access to recreation facilities"  

 

The recreational value of the route itself has been left off the list.  There is no criteria for a 

challenging singletrack trail.  There is no criteria for entertainment value.  There is no criteria for 

"how much fun it is."  There is no criteria for how long it takes to finish the route or loop.  BLM 

is not applying its own "benefits" principles to recreation trails for motorized visitors. 

 

Recreation is not all about how seriously it is managed by BLM.  The visitors do it for fun, to get 

away, to gain a sense of accomplishment, to re-create one's self away from everyday lived 

experience.  A route that goes nowhere may actually provide access to good hunting places.  The 

recreational values of the trail is an important component for designation of recreation routes. 

 

Since most of the routes in the planning area are used for recreation, and only some are simply 

used to get from point A to point B, BLM must include the following in its designation criteria: 

 

• Does the route access good hunting areas 

• What's the level of individual challenge (easy, moderate, or difficult) 

• Does it have entertainment value (does it flow especially well, does it require a 

new skill, or does it require the visitor to utilize the attributes of his or her vehicle 

in a satisfying way) 

• Is it part of a network which adds variety to the trip 

• Are there opportunities to string together different trails to make a longer trip 

• Does it have unusual scenic values 

• To what degree must the visitor use orienteering skills 

• Does the visitor have a sense of accomplishment after completing the trip 

 

By adding these factors into the criteria for route designation, BLM will find that it has a far 

better recreational network.  In its goal statement BLM seeks to achieve visitor satisfaction; 

therefore, these attributes must be part of the criteria for designation.     

 

In many cases it appears that BLM simply closed routes in places where more than one route 

goes to the same destination.  BLM seems inclined to only keep the roads.  This is particularly 

true for intersection to intersection duplicates.  The trail always seems to be the route that is 
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closed.  Yet there is a reason people are using the trail and not the road: it is more fun.  It has 

"high recreational value," in BLM nomenclature.   

 

The only way BLM can know this about any given route is to ask the visitors.  Since BLM never 

put forth a proposal for public scoping, BLM missed the opportunity to find out about these 

routes.  BLM did not give the community an opportunity to participate effectively during 

scoping, before the draft was published.  Now BLM is hearing about them in adversarial 

comment, which is not a desirable outcome by CEQ standards.   

 

To summarize: Comprehensive Travel Management includes planning for all modes of travel 

and the functions of individual routes.  In the recreation context, the ID team would examine the 

benefits of an asset (in this case a route) to individuals and the community.  Because most of the 

routes in question in this TMP have a primary function related to recreation, the same outcomes-

based benefits planning scheme needs to be applied.   

 

To correct this error, BLM must revise its criteria to include the "fun factor."  BLM will then 

have to take under consideration the opinions of the motorized visitors and the hunters on each 

route that was closed, or foreclosed by an adverse allocation.  BLM may have to revise its 

allocation scheme to accommodate the values identified in this part of the process.  Then BLM 

must re-evaluate each closed route in light of the fact that its benefits very likely outweigh the 

impacts.  This is especially true for motorized singletrack trails, and the two-tracks that are so 

popular with ATV riders.  It also applies to rock crawling sites.  Hunting access must also be 

considered.  The acreage occupied by all of the presently existing routes is tiny, less than 4/10ths 

of one percent of the planning area.  It is not asking too much to be allowed to use 4/10ths of one 

percent of the planning area, and leave 99.6% to nature. 

 

In the Final RMP the revised criteria will be reflected in a new travel plan that BLM will 

produce.  Recall, we are seeking a balance between population and resource use.  The population 

is only asking for 4/10ths of one percent. Even if the route system is ultimately expanded, it will 

take many miles of new routes to occupy even 5/10ths of one per cent.  Leaving 99.5% to nature 

would certainly be desirable; it would preserve the "setting" in which the visitors use the routes.  

The wildland setting is their appeal.  To ride or drive a trail surrounded by nothing but nature is 

highly valued.  Orienteering in the vast high desert is very appealing to lots of visitors.  Please 

add and apply designation criteria that consider the recreational value of the route for the 

humans. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Social Structure  

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

We would like to point out a major omission in the DRMP.  It is new information that has been 

left out of the analysis and out of the cumulative impacts statements.  If BLM knew this 

information, it would affect the proposals dramatically. 

 

The omission is, that the social analysis is significantly incomplete.   

 

From the NEPA, Title I Section 102A: 

"(A) utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use 

of the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and in 

decisionmaking which may have an impact on man’s environment;" (emphasis added) 

 

And from the BLM Handbook H-1601-1 Appendix D: 

 

Provides guidance on integrating social science information into the planning process.  

Social science information in land use planning can include the economics, social, 

political and cultural structure of communities and regions; social values, beliefs, and 

attitudes; how people interact with the landscape; sense-of-place issues.  (emphasis 

added) 

 

Yet what we find in the DRMP in Chapter 4 is a catalogue of the demographics, and the history 

of the communities.  No social issues are addressed at all.  The social issues that need to be 

addressed in the DRMP have not even been identified. 

 

We say this because of a phenomenon occurring in the GJFO planning area that cannot be 

ignored.  Using the visitor numbers supplied in the DRMP, Table 4-51, page 4-405, BLM states 

that 291,335 visitors pursued non-motorized or mechanized activities, and 416,758 pursued 

motorized activities.  This means that just about 70 percent (69.9) of the visitors to the BLM 

lands surrounding the communities under discussion are using motor vehicles for their 

recreation.   
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This could be the most significant statistic in this analysis, yet it has been ignored in the social 

structure discussion.  In fact there is nothing in the discussion about "social structure."  The 

discussion in the DRMP is simply demographics and some history, and quite a bit of general 

discussion about the segments of the community that do not rely on BLM lands (agriculture, 

wineries, and so forth).  There is no discussion of the social structure that has developed in the 

Grand Valley because of the vast and vehicle-accessible BLM lands.   

 

There is more to it than the GJFO statistic. Mesa County is home to three percent of the state 

population, but is also home to a disproportionate percentage of the state OHV population: eight 

percent. 
26

  And that number is only  those OHV's registered with a State Parks Permit (sticker).  

The number of licensed and titled OHV's is not part of that eight percent but must be added on to 

it.  We have no way of calculating that number without obtaining the Department of Motor 

Vehicles data and extrapolating the number of OHV-to-street-legal conversions, of which there 

are thousands in Mesa county 
27

 

 

These numbers are significant because of the social structure around OHV recreation.  It is a 

complex sport and its participants are totally committed to pursuing it.  The financial 

commitment, the time commitment, and the passion tied to OHV recreation bears study, because 

it consumes entire families for many generations.  Yes, OHV recreation is generational in nature, 

that is, when a parent is involved, the entire family becomes involved, and this very frequently 

occurs across several generations.  That is why on any given day during the busy season for 

GJFO, multigenerational groups are commonplace--grandparents, parents, and grandchildren all 

recreate together.  It is in the nature of the sport. Everyone in the family faces the same 

challenges.  Everyone in the family learns the lessons together. 

 

This brings us to the instruction in the NEPA at Title I, Section 102(B): 

 

"identify and develop methods and procedures, in consultation with the Council on 

environmental Quality established by title II of this Act, which will insure that presently 

unquantified environmental amenities and values may be given appropriate consideration 

in decisionmaking along with economic and technical considerations." (emphasis added) 

 

Here, BLM has the perfect laboratory to examine these "unquantifiable environmental 

amenities."  Before BLM shuts out 70% of its visitors, BLM needs to examine what real effects 

will result.  This would have to be a study dedicated to finding out the recreational values that so 

many thousands of people derive from OHV recreation.  Experts in the social sciences with 

                                                           
26

 (CO Dept. Parks & Wildlife 2013)   

27
 Anecdotal information based on our club experience. 
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experience in studying outdoor recreation would have to conduct this survey, and provide the 

analysis and conclusions for use in the BLM Decisionmaking process.  These same types of 

experts have studied Wilderness recreation, water recreation, and all kinds of non-motorized 

recreation, but no one has studied the phenomena of the appeal of OHV recreation.  The time is 

ripe.  

 

There is a large body of literature describing the emotional and social benefits of this type of 

complex activity.  It is called “serious leisure,” and this DRMP is totally silent about it.   If you 

review some of the literature, you will find that: 

Recreation research reveals that leisure activities can be rated according to quality, which is 

defined as an overarching quality-of-life benefit to the participant.  Very high quality leisure 

activities, called “serious leisure” by researchers in the field,  require a considerable number of 

complex factors which, in combination, provide satisfaction, personal growth, and fulfillment to 

the participant.   (Stebbins, R.A. 1982, “Serious Leisure, A Conceptual Statement,” Pacific 

Sociological Review, 25, 251-272).   

Since Stebbins’ early conceptual statement, the ideas around “serious leisure,.”  and the 

associated improvements in quality of life and health, has been extensively explored by the 

leisure academy, resulting  in a large body of literature on the sociology of complex hobbies.   

Another apt description of serious leisure activities is “…a social and emotional interactive 

process which deconstructs the social and historical biographical inequalities of lived experience 

to create with-equal other social human bond” (emphasis added). (Podichak W., 1991). 

In reviewing the literature, it can be noted, then, that there are a number of essential qualities 

which identify serious leisure:   

 High levels of emotional commitment,  

 complex planning and advance preparation,  

 learning new skills,  

 self-discipline to practice skills, with the goal of steadily improving performance  

 operating within relationships with others (the social reference point),  

 success in familiar and in unfamiliar social settings,  

 bonding experiences, with family members and companions  

 problem-solving, ranging from very simple to highly complex and potentially life-saving,  

 goal-oriented challenge, and a moderate degree of personal risk,  

 pro-active interest in physical condition, particularly to overcome a disability,   
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 a sense of accomplishment when the adventure is completed.   

ATV riding, rock crawling, exploratory 4WD trips into the desert, driving or riding to a remote 

and desolate location to enjoy the solitude, challenging oneself in the open desert, motorcycle 

trail riding, all are examples of activities that fall directly into the most complex forms of 

“serious leisure.”  Examples of some other forms of serious leisure that are pursued on BLM 

lands include mountain bicycling and kayaking.  Therefore, there is a compelling case to be 

made for closely examining the perceived negative impacts, and correcting inaccuracies.  There 

is a also compelling case to be made that the “err on the side of caution” policy, in matters of 

speculative negative impacts, is counterproductive to the BLM goals of offering quality 

recreation opportunities on BLM lands (and most especially, opportunities that are not available 

in any other setting).  The desert is a unique, and uniquely accessible, place.  That access is 

special. 

And finally, there is most definitely a case to be made in favor of reasonable trade-offs between 

the significant social benefits of motorized recreation and any measured negative resource 

impacts that may be noted after monitoring begins. 

We seek to educate BLM about the very real and very negative direct and indirect effects of the 

proposed radical closures.   The law directs BLM to give these unquantifiable amenities due 

consideration.  Not doing so, when the matter involves 70% of BLM visitors, would be worse 

than poor planning.   It would be irresponsible to base a Decision on an analysis which has 

omitted this key information. 

 

Entire families and lifelong friendships--again, multigenerational-- are built around OHV 

recreation.  It is a significant contributor to intact families.  Yet BLM knows nothing about this, 

and shows no interest in learning.   

 

BLM has not made the slightest effort to learn anything about this 70 percent of its visitors.  

BLM is so intent on disregarding this huge segment that it proposes in this RMP to relegate all 

these folks into tiny ERMA's with naught but "custodial care" -- that means no visitor services: 

no trail maintenance, no bathrooms, few signs, and little to no BLM presence at all.  There is no 

other agency either public or private, which so completely disregards 70 percent of its customers.   

 

The lack of any study or analysis or even a cursory discussion of the social structures associated 

with OHV recreation is an astonishing omission in the RMP, given that this social structure 

comprises 70% of BLM's visitors and, given BLM's radical proposal to close off 66% of the 

motor access and restrict 70% of its visitors to a few very small areas.  BLM has chosen to 

propose this with no information about this 70 percent whatsoever.  BLM personnel do not even 

seem to want to go to the popular OHV recreation sites.  One example is the North Desert Open 

Area, whose main entryway is only two miles from the BLM office.  Rarely is there a BLM park 
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ranger on site, and there are no visitor services, no bathrooms, and for 11,200 acres there is but 

one sign to inform visitors of the regulations.  The rest of the popular OHV trailheads or areas 

receive the same cursory treatment: few if any signs, no trail maintenance, no facilities. BLM 

refused to even build any purpose-built OHV trails until 2005, yet over the last twelve years 

BLM built and /or adopted hundreds of miles of bicycle trails, built an entire bicycle-oriented 

campground with restrooms, tables and firepits, and two major bicycle trailheads (North Fruita 

Desert and "Lunch Loop" managed jointly with the city of Grand Junction).  The point is, it is 

not for lack of resources that the OHV visitors have been ignored.   

 

During this time, 70 percent of BLM's visitors were "creating their own adventure"  with their 

families and life-long friends.  We want to visit those remote sites accessible only via 

undeveloped roads using an OHV of some kind. We seek solitude far from the scenes of the city, 

and the only difference between us and nonmotorized visitors is that we like having a motor 

vehicle to help us enjoy the trip.  We want those remote and quiet places to remain accessible to 

our families--grandparents, toddlers and everyone in between, just as they are today.  By the 

same token, many more of us want to challenge ourselves in the open desert, and test our skills at 

vehicle preparation and operation.   

 

The BLM lands surrounding the communities that are discussed in the DRMP acquire their sense 

of place from being surrounded by BLM lands.  Because such a large percentage of BLM's 

visitors are devoted to OHV recreation, it stands to reason that a great many of them live in the 

Grand Valley environs precisely because of the vast open lands and miles and miles of 

undeveloped routes available to explore.  Many people live right next to the North Desert Open 

Area just so they can ride right out their front door.  Any of the popular jump-off points for an 

OHV adventure are all an hour or less to drive to.  This access is a precious part of the culture in 

the Grand Valley, and it is part of what attracts out-of-area visitors.  Supplies, parts, and 

technical help are abundant in the Grand Valley.  Numerous OHV clubs, for example the Toyota 

Off-Road Club, the Grand Mesa Jeep Club, the Western Slope ATV club, the Bookcliff Rattlers 

Motorcycle Club, the Motorcycle Trail Riders Association, all thrive in the Grand Valley.   

 

BLM has not followed the NEPA direction regarding the integration of the social sciences into 

its plan.  If BLM's Decision is to implement the preferred alternative, BLM's Decision will "have 

an impact on man's environment"  and it will happen with no analysis at all.  It is impossible to 

expect a rational, well-reasoned Decision when it is based on an RMP with such a significant 

omission.   

 

To summarize, BLM is instructed at Section 102A to insure the integration of the social sciences 

into its decisionmaking yet BLM has completely failed to follow this direct instruction from 

Congress.   
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BLM is instructed at Section 102B to examine unquantified amenities and give them appropriate 

consideration in its decisionmaking, yet BLM has completely failed to follow this direct 

instruction from Congress.   

 

BLM has not followed its own policy from H-1601-1Appendix D, which specifically calls out 

for an examination and due consideration of the social science information.  

 

By dismantling the motor access to the BLM lands around Grand Junction, BLM is doing the 

community a great disservice.  It could be considered socially destructive, but BLM can 

conveniently ignore this by simply disregarding this particular 70 percent of its visitors.   

 

To resolve this omission, BLM will have to conduct such a study.  That is primarily because the 

BLM proposal will have a negative effect on the majority of its visitors.  That huge segment of 

public lands visitors are due much more deference than BLM is giving.  The results of the study 

would be published in a supplementary EIS, and the Plan (RMP) would have to be revised 

appropriately so that the BLM can make a socially responsible Decision. 

 

The other potential resolution is for BLM to craft a ROD that is comprised mostly of Alternative 

A's components.  Keep the Open Areas intact, and keep the vehicle access to and in the remote 

areas.  Don't shut out 70% of the visitors.  This would avoid such massive negative effects on the 

human environment. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Lands with wilderness characteristics 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

We contend that DRMP section 3.2.14 is unlawful.  At DRMP page3-143 BLM claims that its 

authority to inventory lands for wilderness quality still exists under Section 201 of FLPMA.  

This is plainly incorrect.  Section 201 specifically addresses areas of critical environmental 

concern.   Section 603, now expired, specifically identified lands with wilderness character.  

Congress did not make this distinction by accident.   

Section 201 states: 

" (a) The Secretary shall prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an inventory of all 

public lands and their resource and other values (including, but not limited to, outdoor 

recreation and scenic values), giving priority to areas of critical environmental concern. 

This inventory shall be kept current so as to reflect changes in conditions and to identify 

new and emerging resource and other values. The preparation and maintenance of such 

inventory or the identification of such areas shall not, of itself, change or prevent change 

of the management or use of public lands." 

Claiming that this has somehow extended BLM's authority to inventory lands with perceived 

wilderness characteristics, and take any management action to preserve such perceived 

characteristics, is unlawful.   Section 201 never mentions wilderness.  In terms of FLPMA and in 

matters of BLM management, the word "wilderness" has its own legal baggage, and Congress 

has not placed that word in Section 201.  BLM cannot by any stretch of the imagination claim 

that this passage retains BLM authority to  

"inventory public lands for wilderness characteristics and to consider such information 

during land use planning." (DRMP page 3-143). 

In fact, BLM is under legislative direction from Congress to cease and desist from that policy.  

Congress revoked BLM's authority to seek out and preserve lands with alleged wilderness 

qualities when Congress amended the FLPMA, as noted in this DRMP.  Congress further 

instructed BLM to stop doing this again in 2011:  

 

In H.R. 1473, the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 

included a provision cutting off all funding through September 2011 for the controversial 
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Secretarial Order #3310, which outlined plans for the creation of new de-facto wilderness areas 

or “Wild Lands.” The CR specifically states that no federal funds  

 

"may be used to implement, administer, or enforce Secretarial Order No. 3310 issued by 

the Secretary of the Interior on Dec. 22, 2010."  

 

In addition to the Congressional action, Senator Hatch reprimanded the Secretary of the Interior: 

 

“As you know, Congress prohibited the use of federal funds to implement the rejected 

Wildlands policy. We were pleased when you abided by the Congressional order and 

reaffirmed your commitment to the American people that this policy would not be 

implemented. However, we are deeply troubled with the issuance of the new BLM 

manuals, which appear to be the latest rendition of the controversial Wildlands proposal. 

We are equally troubled that our offices and the public were not afforded the courtesy to 

provide input and that we were not notified of their existence-some of which appear to 

have been in place since March. The Wildlands policy was an unpopular policy then, and 

it remains an unpopular policy now. The mere fact these new handbooks were developed 

and released without public notice only affirms our deep skepticism for the motives 

behind the underlying directives.” 

Signed into law on April 15, 2011. 

It is clear that Congress did not intend for this prohibition end in 2012, as the reprimand indicates 

Congressional skeptism of BLM's intentions.  Congress was correct: BLM still intends to 

inventory lands with perceived wilderness characteristic regardless of Congressional intention. 

Resolution: We join Congress in insisting that BLM cease and desist from seeking out and 

identifying lands with perceived wilderness characteristics.  It is clearly unlawful.   

Please remove this entire section and all corresponding maps and tables from the Final RMP and 

ROD. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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ERMAs are shown as SRMAs 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

Error:  The ERMA's described in the Allocation Plan do not follow the BLM Handbook 

instructions. 

From the 1601-1, definitions:  

"Extensive recreation management area (ERMA) ~ a public lands unit identified in land 

use plans containing all acreage not identified as a SRMA. Recreation management 

actions within an ERMA are limited to only those of a custodial nature." 

From 1601-1 App. 6 pg 6:  

"Anything not delineated as an SRMA is an extensive recreation management area 

(ERMA). Management within all ERMAs is restricted to custodial actions only. 

Therefore, actions within ERMAs are generally implemented directly from land use plan 

decisions and do not require activity-level planning. Land use plan decisions must, 

therefore, include recreation management objectives for all ERMAs." 

From DRMP page 3-180: 

"Current BLM guidance defines Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMAs) as 

administrative units that require specific management consideration in order to address 

recreation use, demand or recreation and visitor service program investments. ERMAs 

are managed to support and sustain the principal recreation activities and the associated 

qualities and conditions of the ERMA. Management of ERMA areas is commensurate 

with the management of other resources and resource uses. Supporting management 

actions and allowable use decisions must facilitate the visitors’ ability to participate in 

outdoor recreation activities and protect the associated qualities and conditions. Non-

compatible uses, including some recreation activities, may be restricted or constrained to 

achieve interdisciplinary objectives." 

Our discussion:  The DRMP misrepresents the H-1601-1 guidance. The handbook does not 

mention "non-compatible uses."  All the DRMP ERMA's are tiny compared to the description in 

H-1601-1. The Handbook describes ERMA management as custodial only, and not use-based at 

all.  
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In short, the ERMAs proposed in the DRMP qualify as SRMA's, not ERMA's.  The Grand 

Valley ERMA should be an SRMA and the Barrel Springs ERMA appears to be the wrong size. 

The same is true of the Castle Rock SRMA and the Palisade Rims ERMA.  A glaring conflict is 

the North Desert Open Area, which is proposed to be an ERMA.  However, the management 

actions required to implement the closures proposed for that exact area make it an SRMA, 

because of the intensive management presence which will be required. It cannot be left to 

custodial management. GJFO is totally ignoring its own agency planning policy. 

 

There are no ERMA's of the "handbook" size (for just one example, next door in the Moab BLM 

Field Office, everything north of I70 is an ERMA.  Richfield and Monticello have followed this 

pattern as well.  GJFO is not following its own agency instructions.   

 

The GJFO is creating ERMA's the same size as the average SRMA, but exempting itself from 

any active management of those lands. This is quite unusual in BLM planning, per the handbook 

and per other Field Offices' practices.  The BLM is concentrating activities in small areas yet 

proposing little to zero management presence.  This is irresponsible. 

 

The very existence of "ERMAs" and "SRMAs" is a figment of BLM's imagination (regardless 

that BLM has been doing it for years).  The regulations at 43CFR 1601-1610  give no direction 

or instruction to create these zones, and there is no direction in FLPMA at all for the BLM to 

create these areas.  Thus, it could be that BLM has decided to flex its own instruction all around 

anyway it suits them because there is no statutory support for their creation.  Furthermore, BLM 

gives no  classification of the lands around the ERMAS and SRMAs, or what recreation 

management direction is appropriate. BLM appears to be making it up as it goes along, with no 

fixed guidelines for any activity or area, including making up "emphasis areas" not defined in 

any handbook or regulation, but in which BLM can constrain human activities any way it wishes, 

with no statutory authorization.   

This points to another case of BLM finding ways to squeeze out general public access by 

"marketing" these small areas, hoping to drive the public to recreate there, and closing off 

general public access to the rest of the planning area (via the closures as shown on the Travel 

Maps).  To put it kindly, this is disingenuous , because this intent is not spelled out in any 

proposal or vision anywhere else in the document except for several vague references at p. 4-60 

and 4-148--separated from the maps and the recreation framework and  goals by well over 1,500 

pages.   Because of the size of the EIS, it is easy to bury statements that may not inspire any 

general support or "buy-in" from the public and the surrounding communities.  It appears that 

this is what BLM is doing. 
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Resolution:  Either follow the handbook instruction, or do away with the concept altogether. The 

other "emphasis areas" (such as "wildlife emphasis areas") are also newly made-up by BLM.  

There is no statutory authorization for any of them.  Since doing away with the concepts will 

entail a major revision, it appears that a supplementary EIS will have to be prepared.  It would be 

easier to make the ERMA's follow the Handbook instruction. Which areas fit which description 

should not be a difficult decision.  The Barrel Springs ERMA would include all lands not 

designated as an SRMA, and expanded to fill in all the undesignated lands surrounding it within 

planning area boundary.  The 34 & C ERMA requires more active management due to its 

proximity to residential areas on its western boundary so it should be a tiny SRMA.  The 

remaining area to the east would comprise a Handbook-appropriate ERMA.  

The BLM has left vast tracts of land undesignated.  This appears to be contrary to what the 

handbook defines, as noted above:   From the 1601-1, definitions: "Extensive recreation 

management area (ERMA) ~ a public lands unit identified in land use plans containing all 

acreage not identified as a SRMA. Recreation management actions within an ERMA are limited 

to only those of a custodial nature." (emphasis added). 

We hope to see the appropriate revisions in the Final RMP. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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User conflict 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

There is a phrase used repeatedly in the DRMP that has not been defined anywhere in the 

DRMP, yet it appears to be the foundation for a significant number of proposals  and actions in 

the Travel Plan and in Recreation Management.  The phrase is "user conflicts."  

This undefined phrase appears first in the Executive Summary (ES-6 and 7), again in Chapter 1 

(Table 1-4 Issues #1 and 3); it appears in Chapter 3 pages 3-184, 188, 192, 198, 238; it appears 

in Chapter 4 at page 4-292 and 4-293 and 4-309, and appears in Appendix K Table 16,  and in 

Appendix M as "conflict among users" and as "potential conflict with other users." 

The words generally used in the dictionary definition of "conflict" are words like disagreement, 

divergence, difference, argument, quarrel, dispute, clash, strike against, be in opposition, be 

contrary.   

A search of the FLPMA does not reveal these words or phrases or anything even remotely 

similar. Yet BLM aims to minimize these or reduce them, and it aims to do so most often by 

eliminating one type of lawful human activity altogether.  Yet the FLPMA at Section 102(7) 

states, the intent of Congress is that 

"goals and objectives be established by law as guidelines for public land use planning, 

and that management be on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield unless otherwise 

specified by law;" 

If this "user conflict" causes property damage or personal injury, such as vehicle collisions, theft, 

and fights, those incidents are already covered by state law. BLM should be coordinating with 

the county on resolution of these disputes
28

.   

 

There would be records of such incidents, and BLM describes no such records.  That type of 

conflict is outside BLM jurisdiction.  On BLM lands, the appropriate county sheriff responds.  

                                                           
28 40CFR 1501.2(d)(2) The federal agency consults early with appropriate state and local agencies and 

Indian tribes and with interested private persons and organizations when its own involvement is 

reasonably foreseeable. (emphasis added) 
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BLM has no authority.  It is easy to see that BLM would want to minimize these problems, but 

BLM fails to report the extent of the problem.  It fails to report that there is any problem at all.  

 

We cannot be sure about this however, because BLM never tells us what "user conflicts" are.  

Nonetheless, BLM uses this term to determine a surprisingly large number of allowable uses on 

BLM lands.   

 

In Chapter 2, page 2-132, we learn that BLM perceives the need to  

 

"Achieve a minimum level of conflict between recreation participants"  

 

However, the objectives listed do not seem to have anything to do with conflict between 

recreation participants:  

 

"Achieve a minimum level of conflict between recreation participants to: 1) allow other 

resources/programs to achieve their RMP objectives; 2) curb illegal trespass and property damage; 

and 3) maintain a diversity of recreation activity participation." 

 

The above objectives describe conflicts of use, not conflicts between recreation participants.  Actually, item 

3 appears to be precluded by BLM's resolutions of user conflict.  Nonetheless, assuming what BLM means 

by "recreation participants" is that they are "users" or "visitors" we arrive at the phrase "user conflict."   

 

Because BLM separates user conflict from use conflict, for example at page 2-138, Table 2-2,  

 

Funding. Prioritize BLM 

funding and staff toward 

effectively addressing 

visitor health and safety 

and use/user conflict and 

resource protection issues 

created by recreation 

activities.  

 
 

--we are beginning to think that user conflict is something more ephemeral.  Why do we say 

that?  Because a "use" conflict would likely leave a mark, or a measurable change that can be 

reported and recorded. 

 

Conflicts between recreation participants which are ephemeral, cause no property damage and no 

personal injury, would occur only in the mind of the recreation participant.  This leads us to a 

search for "user conflict" literature, of which there is a great deal.   
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We found the last article by Jacob and Shreyer to be the most frequently cited.  Here is the 

abstract:  
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"This paper develops a definition of conflict in outdoor recreation and hypothesizes four 

broad factors that lead to conflict. It has become the mostly used definition of conflict 

and the theory of conflict it proposes is labeled as either the goal interference or 

interpersonal model. Conflict is defined as "For an individual, conflict is defined as goal 

interference attributed to another's behavior". Conflict is seen as a special class of user 

dissatisfaction and the cause of the dissatisfaction in another's behavior. The paper uses 

past work on conflict to speculate that the principal factors behind outdoor recreation 

conflict include: activity style, resource specificity, mode of experience and lifestyle 

tolerance. They explore the issues related to these four factors to propose ten propositions 

about outdoor recreation conflict. They define activity style as "personal meanings 

attached to the set of behaviors constituting a recreation activity." Resource specificity is 

defined as "the importance and individual attaches to the use of a particular recreation 

resources." Mode of experience is defined as ways of experiencing the environment 

ranging from "unfocused to focused." While, tolerance for lifestyle diversity is defined as 

"unwillingness to share resources with members of other lifestyle groups." 

If we are correct, it appears that BLM is attempting to manage for personal philosophical 

differences, usually by segregating different types of users
29

.   

 

This is a task that Congress never intended for BLM to undertake.  Segregation based on 

personal philosophical or values differences is the epitome of "undemocratic."   According to the 

research, certain people simply do not want to share the resources, and they can easily create the 

thing called "user conflict."   They simply say it happened.  Yet there is no evidence that it 

happened, and it is simple hearsay that there is any problem at all.  That is exactly why Congress 

provided no statutory authorization to segregate public land visitors according to their 

philosophical and personal values differences ("user conflict" in BLM terms). 

 

But most alarming, there is no legal standard to guide any management action.  Any BLM 

management action based on "user conflict" is by its nature arbitrary, precisely because of the 

absence of any legal standard.  There is nothing that triggers a BLM duty to act just because one 

person claims they don't like another person's activity, or one person says that their trip was 

ruined by a 15-second encounter with someone different than themselves.  Before BLM can base 

any management actions on user conflict there must be a legal standard.  That means there must 

be a statutory authorization with specific regulations guiding all actions that are applied 

uniformly to everyone.  There is no authorization to do this, not for BLM or for any other federal 

                                                           
29

 The classic example of this segregation is giving bicyclists their own exclusive trails and not allowing 

motorcyclists to use them, but allowing the bicyclists to use the motorcycle trails.  This cannot possibly be a 

conflict of use because the bicyclists can and do happily use the motorcycle trails.  It is obviously segregation for 

the sake of one group "not wanting to share" with a group that is different than themselves. 
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agency.  The government is not authorized to meddle in the philosophical differences between 

individuals unless those differences cross the line into criminal activity.   

 

Also because of this lack of a legal standard, public land users have no way of adjusting their 

behavior so that BLM perceives less (or more) user conflict; all one has to do to create conflict is 

to say there was conflict, and BLM (not Congress) has decided that it must drive a BLM 

management action.  Usually this action involves removing one type of recreationist from the 

resource, denying that group of people the amenities of outdoor recreation. 

 

Yet  the NEPA tells us to share  it.  The NEPA states at Title I Section 102 (5) that the intent of 

Congress is to: 

 

"achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards 

of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities;" 

 

That does not sound like, "eliminate one group because some people say they don't like them."   

 

Hence, encouraging or mandating the elimination of any type of user from any part of the 

planning area because of philosophical or personal values differences between public land users, 

is plainly unlawful.   

 

Because of the absence of any legal standards, and the apparent direction in NEPA that we share 

the resources, BLM has made a basic mistake by placing the minimization or resolution of user 

conflicts in the foundation of the DRMP (in the Planning Issues).  By placing this goal in the 

Planning Issues, BLM must address it, but because there is no statutory authorization, any 

management action BLM takes is obviously arbitrary.  Any action BLM proposes can only  be 

based on the prevailing personal philosophies of whoever happens to be writing the Plan and 

EIS, because there is no legal standard.   

 

This renders a number of the proposed actions unlawful.  It renders many of the existing 

management Decisions unlawful. Many of those Decisions are being carried forward into the 

revised RMP.   

 

BLM must remove "minimizing user conflicts" from its Planning Issues, and adjust the plan 

accordingly.  This could entail significant changes to the Plan. It will definitely entail significant 

changes to the present management Decisions, and most especially, BLM must change those 

Management Decisions that are being carried forward to the revised Final RMP.
30

 

                                                           
30 CEQ 40 Questions # 25a: " The final statement must also contain the agency’s responses to comments on the draft 

EIS. These responses will be primarily in the form of changes in the document itself, but specific answers to each 
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Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
significant comment should also be included." (emphasis added) and Question #29a: " Normally the responses 

should result in changes in the text of the EIS, not simply a separate answer at the back of the document." (emphasis 

added) 
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Admin closures 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

In studying the alternatives, we note that BLM proposes to close 980 miles of routes to public 

use, and only "permitted" or "administrative" use would be allowed.  We will for practical 

purposes call those routes "closed" because they will be closed to all public use. 

Here we call attention to an oversight.  BLM has failed to disclose what the objective is of 

denying general public use on these routes.   Given the present mileage, all use is dispersed 

widely across the Planning Area, (except for the North Desert Open Area), and this causes most 

use to be very light (only a few vehicles a day, or even in a week).   

Even without the very light vehicle use the routes presently receive, the effects of the closed 

routes themselves remain.  Think, in particular, about routes that the grazing permitees use: 

mostly unmaintained, and not always well-sited due to the nature of the activity.  BLM does not 

disclose what will be gained by removing the general public from these roads.  By the same 

token, the oil and gas roads are extremely well-maintained, and BLM fails to disclose what will 

be  gained by removing general public access to these roads.  As we pointed out already, and as 

the DRMP has stated, most of these roads receive very light use.  The road effects research we 

have reviewed are all consistent in their findings: lightweight, infrequent motor vehicle use is 

almost as uneventful as no use.  But, the effects of the routes themselves will not stop just 

because some of the traffic is removed.   

The wildlife research we have reviewed also is consistent: disturbance that causes the area 

around the route to be underutilized by wildlife is from roads that are far more heavily travelled 

by larger and heavier vehicles, far more than the amount of use that occurs in the existing 

condition in the GJFO Planning Area.  The research that shows road effects to wildlife due to the 

traffic is reporting on heavily travelled roads, usually highways and paved roads, or heavily 

travelled, graded and ditched logging roads used by loaded and unloaded trucks, and all 

travelling at much higher speeds than are possible on the undeveloped roads in the GJFO 

Planning Area.
31

  

                                                           
31 Frequently cited: Trombulak & Frissel, 2000: "the 13,107,812 km of road lanes of all types in the conterminous 

United States, with an average width of 3.65 m per lane, have destroyed at least 4,784,351 ha of land and water 

bodies that formerly supported plants, animals, and other organisms (U.S. Department of Transportation 1996)."  

Also frequently cited, Forman & Alexander 1998 : "In the United States, 6.2 million km of public roads 
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With the current use so dispersed, no single route can be claimed to be causing any significant 

damage (and nowhere in the analysis does BLM make any such claim) --assuming that BLM 

believes that the presence of vehicles causes the effects, but the routes are innocuous without 

vehicles.   

Here is the oversight:  BLM does not analyze this distinction.  BLM fails to disclose what 

difference it will make.  Without this disclosure, the closures are moot.  BLM must provide a 

clear idea of the net benefits of the outcome before such a proposal could be considered "well-

reasoned."  With no analysis of the distinction, BLM does not even have the capability to predict 

or even estimate outcomes.   This must be the reason that BLM does not specify what the 

outcome will be.  BLM must also state its goal in clear and simple terms, such that any reviewer 

may see that this sort of partial closure would somehow be a net gain. 

The resolution to this oversight is to supply the analysis that shows a net gain of closing these 

routes to the public but leaving them open only to the permitees and the oil and gas operations 

and/or mineral exploration.  At this time we perceive a net loss, with no improvement to the 

natural resource but very disruptive outcomes for the human environment.   

BLM must correct this omission and revise the text of the Final RMP accordingly.  BLM must 

state its real goals and what the expected outcomes will be, based on an analysis of the difference 

between allowing the public to use these roads or not allowing the public to use these roads.   

Or, if BLM does not know the what the net gain will be, BLM must disclose that it does not 

know, and it must disclose the importance and relevance of that void to the to the Decision.
32

  In 

either event, BLM must admit that the proposal cannot possibly be "well-reasoned" because with 

no information, no rational estimates or predictions are possible. 

Recall, please that in the NEPA BLM is directed to foster outcomes that achieve a balance 

between man and nature, and allow man to live in productive harmony with nature and permit a 

wide sharing of life's amenities.
33

  The scale of the closures (large) causes the existing proposals 

to be out of balance, that is, the scales are tipped--but in what direction?  BLM may be protecting 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
are used by 200 million vehicles." These are in the Ouren et al synthesis cited by this EIS.  Also frequently cited, 

Wisdom et al 2000: "We defined habitat requirements (source habitats) and assessed trends in these habitats for 91 

species of terrestrial vertebrates on 58 million ha (145 million acres) of public and private lands within the interior 

Columbia basin."  Clearly, all these studies cover paved roads and highways, all completely different than the  

undeveloped, one lane dirt roads and singletrack trails in the GJFO Planning Area. The oil and gas roads in the 

Planning Area are heavily maintained but used by few vehicles; BLM doesn't disclose what the effects of reducing 

these few vehicles to just an unquantified fewer vehicles could be. 

 

32
 40CFR 1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable information. 

33
 NEPA Title I Section 101(b)(5) 
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the permitees.  BLM may be protecting the oil and gas operations.  BLM may believe it is 

protecting the natural resource.  BLM may believe that mankind, at least in the persona of the 

general public, should be completely removed from nature.  We cannot tell from what is written 

in the DRMP. 

Please make the appropriate revisions to the text of the document after an analysis confirms (or 

does not confirm) a net gain from these closures.  Please keep in mind that the RMP analysis is a 

disclosure document:  If, after BLM states its goal and the analysis shows that it will not be 

achieved by these closures, please do not close the roads to public use.  If BLM insists on closing 

the roads anyway, please add the statement indicating that there will be nothing gained by the 

closures.   If BLM insists on closing the roads without any further analysis, BLM must state that 

there is no known benefit to doing so and no evidence has been uncovered that indicates that a 

few less vehicles using the roads will make any difference to the natural resource (or any 

resource).   BLM must clearly state that it intends to negatively disrupt the human environment 

for no net gain. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Economic generator 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

We perceive that the loss of 66% of the general motorized access and some 58% of the Open 

Areas will have such grave financial consequences for the Grand Valley that we want to 

highlight the cost in a separate comment. 

Using the visitor numbers supplied in the DRMP, Table 4-51, page 4-405, BLM states that 

291,335 visitors pursued non-motorized or mechanized activities, and 416,758 pursued 

motorized activities.  This means that just about 70 percent (69.9) of the visitors to the BLM 

lands surrounding the communities under discussion are using motor vehicles for their 

recreation.   

 

BLM's economics uses all BLM-data and it is uncited, that is we don't know where BLM 

obtained it.  This is not lawful.  According to CEQ, all referenced material must be available to 

any reviewer.  In fact, BLM's data is in serious conflict with a very reliable and well respected 

source, the Western Governors Association.  This group published their findings about the 

economic values of outdoor recreation, and of all the forms of outdoor recreation, motorized 

always generates the highest revenue for the areas that motorized recreationists use.
34

  

 

The WGA study has found that the average daily trip spending for motorcycle recreation in the 

WGA region (which includes Colorado) is, for day trip motorcyclists is $180.27.  For day trip 

general motorized off-road recreationists it is $292.83.  Overnight spending for motorcyclists is 

$338.35 and for general motorized off-road recreationists it is $316.41. 

 

This highlights a major omission in BLM's calculations.  If we apply the motorized visitor's per 

trip expenditures for a day trip to the existing North Desert Open Area using the Western 

Governor's per day trip expenditures, we have 250,000 visitors annually multiplied by $180.27, 

equaling $45,067,500.00 spent annually.  And that's assuming they are all on motorcycles, which 

is not the case.  ATV's, UTV's, dune buggies, and four wheel drive vehicle operators visit the 

Open Area just as regularly as motorcyclists. 

                                                           
34

 "The Outdoor Recreation Economy 2012 Report" prepared by the Outdoor Industry Association for the Western 

Governors Association Conference in 2012. 
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If the Open Area generates that by itself, what would be the value of all the motorized visitors to 

BLM lands?   That would be 416,578 people times 180.27, totaling a whopping  $75,096,516.06 

annually spent in the Grand Valley environs for this recreation.  And that is just the motorcycle 

day-trip spending.  WGA calculates other off-roaders spend even more: $292.93 per day.  

Overnight spending is $338.35. 

This is why we believe the massive closures will deliver a fatal blow to the Grand Valley 

economy.  Even if you cut the off-road spending of 292.93 per day in half,  we still get  huge 

dollars: $62,513,700.00 pumped into the Grand Valley economy every year.  Clearly we will still 

see a significant decline in the economic well-being of the Grand Valley  if general motorized 

access is closed down to the extent BLM wants it to be.  And, we are not even counting the 

overnight spending.   

This is indeed an overlooked economic giant.  BLM attempts to minimize this with its own 

uncited numbers, but the WGA, a far more sophisticated organization with a vested interest in 

the economic health of the west, has calculated a vastly different amount.  BLM has a no vested 

interest in the economic health of the surrounding communities but rather, BLM has a vested 

interest in minimizing the economic numbers, to make it look as though it won't make much 

difference to dismantle a travel and recreation system that attracts  70% of its biggest spending 

visitors.   

The resolution to this irresponsible proposal by BLM is for BLM to conduct a genuine economic 

study using the generally available numbers from organizations which have conducted dedicated 

and professional economic studies.  Then, to stay in compliance with Section 102 of the NEPA 

(adverse effects to the human environment) and FLPMA Section 202 (utilize the economic 

sciences) BLM must disclose this extremely adverse effect to the human environment (NEPA 

102(C)(ii)), namely the communities surrounding the BLM lands.  This will expose the proposals 

as irresponsible and socially destructive.  They are destructive proposals because of the unique 

amenities of the Grand Valley--that is, the communities are completely landlocked by BLM 

lands, and cannot diversify to make up for these economic losses.  There is a finite amount of 

real estate in Mesa County that is not BLM lands.  The communities rely on the BLM lands for 

far more than recreation, grazing, and oil and gas.  The lands circulate money and generate 

business to a huge extent --which BLM is totally disregarding. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Economics 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

We would like to point out several omissions and a major conflict in the DRMP, all of which 

result in CEQ violations. 

 

IMPLAN sorts local, regional, and out-of region spending but it does not represent these figures 

as mutually exclusive.  For some reason the DRMP chooses to do so.  This causes the economic 

numbers in the DRMP to have several lopsided, non-comparable categories; oil and gas dollars 

are all counted regardless that the dollars come from inside the county, yet recreation spending is 

rated only on out-of state dollars coming into the area.
35

  This is an improper use of the data.   

We can propose that this is irrational because of what the numbers would look like if the 

methodology was reversed--that is, only oil and gas dollars from outside the state are counted, 

and all the dollars from in the state for recreation are counted.  This would be quite lopsided.  By 

the same token the choice to only count outside dollars in the recreation spending creates a 

lopsided picture of the economic generator that general motorized access to BLM lands creates.   

 

BLM fails to disclose the methodology which rejects local dollars.  A dollar spent in a store is a 

dollar spent.  It makes no difference in the store's bottom line where that dollar came from.  It 

makes no difference in tax revenues where that dollar came from. The tax is still collected; the 

profit is still made. 

 

The DRMP discussion also changes from out-of-state to out-of-area yet no definition is provided 

for out-of-area.  The DRMP omits this detail: Geographically, Grand Junction is the population 

center for western Colorado.  The nearest metropolitan centers are 400 to 500 miles away.  This 

explains why the fact is, the principal economic health of the retail trades in Grand Junction can 

only be driven by local dollars. 

                                                           
35

 DRMP page 3-250 

• "One hundred percent of energy workers who worked in Mesa County lived in Mesa County"  

 

DRMP page 4-349  

"Local visitors on BLM land do not directly contribute to the economic impact of recreation..." 
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Further, BLM  completely disregards the motorized visitor per trip spending that was calculated 

by a highly reputable source (whose goal is public service), the Western Governors Association's 

"Outdoor Recreation Economy 2012 Report."  This study called outdoor recreation "An 

Overlooked Economic Giant."   

 

First of all, this study counted all dollars, because all dollars count.  

 

This study also highlights a major omission in BLM's calculations.  If we apply the motorized 

visitor's per trip expenditures for a day trip to the existing North Desert Open Area using the 

Western Governor's per day trip expenditures, we have 250,000 visitors annually multiplied by 

$180.27, equaling $45,067,500.00 spent annually.  Significant?  Definitely.  Yet all of BLM's 

economic estimates are tiny by comparison, and not only does BLM does not reveal where its 

"data" comes from nor its methodology, BLM's data is in gross conflict with a highly reputable 

source (the Western Governors Association) which does reveal its source and methodology.  

BLM's opaque, uncited data
36

  makes it appear that BLM is purposefully minimizing the 

negative effects of its proposals.  Uncited data or information cannot be used in an EIS, because 

CEQ 1502.21 clearly prohibits the use of any referenced material that is not available to the 

public for review: 

 

§1502.21 Incorporation by reference. 
Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference 

when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of 

the action. The incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content briefly 

described. No material may be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably available for 

inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment.(emphasis 

added) 

 

If we don't even know what it is, there is no way we can find it and review it.  It is a clear 

violation of 1502.21 to use any of the uncited data (no source is given).  "BLM data" is not a 

title, author or publication that anyone could find and identify exactly what BLM used for its 

calculations. 

 

We must also note here that the figure from Tables 4-61 and Table 4-65 claiming that only 90 

jobs are generated by outdoor recreation activities on BLM lands is not credible on the face of it.      

An examination of the Grand Junction Yellow Pages  (telephone book) reveals 144 businesses 

                                                           
36

 Some examples of uncited data whose methodology is unknown: DRMP page 4-404 and 405 Table 4-50 the 

source is cited as "Calculations from BLM data."  Page 4-422 Table 4-61, "Source: BLM estimates." Page 4-424 

Table 4-64 "Source: IMPLAN calculations from BLM data."  Table 4-65: "Source: IMPLAN calculations from 

BLM data."  Exactly what BLM data, or how it was found, or what it says, is not disclosed.   
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that are directly dependent upon outdoor recreation activities.  That number includes large chain 

stores and independent small niche businesses, so the idea that only 90 jobs are reliant on 

recreation on the surrounding BLM lands is simply absurd.  Recall please, that Grand Junction is 

totally landlocked by BLM lands.  This obvious inconsistency further degrades BLM's 

credibility. 

 

It is inconceivable that BLM has "inadvertently" found a way to minimize this fact and pretend 

it's proposals will not affect the local economy.  Multiply that by the other dollars generated by 

general BLM lands access and we find that the Planning Issues from Chapter I of the DRMP are 

not fulfilled, they are degraded by the proposals:  Issue # 3 includes "providing socioeconomic 

benefits," and Issue 14 "promote and maintain activities that provide social and economic benefit 

to local communities."  The BLM answer to this question is, BLM will not.  BLM will 

purposefully degrade the human environment by its proposals. 
37

   

 

BLM needs to change nothing to continue this fabulous economic generator; BLM needs to build 

nothing and promote nothing; it is all happening by itself without anything but the BLM land 

base being available for that recreation.  Yet for no reason given, with no rationale, BLM 

declares its intention to dismantle this economic generator.  

 

This degree of conflict between the stated goals and the effects of the proposals, is a major clue.  

When nothing matches, it appears that BLM is striving to achieve some kind of BLM-generated 

goal.  This goal would not be well-received by the public and so BLM cannot announce this 

goal, but rather it uses the NEPA process to bury the goal in a 2,000 page document that claims 

to want healthy economic activity in the local economy. 

 

CEQ demands transparency in the NEPA process.  To be in CEQ compliance, any BLM 

proposal to achieve a socially destructive goal would have to be openly stated in the Planning 

Issues and the Goal Statements.   BLM has refused to do this.  BLM has violated the spirit of the 

NEPA (40CFR 1500.1 and 1500.2).  BLM's method of presenting its true goal is in direct 

conflict with 1500.1 and 1500.2.  The CEQ never imagined that an agency would conceal its 

agenda within its NEPA document.  It is clearly stated in the Policy statements at 1500.1 that the 

information, objectives, and proposals be clear and forthright, and accurately represent what the 

BLM actually proposes to do.  That is why there is no outright prohibition against preparing goal 

statements which completely contradict the predictable outcomes.  Because of this contradiction, 

BLM's unstated goal causes this DRMP to be so conflicted that it must be considered too 

                                                           
37

 At DRMP page 4-423: "Projected Change in Recreational Use by Alternative and Recreation Type. In each year, 

each of those three alternatives has fewer projected total visitors than does Alternative A, with Alternative C having 

the fewest visitors of the four alternatives."  BLM is very sure that it will reduce outdoor recreation over the life of 

this plan.  Yet BLM provides no rationale for this intention. 
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inadequate for meaningful comment and, it precludes meaningful analysis. (40CFR 1502.9(a).  

BLM must use uncited and unspecified "data"  in order to make it look like the goals do not 

conflict with the proposals when in fact the opposite is the case.  

 

BLM must revise the economic analyses in this DRMP such that these conflicts are resolved and 

a meaningful analysis can be completed.  The only way these conflicts can be resolved is if BLM 

reveals its real goals, in the goals and Planning Issue statements for each discipline. Then the 

proposals will match the goals. The other way to resolve the conflict would be for BLM to revise 

its proposals such that the stated goals and planning Issues are met in a positive, constructive 

manner.   

 

We now call BLM's attention to the CEQ’s Forty Questions, for a reminder: 

"Question 29a. Responses to Comments. What response must an BLM provide to a 

comment on a draft EIS which states that the EIS’s methodology is inadequate or 

inadequately explained 

"…agencies must respond to comments, however brief, which are specific in their 

criticism of BLM methodology.   …..BLM would have to respond in a substantive and 

meaningful way to such a comment." 

We request a substantive and meaningful response from the BLM, as per CEQ.  CEQ also 

requires that the RMP text be changed when new information is presented that is germane to the 

outcome of  the analysis. 

Please follow the direction found at the answer to CEQ 40 questions: #25a: 

"The final statement must also contain the agency’s responses to comments on the draft 

EIS. These responses will be primarily in the form of changes in the document itself," 

(emphasis added)
38

 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

 

                                                           
38 Question #29a: restates this requirement: " Normally the responses should result in changes in the text of the EIS, 

not simply a separate answer at the back of the document." (emphasis added) 
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SRMAs_ERMAs are Predecision 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

We have observed that one of BLM's chosen management tools for this RMP is highly 

predecisional. 

Predecision occurs when BLM commits to a course of action before the analysis.  The 

establishment of the SRMA's, RMZ's, and the newly shrunken ERMA's all appear to have 

occurred before any analysis. 

In the Affected Environment chapter beginning at page 3-179, we find the description of what an 

SRMA is:  

"Special Recreation Management Areas. Current BLM guidance identifies SRMAs as 

administrative units where the existing or proposed recreation opportunities and 

recreation setting characteristics are recognized for their unique value, importance and/or 

distinctiveness, especially as compared to other areas used for recreation. SRMAs are 

managed to protect and enhance a targeted set of activities, experiences, benefits, and 

desired recreation setting characteristics. SRMAs may be subdivided into recreation 

management zones (RMZs) to further delineate specific recreation opportunities. Within 

SRMAs, recreation and visitor service management is recognized as the predominant 

land use planning focus, where specific recreation opportunities and recreation setting 

characteristics are managed and protected on a long-term basis. SRMAs/RMZs must have 

measurable outcome-focused objectives. Supporting management actions and allowable 

use decisions are required to: 1) sustain or enhance recreation objectives, 2) protect the 

desired recreation setting characteristics, and 3) constrain uses, including non-compatible 

recreation activities that are detrimental to meeting recreation or other critical resource 

objectives (e.g., cultural or threatened and endangered species)." 

 

Yet this fairly detailed description is accompanied by no analysis that would  determine what, 

where, and how these areas are identified. The DRMP states which areas were chosen, but 

provides no analysis of why.  At page 3-180: 

 

"The 1987 GJFO RMP identified the Gateway area (41,000 acres) and Grand Valley area 

(176,000 acres) as Intensive Recreation Management Areas (IRMAs) to protect high 

value recreation sites and sensitive areas." 
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Where was the analysis supporting these claims (high value/sensitive)?  None is cited. At page 3-

180: 

 

"Since that time, approximately 58,106 acres of the Grand Valley IRMA was 

carved out to create Bangs Canyon SRMA  and 72,656 acres as the North Fruita 

Desert Planning Area. " 

 

The North Fruita Desert Planning area was divided into an exclusive bicycle-only RMZ within 

an SRMA.  All other activities are constrained to "protect" this special activity.  Yet BLM 

provides no analysis that explains what makes the activity so special it must be "protected."
39

  

Bicyclists use all the other roads and trails with no "protection."  They share with everyone 

elsewhere in the planning area.  The point is, why is this unique compared to any other activity?  

BLM does not tell us, and BLM has not analyzed anything in this or any other document that 

justifies these units. 

For the North Fruita unit, BLM does not even bother to give a reason.  Also at page 3-180: 

"Plans written for both of these areas provided for enhanced recreational opportunities, 

made travel management decisions, and took a community-based planning approach." 

Yet there is no mention of the analysis that supported creating these areas for "targeted recreation 

activities" and "constraining uses."   

In the DRMP we have BLM creating more ERMAs and SRMAs and RMZ's. Yet there is no 

analysis preceding these designations to determine the need for them, or to determine why some 

activities should be constrained.  BLM claims "incompatible" uses would be constrained, 

because BLM wants to "protect" certain values.  For example, at page 4-290,  

"Impacts would be greatest in settings that are dependent upon a quiet soundscape, such 

as certain SRMAs that are managed to protect mechanized and/or non-motorized 

recreational experiences." 

FLPMA directs BLM to manage for multiple use, not constrain activities based on personal 

philosophies (as manifested by the pursued activities).  Because we know there will be gas wells 

and cattle and the occasional powerline or pipeline, we adjust our expectations.  We are not in a 

designated Wilderness area or a park.  Multiple Use means, multiple use.  Yet BLM insists at 

page 4-292 that,  

                                                           
39

 And provided for--this area may have the most elaborate visitor services available in the entire GJFO planning 

area with many restrooms, miles intricately marked trails, parking lots, and an entire campground. 
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" But without management direction regarding principal activities and associated 

qualities and conditions of the ERMA, the Grand Junction ERMA would be insufficient 

to facilitate desired recreational outcomes." 

FLPMA directs no such "outcomes."  This is a social issue, not a land management issue.  BLM 

has created for itself the monumental task of sorting and segregating public land visitors and 

activities for a goal that is not in the law.  The law does not speak to philosophical differences.  It 

is very clear that the prime directive is Multiple Use.   

Furthermore the H-1601-1 Handbook identifies ERMAs as all lands not designated SRMAs, 

with little management direction and custodial care only.  GJFO has redefined the ERMAs so 

they are now like SRMAs.  Creating such areas before the analysis is predecisional.  The DRMP 

simply creates them all out of thin air. 

Not only is this management style never mentioned in the FLPMA.   BLM never cites any 

analysis to support the need to segregate activities.  In fact BLM has made its own job harder, 

and fostered conflict, by encouraging these single-use units.  If BLM had conducted a thorough 

and professional analysis, BLM would know that it does foster conflict with segregation.  The 

history of segregation tell us so.   

Throughout the history of public lands all visitors have shared the land and accepted the multiple 

use mandate as the prevailing rule.  BLM cites no analysis which shows a any need to change 

that expectation.  A philosophy has emerged that claims visitors must be separated by activity, 

but the government is not authorized to meddle in people's personal value systems nor is it 

authorized by any Congressional direction to segregate anyone based on philosophical 

differences (as manifested by their activity).  Congress would certainly refuse to fund any 

analysis that purported to create these differences and then codify them into separate 

management units in order to separate people who are intolerant of those who are different than 

themselves. 

To summarize, the creation of the original SRMAs and RMZs has been done prior to any 

analysis.  In fact the first ones (North Fruita and Bangs) were inserted into the 1987 plan absent 

any analysis.  Now GJFO, not BLM, is redefining ERMAs so they are almost exactly like 

SRMAs except they are considered in need of custodial care only.  This is in itself the subject of 

another comment with a different purpose.  This comment speaks to the predecisional nature of 

these separated units, where some activities are constrained and other activities are protected.  

The result is a complex arrangement of separate units with different regulations and mostly 

unmarked boundaries.  These units segregate people according to personal values.  We contend 

this is in violation of the basic tenets of public service in the federal government of the United 

States.  Tolerance is the key to the success of the Republic, and BLM is fostering intolerance and 
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violating the FLPMA by abandoning the multiple use mandate.  Individual visitors have always 

been expected to share, and no new information has emerged to change that expectation. 

To resolve this violation B LM must abandon the concept altogether, and leave all the roads and 

trails open to everyone.  To comply with the FLPMA all newly built trails must be multiple use.  

Technically, there should be no exclusive-use areas whatsoever (outside designated Wilderness).   

Not only is BLM violating the FLPMA, it is also incurring greater costs and unfeasible 

management responsibilities by attempting to create these separate areas.   

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Real cumulative effect 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

OMISSION: The DRMP fails to disclose the most basic and most obvious cumulative effect of 

closing and rehabilitating over 1,000 miles of routes in the Planning Area.  That effect is, the 

Planning Area will become more roadless.   

 

This will make several segments of the Planning Area inaccessible, and over the life of this plan 

it will create, or manufacture, more and more "wilderness quality" lands.  BLM is proposing to 

eliminate as much human access as it can via this travel plan in order to manufacture roadless 

areas.  The cumulative effect will be more unroaded areas.  BLM has failed to disclose that this 

very obvious result will occur.  Without this disclosure, this is a document written in bad faith.  

Any reasonable person can see what will happen when over 1,000 miles of routes are completely 

obliterated.  Human access will be severely constrained.  This fits in perfectly with the 

Congressionally dis-approved Wildlands project of several years ago.  This is inconsistent with 

the multiple use mandate in the FLPMA.
40

  It is inconsistent with the FLPMA mandate to 

manage for human occupancy and use and outdoor recreation.
41

  The present proposals are not 

viable because of these inconsistencies with the law. 

 

RESOLUTION:  There are several ways to rectify this problem.  One way is for BLM to fully 

disclose this very obvious outcome.  That way it will be clear that this plan is not in compliance 

with the intent of Congress as manifested by the statutory authorizations set forth for BLM by 

Congress in the law.  The Deciding Officer can then craft a ROD which does further the intent of 

Congress (by using mostly components from Alternative A and leaving the transportation and 

access to closely resemble the existing situation).
42

  Another way to rectify the problem is to 

craft an alternative that is a slight variation of Alternative A which retains most if not all of the 

present access, but closes the Planning Area to cross-country travel except in the designated 

Open Areas.  Because we have an analysis that covers the existing situation, this is a reasonable 

                                                           
40

 FLPMA Title I, Section 102(a)(7) 

41
 FLPMA Title I Section 102(a)(8) 

42
 Recall, please that case law has determined that neither the NEPA nor the FLPMA directs us to elevate natural 

values above all others. 
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possibility, since the RMP analysis has stated that the present situation poses no imminent or 

significant threat to any natural resource.
43

  The existing situation needs very little modification 

to protect the resources that may be threatened (archaeology and paleontology).  Changing the 

prevailing regulation so that  human travel is restricted to designated routes only, and designating 

most if not all of the routes (problem areas would be addressed individually) would bring the 

Plan into compliance with FLPMA Title I Section 102(a)(7) and (8). 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
 

43
 RMP pages 4-189, 4-122, 4-156, 4-97 
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Route Issue Table 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

After studying the table of issues recently so kindly posted on the website, which we understand 

is intended to explain to the public why each route was designated as "closed" or "administrative 

use only," it appears that there is one category that is a mystery ("other")  and it also appears that 

some of the concerns are irrational.  It also appears that contrary to FLPMA, NEPA, and case 

law, BLM now considers the very existence of a route a negative conflict with the natural 

resource. 

 

We selected at random routes from zone A, K and J on the north western edge of the planning 

area.  Zone K is shown in Alternative B with only about eight routes and the county roads left 

open or public use.  Every other route (the vast majority) is designated closed or administrative 

only. 

 

In Zone J a  similar proposal exists, that is, the vast majority of the routes are closed to public 

use.  

 

In Zone A there are fewer routes, yet every one is proposed to be administrative only except one 

very short <50 inch and one BLM route which extends the county road into a dead end.  

First, the irrational.  Route K70  has a concern with "water."  Yet comparing this map to the 

annual precipitation map  in Affected Environment, this route lies in the driest part of the 

planning area, receiving less than 10 inches of rain per year. There is no permanent water in the 

area.  It does not qualify as a "watershed" in the classic definition, which is, the water must 

originate within the area to make the area a watershed.  Be that as it may, less than 10 inches of 

precipitation annually makes it a pretty difficult stretch to enable water resources to be a concern 

for this route.   

Route K70 also has the mystery issue, "other."  If we may point out the obvious, having a field 

that is simply "other," with no explanation, makes the entire table moot.  It is especially so 

because every route we checked in Zone K has this "other" concern--and the vast majority of the 

routes will be closed to public use.  BLM refuses to disclose what the "other" issue is that is so 

important that the public must be almost completely removed from the area.  Plus, having this 

"other" issue appear with every route in an entire zone is suspicious, to put it as politely as we 

can.  There is no need for any other issue if every route has some "other" issue we don't know 
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about.  We are unable to offer any meaningful comment, or suggestions for mitigation, without 

knowing what the "other" issue is.  BLM has made its generous explanations virtually useless by 

placing this situation  before the public for review.  

Back to route K70.  It apparently is at issue with not only water and "other,"  but also 

paleontology, soils, vegetation, and wildlife.  Thus, no matter what can be said, there is 

something this route has an issue with.  This must be a seriously defective route.  

However, this route has been in place for years.  BLM never had a concern about it before this.  

Site-specific mitigation might have resolved some issues; or, if it has been that much of a 

problem, BLM would have dealt with it years ago.  If it is a permitee's road, or an oil and gas 

road, BLM would have placed stipulations on its construction so that the soils and "other" 

conflicts would not occur.  If it is a significant threat to wildlife, BLM would not have allowed 

construction at all. 

Looking at the GIS data, we find that K70 is a numbered BLM road, BLM 7617.  It is dirt 

surface and classified as a "primitive road."  It is slated for closure to public use in all 

alternatives.  Yet it appears that BLM or a contractor, or most likely a grazing permitee, built this 

road, and BLM named it.  It connects two county roads, by extending one dead end county road 

so it connects to a through county road. Yet now, in 2013, we find that this little 1.5 miles of 

road has a conflict with every natural resource listed, including the catch-all, "other."  While the 

conflict with water resources is the most irrational, all of the claims of conflict become un-

credible when they all seem to apply to 1.5 miles of road in an area that receives less than 10 

inches of precipitation per year.   

As tedious as it was, we checked every route in Zone K and found that they all had exactly the 

same issues, and notably, all had the "other" issue.
44

  And as noted above, almost all of them are 

proposed to be closed to public use. 

This is a rather stunning coincidence.  The entire Zone K has routes that have every resource 

conflict listed.  This is too much of everything to be credible.  Doing it this way, BLM can use 

any reason it wishes, meaning, if it isn't one reason, it will be another that enables BLM to kick 

out the general public.  And if it isn't a named resource, BLM always has the "other" issue to fall 

back on, whatever that may be.  Yet also as noted above, these routes have been in place for 

years.  BLM does not disclose the facts upon which these evaluations were based.  BLM does 

not claim to have had a professional visit every route.     

Furthermore, we don't know what the intensity of the conflict is.  For example, the table doesn't 

disclose how much of a threat to wildlife the routes are.  It should be self-evident, but we will 

                                                           
44

 K209, K210 yielded no results. 
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point it out anyway, that if these routes really posed a significant threat to the wildlife, the 

wildlife would be gone.  Yet the wildlife is not gone.  If we look at Appendix A, the map of the 

Wildlife Emphasis Areas for Alternative B shows that this very area is proposed to be a wildlife 

emphasis area.  Yet we are not finding any wildlife reintroduction plans in this DRMP, so we 

know the wildlife is present in the area, co-existing with the roads and trails, and BLM classifies 

this as high quality habitat.  And, anecdotally, when we are in the area, we see wildlife. 

After all of this investigation, we have come to a deduction.  We can only speculate but it 

appears that BLM considers the simple existence of a road or trail to be in conflict with the 

natural resources, regardless of the intensity of the conflict or even if there may possibly be no 

conflict whatsoever.  BLM presents no evidence that at this site, in this area, the roads and trails 

are causing any wildlife to abandon the habitat.  In fact, BLM presents the opposite, that this is a 

good place for wildlife. 

However, it is not the mission of the BLM as set forth in FLPMA, nor is it mandated by the 

NEPA, that BLM place natural values above human values.  We say that because of the public's 

Comment 1 on route K48:  

"The singletrack trails west of 4.0 Rd. near Prairie Canyon Rd are excellent recreation 

trails.  Designation of this trail..." (the Table truncated the comment) 

The point is, there is a human value present which is receiving no consideration at all (K48 is 

proposed to be closed completely in all alternatives).  The conflict with the wildlife is obviously 

not very intense because the wildlife appears to be doing well in this area and we say that 

because BLM says it is good habitat and BLM is proposing no wildlife re-introduction plans.  

The wildlife selects habitat based on suitability, and this habitat is very suitable even with the 

roads and trails present.  This circles us back to the conclusion that the conflict with wildlife 

must not be very intense.   

BLM fails to disclose what factual information its evaluation is based on.   

BLM claims the trail is in conflict with water resources too, even though there is no permanent 

water present (that we know of, and we have been there many times), and there's less than 10 

inches of precipitation annually.   

BLM considers this trail to be in conflict with the vegetation as well.  However, the public 

comment and the GIS data show this to be a singletrack trail.  This type of trail is less than one 

meter in width, it has no cutbanks or fillslope, and no ditches.  This type of trail disturbs very 

little vegetation because it is tiny.  Compared to a road, which is sixteen to twenty feet wide and 

has cutbanks and fillslopes, and frequently has ditches and drains, the singltrack trail displaces 

very little vegetation.  The trail is the human attraction, so users of the trail use the trail, that is, 

they stay on the trail because it's fun and challenging.  They are not inclined to disturb the 
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surrounding landscape.  So, yes, the trail itself occupies a tiny amount of land that was but is no 

longer vegetated, but it can be safely said that the conflict with the vegetation is not very intense, 

as compared with a road or highway.   

The same discussion can hold true for soils as well; that means that because it is a tiny 

singletrack motorcycle route, it was not mechanically constructed, and there's hardly any rainfall, 

very little soil has been displaced and the erosion hazard is low.  We can deduce that the conflict 

with soils is also not very intense (as compared to a road or highway). 

BLM says this trail is in conflict with paleontology as well.  How the BLM has discovered this is 

not disclosed.  Perhaps this is an area where artifacts may be found, based on a set of parameters 

for the people who look for these artifacts.  BLM does not disclose whether any paleontology 

artifacts have actually been discovered there; so we must speculate that based on our experience 

of the area (we have been there many times) we know of none.  So, the trail would be in conflict 

because of a theoretical potential for there to be artifacts.  The artifacts are always underground, 

perhaps deeply buried.  The trail displaces very little soil.  Therefore, the conflict with 

paleontology is not very intense (as compared to road construction in a place with known 

artifacts).  There may be no conflict at all, because we did notice that that all the routes in Zone 

K have a conflict with paleontology, so it is obviously a Zone-oriented evaluation, not a site-

specific evaluation.    

And finally, we have the "other" resource conflict.  Since BLM will not say what qualifies as 

"other," we can't even make any educated speculation about whether there is a conflict and if so, 

how intense it may be.  Nonetheless, from BLM's point of view, if the other resources fail to 

enable BLM to close routes, this "other" conflict can always be relied upon to do the job.  

We also checked each route in Zone J.  None had a conflict with paleontology.  Every one had 

the resource concern of "other."  Every one except J273 
45

  had the same resource concerns as 

every route in Zone K (except paleontology). 
46

  It seemed strange that every route in two 

complete zones had a conflict with "other," as well as with soils, vegetation, water, and wildlife. 

We next checked Zone A. Soils, water and wildlife were the conflicts.  There were no conflicts 

with "other."  Some routes left out water; A76 yielded no result.  Yet in every zone, there are 

conflicts.  Every single zone, every single route.  We know that the ID Team did not inspect 

every route or even a fraction of the routes.  There is no methodology described in the DRMP for 

how these conflicts were identified.  And with no methodology described, because every route 

has one kind of conflict or other, these evaluations are simply arbitrary. 

                                                           
45

 For J273, wilderness was the extra conflict; this is something one could easily determine from looking at the 

maps. 
46

 J76 returned no result. 



85 

 

We spot-checked Zone N and found the same thing: "other" is in conflict with nearly every route.  

Soils, vegetation, water and wildlife are apparently also all in conflict with the routes.  This is not 

plausible, based on what we read in the analysis.   

In fact, we know that the conflicts planning area-wide are not intense; in Chapter 4, 

Environmental Consequences, we are told that the incremental effects of Alternative A to 

cumulative effects (the existing situation with all roads and trails in place) are "not expected to 

be significant." 
47

  This means that if BLM did not close any trail, no resources would be 

imperiled.   

This how we conclude that BLM now considers the simple existence of a road or trail to be in 

conflict with the natural resource.  This philosophy is not found in FLPMA or in NEPA, nor is it 

supported by case law. 

BLM's solution to this "conflict" is to close the maximum mileage of road and trail, regardless of 

the statutory authorization that FLMPA assigns to BLM, which is to manage for human 

occupancy and use and outdoor recreation.  In FLPMA, all the other resources are called out 

individually as well, which means that the human occupancy and use and recreation must receive 

the same consideration.  The human use would receive more consideration if the social benefits 

of the human use are on par or outweigh the negative effects to the natural resource, or if there 

was no conflict at all.  In fact, the greater the benefit to society, the more conflict with natural 

resources is tolerated (NEPA case law).     

The question remains, what is "actionable" here?  There are three areas of interest.   

The first is of course that FLPMA requires BLM to manage for outdoor recreation and human 

occupancy and use, as we have noted above.  The wholesale closures proposed are a direct 

violation of FLPMA Title I, Section 102(a)(8).  Also in Title I of FLPMA, under "Definitions," 

the term "multiple use" quite clearly calls out recreation as one of the multiple uses.  The roads 

and trails on BLM lands support all the recreation that occurs on BLM lands.  In fact, for many 

types of outdoor recreation, the roads and trails themselves are the recreation resource, so closing 

most of the roads puts BLM in direct conflict with FLPMA. This would be the case with route 

K48, discussed above.  BLM is removing a lawful and legally mandated resource from the 

available amenities. 

                                                           
47

 DRMP pages 4-122 (vegetation), 4-155 (fish and wildlife) 4-156, (fish and wildlife habitats) 4-188 (special status 

species) and 4-189 (special status species) and 4-97 (water). And the primary clue that impacts are not occurring 

now, at page 4-172, "BLM would employ adaptive management to protect special status species if impacts were to 

occur." (emphasis added) From this it can be safely inferred that impacts are negligible at this time, or that BLM 

has taken site-specific mitigation action and the problem is resolved.  It cannot be inferred from that statement 

that any significant impacts are presently occurring, either site specific or planning area-wide. 
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The second actionable item is that this sort of blanket closure, using whatever resource the BLM 

fancies, is arbitrary.  It is especially arbitrary when multiple, entire zones are affected by the 

conflict with "other."  It is the essence of arbitrary and capricious to use this "resource" 

regardless of what it is.  There can be no single (unknown) resource that so significantly affects 

every route in multiple, entire zones.  There simply can't be so many conflicts in every zone with 

every route, and still have Chapter 4 state that the cumulative effects are not significant.  That's 

why the facts cannot possibly warrant the wholesale closures.  If the facts do not warrant the 

action, or the BLM cannot provide a plausible rationale, or the evidence does not support it (in 

this case there is no evidence), the action is deemed arbitrary and capricious.   

The third actionable item is that NEPA does not require BLM to place natural values above all 

others.  It instructs BLM to take a "hard look" at the consequences of its Decisions.  NEPA states 

that we must "achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high 

standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities." 
48

  In other words, the human values 

must receive the same or more consideration as natural values.  NEPA emphasizes the "human 

environment," and that specific instruction is to prepare an analysis of the consequences of all 

BLM actions "significantly affecting the human environment." 
49

  That means the "built" 

environment.  The only built environment in the planning area are the roads and trails, and BLM 

is proposing to dismantle the entire system for the sake of purely natural values.  This wholesale 

closure will significantly affect the human environment and it will be a negative effect on the 

human environment.  It will be negative because in BLM's proposals, there will be no balance 

between population and resource use; the scales are being tipped by BLM to the favor of purely 

natural values.  Humans will be denied the amenities of participating in the natural values present 

in the planning area.  This is a direct violation of NEPA Title I Section 101(b)(3) and (5).  We 

learned that the only real evidence available (the RMP analysis of cumulative effects) yielded the 

judgment that the cumulative effects of the present situation will not be significant.  Therefore, to 

"attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to health 

or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences"
50

  BLM must keep planning area-

wide, general public access available.  The existing roads and trails are presently feasible within 

the NEPA mandate and BLM has not shown a compelling need to close even a few of them.    

The resolution to these legal problems in the DRMP is to craft an alternative that is comprised of 

most of the elements of Alternative A (which was analyzed) in which the human values, human 

occupancy and use and outdoor recreation, are given their due consideration in light of NEPA's 

instruction to achieve a balance.  This alternative would be a "slight variation" on the existing 

Alternative A and thus a lawful solution to these issues.  This would also relieve the arbitrary 
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 NEPA Title I, Section 101(b)(5). 
49

 NEPA Title I Section 102(2)(C). 
50

 NEPA Title I, Section 101(b)(3). 
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nature of the closures, that is, if it appeared that BLM had any interest in achieving a balance, it 

would be reflected in a reasonable alternative which does not radically and negatively disrupt the 

human environment.  Part of what makes it appear arbitrary is the wholesale nature of the 

closures; that is, without any consideration of the human values, the routes are picked off a map 

and slated for closure Zone by Zone.  No factual evidence supports this methodology.  It is 

simply because there are so many routes closed, even though the cumulative effects analysis 

states that they are not threatening any natural resource.   In light of that fact, the new alternative 

must not close 67% of the routes to general public access.  It can close (or repair) only those 

routes with a documented negative effect, one which can be found in the project record.   

This slight variation of Alternative A could then be crafted into the ROD, and in this way, these 

complicated problems can be avoided.   

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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No cumulative impacts route reduction concentration 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

Error:  BLM has not conducted a thorough cumulative impacts analysis.  CEQ emphasizes what 

is reasonable, and the courts have determined that Decisions must be rational.  The proposed 

Travel Plan is neither, and the predictable outcomes of the BLM proposal are not disclosed 

because of this irrationality. 

The reason we say irrational is, the BLM is proposing such radical change to an environment that 

is not under threat from roads and trails.  We have commented on the EIS portion of the RMP 

which reveals that no resource is under any significant threat from the existing situation.  The 

only threats may be to unknown cultural and paleo resources; yet the proposal to restrict all 

vehicles to designated routes will offer the best protection possible to those resources.  Where we 

take issue is not the designated routes proposal; it is the huge reduction in available routes that 

BLM proposes.  In other words, BLM is not designating very many routes as open to general 

public use compared to the present situation.   

The loss of over half the designated Open Areas is discussed in a separate comment.  This 

comment will discuss the loss in general public access throughout the GJFO and the somewhat 

veiled concept of funneling most, if not all the visitors into small recreation sites, either SRMA's 

or ERMA's. 

 

If we look at the way BLM is presenting this it can be very misleading. BLM is indicating they 

are only reducing public access routes by 784 miles or 24%  in Alternative B. The major problem 

with this analysis error is the BLM is referencing the “designated route” totals for Alternative B 

disclosed in Vol III, Appendix M, Pages M13-M14.  As we all know designated routes are also 

designated as various forms of Closed to Motorized, Closed or Administrative.  

 

The result is the BLM has transformed "allowing travel" into “open to everyone.”
51

 Routes that 

are closed to motorized are not "open to everyone."  They are reserved for certain types of 

travelers who are fit, able, and usually young but not very young; you can't take your kids and 

toddlers or great-grandparents on a long or technical bicycle ride or hike in the high desert.  The 
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 DRMP page M-13, Table 1.  "Action: In areas classified as designated routes, allow travel..." And listed are the 

designated nonmotorized, designated administrative and designated closed routes in their own categories. 
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point is, the rest of the population is excluded.  Furthermore, routes that are reserved for 

administrative use only are not "open to everyone."  They are reserved for oil and gas operations 

and grazing permitees only.  This is not general public access to BLM lands.  This is not freedom 

for the whole family to explore and experience new landscapes and places. The fact is, only 

routes open to motorized travel are actually "open to everyone." 

 

 The accurate reduction in genuinely open-to-everyone routes in Alternative B (the proposed 

action), is described in our calculations below. 
52

  

 

 If we have as our baseline the total available miles right now, it starts at 3,322.  This is the figure 

verbally stated by BLM during the comment period.  While it is in conflict with the number 

given in the BLM flyer announcing the December 2008 public meetings (3,700) this also 

conflicts with the totals from Table 1 (DRMP M-13 and M-14).  In that table we begin with 

3,283 miles in the no-action alternative.  To confuse matters even more, we have Table 4-18 

which starts us with 3,568 miles. Table 4-23 shows us with 3,838 miles.  Table 21 shows 3,266. 

And at page 4-61 we have a total of 3,357 miles.   BLM does not disclose how it has arrived at so 

many conflicting tables and numbers. 

 

Nonetheless, no matter which number we begin with, we discover radical changes to the existing 

situation.  Using the numbers from Table 1 in Appendix M, page M-13 and M-14, we can 

uncover the real closure rate by doing the arithmetic. 

 

Our existing situation is described in Table 1 (Appendix M) Alternative A column: 3,283 miles 

presently open to everyone. We then add up the miles reserved for certain user groups, closed 

outright, or closed to the public but open only for permitees and oil and gas operations.  That 

leaves us with all the miles proposed to be open to everyone in Alternative B and we find that 

only 1,111 miles are left "open to everyone."  So, in its claim that it is closing just 24% of the 

routes, BLM has conflated "allow travel,"  into "open to everyone," not only for all routes closed 

to motorized, but also even for those routes reserved for administrative use only. 

 

That is a whopping 66 percent reduction from the existing situation.  66% of the roads and trails 

are no longer "open to everyone." 

 

                                                           
 
52 This very significant error is represented in the analysis of Alternatives B, C, and D, in the Soil Resources Table 

2-5 and throughout the entire DRMP document when it is discussing public route access and public use.  Updating 

the DRMP with the correct analytical data will drastically change the conclusions. 
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This is an unreasonable change 
53

  given the facts that we learn elsewhere in the document about 

rising demand.  The historical trends are showing rising demand; more people want to access the 

land via motor vehicle every year.  As the population ages ("baby boomers" make up the largest 

demographic in the country right now) this demand will only grow.  At DRMP page 3-181 it 

shows demand increasing at three to seven percent per year.  Page 3-186 describes " the growing 

use of public lands as a community-based recreation asset.  Page 3-195 BLM states that current 

OHV use exceeds historic levels.  Table 3-12 shows projected population growth, not shrinkage.  

For all forms of recreation, access is necessary, and because of the high-desert environment, 

motor vehicle access is the most popular and the most practical way to get to any given 

recreationist's favorite places.  Some will pursue other activities after the use of the vehicle such 

as hunting, rockhounding, bird-watching, hiking, bicycling, camping, or whatever.  Others 

simply enjoy the drive (or ride) for its own fun.  This is "driving for pleasure," and although it is 

not disclosed in the DRMP, it is one of the most popular activities in America.  Without motor 

access, BLM lands are not "open to everyone."  They are not being managed for outdoor 

recreation (per FLPMA Section 102 (a)(8)) nor are they being managed for human occupancy 

and use (per FLPMA Section 102 (a)(8)).   

 

Couple those facts with the resource information from DRMP pages 4-189 and 4-122 and page 

4-156 and page 4-97 which indicate no natural resource is in danger at the current levels of 

access and use, and we wind up with a proposal that is "not well reasoned."  That is, the proposal 

is not derived from the facts.     

 

BLM does not disclose how it can rationalize a 66 percent reduction in access when the demand 

is growing.  BLM knows what concentrated use causes;  forcing more people onto so many 

fewer routes will cause excess wear and tear on those routes.  The use will outstrip BLM's ability 

to mitigate.  At this time we have isolated spots where small mitigation projects are called for; 

under the proposed action, the whole system will collapse.  Why?  Because the people are not 

going to simply disappear.   

 

This is also an unreasonable change because BLM cannot possibly implement it.  It is not within 

BLM's means to exact such tight control over one million acres.  GJFO has never had more than 

two or three law enforcement officers.  And with such a drastic loss of access, BLM cannot 

expect a great deal of public support in voluntary adherence to the new closures.  OHV clubs, 

                                                           
53

 40CFR1502.14(a): "Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives..."  And, clarified by 

the CEQ 40 Questions answer to Question #2a: "Section 1502.14 requires the EIS to examine all reasonable 

alternatives to the proposal.  In determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is 

“reasonable” rather than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular 

alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 

standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant."  Because 

1502.14(a) refers to the general crafting of alternatives, in this application, the proponent or "applicant" is BLM 

itself.  
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hunters, rock hounds, not very many of these people are likely to be sympathetic to BLM calls 

for help in "educating" the public about how the public is no longer welcome on public lands. 

 

BLM does not provide a rationale for this change.  BLM provides no over-arching "vision" for 

its plan which matches the actual proposals.  BLM has left a few rare and oblique clues 

throughout the EIS portion of the RMP that hint at an overarching theme: BLM wants to 

concentrate use in smaller areas and cut off general public access.  At page 4-60 BLM says: 

 

 "Under Alternative B, recreation users would be directed toward the 78,300 acres of 

SRMAs  (78 percent fewer acres than under Alternative A), concentrating impacts on 

soils in those areas and reducing impacts throughout the rest of the planning area. 

(emphasis added) 

 

Here, BLM is proposing another unreasonable and plainly irrational scenario--knowing the 

demand is growing, BLM wants to concentrate everyone onto 78 percent fewer SRMA acres 

than BLM presently manages.  BLM provides no rationale for this reduction in existing, ongoing 

programs.  These programs are stable and they are, at peak use periods, filled to capacity (or 

nearly filled), to the casual observer.  Yet BLM proposes to reduce these areas by 78%, and 

funnel an ever-growing number of people into them year in and year out over the next 20 years.   

This proposal is so disconnected from the facts before the BLM that BLM appears to be 

unhinged from reality.   

 

At 4-103, 40 pages distant from the first reference to this idea, BLM says that  

 

"BLM on-site management of recreation, as well as designation and closure of travel 

routes, could prevent impacts. For example, where recreation is managed within an 

SRMA, and to a lesser extent ERMAs, rules and guidelines would limit or control 

activities through specialized management tools such as designated campsites, permits, 

area closures, and limitations on number of users and duration of use.
54

 

 

And at page 4-148 BLM says about Alternative C:  

 

 "Although Alternative C provides fewer structured opportunities for recreation within 

the planning area, use would likely increase in proportion to population growth, and the 

                                                           
54

 There is no statutory support for "preventing impacts."  NEPA directs us to seek a balance between population 

growth and resource use, it does not direct us to prevent all impacts.  The value to society of the activity under 

examination is an important consideration in evaluating  how much impact we will tolerate.  
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BLM would have a reduced capacity to concentrate use in areas managed for recreation 

under this alternative." (emphasis added) 

 

Here is yet another oblique clue about BLM's desire to funnel the visitors into tiny areas and cut 

off general public access to the rest of the GJFO, and this one is one hundred pages distant from 

the first clue.   Nowhere in the document do we receive a coherent statement about these 

intentions.  BLM apparently does not want to state for the record, that it wishes to do this.  This 

further damages BLM credibility. This "vision" belongs in the goal statement, yet BLM is silent. 

 

In sum, BLM has been misleading in several ways.  It has claimed only a small reduction in 

available mileage by misrepresenting the words "allowing travel," and, BLM is not openly and 

fully disclosing its intention to "direct" most of its visitors into small, crowded SRMA's and 

ERMA's.  This is supposed to be BLM providing a "variety of recreation experiences" (from the 

Planning Issues).  

 

However, BLM has substituted "variety" for "a sufficiency" or "adequacy."  BLM has not 

conducted a thorough cumulative impacts analysis of the outcomes that can easily be predicted 

from this scheme.  There won't be enough recreation experience to go around.  According to its 

goal statement, BLM really only has to provide a small taste of each recreation to fulfill this 

apparently lofty goal.  It does not matter to BLM that the visitor's experiences will be crowded 

and repetitive and occur in a "worn out" setting because of BLM's "marketing." 
55

  Because BLM 

is drastically reducing both general public access and the SRMA's, we will be immediately 

crowded.  We won't have to wait for the predicted growth trends to materialize to be "crowded."  

It is likely that the crowding will quickly exceed BLM's ability to manage it.   

 

It is well documented what happens when too many people are crowded into too small an area: 

sanitation becomes a problem, people fight, thefts occur, trash and litter accumulate, injury 

accidents become an issue, dogs fight with each other and bite people, roads become worn out, 

vegetation is stripped, compaction becomes so severe that no vegetation can recover, and the 

demand for BLM services to mitigate these problems will rapidly rise in proportion to the 

declines.  Yet nowhere in the RMP's cumulative effects analysis does BLM consider any of these 

outcomes.  In CEQ terms, BLM has not taken a "hard look" at these predictable outcomes.  

One example of where this has happened is at a BLM facility called Glamis Dunes Open Area in 

California. Its size was reduced by 70% and the problems increased by 600%.  The cost to BLM 

ran into the millions of dollars. 

 

                                                           
55

 DRMP page 4-119:  "Since use would likely increase at a rate greater than local population growth (as a result of 

increased marketing), BLM would have a reduced capacity to concentrate use in areas managed for recreation."  

(emphasis added) 
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Let us restate our opening contention: BLM has not conducted an adequate cumulative impacts 

analysis, and, CEQ emphasizes what is reasonable.  The courts have determined that agency 

Decisions must be rational.  The proposed Travel Plan is neither.  According to the 40 Questions 

# 19B, while BLM is certainly within its legal authority to analyze proposals that are outside its 

ability to implement, it must be disclosed in the Final RMP and the ROD that the proposal will 

very likely be outside the BLM's ability to implement.  BLM must disclose what the predictable 

outcome of the crowding will be, and it must disclose the likelihood of failure.  BLM must 

disclose the opposition to its proposal, and that the amount of opposition will further hamper 

BLM's ability to implement. BLM must disclose that it does not have the enforcement capacity 

to exert such tight control over one million acres. BLM must disclose that it does not have the 

capability to "limit the number of users," nor does it have the resources to operate and enforce a 

permit system for the areas BLM thinks need such limitations.  BLM must be able to provide a 

rational explanation and appropriate (proportionate) justification for these radical changes. What 

do we mean by proportionate?  We mean that the proposed changes should match the actual 

scale of real negative effects.  There is nothing in the DRMP that provides this.   

 

What connects our two opening contentions?  BLM cannot honestly do these disclosures without 

taking a hard look at the predictable outcomes.  BLM has not done this, and the result is an 

irrational, unreasonable proposal which will result in an irrational, unreasonable and poorly 

reasoned Decision.  

 

And last, and perhaps more important, BLM must provide reviewers with the true over-arching 

theme of BLM's plans for the GJFO over the next 20 years.  If BLM declines to disclose this, any 

ROD based on this RMP and analysis must be remanded, because BLM failed to disclose its true 

intentions. 

 

We hope to see these major revisions in the Final RMP. 
56

  

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

 

 

                                                           
56 CEQ 40 Questions answer # 25a: " The final statement must also contain the agency’s responses to comments on 

the draft EIS. These responses will be primarily in the form of changes in the document itself, but specific answers 

to each significant comment should also be included." (emphasis added) and Question #29a: " Normally the 

responses should result in changes in the text of the EIS, not simply a separate answer at the back of the document." 

(emphasis added) 
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Productivity 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

We have noted that BLM's report at page 4-443 about the relationship between local short-term 

uses and long-term productivity, as required in the NEPA Section 102 (c)  is incorrect.   

 

At Title I Section 105 of the NEPA, all executive branch agencies are clearly instructed that 

"The policies and goals set forth in this Act are supplementary to those set forth in 

existing authorizations of Federal agencies." (emphasis added) 

 

In other words, the Act (NEPA) must be enforced in the process of carrying out BLM's 

Congressionally directed mission.  Thus, the mandate in the NEPA at Section 102(C) must be 

viewed as secondary to BLM's primary statutory authority, which is multiple use, defined at 

Section 103(c) of FLPMA: 

 

"The term “multiple use” means the management of the public lands and their various 

resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the present 

and future needs of the American people..." 

 

and  at 103(h) 

 

"The term “sustained yield” means the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a 

high-level annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable resources of the 

public lands consistent with multiple use." 

 

This is generally taken to mean activities like grazing and timber harvest be managed such that 

public  lands be able to produce goods and services for human uses over the long term.  

 

And at FLPMA Section 202(c)(5) BLM is instructed to: 

 

"consider present and potential uses of the public lands;" 

 

So, the law instructs BLM to consider "uses," not "non-use," and to maintain output, not 

constrain it.  One of the present "uses" of the lands in the planning area is outdoor recreation, 
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which includes the extensive use of motor vehicles due to the harsh desert environment, lack of 

permanent water and shade, or shelter, from the sun.   

 

At DRMP page 4-442, the statement  

 

"However, surface disturbances from gas storage, geothermal, ROWs for roads used for 

recreation and public or personal access, wind and solar development and recreational 

development are a permanent encumbrance of the land." 

 

The error here is that the DRMP fails to acknowledge that such encumbrances are required, 

because they are directed by the statutory authorization for BLM.  That is, BLM has been 

directed by Congress to develop those resources for human benefit, and to minimize the impact, 

but not to relinquish the development for the sake of achieving no impact.  The productivity of 

the land for human uses is reliant on the continued development of these resources, including the 

associated impacts and mitigation. 

 

The same deference can be claimed for the outdoor recreation that uses the roads and trails.  In 

other words, the productivity of the land for human uses includes allowing the public the right to 

continue to use the existing roads and trails.  The roads and trails are the product.  Closing the 

roads and trails will reduce the productivity of the lands under the terms of the FLPMA.  Closing 

too many roads and trails will permanently constrain the productivity of the land.  The soil on the 

road is being productive by being a road or trail.  BLM must minimize the impact, but it is not 

directed by Congress to relinquish the roads and trails for the sake of no impact.  In studying this 

DRMP, it appears that "no impact" to the vast majority of the planning area acreage is the BLM's 

goal.  Yet this is already present; referencing a separate comment's calculations, the roads and 

trails occupy only 4/10ths of one percent of the planning area.  99.6% is unoccupied.  It is left to 

the production of natural values. 

 

We contend that the long-term productivity of the lands will be too severely constrained if BLM 

closes 66% 
57

 of the roads and trail to general public access.  BLM will not be in compliance 

with the FLPMA if BLM insists on denying general public access, resulting in a permanent loss.  

This is why we contend that BLM's report on productivity at Section 4.9 is incorrect.   

 

BLM is giving the use of the roads and trails no consideration, contrary to FLPMA
58

.  BLM is 

relinquishing the roads and trails for the sake of "no impact," when in fact and under the law, 

                                                           
57

 Calculated in a separate comment. 

58 And it is a violation of the NEPA, Title I, Section 101 (b) (3), "attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the 

environment without degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undersirable and unintended consequences;" (4) 

"preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, 
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impacts are expected, hence the direction to minimize them.  But nowhere is BLM instructed to 

relinquish the roads and trails because nowhere is BLM instructed to attempt to achieve "no 

impact."  Yet this is what BLM appears to be attempting in the matter of outdoor recreation.  

This is manifested by the statement at DRMP page 3-185: 

 

"Many upland areas (e.g., Glade Park, LBCWHR, Uncompahgre Plateau) receive low 

levels of visitation (especially weekdays) and offer uncrowded social settings. However, 

many residents and nonresident hunters utilize GJFO public lands during big game 

hunting seasons, and the number of contacts with other visitors dramatically increases 

throughout the GJFO. In addition, more people are seeking out these less-visited areas for 

relief from some of the crowded areas and are modifying the social setting of the less 

crowded areas. With use levels growing, the evidence of visitation is also increasing. 

Evidence of alteration, including vehicle use, litter, manmade structures, tree damage, 

surface vegetation impacts, vandalism to cultural resources, hardened campsites, human-

caused wildfires, and compacted soils, can be found in more and more places." 

Yet we will remind BLM that this is only what is seen from the roads.  It reveals nothing about 

the 99.6% of the planning area that is not occupied by roads and trails. 

We will also point out what should be self-evident, but apparently BLM does not understand it:  

BLM lands with no viable transportation system are single-use lands.  Natural values are all that 

is produced.  This is a Wilderness standard and cannot be applied to BLM lands.  BLM is 

specifically instructed to manage for multiple use. 

To summarize:  "Productivity" means goods and services for human uses as well as natural 

values. The long-term productivity of the lands will be permanently lost if too many roads and 

trails are closed.  This is in conflict with FLPMA, which is BLM's primary statutory 

authorization.  The NEPA is only supplementary to BLM's prime mission, which is multiple use.  

Lands with no viable transportation system are single-use lands.  The opportunities for multiple 

uses is lost.  This is in conflict with FLPMA. 

The resolution to this problem with the DRMP at Chapter Section 4.9 is to revise the section to 

reflect these facts.  The way it is written now is that only natural values are given consideration.  

This is incorrect.  BLM is directed by Congress to manage for multiple uses, and implementation 

of any of the action alternatives will permanently constrain the long term productivity of the 

lands for multiple uses.  Under the law, consideration must be given to the present uses, and one 

of those uses is motor vehicle use.  Impacts are expected in multiple use settings, hence the 

instruction to minimize, not relinquish the multiple uses.  The revision must report that the 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
an environment which supports diversity and variety of individual choice;" and (5) "achieve a balance between 

population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities;" 

(emphasis added). 
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massive closure to general public access will permanently constrain the productivity of the lands, 

the productivity in this case being outdoor recreation,
59

 which is specifically called out in 

FLPMA as one of the activities BLM must manage the for.  The Cumulative Impacts chapter 

discusses the projected decline in visitorship if any of the action alternatives are implemented.
60

  

This reduction is expected to happen even though there is a demonstrated increase in demand.
61

  

This is less productivity, even if BLM believes it should be reducing the number of visitors to 

make it sustainable. 
62

  This in direct violation of the FLPMA.  In fact, if the roads and trails now 

occupy only 4/10ths of one percent of the land base, there is room to produce more recreation 

opportunity.  To put it bluntly, BLM is directed to produce recreation opportunities.  The roads 

and trails represent a critically important component for that productivity; in many types of 

outdoor recreation the roads and trails are the recreation.   

The lawful resolution to the report in Section 4.9 is to change the BLM proposals for the roads 

and trails such that recreation is not constrained.  It could be done without a Supplementary EIS 

by crafting a "slight variation" 
63

 of Alternative A and using that in the ROD.  Then BLM would 

be in compliance with its Congressional mandate. 

Thank you for making these corrections to the DRMP. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
59

 The FLPMA does not specify, promote, or constrain any particular recreation activity.  All recreation activity is 

expected to be considered. 

60
 Table 4-51 shows fewer total visitors in 2029 than the present for all action alternatives- Alt. B 702,834, Alt. C 

691,058, Alt. D 705,085.  (DRMP page 3-181 reports for FY 2011 = 839,252) indicating that BLM intends for its 

present management decisions to reduce overall visitorship and particularly reduce motorized visitorship. 

61
 DRMP page 3-181: reports that visitation shows "increases of 7-10 percent each year." 

62
 The Cumulative Impacts chapter states that the present situation is sustainable (incremental effects are not 

expected to result in significant cumulative effects) insofar as the natural resources are concerned. 

63
 CEQ's 40 Questions, # 29B.  "A second possibility is that an agency may receive a comment indicating that a 

particular alternative, while reasonable, should be modified somewhat, for example, to achieve certain mitigation 

benefits, or for other reasons. If the modification is reasonable, the agency should include a discussion of it in the 

final EIS."  This way the Decisionmaker may consider that variation in crafting the ROD. 
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Open area 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

ERROR: The proposed reductions to the Grand Valley OHV Area in the North Desert are 

irrational and not warranted by the facts.  By CEQ standards they are not reasonable. They also 

violate BLM policy and CEQ guidelines. 

Discussion:  We begin with the facts: at DRMP page 3-191: 

The Grand Valley OHV Area, an  11,400-acre OHV open area, has the highest use of any 

area in the GJFO planning area, over 250,000 visitor days per year. The Grand Valley 

OHV Area is highly valued by the local community and visitors from around the region 

for motorcycle and ATV use. It contains a large, unofficial motocross area that is 

maintained by a local motorcycle club. There is also a fair amount of mountain 

bike use in this area, which is influenced by local guidebooks advertising routes. 

Most of the non-mechanized use is from area residents who enjoy the close-to home 

location for dog walking or daily exercise. There is also light equestrian 

use in this area, most of which also originates from the nearby residents. 

And page 3-193: 

The Grand Valley OHV area is the most heavily used area in the GJFO planning area; 

use is expected to continue increasing, as is OHV use in the Bangs Canyon area, 

the Gateway area, and near DeBeque. 

 

And from the 1987 RMP, BLM providing the rationale for creating this area in its response to 

comment at page 126: 

"The areas proposed for open designation are within historical public ORV use areas. 

Designations of smaller acreage in the open category could create hazardous crowding of 

casual and competitive vehicle operators, would be difficult to enforce, and would not 

address public demand." 

The 2012 DRMP cites no changes to this situation.  It does cite increased visitation.  Also at 

1987 RMP page 126, the BLM acknowledges that this large open area is a unique recreation 

resource in the western U.S. and "responds to the needs and convenience of the casual non-

competitive ORV demand in the Grand Junction Resource Area." 
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And, it is an economic giant.  As calculated and documented in a separate comment, the Open 

Area generates upwards of $45,000,000.00 annually for the Grand Valley. 

In the 2012 DRMP, we cannot find the reason that BLM wants to reduce this area by 57%.  BLM 

has failed to identify any resources at risk nor has BLM identified any conflict of uses in this 

area. We know by it geographic location that the area does not drain into any river or waterway, 

so water quality is obviously not cited as a reason for the closure.  In fact, the social benefits 

associated with this area far exceeds the sacrifice of this low-quality landscape to unrestricted 

OHV use.  The area is mostly barren in part because it receives the least rainfall in the planning 

area (diagram 3-11 in the DRMP page 3-24) at less than 10 inches annually, and in part because 

of the high soil salinity.  The area is subjected to natural wind events when winds are so high 

humans must seek shelter and cannot utilize it for any kind of recreation.  There is no water in 

the area, hence the sparse vegetation.  The total lack of water obviously precludes any wildlife 

activity.  The area is set back from the homes and the highway by the Highline Canal, which 

address the visual, noise, and safety concerns. The canal acts as a "dike" and prevents any 

siltation from entering the Colorado and Gunnison Rivers.  And last, but not least, people have 

been driving and riding motorized vehicles in that area since motorized vehicles were invented, 

because of the mild terrain and proximity to the town (now the city) of Grand Junction.   

Now we jump to BLM's proposal for the same area in the 2013 RMP: 

Change the name of the site to the Grand Valley ERMA, and, shrink it to 4,900 acres (Appendix 

M, pg. M-8, Alternative B)  BLM calls this "scaling down." 

DISCUSSION: 

The BLM proposal is completely disconnected from the facts.  It is completely disconnected 

from BLM's claimed recreation program goals.  BLM knows demand has increased and will 

increase, BLM knows this is the single most popular recreation attraction in the Field Office, and 

yet BLM proposes to dismantle it, in spite of the fact that BLM stated way back in 1987 that 

crowding would be hazardous.  Visitation to this area has increased since 1987, not decreased, 

yet BLM proposes to shrink it by more than half --from 11,400 acres to 4,900 acres.  This is a 

reduction of 56 percent.  BLM knows that there is not 56% less usage since 1987;  BLM states 

that use has increased (cited above) and repeatedly implies the increases are dramatic.  BLM fails 

to provide any analysis that shows how confining more than 250,000 people to only 4,900 acres 

will have a positive outcome, recreational or otherwise. Visitor satisfaction cannot possibly be 

expected to be positive with such drastic crowding.   If we add to those 250,000, those people 

who formerly used the Whitewater Hill Open area (slated for closure) and the proposed 50% 

smaller North Fruita Desert Open Area,
64

 we are most definitely not planning for the future --all 

                                                           
64

 Appendix M page M-8 proposals for the preferred alternative (B). BLM provides no rationale for these changes.  

These two proposals appear to be arbitrary, and without reason. Furthermore. the North Fruita Desert Open Area 
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according to BLM's own information. In fact, BLM fails to provide any explanation for how this 

could ever be considered even a childish attempt to plan for the future. 

BLM fails to explain how this proposal is connected to the facts before it.  In fact, this proposal 

is not warranted by the facts and is a "fanciful" proposal in that it will be hard to enforce (cited 

above, 1987). BLM fails to provide any rationale whatsoever for dismantling a highly valued 

community recreation resource and a regional and national attraction.   

There is a phrase in the NEPA which adds to the statutory mandate to save this area.  From Title 

I Section102, (B)  

insure that presently unquantified environmental amenities and values may be given 

appropriate consideration in decisionmaking along with economic and technical 

considerations; 

 

This is an unusual case of an unquantifiable environmental consideration, to be sure.   However, 

the North Desert Open Area is an environmental amenity obtainable nowhere else.  It is large 

enough to provide the sense of freedom to challenge one's self in any way imaginable.  It is a 

low-quality landscape, low in VRM value, and barren of significant vegetation.  It has no water 

and no shade.  The human activities do not cause environmental harm outside its boundaries, but 

it does provide an unquantifiable value to the surrounding communities.  BLM itself states in this 

document that it is highly valued by the communities.  Yet to put a number or scale to this value 

is difficult because it is a social value.  Families, friends, volunteer work parties to clean it up, all 

kinds of people spend days out there for unique challenges, a sense of freedom, high ridges to 

mount and dismount, new technical challenges that must be taken into consideration; people of 

all ages fulfilling their desire to learn something new and to improve on the skills they have 

developed; teaching young people new skills, campouts, barbeques, picnics, day trips away from 

the city, all under a huge sky with spectacular sunsets spent around big campfires. The list goes 

on and there is no number to attach to the amenities available by the existence of this roomy and 

free place.  The Open Area is a special place to the local residents and the out-of region visitors. 

Families grow up together out there.  If BLM spent any time there it would see toddlers, 

teenagers, young parents and grandparents spending time together out there.  Generations of 

families have spent countless days together out there. They get something there that they simply 

cannot get anywhere else.  

This does cause the Open Area to be an unquantifiable environmental amenity, because the 

entire situation is totally reliant upon the wide-open, barren desert environment right next to 

Grand Junction.  
                                                                                                                                                                                           
is part of the North Fruita Desert Plan, which is an existing Decision under implementation now.  BLM stated in 

Chapter 1 that existing management decisions would be carried forward (item 12 on DRMP page 1-14). 
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BLM is not giving this area appropriate consideration as mandated in Section 102(B).  BLM 

does not explain what will be gained by cutting it in half and fencing it in.  BLM is literally 

dismantling the essence of this special environment, with no rationale.  No species will be saved; 

no waterway will be cleaned up; the area is in full air quality attainment.  On the other hand over 

250,000 people annually will be denied this unique amenity, and BLM may try but it cannot 

deny that there will be an economic cost to dismantling this special place.  Any attraction that 

draws over 250,000 people annually does have an economic impact on the adjacent community.  

We cannot count only the dollar contributions of visitors from out of the area in our economic 

equation; that is the single biggest mistake in BLM's economic calculations.
65

   BLM is obligated 

to calculate it accurately because NEPA instructs us to do so in Section 102(B). 

Furthermore, by designating this area as an ERMA, BLM is not following its own handbook. In 

BLM Planning Handbook H-1601-1, at Glossary Page 3, an ERMA is defined as,  

Extensive recreation management area (ERMA) ~ a public lands unit identified in 

land use plans containing all acreage not identified as a SRMA. Recreation management 

actions within an ERMA are limited to only those of a custodial nature. 

BLM's proposal to fence the newly shrunken Open Area, and to surround this new ERMA (4,900 

acres) with designated routes, by its nature  cannot fulfill this definition.  The management 

required to implement the closures require intense management presence, and this makes it by 

definition an SRMA, not an ERMA.  It cannot be left to custodial care. 

We say this because in the open desert the only way to tell people what a designated route is, is 

with signs and markers. The only way to define a smaller Open Area will be with fencing.  There 

are no natural topographical barriers to cross country travel.  Thousands of signs will have to be 

placed to mark the designated trails.  Miles of fence must be constructed and maintained in a 

rugged and hostile desert environment.  BLM does not tell us what the surrounding acreage will 

be called (ERMA, SRMA, or undesignated).  But within the ERMA, the management actions 

will of necessity be far more than custodial; the fences and signs must be kept in place and 

maintained in order to be effective.  This will demand constant attention both within the 

proposed ERMA boundaries and in the designated trail area surrounding, because of the size of 

the area and the number of signs required.  In any situation where 250,000 people annually are 

confined to only 4,900 acres, human health, safety, and sanitation must be attended to.  

Assigning nothing more than custodial care to this area is yet another irresponsible proposal.  Yet 

by making the 4,900 acres an ERMA, BLM is in fact exempting itself from any serious 

management responsibility ("Recreation management actions within an ERMA are limited to 
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 Covered in a separate comment, which cites the Western Governors Association Outdoor Recreation Economics 

study.  Using that data, the Open Area alone generates upwards of $45,000,000.00 in annual revenues for the 

Grand Valley (as noted in this comment). 



102 

 

only those of a custodial nature.").  This is plainly and on the face of it, irresponsible 

management.   

In this plan, GJFO has turned the H-16021-1 ERMA designation upside-down.  GJFO provides 

no rationale for doing so.  BLM as an agency has invested a great deal of time and effort into 

developing these designations, and must have plenty of rationale to back up that work.  GJFO 

has unilaterally chosen to totally revise them, with no regard for the agency's rationale for having 

them.  

Placing these thousands of signs is not a defined management action, that is, BLM doesn't call it 

"mitigation," nor does BLM call fencing the Open Area "mitigation," yet to preserve the 

designations, the signs and fences must be in place.  We can only speculate that the designated 

routes are there to keep vehicle operators from travelling off route, and the fences to keep the 

Open Area visitors inside the open area, or, put another way, to "protect" the barren desert 

environment that used to be open to cross country travel.  We would say this is the "mitigation" 

to enforce the change in the land allocation. In the CEQ's 40 questions, the issue of an agency's 

ability to implement the measures is addressed: 

19b. How should an EIS treat the subject of available mitigation measures that are (1) 

outside the jurisdiction of the lead or cooperating agencies, or (2) unlikely to be adopted 

or enforced by the responsible agency? 

A. All relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that could improve the project are to be 

identified, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency or the cooperating 

agencies, and thus would not be committed as part of the RODs of these agencies. 

Sections 1502.16(h), 1505.2(c). This will serve to alert agencies or officials who can 

implement these extra measures, and will encourage them to do so. Because the EIS is 

the most comprehensive environmental document, it is an ideal vehicle in which to lay 

out not only the full range of environmental impacts but also the full spectrum of 

appropriate mitigation. However, to ensure that environmental effects of a proposed 

action are fairly assessed, the probability of the mitigation measures being implemented 

must also be discussed. Thus the EIS and the Record of Decision should indicate the 

likelihood that such measures will be adopted or enforced by the responsible agencies. 

Sections 1502.16(h), 1505.2. If there is a history of nonenforcement or opposition to such 

measures, the EIS and Record of Decision should acknowledge such opposition or 

nonenforcement. If the necessary mitigation measures will not be ready for a long period 

of time, this fact, of course, should also be recognized. (emphasis added) 

 

BLM fails to disclose the monumental nature of the mitigation required, and the poor likelihood 

of BLM being able to effectively implement the measures.  In addition to the signs and fencing, 

at DRMP Appendix M page M-23, BLM even describes an elaborate photo monitoring scheme 

to help with monitoring.  In the North Desert, there is no vegetation or topographic features in 
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which to place such devices.  The sheer size of the task (close down 6,300 acres of open country 

and maintain hundreds of miles of designated routes) would mandate dozens of photo points --

yet with so few geographical landmarks, there is no way to accurately locate them.  Locating 

these photo points using GPS positions will be difficult due to the limitations of  resource-grade 

GPS equipment.  Visiting these sites at regular intervals and getting the exact same photo angles 

in a systematic way will be unlikely, and, it will take skilled manpower in such a barren area of 

this size.  The manpower must be skilled in OHV operation, skilled in GPS technology, and 

skilled in photo monitoring techniques.  BLM fails to disclose that it does not have the 

manpower or equipment to do this.   

 

Even if BLM mustered the resources to implement all of the mitigation required to implement 

and maintain the closures, BLM fails to disclose that it will take years to do it. This is simply not 

a realistic idea. 

 

BLM fails to disclose that there will be widespread opposition by individuals, organizations, and 

many, many businesses.     

 

So, not only is BLM disregarding its own instructions per H-1601-1, it is in violation of the CEQ 

regulations and the CEQ guidelines.   

Elsewhere in the CEQ regulations, at 1502.14(a), BLM is instructed to examine all reasonable 

alternatives.  The CEQ 40 Questions clarifies and emphasizes what is "reasonable."  By CEQ 

standards, this proposal is not reasonable.
66

 

There are judicial standards that these documents must pass in the event a separate action is 

taken against BLM over this proposal if it is incorporated into the ROD.  According to our 

understanding, the inability to meet these standards could result in, but are not limited to, four 

possible failures: 1. Abuse of discretion.  BLM is abusing its Congressionally awarded authority 

by making such an irresponsible proposal. BLM has identified no problem that needs resolving, 

thus the radical and dangerous change has no rationale.  2. Not warranted by the facts; as 

explained in this comment. In fact, it is contrary to the facts before the agency.  3. Arbitrary and 

capricious: it is not warranted by the facts before the agency and it is without reason.  BLM 

provides no basis or rationale for this proposal.   
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 CEQ Answer to 40 Questions #2a: "Section 1502.14 requires the EIS to examine all reasonable alternatives to the 

proposal. In determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is “reasonable” rather 

than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular alternative. 

Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and 

using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant."  Because 1502.14 refers to 

the  crafting of the alternatives and is not referencing outside applicants, in this proposal,  the "proponent or 

applicant" is the BLM itself.  
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And fourth, BLM is disregarding 1502.14(a) emphasizing that agencies consider proposals that 

are reasonable, rather than proposals that only the agency itself wants to do.  Here, BLM is 

proposing to do only what BLM wants to do, without consideration of what is reasonable or what 

the public has clearly indicated.   

Because of its uniqueness in the west, its enormous social popularity, and its economic benefits, 

the Grand Valley Open Area  is entitled to significant deference.  We believe that evading this 

deference would cause BLM's proposal to fail any one of those standards.  It could fail them all. 

RESOLUTION: BLM must abandon the closure proposals.  Leave all the open areas as they are 

now.  The use is established and contained, the community and regional needs will be met, and 

the area will remain a regional and national attraction.   

This will also produce significant savings in implementation.  Thousands of signs will not have 

to be erected.  No fences will have to be erected.  Fences are already in place for the North 

Desert area, and fences are in place at Whitewater Hill.  The North Desert Open Area is set back 

from the highway and the homes by the canal, the airport and Interstate 70.  Natural terrain 

creates the north boundary, and an existing fence and natural terrain marks the eastern boundary.  

It is entirely feasible and reasonable to keep the existing situation. 

We would suggest that BLM make the 27-1/4 Road boundary clearer to visitors.  In the existing 

situation, there is one single sign informing visitors that this road is the boundary of the Open 

Area.  More communication would be a positive step toward confining the Open Area visitors to 

the Open Area. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Bangs Canyon 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

The DRMP omits a key activity from its methodology and discussion of Bangs Canyon SRMA. 

Through an inaccurate and incomplete discussion, the DRMP leads readers to believe it is 

primarily a mountain bike SRMA when in fact one of the principle objectives of the Bangs 

Canyon Plan is provide motorized trail opportunities.  In Appendix K, RMZ 4 and 5, are not 

mentioned.  Chapter 4, in the discussion on pages 4-296 and 4-297 only once mentions 

motorized trail activities.  Furthermore, the DRMP fails to disclose or adequately analyze the 

long-term cumulative effects of the DRMP proposals for Bangs Canyon. 

For example, at Page 4-291   

"Management of the Bangs Canyon SRMA (54,700 acres) would continue to be governed 

by its namesake 2006 implementation plan. This plan has generally helped facilitate 

beneficial recreation outcomes, though demand for mountain biking, trail running, and 

dog walking would continue to increase and may, over the life of the plan, outstrip the 

ability of current management actions to provide positive experiences." 

In fact, the DRMP not only proposes to not continue with the Bangs Plan, BLM also says not one 

word about the increased demand for motorized use of the trails, or that the existing trails in 

RMZ 4 and the proposed trails in RMZ 5, are and will be purpose-built motorized trails.  

Appendix K only describes RMZ 2, and gives guidelines for that area only.   

These trails are not user-made trails.  The existing trails in Area 4 and the Tabeguache Trail are 

intended for ATV, 4WD, and motorcycle use, and the proposed trails in RMZ 5 are motorcycle 

singletrack.  There is a one mile long purpose-built 4WD rock crawl in the RMZ 4.  A second is 

proposed.  There is a six mile singletrack motorcycle trail, purpose-built in RMZ 4.  More 

singletrack trail is proposed for Area 5 (Area 6 has a cultural resources conflict causing an 

ongoing adjustment of the Plan). In other words, this area is "marketed" by BLM as a motorized 

opportunity.  The DRMP Cumulative Effects says nothing about this. 
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In fact we don't even know what the desired recreational outcomes are for Bangs Canyon, if we 

rely only on the DRMP discussion in Chapter 4.  In Appendix K,
67

  Table 2 and 3 skip RMZ 4 

and 5 altogether.  Yet these are all in the Bangs Canyon Management Plan. 

At page 4-296 we learn that,  

"Increased visitation in RMZ 3 (3,600 acres or 20 percent of the SRMA) could lead to 

user conflict and displacement of one or more user groups along the popular Tabeguache 

Trail." 

What would displace a visitor?  Which visitors has the Tabeguache Trail historically been 

intended for?  We can't tell from reading Chapter 4.  The DRMP mentions that it is managed for 

motorized use only once, almost as an afterthought.   

The DRMP does not disclose that RMZ 2, 3, 4, and 5 (proposed) is a shared-use area, and 

visitors who use the area know this when they use any of the developed entry portals (there are 

two).  Given what is known about recreation management, this prevents "conflicts" because the 

visitor's expectations are properly adjusted.  The motorized trails are open to everyone.  The 

DRMP omits all discussion of the success of this shared use area; that is, bicyclists, motorcycle 

riders, ATV riders, rock crawlers, hikers and trail runners all share these trails.  This success 

deserves far more discussion than the BLM-perceived "conflicts."  The writers of the proposal 

clearly never go to this area, or they would know that all these different users share, and sharing 

trails is a real and very feasible solution to limited resource availability. 

This conspicuous silence on the original purpose of the Bangs SRMA RMZ 2 and the absence of 

RMZ 4, and 5 in Appendix K leads reviewers to perceive that the DRMP is setting up the 

elimination of motorized access in Bangs Canyon; that is, the long-term (undisclosed) outcome is 

to not finish the Plan, and change the trails into non-motorized/mechanized-only trails.   

The proposals in every action alternative to shrink the motorized portion of the SRMA give rise 

to further concern.  The very area where the singletrack trail is proposed, RMZ 5, is proposed to 

be removed from the SRMA and not developed at all.  Yet this DRMP has stated on page I-14, 

item 12 
68

  that existing management decisions would be incorporated into the revised RMP. 

Now, without reason, BLM proposes to not incorporate the existing Plan but rather to radically 

modify it so that it cannot meet its objectives. 

                                                           
67

 Beginning at page K-17. 

68 Item 12. "The RMP/EIS will incorporate existing adequate management decisions brought forward from existing 

planning documents."  
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The DRMP provides no analysis or evidence that the Bangs Plan is not an adequate Plan.  The 

DRMP states that "this plan has generally helped facilitate beneficial recreation outcomes."
69

  In 

other words, this is an adequate Plan; several ongoing adjustments prove that it is in 

conformance with existing law and regulation.  The urban interface recreation objectives are 

appropriately allotted.  This will not be possible if the Bangs SRMA is shrunken to the extent 

that this RMP proposes. Two complete RMZ's are proposed to be withdrawn.  This is not 

acceptable.  It would preclude finishing the Plan, which would lead to unmet recreation 

demands.  BLM invested a great deal of energy into this Plan, including organizing a major 

community volunteer project to flag the proposed singletrack.  The community expects to see the 

Bangs Plan finished.  In fact, the Project record will show that during scoping, the subject of the 

unfinished Plan came up numerous times.   

The growing demand for motorized trail experiences is just as real as the mountain bike demand; 

the DRMP must recognize that shrinking this area is ill-advised and will lead to unsatisfactory 

recreation outcomes because of the growing demand.  The DRMP itself states that demand will 

outstrip BLM's ability to maintain the setting.  Crowding more people into such a small area will 

most definitely exacerbate that problem.  The SRMA Objective as stated on page K-15 will be 

impossible to meet.
70

  The implementation strategy for RMZ 2 can't be met (construct new 

system trails to create additional motorized opportunities) if the SRMA is shrunken by the 

removal of two RMZs (5 and 6).  The trails are short and are not destination-oriented in the 

present configuration.  More trails in this confined space would only provide more short 

segments connecting to other short segments, and increase the route density to the point of 

overcrowding the area.  There just isn't room for more trails without Areas 4 and 5, and the 

topography severely inhibits very much more construction.  Areas 4  and 5 must be retained and 

detailed in Appendix K.   

In this discussion, we are quoting from the Environmental Consequences chapter, yet we have no 

citations from this chapter that discuss the predictable outcomes of shrinking the SRMA.  What 

is being proposed in this RMP is shrinking the SRMA in the face of a BLM-documented increase 

in demand.  It is BLM's responsibility in the Cumulative Effects chapter to estimate the likely 

impacts of its proposals.  The methodology and discussion we see in the Cumulative Impacts 

chapter fail to do this.   

The very predictable outcomes will be: The recreation setting will not remain at the goal set by 

BLM; the recreation goal of "fairly infrequent" encounters will become impossible to meet;  the 

trails and roads will become worn out and degraded from over-use; trash will accumulate 

because it is near to the population center of the Grand Valley; sanitation will decline due to 

                                                           
69

 Page 4-291 

70
 A numeric scale for measuring visitor assessments of the realization of their targeted experience. See page K-15. 
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increased visitation in the restricted size area; the dog-walkers dogs will be in conflict with trail 

runners, bicyclists  and motorized users; ever-expanding areas of compaction and disturbance 

from parking and vehicle access (access by all visitors, motorized or not) will occur, and by 

proposing zero expansion
71

  BLM guarantees that there will be intra- and inter- user group 

conflicts as over the years, more people visit the area and use the trails.   

It is astonishing that BLM has failed to estimate and disclose the very predictable outcomes of 

overcrowding. 

Chapter 4 must include the predictable negative outcomes of shrinking the motorized access 

objectives of Bangs Canyon SRMA.  It is a Wildland-Urban-Interface recreation area (WUI)  

designed to offer motorized recreationists a trail-based opportunity.  The DRMP must disclose 

that the primary purpose is shared use in order to maintain a motorized trail opportunity.   The 

BLM must drop the proposal to shrink this SRMA.  If BLM carries the proposed shrinkage 

through to the ROD, the Objectives as stated in Chapter 2, Alternatives, will not be met.  At page 

2-132, two of the four objectives will be impossible to meet : 

 

"Visitor Health and Safety. Ensure that visitors are not exposed to unhealthy or unsafe  

human-created conditions (defined by a repeat incident in the same year, of the same type, 

 in the same location, due to the same cause).  

 

Use/User Conflict. Achieve a minimum level of conflict between recreation participants to: 

 1) allow other resources/programs to achieve their RMP objectives;  

2) curb illegal trespass and property damage; and  

3) maintain a diversity of recreation activity participation."  

 

The goal stated in Chapter 2 will also fall by the wayside: 

 

"Produce a diversity of quality recreational opportunities that support outdoor-oriented  

lifestyles and add to participants’ quality of life, enhance the quality of local communities, 

 and foster protection of natural and cultural resources."  

 

The conflict between the proposal, and the objectives and goal for this area, are irreconcilable.  

The proposal must drop the idea of shrinking the SRMA.  We find no analysis or evidence in the 

DRMP that such a shrinkage is needed, nor does the DRMP cite by any law or regulation that 

would require shrinking it.   
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 Simply adding more short segments of trail in the same confined area will not "expand" the trail system. 
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It is completely arbitrary for BLM to spend years to develop the Bangs Canyon Plan, implement 

part of it, then say, "Oh, we changed our mind.  We are not going to follow the Plan.  We are 

going to disregard the huge investment by the community and BLM itself in the present 

successful situation."  This is the essence of arbitrary and capricious.  That means, making the 

SRMA smaller is without reason and not warranted by the facts before the BLM. 

Resolution:  We want BLM to drop the proposal to shrink the SRMA by any amount.  The goal 

is a diversity of recreation opportunities and that cannot be achieved if the Bangs SRMA is any 

smaller than it is now. 

We also want the text in the Final RMP to include the motorized portion of the purpose and need 

for the Bangs Canyon Plan, so that the Decision maker has an accurate perspective on what the 

goals and objectives are, and there is no chance that this could be interpreted as an attempt to 

eliminate motorized recreation opportunities in Bangs Canyon.  We want Appendix K to include 

Areas 4 and 5.  Leaving them out is too obviously predecisional.   

We can safely speculate that the decisionmaker will study the cumulative effects chapters 

closely, so it is imperative that an accurate assessment of the negative outcomes of shrinking the 

motorized portion of the SRMA be disclosed.  We want the discussion in the Final RMP revised 

so that the emphasis on motorized recreation, increases in demand, and differing recreational 

needs are given due consideration.  We want the Decisionmaker to realize that the size of the 

motorized area (having sufficient acreage) is critical to the success of the Plan.  We want the 

proposal revised so that the objectives and goal stated in Chapter 2 can be met.  We want the 

discussion to include the factual information about these shared trails--that they are successful, 

and a diversity of visitors are recreating together without conflict. 

This will affect the Decision maker's perception of Bangs Canyon, of BLM's original objectives, 

and of the major investments already made by BLM and the community. 

We now call BLM's attention to the CEQ.  At 40CFR §1503.4: in response to comment, BLM is 

instructed to: 

 

"(1) Modify alternatives including the proposed action. 

(2) Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the 

agency. 

(3) Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses. 

(4) Make factual corrections. 

(5) Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the sources, 

authorities, or reasons which support the agency’s position"  

CEQ provides further specific guidance in its "40 Questions."  To wit: 
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CEQ 40 answer to question #25a: 

"The final statement must also contain the agency’s responses to comments on the draft 

EIS. These responses will be primarily in the form of changes in the document itself," 

(emphasis added) 

 

Question 25a's answer further elaborates:  

 

"…agencies must respond to comments, however brief, which are specific in their 

criticism of BLM methodology.   …..BLM would have to respond in a substantive and 

meaningful way to such a comment." 

 

And at question 29a: 

" Normally the responses should result in changes in the text of the EIS, not simply a 

separate answer at the back of the document." (emphasis added) 

 

Our request is for BLM to change the text of the document in the ways we have elaborated 

above.  We have provided factual information for which there is a compelling need in the RMP. 

CEQ instruction supports the legitimacy of our request, by instructing BLM to change the text in 

response to our specific comments about BLM's analysis.  This will correct the problem of the 

Bangs Canyon discussion being inaccurate and incomplete. 

 

We want BLM to justify keeping the SRMA the same size it is now, or possibly expanding it, by 

accurately assessing the easily predictable negative outcomes of overcrowding over the life of 

this RMP. 

 

We further request that BLM drop all plans to shrink this SRMA.  We want the Bangs Canyon 

Plan to be completed as closely to what was originally intended as possible. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Close and rehab 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

ERROR:  We believe that to comply with NEPA Section 102 (2)(B), BLM must conduct a cost-

benefit analysis for the mileage proposed to be "closed and rehabilitated" as the maps report for 

each newly-closed route's proposed status.  We also want the BLM to disclose the likelihood of 

this work ever being completed.  The reason we say this is because of the large scale of the 

rehabilitation job.   

In DRMP Appendix M, page M-14, BLM calls out 954 miles of routes to be closed.  In this 

number,  BLM has not counted the miles proposed to be closed in the North Desert Open Area, 

because it has no mileage numbers for those routes.  Yet studying the maps provided by BLM of 

Alternative B (preferred) it appears that there are many, many miles of routes on the open area 

that BLM wants to close and rehabilitate.  The total miles proposed for this treatment will clearly 

exceed 1,000 miles. 

At DRMP page M-19, BLM classifies routes according to maintenance/abandonment.  "Level 0" 

routes will be simply abandoned.  But there is no classification in Appendix M for routes that 

will be closed and rehabilitated, and there is no legend item on the maps for simple 

abandonment.   

On the maps, all these newly closed routes are proposed to be rehabilitated.  The map legends 

show that they are either closed to the public but left open for administrative use, or they are 

closed to everyone and rehabilitated. 

By having no classification in Appendix M for  "close and rehabilitate,"  BLM has ignored the 

costs of such a huge job.  BLM has not analyzed the cost and resource impacts of major 

rehabilitation efforts at any scale, and it has no criteria for doing so in Appendix M.  To fairly 

assess the environmental impacts, we need to know whether BLM can do it, and we need to 

know how much damage to the natural environment will occur in the process of ripping, 

reseeding, and preventing and/or controlling weed infestations in the newly disturbed soils, and 

the length of time it will take to actually "rehabilitate" the routes back to their undisturbed state 

in the high desert (semi-arid) environment. Lastly, we need to know the length of time it will 

take BLM to accomplish this work (see footnote #2). 
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Recall from a separate comment that the calculated acreage stripped of vegetation in the 

Planning Area is only 4/10ths of one percent.  If all of the routes proposed for this treatment are 

actually treated, we estimate that we will wind up with approximately 3/10ths of one percent 

stripped of vegetation.  Considering the probability that the work will be labor-intensive and 

expensive, one tenth of one percent change (in a one million acre land base) hardly seems to be a 

well-reasoned decision; in fact, we contend that the cost of rehabilitation, both in resource 

damages and financial outlays, will exceed any net gains that may be attained by rehabilitation.  

We contend that this should be disclosed because it will be relevant and important to the 

Decision.
72

   

We also contend that it is unlikely that BLM has the capability to do this, even over the life of 

the plan and at the expense of not doing its Congressionally mandated projects.  BLM must also 

disclose this.
73

  Obviously this means that Appendix M must develop the rehabilitation criteria, 

such that the cost of achieving the finished work is estimable.  

RESOLUTION:  Recall please that an EIS is a disclosure document.  We are contending that a 

cost-benefit analysis must accompany this RMP in the Appendices, and the true relationship 

between the costs and the benefits of this massive job be disclosed so that the Deciding Officer 

can gain the proper perspective on whether this could be considered "well reasoned," or 

"reasonable," or even practical.  CEQ's guidance on what is reasonable includes the feasibility of 

accomplishing the work.  It is certainly lawful for BLM to propose things that are impractical, 

but this must be disclosed in the Final RMP and in the ROD.  And, BLM must disclose the 

likelihood of completion, so that the Deciding Officer can determine the practicality of selecting 

the proposal and, again, whether the proposal is well-reasoned.  We need to know what will be 

gained by such a significant outlay of financial and staff resources. 

 Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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 40CFR1502.23  "... In any event, an environmental impact statement should at least indicate those considerations, 

including factors not related to environmental quality, which are likely to be relevant and important to a decision." 

 
73 CEQ 40 Questions, # 19(b).  "...However, to ensure that environmental effects of a proposed action are fairly 

assessed, the probability of the mitigation measures being implemented must also be discussed. Thus the EIS 

and the Record of Decision should indicate the likelihood that such measures will be adopted or enforced by the 

responsible agencies. Sections 1502.16(h), 1505.2. If there is a history of nonenforcement or opposition to such 

measures, the EIS and Record of Decision should acknowledge such opposition or nonenforcement. If the necessary 

mitigation measures will not be ready for a long period of time, this fact, of course, should also be recognized. 
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Recreation Monitoring 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

We have found an unsupported claim in the DRMP and we believe that this claim should be 

removed as a tool or aid in the decisionmaking process.  Numerous downstream claims are made 

based on this unsupported claim which can be misleading and confusing. 

Please refer to page 3-184 -3.3.4 

"Recreation Monitoring and Evaluation 

The GJFO recreation staff and law enforcement officers monitor all forms of 

recreation activities and public use for user conflicts, recreation effects on 

natural and cultural resources, visitor health and safety issues, and conflicts with 

adjacent private landowners. In addition, recreation staff monitors 

implementation of recreation management actions and the attainment of 

management objectives." 

This statement may be true but the results of this monitoring are not presented and are not 

referenced anywhere in the DRMP.   

For example, we would expect to find the recorded incident report if a "user conflict" arose.  

What kind of conflict would this be?  A theft?  A fight?  Or would it be a disagreement about 

personal values?  And if that sort of conflict occurs, what kind of record would be generated? 

What is the legal trigger that forces a BLM duty to act?  There is none, in the case of 

philosophical differences which manifest themselves in what BLM calls "user conflicts."  Thus, 

we are more than sure, we are certain, that there are no incident reports for this.  BLM has no 

idea how frequently any given visitor has negative feelings. That the feelings occur is simple 

hearsay, it is one person saying they felt bad. There's no evidence of anything.  The government 

is not allowed to keep records of hearsay.  A person may rarely have negative feelings toward 

other visitors.  Perhaps negative feelings occasionally happen.  Maybe there's one bad feeling a 

month?  One a week? No one knows.  BLM will only hear from the complainers, thus, BLM will 

react only to the complainers, and naturally perceive that bad feelings occur far more frequently 

than they actually do.     

We find no reference to any evidence of recreation effects on natural resources.  There are no 

references to any project record and nothing in the DRMP itself.  The DRMP analysis uses 

purely speculative language in every discussion of recreation effects on natural resources--words 
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like could, may, can.  However, real monitoring establishes photo points, a record-keeping 

system, and staff time to make and record the observations.  Everything else is simple hearsay.  

One person saw something, and it is found only in that person's memory.  That person provides 

no evidence of any effects other than what is said based on the perception of that person.  That is 

why photo points are the only reliable method of monitoring the actual effects.  Cameras are 

objective.  For example, the river corridor rafting activities are considered one of the 

management challenges.  Yet the DRMP cites no references to the evidence that there is a 

problem.  We are not saying there is no problem.  We are saying that a great deal of the material 

in this "analysis" is simple hearsay.  

By the same token, there is no cited record of whether or not management objectives are being 

met in any given area.  Nothing is referenced in the DRMP, and nothing tells us where in the 

Project Record that information can be found which could support management action.  GJFO 

does not know whether they are running their programs at capacity or at half capacity, or 

anywhere in between.  In this DRMP, BLM hasn't even established what "capacity" it has.  In 

areas like the North Desert Open Area, there are only traffic counters, and virtually no BLM 

personnel are on site at any time.  BLM doesn't know if that area is overcrowded, under-used, or 

somewhere in between, because there is no record of it.  All the information except what is taken 

from the traffic counters is simple hearsay.  One ranger may be out there on the Saturday of 

Memorial Day weekend and return to the office and report to the other staffers, "Boy, that place 

was packed."  How crowded is that?  Overfull?  Or was the sensation of being "packed" filtered 

through the ranger's perceptions of what "packed" looks like?   

The point is, no genuine analysis of recreation visitor behavior or direct impacts related to 

recreation activities can be drawn from this sort of "staff monitoring." Since GJFO has not 

presented any systematic records of visitor behavior, impacts, or recreation objective-attainment, 

neither the reviewer or the decision maker can make any objective evaluations based on staff 

monitoring.  None of the observations offer any insight into the real "cause and effect" concept 

that an analysis should be about.  There is no "cause and effect" in the DRMP.  There is only an 

encyclopedic catalogue of the resources in the planning area, and an equally encyclopedic 

catalogue of anything that "may" affect those things. And, everything is treated exactly the same 

as everything else. 

For example, it is impossible to rationalize reducing the North Desert Open Area by more than 

half based on virtually no observations at all.  The traffic counter numbers alone could justify the 

opposite action, doubling its size.  And how much development do the recreation sites on the 

river corridors merit in order to overcome the "management challenges" presented in the DRMP?  

And where is the record of observations that caused the decision to create an undersized ERMA 

at Barrel Springs?  There are no answers to these types of questions in the DRMP analysis. 

All of this brings us to the NEPA, Title I, Section 102A: 
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 "all agencies of the Federal Government shall— 

(A) utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use of 

the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and in 

decisionmaking which may have an impact on man’s environment;" 

 

The staff monitoring described on page 3-184 is not systematic.  It is almost all haphazard 

hearsay.   

 

The regulations at 40CFR 1500.1 are very clear about the information to be used: 

 

"(b) NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to public 

officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken. The 

information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency 

comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing NEPA. Most important, 

NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly significant to the action in 

question, rather than amassing needless detail. (emphasis added)." 

 

The information must be of "high quality."  Yet there is no way to discern the difference between 

"expert agency comments" and simple hearsay in this DRMP.  That's because there's (apparently) 

no systematic record keeping of any of the staff monitoring observations.  Nothing is cited in the 

DRMP, and there are no references to a Project Record to indicate there is any systematic 

information.  

 

If we add to this void the admitted voids in the information in the DRMP that are noted at page 

4-5 and 4-6,  

 

"Certain information was unavailable for use in developing this plan because inventories 

have either not been conducted or are not complete. Some of the major types of data that 

are incomplete or unavailable include the following: 

 

 Field inventory of soils and water conditions;  

 Field inventory of vegetation composition;  

 Field inventory of wildlife and special status species occurrence and condition; and  

 Field inventories for cultural and paleontological resources, " 

 

we have an "analysis" of the uses and effects of recreation that is comprised of almost all 

speculation.  The above list covers every major resource.  This confirms that the claims of 

negative impacts from vehicle use Field Office-wide are purely speculation.   At page 4-127 the 

DRMP claims that: 
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"Substantial analysis and planning is used to determine the location and types of casual 

use activities that would occur, such as recreation, motorized vehicle use, and use of 

authorized and unauthorized routes."
74

 

 

However, we have read the DRMP and we find no analysis of that type.  As we have stated 

before, we find only an encyclopedic catalogue of every resource, and an equally encyclopedic 

catalogue of anything that may affect the resource.  Everything is treated the same as everything 

else.  There is no analysis of a human activity, a change in the resource condition, and a 

statistically reliable causal relationship between them in this Planning Area.  That is what an 

analysis is.  Given the absence of any field data and BLM's non-systematic monitoring process, 

such an analysis is naturally absent.  Speculation replaces it.  We have no evidence of the actual 

effects in this Planning Area.  We will try to explain. 

 

At page 4-127 the DRMP states that,   

 

"In general, the more acres of routes that are designated in the planning area, the greater 

the likelihood of habitat fragmentation and disturbance to species and habitat." 

 

Intuitively that is true.  However, it lacks scientific context.  What we mean by that is illustrated 

by the following example.    

 

In Appendix M and in the scoping meetings BLM stated there were 4,600 miles of routes open 

for general public access.
75

   BLM has since revised that number down by over a thousand miles, 

but we will use the 4,600 to emphasize our point.  Assume that the average route width (between 

singletrack and roads) is about eight feet.  Convert the miles into acres to get the percentage of 

the total  land base, which calculates out to 4/10 (.4) of one percent of the total land base.  That 

means that 99.6% of the land base is untouched by vehicle routes.  Now we have a clue about the 

scale of effects of roads and trails.  We have the context.  Based on this simple calculation, 

everything is not the same as everything else.  It is impossible to attribute significant negative 

                                                           
74

 To our knowledge, BLM has no "unauthorized" routes at this time. Only the U. S. Forest Service uses this term. 

75
 We are assuming this number was inflated by screen digitizing the North Desert Open Area, which technically has 

no routes in it.  We will use the number anyway, to emphasize the point, that is, 4,600 is the highest of all the 

mileage estimates. 
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effects to a resource (roads and trails) which doesn't even disturb 99.6 percent of the planning 

area.
76

   

 

This is why speculation is not suitable for rationalizing such a radical change in travel 

management as the BLM is proposing.  There is no "substantial analysis and planning:"  BLM 

did not even do the simplest calculation to acquire a clue about the "scale of effects" of the roads 

and trails.   

 

The same applies to recreation monitoring.  Given the total absence of any analysis of motorized 

recreation (even though 70% 
77

  of BLM's visitors pursue it), the absence of any field data about 

the four major resources in the Planning Area, and the unsystematic, anecdotal style of 

monitoring, we can expect that much of the discussion about vehicle access and its effects, 

conflicts, and whether or not management objectives were attained, is speculation.   

 

To summarize: we contend that the proposed radical changes to the present travel management 

system are based on too much speculation and not enough hard information about this planning 

area.   

 

The resolution of this problem is in itself problematic, because the Draft document is finished 

even though it contains little factual information about conflicts, effects, and attainment of 

objectives.  The investment has been made and the result is not strong.  The most cost effective 

solution is to craft a ROD that does not radically change the travel and transportation system.  

That ROD would have to use mostly components from Alternative A, because Alternative A has 

been analyzed and so it is a viable alternative to use in the ROD.  A number of the land 

allocations would have to be adjusted as well, either in their location, or their management.   This 

would qualify as a minor variation of the existing Alternative A, an allowable change under CEQ 

guidelines.  Crafting the ROD like that would avert placing the heavy burden of rationalizing 

sweeping changes to the present management onto an analysis that really has no evidence to 

support such changes. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

 

 

                                                           
76

 If the preferred alternative is implemented there will be about 1,100 miles left open. That will leave 99.9 percent 

of the land base untouched.  This minute change is simply not worth the cost to the BLM, and it is not worth the 

sacrifice of access by the general public. 

77
 DRMP Table 4-51 
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Prairie Canyon Closure 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

 

ERROR:  The closure of all the singletrack trail in Zone K appears to be arbitrary. 

There is no rationale given by BLM for these closures.  The change to administrative use only 

for all the other roads in that zone except K50, 51, and 54 is also irrational.  BLM will likely 

claim that now this is a wildlife emphasis area and that is the reason.  Yet the trails predate all 

the wildlife in the zone; they have been in place for at least 20 years.  If this is a good place for 

wildlife, it a good place with the trails there.  The wildlife has not abandoned the area because of 

the trails; BLM has presented no evidence to that effect.  In other words, if it's good wildlife 

habitat with the trails, nothing is gained by closing the trail. The same is true for the roads.  

Hardly any use occurs on these roads and the trails are lightly used also.  There does not appear 

that anything will be gained or improved by keeping the public out of the area. 

Arbitrary means not warranted by the facts and without reason.  Irrational means there is no 

connection between the facts and the evidence before the agency, which is, it has selected this 

area for wildlife emphasis with the roads and trails in it with no reason given.  Closing them all 

does not in itself intrinsically improve anything.  Habitat  improvement projects might improve 

the habitat, except that it evidently is in very good condition now (hence BLM selects it for a 

wildlife emphasis area, on the assumption the selection had an analysis supporting it and was not 

arbitrary).  BLM neither presents or references any analysis which concludes that the wildlife 

emphasis area cannot have roads and trails within them.  The language BLM uses to describe 

perceived negative effects is totally speculative:  "Can,"  "May,"  "Potentially" are words found 

throughout the EIS.  No monitoring evidence is presented;  in fact, no evidence at all is presented 

that references any wildlife and/or area-specific impacts from roads and trails.  The conclusion 

can be drawn therefore, that the perceived negative effects of trail-based motor recreation are not 

occurring in this area. 

To summarize, these closures are arbitrary and without reason, and not warranted by the facts. 

There are no facts to support the closures. 

RESOLUTION: Leave the trails open.  They have very high recreational value and they are 

uncrowded, yet not too far from the Grand Junction area. They obviously are not damaging the 

habitat.  CEQ emphasizes what is reasonable.  These sorts of arbitrary closures are not 

reasonable, and they have a negative effect on the human part of the environment. 
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Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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Route by route comments 

gjfo_rmp@blm.gov 

BLM _ GJFO RMP 

2815 H Road 

Grand Junction CO 81506 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams:  

 

GJFO RMP Travel Plan route-by route-comments: 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input (the first time in this RMP process) on the route 

selection. 

General Note: 

1:  All of the maps used for this analysis use the same symbol for all routes.  There is no 

distinction between developed roads, primitive roads and trails.  However,  for a genuine 

analysis to occur, this distinction and its potential for impacts, both positive and negative, should 

be conducted.  An analysis is not possible without being able to differentiate between the 

attributes and classification of each route. 

2:  The action alternatives dramatically restrict public access to much of the planning area.  It 

appears as though the planning team has made the assumption that public access is somehow 

detrimental to the health of the resources.  Alternative C shows the maximum restriction on 

human activities.   Numerous areas are shown as "non-motorized."  These areas must be 

considered "withdrawals" under FLPMA Section 204, and the associated reports must be sent to 

Congress describing the purpose, the intended use, current values, economic impacts, and who 

will be affected by the withdrawal.  The withdrawals must be approved by Congress per Section 

204 procedures. 

3:  No significant natural resource impacts from the present situation (Alt A) have been 

identified in the TMP.  BLM has not provided any reasons why the reduction in routes will alter 

current or forecast future resource impacts.
78

 

4:  At TMP 2.7.2 The Travel Route Selection Criteria. 

                                                           
78 EIS pages 4-122. 4-189, 4-188, and the main clue that we have few if any impacts from the routes at 

this time is at page 4-172: "BLM would employ adaptive management to protect special status species if 
impacts were to occur."   If impacts were to occur = not occurring at the present time. Why?  Because all 
action alternatives are more restrictive than the present situation.  BLM is imagining that impacts may 
occur, but few if any have so far.  
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Missing from the list of criteria for the selection of designated routs is any reference to the 

recreation effects that are enjoyed the public.  The "fun factor" is ignored.  Throughout the 

Recreation section of the RMP and the Plan, benefits to the visitor are categorized and compared 

by alternative.  In fact, the benefits to the visitor are repeatedly emphasized in the goals, program 

objectives, and monitoring criteria. Yet in the selection process this is completely left out.  In 

order for this oversight to be remedied that must be added to the criteria and a complete and 

public  review must be done prior to a final decision on which routes will be designated. This is 

because during scoping, the public was never asked for input on which routes to keep; only 

general question about setting and character were asked.  BLM never raised the issue of how 

many routes it planned to close. The public had no part in the route selection criteria or route 

selection.  That was kept a secret until the draft RMP was released. 

 

5. The selection criteria also ignores the economic effects of the closures.  If it were not for the 

large scale of the closures this may not be so important, but too many routes are closed to the 

public for BLM to claim that any individual route "doesn't count" toward that consideration.   

 

6.  The selection of routes open to the public and closed to the public do not conform to the 

criteria for selection as outline at TMP 2.7.2. This will be demonstrated as we go through the 

routes individually later in this comment.     

 

7. The range of alternatives for a travel plan are too narrow and the selection of open/closed 

routes appears arbitrary and capricious. Why do we say this?   Because it is obvious to any 

observer who is familiar with the routes, that route selection did not take into account important 

factors. The type of user, frequency of use, mode of transportation and recreation experience 

were not taken into consideration as factors for open/closed decisions. Route width, slope, and 

aspect were apparently not considered.  All of these factors are important to analyze the social 

and environmental impacts of each route.   

 

8:  It is obvious that the preparers equated fewer miles of routes to improved land conditions.  

This assumption is concealed in the RMP and TMP.  Keep in mind that an administrative route, 

or routes that access valid existing rights will continue to have traffic.  These routes will not 

regenerate and support vegetation.  The route users will keep them open.  It is an error to assume 

that administrative routes will have any different environmental effects than routes open to 

public use in almost every Zone except where the SRMA's and ERMA's are. 

 

9.  The Travel Management Plan fails to describe what visitor conflict is, where it occurs, what 

record of it exists, and what triggers a BLM duty to act. 

 

Route by route evaluation. 

 



122 

 

Zone A 

Access to private inholdings is restricted by making all of the routes administrative. All these 

landowners obtain a permit to access their own land. This is an uncalled for burden to private 

property owners, and it is an encumbrance on the deed to the land.  

Only Alternative D provides the necessary unencumbered access to the inholdings .  

Zone B 

The closure to the public of B102 eliminates a valuable connection between Baxter Pass and 

Douglas Pass.  This is a valuable OHV touring and dual sport opportunity.  The route also is 

important for hunting access.  The inholding it passes through is uninhabited and undeveloped.  

Again, this appears to be a case of the BLM not adhering to the standards it sets in the selection 

criteria.  It appears to be arbitrary. 

The closure of B157 and B37 eliminates a loop opportunity. This again ignores the selection 

criteria. 

Alternate C shows a big non motorized section added to the Demeree WSA.  No rationale is 

given that warrants this designation.  It eliminates two backcountry loop trail opportunities.  

Designation of non motorized zones a withdrawal when 5,000 acres in aggregate are involved 

which is the case with the proposed withdrawals.  Furthermore, WSAs and Wilderness cannot 

have buffer zones (Wilderness Act of 1964 and case law).  

Alt D- B157  see above, ignoring the selection criteria. 

Zone C 

Trail C94 is a user made bicycle trail that BLM has been unsuccessful in closing for many years.  

This plan proposes to adopt this illogically user-made route for bicycle and foot traffic only.  It 

appears that BLM is rewarding bad behavior.  This trail is very steep, it lies on a ridge top and 

much of it is in unstable soils.  It does not meet the trail placement criteria for newly constructed 

trails, although this trail is not newly constructed by BLM (so that standard may not apply). 

If C94 trail is open to the public it needs to be open to motorcycles also.  It is a connector to a 

loop opportunity with lots of intersection options. 

Routes C68, C8, C63, C23, C22, C28, C20, make a high quality OHV loop, providing quality, 

high skill remote OHV opportunities. This remote location has a low visitation so impacts are 

unmeasurable, and the EIS agrees with us.  Elimination of these routes eliminates a high-benefit 

recreation opportunity, as well as good hunting access, yet BLM claims to be seeking visitor 

satisfaction.  This closure degrades visitor satisfaction by denying use altogether. 
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C31, C150 (connects to C99) provide high-quality, remote singletrack recreation for 

motorcyclists.  This is not consistent with the BLM's claims to seek high visitor satisfaction with 

the recreation opportunities it provides.  It is far away from easy access so it receive light use, 

which means very low impacts.   

The routes in Alt D are much better for recreation and general access for other recreation 

activities. C73 should be open and it does connect to Coal Canyon county road. 

ZONE D 

Alt B closes the entire zone to the public.  This is very beneficial for High Lonesome Ranch.  

High Lonesome has been trying for years to exclude the public from the prime big game hunting 

area.  No issues have been raised in the RMP that would be remedied by these closures.  Private 

landowners cannot exclude public access if the route across the private accesses BLM lands.  It 

is up to the private land buyer to do due diligence and decide if they want to purchase land across 

which they must allow public access.  It is not BLM's job to protect the landowner.  There is 

nothing in FLPMA that authorizes any such closures for the benefit of the private landowner. 

Additionally, large portions of the zone are now proposed for non motorized areas with no 

rationale to justify this change.  This is part of the 5,000 acre (in aggregate) withdrawal requiring 

Congressional approval. 

Alt D is a reasonable allocation. 

Zone F 

The preferred Alt B shows all routes between V.2 Road. and CVI (Horse Shoe Canyon) being 

closed.  This is inconsistent with the proposed SRMA described elsewhere in the RMP.  If the 

BLM wishes to direct people to quality recreation opportunities, BLM must make quality 

opportunities available.  What is shown in Alternative B is not a quality recreation opportunity 

by any stretch. Between the administrative closures and the complete closures, the area is 

rendered useless as an SRMA. 

The existing trails are a very high value recreation resource. They are very high skill routes over 

large slick rock formations. Trails on rock do not erode or become braided. These trails offer a 

trials opportunity not found elsewhere in the region.  The area is also heavily used by mountain 

bikers.  The core trails have existed for many years.  Many of the visitors come from 

communities to the east of DeBeque.  The higher elevation communities to the east are 

unsuitable for trail recreation except for a few months out of the year, and that drives many 

visitors to this area.  Because the topography forms a natural boundary, this area provides a 

potentially well managed opportunity for these visitors. 
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It also shows a large portion of it in the southwest as nonmotorized.  This would be a withdrawal 

(5,000 acres in aggregate) that requires Congressional approval. 

Alt D is a much more reasonable approach.  It recognizes that it is functionally impossible to 

close the trail network.  It is consistent with the proposed SRMA. 

Zone G 

Alternative B is inconsistent with Route designation Criteria (2.7.2) 

 This alternative restricts recreation access to prime hunting opportunities. 

 This Alternative eliminates loop route opportunities. 

 This Alternative eliminates public access to about 128 square miles of public land.  We 

add this to the 5,000 acres in aggregate for withdrawal. 

Alternative C same comments as Alt B 

Alternative D is a much more reasonable approach. 

Zone H 

In Alternative B please leave open H-50 as it connects to the county road in Zone I to complete a 

loop.  There is no rationale given to make the 46 and 40 administrative only. 

In Alternative C is shown a large nonmotorized area.  This would be a withdrawal from multiple 

use (5,000 acres in aggregate) which must be approved by Congress. 

Zone I 

The no action alternative map is incomplete.  It is not an accurate representation of the current 

situation. For example, an interconnected looped single track trail network is located in the 

vicinity of I181 and I82.  These existing trails are not shown.  Likewise additional trails are 

located between I702 and 21 Road and CV1.  A re-inventory of zone I is necessary prior to any 

route by route decision. 

What appears to be a spur off the county road paralleling the northern boundary of Zone I is 

marked as closed in all but Alternative A and D (in Alternative D it is shown as winter closure),  

but it must remain open in all alternatives to make a loop connection with H50.  Again it is BLM 

disregarding its own route selection criteria. 

I900 must connect to Coal Gulch Rd. to complete a loop opportunity.  It is unclear  if this 

connection can be made using I633.  It is shown as an administrative route on Alternative B, but 

open on Alternative D. Again it is BLM disregarding its own route selection criteria. 
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Alternative C shows County Road. 21 as closed where it enters Hunter Canyon.  BLM does not 

have the authority to close a county road. 

In Alternatives B, and C a north south connector consisting of route I111, 433, 282,  284 and 287 

are shown as closed.  This route is a primary connector that completes a loop opportunity.  It is 

the best north south route west of 18  Rd.  The trail is a very enjoyable ride for intermediate level 

motorcyclists. It is completely on BLM lands.  It is designated as open to motorized in the 

existing Decision, the North Fruita Desert Plan.  Please leave this route open as the north south 

routes to the west will not accommodate ATVs.  Riding the graded county road is not a pleasant 

recreation experience. 

The closure of routes I100, 95, 119, 118, 100, 972, 971 in combination denies public access 

between The North Fruita Desert SRMA and the Highline Lake State Recreation facilities.  

Highline offers shade, water and developed camping and sanitation facilities to the visitors to 

both opportunities.  It is important to leave this access available in order to provide a wider 

variety of facilities and opportunities to the visitors. 

None of the alternative maps show the OHV open area in its present form, or the proposed size 

and location in any of the alternatives. We cannot see and compare what the BLM is proposing 

by looking at the maps. 

The proposed closure of I920, 983, 186, and 380 eliminates important exit points from the OHV 

trailhead.  The outcome is a concentration of traffic on fewer routes and higher potential for 

accidents and other impacts. The routes left open will not be able to handle the concentrated 

traffic around the trailhead. 

Zone J 

The proposed closure to public use of almost all the routes south of the WSA  as shown in 

Alternative B, C and D looks a lot like a Wilderness buffer zone.  Wilderness buffer zones are 

unlawful according to the Wilderness Act of 1964, and confirmed by case law. 

Alternative C essentially bans public access to about 150 square miles of public lands for no 

apparent reason or benefit. This would be added to the withdrawal. 

The closure s of J273, 275, 283, 276, 278, 290, 279 in the north east corner of Zone J makes 

access to the remaining open routes impossible. It destroys connectivity, which is the opposite of 

the selection criteria. 

Zone K 

All of the action alternatives close all existing public access throughout the zone.  This is not an 

adequate range of alternatives. It is no range at all.  All alternatives are the same. 
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The connecting motorcycle routes in the Moab, Utah FO are open to motorcycles. The Utah 

routes are signed as "ROUTE: open to motorcycles, hikers, and equestrians."   The routes in the 

Colorado (GJFO) are very high in recreation value and they complete the Utah loop, which is 

also very high in recreation value. 

They also connect Loma to the trails in Rabbit Valley.   Loss of these routes will force the public 

to use paved roads to access adjoining legal OHV routes. 

Zone L 

The no action map (Alt A) is incomplete.  It does not show the present open area, therefore a 

comparison to the action alternatives is impossible. 

Closures shown in Alternative B and D would hinder visitors from leaving the open area.  

Access to the remaining designated routes would be very limited.  The result would be that the 

few through routes remaining would be so heavily used as to cause major displacement to the 

clay soils.  Both alternatives would severely limit the potential for organized events.  Alternative 

C would eliminate the possibility for events and therefore would not meet the goals as described 

in the text of the plan. 

Alternatives B and C would eliminate the unique open area recreation opportunity all together.  

The likely result would be wide spread. The estimated 250,000-plus  visitors will relocate their 

activities to more remote locations where it is less crowded and BLM education is too difficult.  

BLM must come to terms with the fact that these folks are not going to simply disappear. 

The area just north of the airport has all trails closed in all action alternatives.  It appears that 

these closures are in preparation for a future withdrawal or RMPP lease to the airport.  It is 

premature to anticipate such an action at this time.  If and when a withdrawal is requested an 

appropriate NEPA document must be prepared.  At that time a closure may be proposed and 

analyzed.  The present proposed closure is unnecessary and will be hard to enforce.  BLM is ill-

advised to create enforcement problems when there is no immediate need for the closure. 

Routes south and east of 27 ¼ Rd. are not labeled with individual route numbers.  It is 

impossible to make route by route comments about these routes. 

It appears that the routes south and east of 27 ¼ Rd outside of the open area were digitized into 

the map.  The routes do not coincide with the commenter’s experience with the area.  As these 

routes were digitized form some other overhead source and not subjected to ground truth, the 

accuracy of the map is in question, and the route selection of closed and open routes in the 

former open area and west of 27 ¼ Rd. shows no rationale at all.  It appears to be entirely 

random. None of the route by route decisions bear any relationship to the criteria as identified at 

2.7.2. 
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What's so special about this open area to the public?  Let us try to explain: 

Families, friends, and volunteer work parties clean it up, and all kinds of people spend days out 

there for unique challenges, a sense of freedom, high ridges to mount and dismount, new 

technical challenges; people of all ages fulfilling their desire to learn something new and to 

improve on the skills they have developed; teaching young people new skills, campouts, 

barbeques, picnics, day trips so close to the city yet so far away, all under a huge sky with 

spectacular sunsets spent around big campfires. The list goes on and there is no number to attach 

to the amenities available by the existence of this roomy and free place.  The Open Area is a 

special place to all of us, the local residents and the out-of region visitors. Families grow up 

together out there. If BLM spent any time there it would see toddlers, teenagers, young parents 

and grandparents spending time together out there.  Generations of families have spent countless 

days together out there. They get something there that they simply cannot get anywhere else. 

Zone P 

The Snyder Flats Rd. (P-291 P-402) is a scenic opportunity for day motorized use and provides 

access to nature and hiking experiences in a remote undeveloped landscape.  The commenter 

hopes to see this route remain open to use outside of hunting season.  

Alt C proposes a vast non motorized zone in the south portion of Bangs Canyon SRMA.  Areas 5 

and 6 would no longer be considered for future motorized route development.  This would not 

allow area 5 and 6 to be considered to accommodate the growing number of motorized visitors 

forecasted. BLM gives no rationale for proposing to "change its mind" about the Bangs Canyon 

Plan. This would also be another piece of the withdrawal.   

The area is already covered by an implementation level Decision and as such the Bangs Canyon 

SRMA need not be addressed in this TMP (as stated in Chapter 1).  Areas 5 and 6 must remain 

under the management of that Decision.  To disregard that Decision would be to disrespect the 

investment already made by BLM, and hard work and public participation that went into 

developing a good wildland-urban interface recreation area with a diversity of opportunities.   

Zone Q 

A non motorized zone is proposed in Alt B that encompasses routes Q 526, 528, 529, 513, 517, 

623, 324, and 287.  The closure of these routes interrupts a good dual sport motorcycle 

opportunity and denies access to hunters in a good hunting location.  A spring closure due to soil 

conditions would be more appropriate.  Otherwise, this is added to 5,000 acre (in aggregate) 

withdrawal requiring Congressional approval. 

Zone U 
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The routes in the south western portion of Zone U are shown as Administrative. In Alternative B 

and D, and closed in Alternative C.  These routes provide extraordinary scenery and a variety of 

motorized experiences, from graded county roads to challenging single track trails.  The routes 

are remnants of mining roads constructed in the 1950s.  They are well established and stable.  

The surfaces are mostly rock and primitive.  The season of use is short due to the elevation and 

snow pack.  Contacts with other people are rare. The lack of permanent water make muscle-

powered activities impractical, hence there are no contacts with non motorized recreationists. 

This opportunity for solitude accessible by motor vehicle is highly prized.  The uncrowded, 

remote nature of the area is unparalleled. The area is sparsely vegetated and views of the cliffs 

and river valleys are amazing. Good food and drink is located at the bottom of John Brown Rd.  

We visit this area about twice a year.  It is an important part of our social life.  

The large non motorized zone must be added to the 5,000 acre withdrawal from multiple use 

requiring Congressional approval. 

Zone V 

Zone V routs are shown essentially closed to all public access in all of the action alternatives.  

This is a shame.  We can only speculate that BLM believes that if it keeps routes for 

administrative use only it can avoid being accused of withdrawing that land from multiple-use.   

The opportunities for touring, exploring, and adventure at cliff top elevation is unmatched in the 

western United States.  The loss of this remote and hard to access adventure would be 

heartbreaking.  The routes are rugged remains of mining roads constructed in the 1950s (pre-

FLPMA).  Most routes have a stable solid rock surface, and grades are mild once on top of the 

mesas.   The exploring, views and history are unmatched.  Gateway (zone V) is a treasure.  The 

area has been used by outfitters and tour guides under permit. Gateway has a short season of use 

due to the two access roads being steep and snow bound about 6 months a year.  We have rarely 

met other people while visiting the Gateway area.  User numbers are very low except during big 

game hunting season.   

The loss of hunter access would be significant.  Gateway is a unique beautiful and exciting 

location.  It would be a disaster to me and my friends to lose legal access.  

The closures seem random, and without any attention to the selection criteria. For just one 

example, V2811 makes no loop because it is a dead end, with no connectors left open.  

Almost the entire series of loops are eliminated, for no apparent reason. 

The entire area is a challenging orienteering opportunity for a diversity of users, both those who 

enjoy driving for pleasure and those who enjoy driving to access other forms of recreation such 

as rock hounding, hunting, exploring historical sites, dispersed camping, and viewing spectacular 
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scenery.  It is especially well-suited to dual sport motorcycle adventure trips due to its 

remoteness and the complexity of the route system.  It is also a wonderful trail motorcycle 

opportunity because of the primitive roads and trails, many of which used to be roads but are 

now impassable to full size vehicles. 

The proposed action is not implementable.  The route system is too complex for route by route 

management or route by route closures.   The cost to manage it that way would be prohibitive. 

The notion of implementing any of the action alternatives by BLM in Zone V is unrealistic. It is 

too remote and rugged.  Route management and signing would be costly and difficult because 

the area is so large, there are so many routes, and it is all so far away from the BLM office and 

warehouse.  In sum, it is by CEQ standards, "unreasonable." 

A cooperative agreement with an OHV nonprofit organization to jointly develop and manage a 

Zone V travel plan and  implementation might be a more practical approach.  This would 

necessitate a trail plan that is more visitor friendly than the proposed action, in order to get 

support from the public and an appropriate nonprofit.  This more visitor-friendly plan could be 

cooperatively developed with the OHV nonprofit. 

Thank you for your attention to these issues. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bookcliff Rattlers Trail by Trail Comments 
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Zone Route number/name comments 

A 15,142,143,144. Access to private inholdings is restricted by 

making all of the routes administrative.  

Connecting motorcycle routes in the Moab 

FO have been reopened to motorcycles. 

Alternative D provides necessary access to 

inholdings and adjoining trails in Utah.  

 

B B102,137,36,79,6,11,13,183,166,

26,187,43, 

The closure to the public of B102 eliminates 

a valuable connection between Baxter Pass 

and Douglas Pass.  This is a valuable OHV 

touring and dualsport opportunity.  The route 

also is important for hunting access.  The 

inholding it passes through is uninhabited 

and undeveloped. 

 

 B157,B37 The closure of B 157 and B37 eliminates a 

loop opportunity 

  Alternate C shows a big non motorized 

section added to the Demerei WSA.  No 

rational is given that warrants this 

designation.  It eliminates two backcountry 

loop trail opportunities.  Designation of non 

motorized zones is not necessary.  All 

motorized travel is limited to designated 

routes.  WSAs and Wilderness do not have 

buffer zones (Wilderness Act of 1964 and 

case law).  

 

 B157 Alt D- B157  see above 
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C 94,21,18,98,16. Trail C94 is a bicycle user made trail that 

BLM has been unsuccessful in closing for 

many years.  This plan proposes to adopt 

this unlawfully constructed route for bicycle 

and foot traffic only.  It appears that BLM is 

rewarding bad behavior.  This trail is very 

steep , ridge top location and much of it is in 

unstable soils.  If this trail is open to the 

public it needs to be open to motorcycles 

also.  It is a leg to a loop opportunity with 

lots of intersection options. 

 

 C76,74,6,8,68 routes C76,74,6,8,68 provide quality high 

skill remote OHV opportunities. This remote 

location has a low visitation so impacts are 

unnoticeable. 

 

 C73 The routes in Alt D are much better for 

recreation and general access for other 

recreation activities. C73 should be open 

and it does connect to Coal Canyon county 

road. 

 

 C31,158,150,151,152,153 In Alt D routes C31,158,150,151,152,153 

should remain seasonally open to maintain 

the loop opportunities 

F The preferred Alt B shows all 

routes between V.2 Rd. and CVI 

(Horse Shoe Canyon) being 

closed.   

 

This is inconsistent with the proposed SRMA 

described elsewhere in the RMP.  

These trails are a very high value rec. 

resource. They are very high skill routes 

over large slick rock formations. These trails 

offer a trials opportunity not found elsewhere 

in the region.  The area is also heavily used 

by mountain bikers.  The core trails have 

existed for a long time and were pioneered 
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during a time when the area was managed 

as an open area.    

G  Alt B is inconsistent with Route designation 

Criteria (2.7.2) 

 This alt restricts recreation access to 
prime hunting opportunities. 

 This Alt eliminates loop route 
opportunities. 

 This Alt eliminates public access to 
about 128 square miles of public 
land. 

Alt C same comments as Alt B 

Alt D is a much more reasonable approach. 

 

H H5 In Alt B please leave open H-50 as it 

connects to I-1027 to complete a looped 

route. 

 

I I1027 I-1027 must remain open to make a loop 

connection with H-50. 

 

  The no action alternative map is incomplete.  

It is not an accurate representation of the 

current situation. For example:  An 

interconnected looped single track trail 

network is located in the vicinity of I-181 and 

I-182.  These existing trails are not shown.  

Likewise additional trails are located near I-

124.  A re-inventory of zone I is necessary 

prior to any route by route decision. 

 

 I900,I633 I-900 must connect to Coal Gulch Rd. to 

complete a loop opportunity.  It is unclear  if 
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this connection can be made using I-633.  It 

is shown as an administrative route on Alt B, 

but open on Alt D. 

 

  Alt C shows County Rd. 21 as closed where 

it enters Hunter Canyon.  BLM does not 

have the authority to close a county road. 

 

 I-111,433,282,283,284 Alt B,C a north south connector consisting of 

route I-111,433,282,283,284 are shown as 

closed.  This route is a primary connector 

that completes a loop opportunity.  It is the 

best north south route west of 18Rd.  It is 

completely on BLM lands.  Please leave this 

route open as the north south routes to the 

west will not accommodate ATVs. 

 

 I-100,91,119,118,100,973,977 The closure of routes I-

100,91,119,118,100,973,977 in combination 

denies public access between The North 

Fruita Desert SRMA and the Highline Lake 

State Recreation facilities.  Highline offers 

shade, water and developed camping and 

sanitation facilities to the visitors to both 

opportunities.  It is important to leave this 

access available in order to provide a wider 

variety of facilities and opportunities to the 

visitors. 

 

  None of the alternative maps show the OHV 

open area in it’s present form or the 

proposed size and location in any of the 

alternatives. 
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  I-920,983,984,990,380 The proposed closure of I-

920,983,984,990,380 eliminates an 

important exit point from the OHV trailhead.  

The outcome is a concentration of traffic on 

3 routes (two of them roads) instead of 4. 

 

 I-

282,283,284,433,440,111,197,11

9,86,100,973,977,102,450,281,2

76,303,297,287,309,67,960,962,

384,815,142,815,816,702,814,80

9,813,145,148,803,804,337,807,

801,82,245,85,182,183,337,340,

811,1971,119,86,100,973,977,10

2,450,281,276,303,297,287,309,

67,960,962,384,815,816,702,814

,809,813,145,148,803,504,337,3

36,807,801,182,183,337,340,811 

The proposed closure of I-

282,283,284,433,440,111 as shown in Alt B 

would close a valuable single track located 

in a wash.  This trail is the only trail north 

south connector.  The trail is a very 

enjoyable ride for intermediate level 

motorcyclists. 

The other routes listed are critical to the 

goals of the TMB. 

 

J J-

283,273,276,279,278,4,268,289,

290,385,293,202,295,296,29716

5,348,307,305,306,308,304,55,3

11,314,313,316,37,353,263,135,

63,68,62,146,150,161,18,185,3,1

79,24,206,60,73,261,244,243,32

0,315,311,304,305,306,312,307,

295,203,296,297,289,290,285,29

1,292.263,135,63,68,62,146,150,

161,18,185,3,179,24,206,60,73,2

61,244,243,320,315,311,304,305

,306,312,307,295,203,296,297,2

89,290,285,291,292. 

The proposed closure of all the routes south 

of the WSA  as shown in Alt B,C and D looks 

a lot like a Wilderness buffer zone.  

Wilderness buffer zones are specifically 

banned by the Wilderness Act of 1964 and 

confirmed by case law.  These routes 

provide hunting access and backcountry 

experiences The closure s of J-

273,283,276,278,290,279 in the north east 

corner of zone J makes access to the few 

remaining open routes impossible 

 

K 213,270,212,271,210,272,209,21

1,115,273,112,110,277,275,206,

48,113,274,102,277,205,296,203

,202,276,195,295,291,199,200,1

All of the action alternatives close all existing 

public access throughout the zone.  This is 

not an adequate range of alternatives.  
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98,197,289,285,288,290,152,278

,149,152,280,279,231,233,149,2

36,234,268,263,261,244,238,24, 

The routes shown in Alt A act as connector 

routes between trails in the adjoining Moab 

Field Office.  They also connect Loma to the 

trails in Rabbit Valley.   Loss of these routes 

will encourage the public to use paved roads 

to access adjoining legal OHV routes. 

 

L  The no action map (Alt A) is incomplete.  It 

does not show the present open area, 

therefore a comparison to the action 

alternatives is impossible. 

Closures shown in Alt B and D would hinder 

visitors from leaving the open area.  Access 

to the remaining designated routes would be 

very limited.  The result would be that the 

few through routes remaining would be so 

heavily used as to cause major 

displacement to the clay soils.  Both 

alternatives would severely limit the potential 

for events.  Alt C would eliminate the 

possibility for events and therefore would not 

meet the goals as described in the text of 

the plan. 

Alt B and C would eliminate the recreation 

opportunity all together.  The likely result 

would be wide spread. The estimated 

250,000 or more visitors will relocate their 

activities to more remote locations where 

enforcement is less likely to interrupt the fun. 

The area just north of the airport has all trails 

closed in all action alternatives.  It appears 

that these closures are in preparation for a 

future withdrawal or RMPP lease to the 

airport.  It is premature to anticipate this 

action at this time.  If and when a withdrawal 

is requested an appropriate NEPA document 

must be prepared.  At that time a closure 
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may be proposed and analyzed 

Routes south and east of 27 ¼ Rd. are not 

labeled with individual route numbers.  It is 

impossible to make route by route 

comments about these routes. 

It appears that the routes south and east of 

27 ¼ Rd outside of the open area were 

digitized into the map.  The routes do not 

coincide with the commenter’s experience 

with the area.  As these routes were 

digitized form some other overhead source 

and not subjected to ground truth, the 

accuracy of the map is in question. 

The route selection of closed and open on 

routes west of 27 ¼ Rd. shows no rational at 

all.  It appears to be entirely random. None 

of the route by route decisions bare any 

relationship to the criteria as identified at 

2.7.2. 

 

   

P P291,402,1226,1030,421,164,39

8,1,898,324,169,32,398,152,281,

12,212,211,219,8,251,291,402,1

226,1030,412,164,398,1,898,324

,169,32,398,152,25,12,212,211,2

19,8,251,191,402. 

The Snyder Flats Rd. (P-291 P-402) is a 

scenic opportunity for day motorized use 

and provides access to nature and hiking 

experiences in a remote undeveloped 

landscape.  The listed routes are critical to 

the recreation experiences described in 

Appendix M of the RMP.   

Q Q-

524,526,528,529,513,514,517,53

9,623,324,118,287,419,415,315,

272,271,400,403,395,362,366,38

3,315,511,582. 

A non motorized zone is proposed in Alt B 

that encompasses routes Q-

524,526,528,529,513,514,517,539,623,324,

118,287.  The closure of these routes 

interrupts a good dual sport motorcycle 

opportunity and denies access to hunters in 

a good hunting location.  A spring closure 
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due to soil conditions would be more 

appropriate.  As the entire Field Office will 

be managed as a designated routes limited 

zone the designation of non motorized 

zones is not necessary.  

 

U 35,50,380,655,346,380,69,170,1

19133,135,152  

390,264,355,439,465,508,529.53

9,638,645,594,387,715,23 

The routes in the south western portion of 

Zone U are shown as Admin. In Alt B,D and 

closed in Alt C.  These routes provide 

extraordinary scenery and a variety of OHV 

experiences, from graded county roads to 

challenging single track trails.  The routes 

are remnants of mining roads constructed in 

the 1950s.  They are well established and 

stable.  The surfaces are mostly rock and 

primitive.  The season of use is short due to 

the elevation and snow pack.  Contacts with 

other people are rare. The area is sparsely 

vegetated and views of the cliffs and river 

valleys are amazing. Good food and drink is 

located at the bottom of John Brown Rd.  My 

friends and I visit this area about twice a 

year.  It is an important part of our social life. 

 

V V-

407,406,31,1115,3140,2429,335

0,2657,2660,3550,3000,3111,21

00,2848,2660,1180,1945,2013,3

225,1779,354,349,232,767,430,4

34,742,157,645,770,586,976,312

2,921,920,985,668,325,328,278,

272,183,700,681,166,566,3125,6

15,1067,1091,1011,1426,1765,1

770,1762,1760,1752,1152,62,14

06,1421,1407,1406,1421,2170,1

457,2870,1477,1751, 

Zone V routes are shown essentially closed 

to all public access in all of the action 

alternatives.  This is a shame.  The 

opportunities for touring, exploring, 

adventure at cliff top elevation is unmatched 

in the western United States.  The loss of 

this remote and hard to access adventure 

would be heartbreaking.  The routes are 

rugged remains of mining roads constructed 

in the 1950s (pre FLPMA).  Most routes 

have a stable solid rock surface, grades are 

mild once on top of the mesas.   The 

exploring, views and history are unmatched.  
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Gateway (zone V) is a treasure.  The area 

has been used by outfitters and tour guides 

under permit. Gateway has a short season 

of use due to the two access roads being 

steep and snow bound about 6 months a 

year.  We have rarely met other people while 

visiting Gateway.  User numbers are very 

low except for during big game hunting 

season.  The loss of hunter access would be 

significant.  Gateway is a unique beautiful 

and exciting location.  It would be a disaster 

to me and my friends to lose legal access.  

The notion of implementing any of the action 

alternatives by BLM in Zone V is unrealistic.  

A cooperative agreement with an OHV 

nonprofit organization to jointly develop, 

manage Zone V travel plan and  

implementation is a more practical 

approach.  This would necessitate a trail 

plan that is more visitor friendly than the 

proposed action alternatives in order to get 

support from a nonprofit. This more visitor 

friendly plan could be cooperatively 

developed with the OHV nonprofit. 
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LIST OF ALL ROADS FOR HUNTER ACCESS  

 

ZONE U 

 

MAP U 

U111 U710  U72O CAMPING U717 U712 U723 U759 U197 U199 U664 U665 U662 U666 U671 

U315 U234 U235 U315 U676 U677 U681 U680 U685 U699 U691 U701 U13 U14 U11 U25 U18 

U17 U23 U20 U343 U27 U30 U28 U731 U423 U68 U50 U655 U54 U346 U77 U80 U95 U37 U96 

U43 U38 U44 U63 U380 U37 COUNTY   U407 U583 U497 U520 U599 U605 U113 U135 U637     

 

 

ZONE W 

MAP W  

LIST OF ALL ROADS FOR HUNTER ACCESS 

W60 W27 W31 W94 W28 W134 W57 W33 CAMPING SITES  W38 W49 W205 W198 W51 W5 

W53 W174 W184 W125 W126 W80 W118 W196 W194 W119 W86 W141 W137 W142 W91 

W109 W112 W77 W76 W79 W151 W153 W226 W22 W2 W25 W225 W221 W213 W214 W18 

W209 W17 W103 W217 W205 W216  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MTRA Route-by route comments 
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Trail 
Zone 

Trail Number(s) Descriptions 

 
Zone (F) 
DeBeque 

F174, F196, F172 
 

Coon Hollow Trail to top of Shale Ridge 
Overlook, This trail provides an 
adventuresome trip along a steep rocky road 
to a inspirational overlook of the DeBeque 
BLM area.  It should be labeled open to 
motorize use because of the experience it 
allows for all forms of recreation. 

F264, F769 This road provides access to the head of 
Horseshoe Canyon.  It is a picnic destination 
with the option of hiking down into the 
canyon.  The road should be labeled open to 
motorized travel because it provides an 
primitive experience into a beautiful area. 

 
Zone (F) 
DeBeque 
Castle 
Rock 
Single 
Track 
Trail 
system.  
The Trail 
System is 
bordered 
by V.2 
and CV1 

F764, F580, F758, 
F753, F715, F620, 
F633, F616, and 
all  
 
 

In the Castle Rock quadrant , Option (D) should 
be the preferred option as a basis for 
maintaining a workable, sustainable trail 
system.  The existing single track trail system 
fulfills the need for the type of recreation 
opportunities that the riders are seeking.  As 
indicated in the SRMA planning chart, this is a 
unique area that has features, challenges, 
views, and opportunities that are not available 
anywhere else in the GJ FO.  See Appendix K, 
Castle Rock SRMA, Table 8, Alternative D, 
(Page K-35).  Also, consistent with the BLM's 
"Outcomes-Based Recreation Management 
Philosophy" that focuses on the positive and 
beneficial outcomes derived from recreational 
activities, rather than emphasizing the 
recreation activities themselves, this trail 
system is high up on the scale for meeting this 
criteria. 
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Trail 
Zone 

Trail Number(s) Descriptions 

 

 
 
 
F555, F571, F572, 
F560 

 
 
These trails connect V.2 road and the Coon 
Hollow area.  They provide an important link 
between these two roads and allow for a much 
enhanced experience as opposed to riding 
down the gas roads.  There are areas of slick 
rock and challenges that add a great deal to 
the recreation experience.   This two-track trail 
enhances the recreation experience and adds a 
great deal to the overall enjoyment of this 
area. 
 
The Option B, Preferred Alternative closes 
these routes to motorized recreation.  There is 
no documented proof exhibited in the EIS that 
shows substantial evidence that there are 
resource issues impacted by motorized travel.  
The BLM has made an error in closing these 
trails and a much better option would be 
Option A, no action. 
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BLM DRMP/TMP Trail Comments 

Submitted by Jerry Smith 

Grand Mesa Jeep Club 

Coon Hollow Road/Trail (North and West of De Beque, CO)  

Area F -- F195; F196; F172; F655; F609; and others 
 

1. Some history: 

a. The Coon Hollow Road/Trail is an extremely rare kind of 

experience for Jeep-size vehicles and other OHVs in the entire 

GJFO jurisdiction and in the entire western U.S.  

b. In the GJFO management area, there are only three roads/trails that meet the 

following criteria: 

i. Class 7 for difficulty and over 4-miles in length 

ii. Scenic, yet not easily seen from the immediate area 

iii. Challenge the driver’s skills and the capabilities of the vehicle 

c. The Coon Hollow road/trail has been added to the requested road/trail inventory 

for special use permits for the Grand Mesa Jeep Club’s annual “Rock Junction 

2013” event. 

d. The Grand Mesa Jeep Club may formally submit to the BLM for “Adopt-A-Trail” 

status of the Coon Hollow road/trail. 

i. This would allow the Grand Mesa Jeep Club to maintain this road/trail 

through volunteerism 

ii. This would keep maintenance costs to a minimum for the BLM. 

e. The Mayor of De Beque (Wayne Klahn) strongly supports keeping the Coon 

Hollow road/trail open to all motorized use. 
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f. The community of De Beque will benefit directly socially and economically from 

keeping the Coon Hollow road/trail open to all motorized use. 

i. The Coon Hollow road/trail is relatively close to Interstate 70.  Access 

from the interstate would be easy. 

ii. As the Coon Hollow road/trail gains in notoriety, more traffic can be 

anticipated as it would have “quick access” from an Interstate Highway. 

2. Expected Experiences 

a. The driving experience of the Coon Hollow Road/Trail going up is totally different 

than the coming down experience, making it two entirely different experiences. 

i. Going up you see primarily blue sky and the narrow road through the 

trees and brush off the sides of the ridge. 

ii. Coming down, the view through your windshield opens to a panorama of 

grand vistas clear to and over the town of De Begue to the Battlement 

Mesa 

iii. As a “Cherry-stemmed” road/trail into an area with “Wilderness 

Characteristics”, the Coon Hollow road/trail is extremely unique.  This 

experience is rarely found anywhere. 

1. Anyone with a vehicle capable of accessing the upper Coon 

Hollow road/trail or who can ride with those that do, will have the 

chance to have a true “Wilderness Experience” without the need 

for all the personal physical exertion normally required.  This 

access would allow people with disabilities, youth and/or the 

elderly not up to walking these distances and steep grades the 

pleasures of a true “Wilderness Experience” in a truly beautiful 

setting. 

3. We ask that the BLM give serious consideration to changing the 2013 RMP 

management of the entire length of the Coon Hollow road/trail as an Open, 

“Primitive” road/trail, with all Motorized vehicular use being the “Primary” 

recreational use under the designation of SRMA.  
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4.  GRAND MESA JEEP 

CLUB 

5. Revised as of March 3rd, 2013       
6. The following is a list of trails that the RMP Committee felt we had the most interest in: 

7. *Routes marked to become ATV-width will be restricted to 50” or less.  This would mean closure  

8. to a jeep and the majority of UTVs 

9. *Routes marked to become Administrative would be closed to all motorized & mechanized.   

10. Hikers and horsemen would most likely still be able to use them. 

Trail 
Name 

Trail Number(s) Descriptions 

Billings 
Canyon and 
the access 
roads 

P155 
 

The trail itself 

P159 The connector from Third Flats Rd (P3) to P898 
(Art Cooks Loop) to the beginning of Billings 
Canyon (P155) is missing from the BLM’s maps 
but was on Scoping Maps as P159 

21 Rd L2551, L2555, 
L2547  
 

The common lower entry points into the wash 
* These are marked for closure 

L2556, L2557, 
L2550, L2553, 
L2554, L2544 

 

Lower section of the wash itself before the road 
crosses it in the canyon 
*These are marked for closure 

County Rd 21 and 
I22 

Upper Road 
*The I22 portion is marked as seasonally closed 

L2545  Very bottom end of the smooth road on the east 
side of the canyon 
*Marked for closure 

I1045, I1044 The wash after the main road crosses it 
*Marked as seasonally closed 
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Trail 
Name 

Trail Number(s) Descriptions 

I1047 Small connector between I1045 and I22 (wash 
and road) 

H159, H160 Road through the upper portion of the canyon 
*Marked as seasonally closed 

H156 Smooth road on the east side of the canyon 
above the wash 

H164, H165 Wash through upper canyon 

H156, H158 These are the 2 roads that drop down from the 
upper road into the wash to avoid the section 
where the main road is washed out 
* Especially important to have H156 

H164 Upper end of the canyon 

There is a gap in 
the upper section 
of smooth road on 
the .kmz files for 
Zone H 

 

I633 Exit road to be able to loop back over to 16 Rd  
* Marked as seasonally closed 

  

Coon Hollow F195, F655, F609 
 

Main route 
*Marked to become ATV-width 

F196 Spur route near the western end of F195, taking 
off to the south and then west 
*Marked to become ATV-width 

F172 Spur route near the western end of F196, taking 
off to the west and then north 
*Marked to become ATV-width 

Coal Canyon 
and 
overlooks 

M140, M145, 
M261, & M101, 
M164  

Route down the canyon 
*Marked to be restricted to ATV-width 

M152 & M170  Route to overlook of Grand Junction  
*Marked for closure 

The rest of route 
M157 traveling 
west 

This is a steep rocky hill (looks like fun jeeping!) 
that appears to connect to M148 
*Omitted from maps 
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Trail 
Name 

Trail Number(s) Descriptions 

M148 Route to old mine is a place of interest  
* Marked to become ATV-width 

M156, M162, 
M157 connecting 
with M156 and 
M177 

Crosses private property and ends on BLM land 
at overlook of Grand Junction  
* Marked administrative on all alternatives 
 

Snyder Flats  P291 We would like to see this connected to North 
East Creek at P311.  This would open a new area 
that has been landlocked.  Open other times of 
the year other than hunting season 

 East Creek P8, P251 Leave open to full size, nice short trip for 
exploring 

North East 
Creek 

P314, P312, P315, 
P309, P310, P311, 
P286, P450, P288 

This has been landlocked for a long time, a 
connector from P311 to P291 would open this 
up for new areas to explorer (see Snyder Flats) 

Calamity 
Mesa Loop  

11.5 Rd, V921, 
V3122, V976, V528, 
V138, V432,  

(V426 has old mine truck)  

Calamity 
Mesa 
Airstrip 

V328, V668, V792, 
V791, V979, V985, 
V982, V989,  

(V792 has great views @ the east end)(V979 
goes to good views to the east)  

Pace Lake W217, W103, W17, 
W18, W19, W209, 

Eventually tie W217 to W137 to make a loop 
road back to John Brown Rd. 

Tabeguache 
and 
Windmill 
Loop 

P12, P336, P2, P1 Nice scenic loop trail 

Glade Park 
to Gateway 

Q338, Q479, Q478,  Much of this trail is in Utah and enters Colorado 
off and on. 

Little 
Dolores to 
Border 

Q247, Q230, Q228, 
Q225, Q214, Q657, 
A656, Q655, Q654, 
Q652, Q651, Q650, 
Q658, Q661, Q256, 
Q673, Q229, Q184, 
Q183, Q634, Q174, 
Q48,  

Once this trail dries up enough to run, it makes a 
good early spring trip.   

   

Loop on 
Pinon Mesa 
– NW end 

Q114, Q457, Q461, 
Q208, Q451, Q461, 
Q437, Q445, Q121, 
Q450, Q479, Q338, 
Q480, Q448, Q121, 
Q117,  
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Trail 
Name 

Trail Number(s) Descriptions 

Flat Top 
Mesa 

11 3/10 Rd, V47, 
V1774, V3300, 
V2385, V3303, 
V2369, V2907, 
V2701, V2400,  

V2385 has great views of the Delores 
River/valley;  

Tenderfoot 
Mesa 

(V407, V1932, 
V2690, V1881, 
V409, V408, ) 
(V3225, V400) 
(V1180) (V2155, 
V2127, V2146) 
(V2010, V2145) 
(V2328, V2635) 
(V2626, V1695, 
V1400) (V2720, 
V2718) (V3113) 
(V2505) (V3000, 
V3080, V3050, 
V3055) (V904, 
V2455) (V2086, 
V882, V882, V881, 
V3034, V3035, 
V3036, V2442, 
V2446, V2447, 
V1885) (V3105, 
V3550, V374, V370, 
V377, V379, V3058, 
V3057, V2214, 
V2216, V385,  
V387, V1321, 
V3060,) (V2680, 
V2562) (V2660)  
(V3140, V1198, 
V1115, V1849, 
V1207, V3373) 

Numbers within () are somewhat of a route. 

Outlaw 
Mesa 

(V507, V509) 
(V108, V88) (V490, 
V491, V493, V495, 
V494, V500, V502, 
V495, V499, V497) 
(V772, V602, V775, 
V600, V596, V113, 
V112, V116, V622, 
V622, V128, V127, 

Numbers within () are somewhat of a route. 
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Trail 
Name 

Trail Number(s) Descriptions 

V126, V121) (V621, 
V795, V922, V928) 

Post and 
Pole 
Canyons 

H11, H21, H31, H9, 
H2, H10, H26, C18, 
C30, C38, C106, 
C37, C109, C32,  
C27, C29, C19, H27, 
H2, C16, C21,  

H2 = Hereford Cyn and Pole Cyn,  

Baxter to 
Douglas Pass 
Connectors 

B102 Connects B183 on the west to B23 on the east to 
make it possible to travel from Baxter Pass to 
Douglas Pass 
*Marked to become administrative 

B92 to B153 to 
B154 

These connectors also make it possible to get 
from the Baxter Pass Road to Douglas Pass 
*The southern end of B92 is marked open to full-
size, but then is marked to become ATV width 
after the fork at B97 
*B153 & B154 are marked to become ATV width 

Up John 
Brown 
Canyon out 
to Dolores 
Point 

U110, U181, U32, 
U37, U423, U72, 
U730, U731, U425, 
U655,  

(U32 is out on South Beaver Mesa)(U423 is the 
airstrip) 

John Brown 
to 
Cottonwood 
Canyon 

W49,   

South of 
Castle Rock 
in the burn 
area, there’s 
an overlook 
road, F200.  
On 
boundary to 
Little 
Bookcliffs 
Wilderness 
Study Area. 

F200  

Boudish 
Gulch &  
Logan Wash 

E23 & E27 These form loop north of De Beque.  E23 is the 
access for a hiking trail called the Spruce Point 
Trail.  It takes off to the south from E23, climbs 
the ridge, and connects back in to E27. 
*Both are marked to become administrative 
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Trail 
Name 

Trail Number(s) Descriptions 

Roads by 
Miracle 
Rock, SW of 
Glade Park.  
There are 2 
pieces of 
private 
inside of it 
that the BLM 
is trying to 
get.   

Q529, Q528, Q524, 
Q526, Q517, Q539, 
Q623 

This is land locked but if and when BLM makes a 
land trade it would open up a new area to 
explorer 

N 27 ¼ Rd L981, L894, L895, 
L896, L900, L949,  

This road goes to the historic Carpenter Mine & 
Ghost Town.  Part of the road follows the path of 
the historic Little Book Cliff Railroad. 
*Marked for closure 

11.  

12.  

13.  

Calamity 
Mesa 

V3589, V700,  

Blue 
Mesa 

(V813, V1010, V1007)  (V3266, V3263, 
V3277, V3282) (V3266, V1471, V1470)   

 

   

14.  

 

 

 

 


