APPENDIX G.
TRAVEL PLAN DEVELOPMENT

G.1 INTRODUCTION

Travel management is the process of planning for and managing access and travel systems on the
public lands. Comprehensive travel management planning should address all resource use
aspects, such as recreational, traditional, casual, agricultural, commercial, and educational, and
accompanying modes and conditions of travel on public lands, not just motorized or off-highway
vehicle activities (BLM Land-use Planning Handbook 1601-1). This includes travel needs for all
resource management programs administered by the BLM, including but not limited to the
mineral industry, livestock grazing, and recreation.

Though historically focused on motor vehicle use, comprehensive travel management also
encompasses all forms of transportation including travel by mechanized vehicles such as
bicycles, as well as the numerous forms of motorized vehicles from two-wheeled (motorcycles)
and four-wheeled such as all-terrain vehicles (ATVSs) to cars and trucks.

The term off-road vehicle (ORV) is an outdated term that has the same meaning as off-highway
vehicle (OHV), which is currently in use. The term off-highway vehicle (OHV) refers to the
latter group noted above — "any motorized vehicle capable of, or designated for, travel on or
immediately over land, water, or other natural terrain,” as defined in the National Management
Strategy for Motorized Off-Highway Vehicle Use on Public Lands, finalized by the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) in January 2001. The intent of the National Strategy was to update
and revitalize management of off-highway motor vehicle use on BLM administered lands. The
national strategy provides guidance and recommendations to accomplish that purpose.

The process of development and content of the draft Moab travel plan are described in this
document.

G.2 How 1O READ/USE THIS DOCUMENT

This document addresses the process by which the BLM Moab Field Office Interdisciplinary
(ID) Team and its cooperating agencies have developed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)/Resource Management Plan (RMP) alternatives for motorized and mechanized
use in the Moab Field Office. This document takes the reader through the process of travel
planning within the Moab Field Office and addresses the following issues and concerns.

e The Land-use Planning decisions of the travel plan define the areas within the field office
that are determined to be Open, Limited, or Closed, and the number of miles of designated
routes under the Limited category.

e The Implementation decisions of the travel plan include the designation of routes within
areas delineated as Limited to Designated Roads and Trails. Other implementation actions
include signage, maps, public information, kiosks, monitoring, and working with partners.
Enforcement of OHV designations should be clear once routes are signed. An
implementation plan will be prepared at a later time with details regarding these actions.

e Issues identified during public scoping for this travel plan process are described in Section 6.
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e The planning criteria, data collection, and alternatives development by which the BLM and
its cooperating agencies arrived at the routes designated for the alternatives in the
DEIS/RMP are outlined in Sections 7, 8 and 9. Lists of routes for non-motorized,
equestrian/stock, and foot travel are also provided in Secti 9.

e Future changes to route designations are addressed in Section 10.

e The cooperating agencies involved with developing the travel plan are identified in Section
11. Other coordination is also included.

e The analysis of impacts for the travel plan will be completed within the DEIS/RMP.

e Definitions commonly used in addressing off-road vehicle use are found in Appendix A.
Route by route information can be found in the GIS records accompanying the plan. These
are available upon request. Maps 2-11-A through D display the designated routes by
alternative.

G.3 SUMMARY

Land-use Planning Decisions — The Federal Regulations at 43 CFR Part 8340 and Executive
Order 12608 require BLM to designate all public lands as Open, Limited, or Closed for OHV
use. These designations are made in the Resource Management Plans (RMPs) or in plan
amendments. Additionally, the criteria for route designation are established in the RMP.

Table 1 lists the lands within the Open, Limited, and Closed OHV categories within the Moab
Field Office as determined by the ID Team. These acreages are subject to change depending on
any changes made during the on-going alternative evaluation process. The acreages exclude
BLM lands within the MFO boundary, but managed by the Vernal FO.

Table 1. OHV Categories (acreage) by Alternative

Category Alternative A* | Alternative B | PROPOSED PLAN | Alternative D
Closed 29,654 358,126 349,843 29,654
Limited to Existing 1,065,683 0 0 0
Limited to Designated 47,787 1,463,248 1,469,665 1,788,372
Open 678,250 0 1,866 3,348
Totals? 1,821,374 1,821,374 1,821,374 1,821,374

! No Action takes as baseline the 1985 Grand RMP and subsequent Federal Register actions.
2Excludes lands in the Moab Field Office managed by the BLM Vernal Field Office.

Implementation Decisions — The designation of routes within the areas specified as "Limited to
Designated" is an implementation decision. Designation involves the selection and identification
of roads and trails to be included in a travel plan system.

Table 2 and Table 3 provide a summary of the miles of designated routes (full sized) by
alternative for Grand County and San Juan County, respectively.
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Table 2. Designated Routes (miles) by Alternative for Grand County

Road Type | Grand Co | Grand Co | Grand Co | Grand Co | Alternative | PROPOSED |Alternative
Inventory | Inventory | Proposed | Proposed B PLAN D
(all lands) |(BLM lands)|Travel Plan'| Travel Plan
(BLM lands)
"A" roads 280 184 280 184 184 184 184
"B" roads 1441 995 1441 995 995 995 995
"D" 5544 4171 2940 1898 1417 1703 1831
roads/other
Total miles 7265 5350 4661 3077 2596 2882 3010
" Includes routes recommended by Grand County for designation as motorized as well as a number of "undetermined" routes.
Some of these are outside of the County 's jurisdiction (e.g. tribal, USFS), or left to the BLM 's discretion.
2"Other" consists primarily of old railroad grades and mapped pack trails totaling 86.4 miles.

Table 3. Designated Routes (miles) by Alternative for San Juan County

Road Type San Juan Co | San Juan Co | Alternative | PROPOSED | Alternative
Travel Plan Travel B PLAN D
Plan/BLM
"A" roads 51 20 20 20 20
"B" roads 343 171 171 171 171
"D" roads 1246 862 745 824 858
Total miles 1640 1053 936 1015 1049

Table 4 summarizes the miles of designated routes (motorcycle) on BLM lands which are
entirely within Grand County. This Table also includes Grand County roads which are part of the

motorcycle trail system.

Table 4. Designated Motorcycle Routes (miles) by Alternative.

Route Inventory Alternative Proposed Alternative
B Plan D
On existing Grand Co roads 142 122 163 151
Single-track 129 0 150 196
Total 271 122 313 347

Management common to all action alternatives include the following, as developed by the 1D
Team in preliminary alternative development meetings:

e Inareas limited to designated routes, only designated routes are open to motorized use.

e Off-highway vehicle use includes motorized (e.g., autos, trucks, ATVs, motorcycles, dirt
bikes, 4x4s); and mechanized (e.g., bicycles).

e There will be no cross-country travel for game retrieval or antler gathering in areas
designated as limited or closed. This policy is consistent with the policies of the National

Forest Service in Utah.
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No cross-country travel associated with dispersed camping is allowed.

Any fire, military, emergency or law enforcement vehicle when used for emergency
purposes is exempted from OHV decisions.

Wilderness Study Areas are to be either designated as limited or closed to OHV use, and
must be managed and monitored to comply with the interim management policy non-
impairment standard.

As required in 43 CFR Sec. 8342.3 (Designation changes): "The authorized officer shall
monitor effects of the use of off-road vehicles. On the basis of information so obtained, and
whenever the authorized officer deems it necessary to carry out the objectives of this part,
designations may be amended, revised, revoked, or other actions taken pursuant to the
regulations in this part.”

G.4 AUTHORITY AND GUIDANCE

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), 43 U.S.C 1701 — Land-use plans and
revision should be based on principles of multiple use and sustained yield.

National Environmental Policy Act, (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 4321.

Executive Order No. 11644, Feb 8, 1972 - This order established criteria by which federal
agencies were to develop regulations for the management of OHVs on lands under their
management. Agencies are to "monitor the effects” of OHV use on their public lands and,
"on the basis of the information gathered, they shall from time to time amend or rescind
designation of areas for OHV use "as necessary to further™ its policy.

Executive Order No. 11989, May 25, 1977 — This order modified ED 11644 — This order
authorized agencies to adopt a policy that particular lands can be considered closed to OHVs
once it is determined that OHV use "will cause or is causing considerable adverse effects” to
particular resources.

Executive Order No. 12898, 1994 — Indicates that Federal planning efforts should give
consideration to how plans will affect local economies.

43 C.F.R. Part 8340 — the OHV Regulations — Establish criteria for designating lands as
open, limited, or closed to the use of OHVs.

Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), 1979, as amended. And other Cultural
protection laws and regulations.

Taylor Grazing Act, 43 U.S.C. 315a.

Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531 — Federal agencies shall give consideration to
ensure agency actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species.

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, 16 U.S.C. 460 1-6a.
National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, 1966.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 1281c.

National Trails System Act, 16 U.S.C. 1241.

U.S. Department of the Interior, BLM, Interim Management Policy for Lands Under
Wilderness Review, H-8559-1.

Resource Management Plan, BLM San Juan Resource Area, March 1991.
IB 99-181, OHV Use in Wilderness Study Areas (WSAS).
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e IM UT 2001-090, Implementation of Utah Recreation Guidelines.

e IM [WO] No. 2004 - Clarification of Cultural Resource Considerations for Off-Highway
(OHV) Route Designation and Travel Management.

e IM 2004-005, Clarification of OHV Designations and Travel Management in the BLM
Land-use Planning Process.

e IM UT 2004-008, Clarification of OHV Designations and Travel Management in the BLM
Land-use Planning Process.

e IM UT 2004-061, Designating Off Highway Vehicle Routes in the Land-use Planning
Process.

e OHV - National Management Strategy for Motorized Off-Highway Vehicle Use on Public
Lands, USDI, BLM, January 2001.

e Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Recreation Management for BLM
Lands in Utah, 2001.

G.5 TRAVEL PLAN DESIGNATION PROCESS

A goal of the BLM Moab Field Office planning process is to develop, with its cooperators, a
travel plan that provides access to public lands. The goals and objectives of this travel plan apply
to all areas of travel management including access to resources, appropriate recreation
opportunities that at the same time protect public land resources, ensuring public safety,
minimizing conflicts among the various public land-uses, and providing for support of the local
economy.

G.5.1 BACKGROUND

Areas designated as "open" are open to cross-country motorized travel. Areas designated as
"closed" are entirely closed to motorized travel. Areas designated as "limited" restrict motorized
travel to either existing or designated routes.

The 1985 Grand Resource Area RMP included designations for Open, Closed, and Limited OHV
areas with limited applying to both existing and designated roads and trails. Since 1992, the
Moab Field Office has instituted several revisions to the original RMP (through plan
amendments) as well as Federal Register notices regarding OHV use. These changes have
resulted in changes from Open to Limited to Existing Roads and Trails, and in some cases from
Open to Limited to Designated Routes. These changes attempted to reduce damage resulting
from unrestricted cross-country travel.

In the current RMP process, state and national guidance for the OHV Limited category
designation has changed. Designating Open, Closed, and Limited areas for OHV use continues to
be mandated, but under the Limited category only the "Limited to Designated Roads and Trails"
sub-category is recommended. The designation of the sub-category "Existing Roads and Trails"
is no longer a recommended option. Eliminating the "Existing Roads and Trails" sub-category
prevents confusion and enforcement problems concerning new unauthorized routes being created
and then used by the public because they are then "existing"”. By policy (IM No. 2004-005) BLM
discourages of the use of the "Limited to Existing™ category.

G-5



Moab PRMP/FEIS Appendix G: Travel Plan Development

G.5.2 INTERDISCIPLINARY (ID) TEAM PROCESS

Guidance for developing a Travel Plan includes utilizing the ID Team approach (8342.21A and
43 CFR 1601.1-3). The individuals who participated in the completion of the plan are listed in
Table 5.

Table 5: Moab FO Interdisciplinary (ID) Team Members and Cooperators

Name Resource /Organization
Maggie Wyatt Field Office Manager
Eric Jones Acting Associate Field Office Manager, Petroleum Engineer
Lynn Jackson Acting Associate Field Office Manager, RA/Science and Outreach
Brent Northrup RMP Planning Coordinator, RA/Lands and Minerals
Russ von Koch Branch Chief, Recreation
Bill Stevens Travel Plan Lead, Recreation Planner
Doug Wight GIS Coordinator
Jean Carson GIS Specialist
Rob Sweeten Landscape Architect/VRM
Ann Marie Aubry Hydrologist
Stephanie Ellingham Natural Resources Specialist
Donna Jordan Resource Clerk
Pam Riddle Wildlife Biologist
Daryl Trotter Environmental Protection Specialist/ NEPA Coordinator
Donna Turnipseed Cultural, Paleontology
Mary von Koch Realty Specialist
Chad Niehaus Recreation Planner
Katie Stevens Recreation Planner
Jon Sering BLM Law Enforcement Ranger
James Ward BLM Law Enforcement Ranger
Alex VanHemert Recreation Planner
Jerry McNeely Chair, Grand County Council
Dave Vaughn Grand County Assistant Road Supervisor/GIS Specialist
Evan Lowry San Juan County, Planner
Ben Nielson San Juan County, Assistant Planner

Between October, 2004 and September, 2005, the ID Team held 21 meetings specifically
concerning the travel plan [meeting minutes are in the RMP Administrative Record]. In addition,
BLM staff met with representatives of the National Park Service, Utah State Parks, and Utah
School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration, to determine what concerns they might
have with the travel planning process. BLM staff also contacted adjacent BLM offices to ensure
that Moab's travel planning did not conflict with theirs. BLM also used the Manti-LaSal National
Forest route designation map to ensure proper route continuity. Finally, Moab BLM staff was in
constant contact with the Monticello Field Office, to provide as much consistency as possible in
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travel planning. This was especially important for routes in San Juan County, as this county lies
within both BLM offices.

G.6 IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

OHV/Travel issues were identified by BLM resource specialists in the pre-plan, through the
Public Scoping process for the Monticello/Moab Field Offices RMP, by input from the public in
response to Planning Bulletin #3 -- Request for Route Data, and through proposals for travel
routes presented to BLM from organizations.

BLM staff identified the following issues concerning travel in the field office.

e Route designations in the current RMP are outdated and do not address the current level of
use.

e OHV designations need to be reviewed and revised as necessary to protect other resources.

e Maps need to be developed to identify uses of competing resources, and to show the public
where OHV use is allowed.

e Implementing designated routes on-the-ground through signing and maps.

e OHYV designations must be consistent with Wilderness Study Areas (WSAS).

e Dependence of local industry on public lands (including the recreation industry).
e Increased recreation use and demand.

e Conflicts between OHV use and other resources including riparian, wildlife, sensitive soils,
visual, vegetation, and cultural. Conflicts also exist between OHV use and resource uses
such as grazing and oil and gas activities.

e Conflicts between user groups such as non-motorized and motorized users, between river
runners and OHV users, between commercial and private users, and OHV use associated
with unregulated camping.

Comments received from public scoping were placed in one of three categories:

e Issues to be addressed in the resource management plan (RMP). Specific to this travel plan,
these are the OHV/Travel issues considered in the Moab Field Office;

e Issues that can be addressed through policy or administrative actions; or
e Issues beyond the scope of the plan (e.g., RS 2477 claims, new wilderness proposals).

Comments from the six public scoping meetings included 440 comments on recreation and
OHV/Travel or 35% of the total 1,250 comments. Comments received in letters concerning the
Moab Field Office OHV and Travel program totaled 4,134 or 39% of the total comments, with
the remaining 61% of the comments addressing the 14 remaining resource or planning categories
(Moab and Monticello RMP Revisions, Scoping Summary, July 2004). Of all the written
comments received regarding the Moab RMP, 92.9% commented on OHV use to one degree or
another.
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Input from Public Scoping both through the public meetings (June 4, 2003 through December 31,
2004), and through input responses to Planning Bulletin # 3, identified the following issues,
many of which are similar to those noted above:

e How can increased recreation use, especially motorized vehicle use, be managed while
protecting natural resource values?

e Which areas should be designated as open, limited or closed to OHV use, and which routes
should be designated within the limited category?

e What types of recreation travel should be available on designated routes and under what
limitations?

e Where could adaptive management be applied in response to unacceptable resource impacts?

e How should recreational uses be managed to limit conflicts with other recreational users?

e How should camping, hunting access, human waste, fires, and wood collection be managed
[in terms of OHVs]?

e How should conflicts with other resource uses be reduced?

e What management actions should be implemented to mitigate damage caused by
recreational uses, including vehicles, on other resources and sensitive areas, especially
riparian areas?

e How should recreation in the planning areas be managed to ensure public health and safety?

G.7 DEVELOPING PLANNING CRITERIA

Considerations of both social and physical elements help define the criteria for a travel plan. The
social aspects include public demands, historical uses, existing rights-of-way, permitted uses,
public access, resource development, law enforcement and safety, conflicts between existing or
potential uses, recreation opportunities, local uses, cultural and economic issues. Physical aspects
include the terrain, soils, water, vegetation, and watersheds, connectedness of routes, special
designations such as WSAs, demands for specific types of vehicle use, and manageability
considerations.

General planning criteria for the Resource Management Plan (RMP) process includes:

e Decisions - All decisions made in the RMP will only apply to public lands managed by the
BLM.

e Existing Rights — The plan recognizes current, valid existing rights.
Specific to the travel plan, the criteria include:

e National OHV Policy - Decisions regarding OHV travel will be consistent with the BLM's
National OHV Strategy.

e R.S. 2477 - No regulations to either assert or recognize R.S. 2477 rights-of-way currently
exist. While R.S. 2477 claims have been asserted by Grand and San Juan Counties, it is
beyond the scope of this document to recognize or reject R.S. 2477 assertions, and this issue
is not addressed further in this Travel Plan. Nothing in this document is intended to provide
evidence bearing on or addressing the validity of any R.S. 2477 assertions. At such time as a
decision is made of R.S. 2477 assertions, BLM will adjust travel routes accordingly, where
necessary.
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e Access to Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) State Sections
- BLM is required to provide access to State lands, as requested.

G.7.1 OHV DESIGNATION CRITERIA

The guidance found at 8342.1 lists the following criteria that must be met by BLM in the travel
planning process:

Protection Requirements — the following resource protection criteria must be met:

1. Cultural and Natural Resources — Designations must minimize damage to all cultural and
natural resources. Examples of these include, but are not limited to, the following: historical
and archeological sites, soil, water, air, vegetation, and scenic values.

2. Wildlife — Designations must minimize harassment of wildlife and/or significant disruption
of wildlife habitat.

3. Endangered Species — Special attention must be given to protect endangered or threatened
species and their habitat.

4. Wilderness — Designations must not impair the wilderness suitability of lands under
consideration for inclusion in the wilderness system.

User Access Requirements — the following criteria are used to assure adequate consideration for
the requirements for each resource activity (i.e., minerals, range, forestry, recreation, etc.) as they
relate to access needs:

1. Operational needs — designations must consider user access requirements for inventory,
exploration, use supervision, maintenance, development, and extraction of public land
resources as well as maintenance of facilities on public lands.

2. State and Private Land — designations must consider the access and use needs for areas and
routes located within intermingled State and private land.

Public Safety — The designation of areas and routes for OHV use must be completed so as to
promote public safety, recognizing that challenge and risk are desirable factors for some uses.

1. Hazards — Designations must minimize or eliminate OHV use in areas of extreme natural or
man-made hazards unless such hazards can be mitigated.

2. Safety Factors — Designations must separate uses in situations where public safety factors
present unacceptable risks (e.g., rifle ranges, children's play areas, mines, etc.)

Conflict Resolution — The designation of areas and routes for OHV use must assure full
consideration of the multiple-use values of public lands consistent with the following criteria:

1. Balanced Approach — Designations must provide as wide and as balanced an approach to
public land access as possible to protect public land resource values while at the same time
meeting user access needs.

2. Other Uses — Designations must minimize conflicts between OHV use and other existing or
proposed uses of the public lands.

3. Compatibility — Designations must ensure the compatibility of OHV uses with existing
conditions in populated and other sensitive areas by taking into account noise, air pollution,
and other factors of the human environment.
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G.7.2 MoOAB FIELD OFFICE CRITERIA FOR TRAVEL PLAN

Criteria for travel planning include Standards for Rangeland Health; establishing purpose and
need (P/N) for routes per above mentioned guidance; defining conflicts between resources;
defining conflicts among users; evaluation and consideration of routes in terms of WSAS;
administration and emergency uses, and access to private and SITLA lands.

Standards for Rangeland Health of BLM land in Utah relate to all uses of public land, including
recreation, and describe natural resource conditions that are needed to sustain public land health.
The Standards encompass upland soils; riparian systems; plant and animal communities; special,
threatened, and endangered species; and water quality. The Rangeland Health Standards provide
guidance for management of resources.

G.7.2.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The methodology used during the route designation ID Team meetings to develop a well-
designed travel network was a mix between guidance received from the State Office and
guidance from the Washington Office:

e IM UT 2004-061, from the UTSO, states that Field Offices should begin the route
designation process with existing inventory and data, and then determine purpose and need
for the existing routes.

e IM 2004-005, from the WO, recommends choosing individual roads and trails for
designation, "rather than using inherited roads and trails", because most existing roads "were
created by use over time, rather than planned and constructed for specific activities and
needs".

The purpose and need for travel routes are examined in terms of the existing situation on-the-
ground in terms of why the route is currently utilized. The Moab Field Office considered the
following criteria for routes in the travel plan:

e Desired future conditions
o Potential for adverse or positive economic impacts
0 Resource and use conflicts
o0 Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Recreation
0 Management for BLM Lands in Utah
e Public health and safety
0 Abandoned Mine Lands
0 Hazardous Materials
e Access

0 Routes identified in guide books, including popular routes used in the Easter Jeep Safari
event

Scenic overlooks

Access to private and SITLA lands
Elimination of route redundancy
Special Recreation Management Areas

O O O O
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o0 Special designation prescriptions including Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACECs), Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), and Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSRs)

e Cultural and paleontological resources

e Fire considerations

¢ Mineral resources/energy development

e Rangeland standards

e Recreation opportunities and experiences

e Watershed resources

o Erosive soils

o Saline soils

0 Municipal watersheds

Vegetative resources including relict vegetation
Wildlife resources

0 Special Status Species

o Crucial winter habitats

o0 Rutting, calving, kidding, lambing, and fawning habitat
0 Raptor nesting locations

Woodlands resources

Visual resources

G.7.2.2 MITIGATIONS
Mitigations that can be utilized to address conflicts could include:

Non-designation;

The season and timing of use;

The types of vehicle use, motorized and non-motorized,
Re-routing of segments; and

Other methods of travel.

a s PR

G.7.2.3 RoOUuTE NUMBERS

Grand County has unique identifiers for each of the route segments in its inventory, with
segments usually defined between intersections. San Juan County also has route numbers for
each road in its inventory, although these numbers tend to correspond to an entire route, rather
than a route segment. The Moab Field Office uses the same route numbers as the counties in the
travel plan analysis.

In collaboration with the Manti-LaSal National Forest, which has its own numbering system,
BLM and San Juan County have suggested that the BLM provide its joint numbering system
with the county as an adjunct to that of the Forest for signing routes on-the-ground. It is possible
that routes on the National Forest will bear two different numbered signs, one for the forest and
one denoting the route number of the county route on a separate post. These two systems will be
incorporated into the implementation plan in mapping and written public information.
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G.7.2.4 ROUTE DESIGNATIONS IN WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS (WSAS)

Information Bulletin No. 99-181 (BLM) directs BLM to comply with the wilderness 'non-
impairment' mandate (FLPMA, Section 603(c)). BLM must monitor and regulate the activities of
off-highway vehicles in the Wilderness Study Areas to assure that their use does not compromise
these areas by impairing their suitability for designation as wilderness.

The BLM's Off Road Vehicle Regulations (43 CFR 8342.1) require that BLM establish off-road
vehicle designations of areas and routes that meet the non-impairment mandate. It is the BLM's
policy that cross-country vehicle use in the WSAs does cause the impairment of wilderness
suitability. Thus, the BLM should establish off-road vehicle designations in WSAs that limit
vehicular access to boundary roads, or "ways" existing inside a WSA that were identified during
the inventory phase of the wilderness review.

G.7.2.5 ADMINISTRATIVE ACCESS AND USE

Routes considered for Administrative Use Only were discussed by the ID Team. These
administrative categories could include routes to stock ponds and other range improvements,
guzzlers, and BLM facilities. The Moab Field Office reserves the right to allow travel on these
routes to permittees, BLM employees, or whomever it deems appropriate on a case-by-case
basis.

G.7.2.6 EMERGENCY USES

By regulation, any fire, military, emergency or law enforcement vehicle when used for
emergency purposes is exempted from OHV decisions. Emergency uses in WSAs are covered
under the IMP, Section 1.B.11 and 12.

G.7.2.7 EMERGENCY LIMITATION OR CLOSURE

Whenever the authorized officer determines that OHV use will cause or is causing considerable
adverse effects on resources (i.e., soil, vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat, cultural, historic,
scenic, recreation, or other resources), the area must be immediately closed to the type of use
causing the adverse effects (43 CFR 8341.2). Such limitation or closures are not OHV
designations.

G.8 MoAB FIELD OFFICE TRAVEL PLAN -DATA COLLECTION

G.8.1 INTRODUCTION

As part of the BLM's RMP process, a travel plan has been prepared for the Moab Field Office.
This process includes preparing a range of alternatives for inclusion in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). The BLM will provide a range of alternatives as to which areas of the
Field Office will be open to OHV travel, which areas will be closed to OHV travel, and which
areas will be limited to designated routes. Within the limited areas, BLM will provide a range of
alternatives by varying miles of designated routes. An initial step was to verify the road maps
submitted to the BLM by Grand and San Juan Counties (and also routes submitted by private
parties, discussed later). The maps and associated GIS data encompass tens of thousands of road
segments in an area covering more than 1.8 million acres. This makes an on the ground
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verification of each road segment impractical; fortunately, methods exist which can greatly
reduce the road verification workload and still achieve satisfactory results.

For road verification in Grand County, BLM relied on statistical sampling and aerial
photography wherever possible for road verification. The purpose of the study is not to draw
conclusions as to the condition, extent of use or function of these road segments, but simply to
verify that they exist. Details of the study are described below.

For road verification in San Juan County, BLM replicated the procedures described above for
Grand County. In addition, an on the ground verification of all road segments within a limited
area was also undertaken. This latter approach simply provided a different mechanism for
accomplishing the same overall goal. Details of both approaches are described below.

G.8.2 GRAND COUNTY ROAD VERIFICATION
Verification of Grand County road data encompassed the following steps:

1. Grand County provided the BLM with GIS data (as of May 8, 2003) of all County-
documented road segments within Grand County. The data includes not only roads on BLM,
but also private roads, National Park Service Roads, and some road data in those parts of San
Juan County in close proximity to Grand County. BLM used ArcView 3.3 GIS software to
export to MS Excel only those road segments identified as being in Grand County and being
part of the "D" road system (maintained "A" and "B" roads were not part of the road
verification analysis). This process resulted in a selection of 21,285 road segments. Grand
County submitted additional data (as of November 12, 2003), resulting in an additional 1167
segments which consisted of 1082 "D roads as well as a few private roads. These additional
segments totaled 787 miles.

2. BLM used commonly available statistics software® to determine how many road segments
would need verification in order to establish at a 95% confidence level that the Grand County
road data was accurate. This step produced a sample size of 377 segments for the May 2003
data, and 208 segments for the additional November 2003 data.

3. The above step assumes that the segments selected are chosen randomly. To accom