








E-mailed and faxed protests will not be accepted as valid protests unless the protesting party also provides
the original letter by either regular or overnight mail postmarked by the close of the protest period.
Under these conditions, the BLM will consider the e-mailed or faxed protest as an advance copy and will
afford it full consideration. If you wish to provide the BLM with such advance notification, please direct
faxed protests to the attention of Brenda Hudgens-Williams- BLM protest coordinator at 202-452-5112,
and e-mailed protests to: Brenda Hudgens-Williams@blm.gov.

All protests, including the follow-up letter (if e-mailing or faxing) must be in writing and mailed to the
following address:

Regular Mail: Overnight Mail:

Director (210) Director (210)

Attention: Brenda Williams Attention: Brenda Williams
P.O. Box 66538 1620 L Street, N.W., Suite 1075
Washington, D.C. 20035 Washington, D.C. 20036

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in
your protest, be advised that your entire protest — including your personal identifying information — may
be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your protest to withhold from public
review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

The BLM Director will make every attempt to promptly render a decision on each protest. The decision
will be in writing and will be sent to the protesting party by certified mail, return receipt requested. The
decision of the BLM Director shall be the final decision of the Department of the Interior.

Upon resolution of all land use plan protests, the BLM will issue an Approved RMP and Record of
Decision (ROD). The Approved RMP and ROD will be mailed or made available electronically to all
who participated in the planning process and will be available to all parties through the “Planning” page
of the BLM national website (kttp.//www.blm.gov/planning), or by mail upon request.

Unlike land use planning decisions, implementation decisions are not subject to protest under the BLM
planning regulations, but are subject to an administrative review process, through appeals to the Office of
Hearings and Appeals (OHA), Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) pursuant to 43 CFR, Part 4
Subpart E. Implementation decisions generally constitute the BLM’s final approval allowing on-the
ground actions to proceed. Where implementation decisions are made as part of the land use planning
process, they are still subject to the appeals process or other administrative review as prescribed by




Attachment 1

[Code of Federal Regulations]

[Title 43, Volume 2]

[Reviged as of October 1, 2002]

From the U.S. Government Printing Office via GPO Access
[CITE: 43CFR1610.5-2]

[Page 20]
TITLE 43--PUBLIC LANDS: INTERIOR
CHAPTER II--BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
PART 1600--PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, BUDGETING--Table of Contents
Subpart 1610--Resource Management Planning
Sec. 1610.5-2 Protest procedures.

(a) Any person who participated in the planning process and has an
interest which is or may be adversely affected by the approval or
amendment of a resource management plan may protest such approval or
amendment. A protest may raise only those issues which were submitted
for the record during the planning process.

(1) The protest shall be in writing and shall be filed with the
Director. The protest shall be filed within 30 days of the date the
Environmental Protection Agency published the notice of receipt of the
final environmental impact statement containing the plan or amendment in
the Federal Register. For an amendment not requiring the preparation of
an environmental impact statement, the protest shall be filed within 30
days of the publication of the notice of its effective date.

(2) The protest shall contain: '

(i) The name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the
person filing the protest;

(ii) A statement of the issue or issues being protested;

(iii) A statement of the part or parts of the plan or amendment
being protested;

(iv) A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that
were submitted during the planning process by the protesting party or an
indication of the date the issue or issues were discussed for the
record; and

(v) A concise statement explaining why the State Director's decision
is believed to be wrong.

(3) The Director shall promptly render a decision on the protest.
The decision shall be in writing and shall set forth the reasons for the
decision. The decision shall be sent to the protesting party by
certified mail, return receipt requested.

(b) The decision of the Director shall be the final decision of the
Department of the Interior.




Attachment 2

Resource Management Plan Protest
Critical Item Checklist

The following items must be included to constitute a valid protest
whether using this optional format, or a narrative letter.
(43 CFR 1610.5-2)

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your protest,
be advised that your entire protest--including your personal identifying information--may be made publicly available at
any time. While you can ask us in your protest to withhold from public review your personal identifying information,
we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. All submissions from organizations and businesses, and from
individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations and businesses, will be available for
public inspection in their entirety.

Resource Management Plan (RMP) or Amendment (RMPA) being protested:

Name:
Address:
Phone Number: ( )

Your interest in filing this protest (how will you be adversely affected by the approval
or amendment of this plan?):

Issue or issues being protested:

Statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested:

Chapter:
Section:
Page:
(or) Map:

Attach copies of all documents addressing the issue(s) that were submitted during the
planning process by the protesting party, OR an indication of the date the issue(s)
were discussed for the record.

Date(s):

‘A concise statement explaining why the State Director’s decisions is believed to be
wrong:
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Proposed RMP and Final EIS Abstract

Kanab Field Office Planning Area
Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement

Lead Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
Type of Action: Final, Administrative
Jurisdiction: Portions of Kane and Garfield Counties, Utah

Abstract: The Kanab Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) (Proposed RMP/Final EIS) describes and analyzes the Proposed RMP for the planning
and management of public lands and resources administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Kanab Field Office. The Kanab planning area is located in south-central Utah and includes approximately
2,847,200 acres of land in Kane and Garfield Counties. Within the Kanab planning area, the BLM
manages and administers approximately 554,000 acres of public land surface. The Proposed RMP is open
for a 30-day protest period beginning the date the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency publishes the
Notice of Availability of the Final EIS in the Federal Register.

Alternatives A through D were presented in the Draft RMP/EIS released in October 2007. Alternative A
(No Action) is a continuation of the current management direction contained in the five LUPs and off-
highway vehicle (OHV) management actions. Alternative B (Preferred Alternative) provides
opportunities to use and develop resources within the decision area while also ensuring resource
protection. Alternative B would provide for continued access and development of resources with
stipulations and mitigation to protect natural and cultural resources. Alternative C emphasizes the
protection of the decision area’s resource values while allowing commodity uses as consistent with
current law, regulation, and policy. Management actions would emphasize resource values such as habitat
for wildlife and plant species (including special status species); protection of riparian areas and water
quality; preservation of ecologically significant areas; maintenance of wilderness characteristics; and
protection of scientifically significant cultural and paleontological sites. Access to and development of
resources within the decision area could occur with intensive management and mitigation of surface
disturbing and disruptive activities. Alternative D emphasizes opportunities to use and develop resources
within the decision area. It would provide for motorized access and commaodity production with minimal
restrictions, while providing protection of natural and cultural resources to the extent required by law,
regulation, and policy. This alternative would largely rely on existing laws, regulations, and policies,
rather than on management or special designations, to protect sensitive resources. The BLM has the
discretion to select the Proposed RMP by combining components of the various alternatives presented in
the Draft RMP/EIS. The Proposed RMP is based on Alternative B of the Draft RMP/EIS, and has been
modified by public comments, BLM review, and providing the best means to accommodate the widest
range of public and agency concerns over resources and resource uses.

Protest Period: Protests must be postmarked or received no later than 30 days after publication of the
EPA Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. Refer to the instructions in the dear reader letter for
additional information on how to protest.

For Further Information Contact:

Bureau of Land Management, Kanab Field Office
Attn: Keith Rigtrup, RMP Project Manager

318 North 100 East

Kanab, Utah 84741

Telephone (435) 644-4600
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READER’S GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT

The Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
published in an abbreviated format and is designed to be used in conjunction with the Draft RMP/EIS
published in October 2007. Additional copies of the Draft RMP/EIS are available at the Kanab Field
Office (KFQ), Utah State Office public room, and the Kanab RMP planning website.

This Proposed RMP/Final EIS is organized according to the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) land
use planning guidance (H-1610-1 and 43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1601 et seq.), BLM NEPA
Handbook (H-1790-1), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, and Federal regulations
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 CFR 1500-1508). This Proposed
RMP/Final EIS has been developed to address issues, concerns, and conflicts within the planning area and
to provide guidance for management of BLM-administered lands in the KFO. It contains the following
major chapter headings and information:

Chapter 1—Introduction, Purpose, and Need. Contains background and introductory material such as
the purpose and need for the Proposed RMP/Final EIS and the BLM planning process.

Chapter 2—Proposed Kanab Resource Management Plan. Contains a description of the Proposed
RMP based on the range of alternatives considered and analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS. Decision changes
from Alternative B of the Draft RMP/EIS are highlighted in gray. Implementation-level decision are
italicized and identified with an asterisk.

Chapter 3—Affected Environment. Describes the existing condition of the resources, resource uses,
and other features of the planning area and the decision area.

Chapter 4—Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Kanab Resource Management Plan.
Evaluates potential environmental impacts that could occur from implementing the Proposed RMP
described in Chapter 2. Potential impacts considered in this chapter include ecological (such as the effects
on natural resources and on the components, structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems),
aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, and health impacts (40 CFR 1508.8).

Chapter 5—Consultation and Coordination. Describes the efforts undertaken by the BLM throughout
the process of developing the Draft RMP/EIS and the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. These efforts include
public scoping; designating cooperating agencies; and engaging in consultation with tribal, local, county,
and state agencies . This chapter also includes responses to public comments on the Draft RMP/EIS.
Glossary. Provides definitions of terms used in this Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

Abbreviations and Acronyms. Provides an alphabetized list of abbreviations and acronyms used in this
Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

References. Provides information for the references cited.
Appendices.

Maps.
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Proposed RMP and Final EIS Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Kanab Field Office (KFO) is revising its current land use plans
(LUP). Public lands in the KFO area are currently managed under five LUPs—Escalante Management
Framework Plan (MFP) (1981), Paria MFP (1981), Vermilion MFP (1981), Zion MFP (1981), and Cedar-
Beaver-Garfield-Antimony Resource Management Plan (RMP) (1986)—and their amendments, as well as
two temporary administrative actions. The new plan revision, which is to be called the Kanab RMP, and
its accompanying Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), will provide management direction for public
lands within the boundaries of the KFO area. The KFO Planning Area comprises approximately
2,847,200 acres of land, of which approximately 554,000 acres is public land surface estate administered
by the BLM.

The planning area is located in south-central Utah and is
bordered by Piute and Wayne counties on the north, Figure ES-1. Kanab RMP Planning Area
Washington County and Zion National Park on the west,
Arizona on the south (including a boundary with the
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe Reservation), and Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument (GSENM), Capitol Reef
National Park, and Glen Canyon National Recreation
Area on the east (Figure ES-1). The planning area is
situated within the Colorado Plateau and Wasatch and
Uinta Mountains Ecoregions (Omernik 1987). The Utah
portion of the Paria Canyon-Vermilion Cliffs Wilderness
is also administered by the KFO. Major drainages in the
planning area include the North Fork of the Virgin River,
Orderville Guich, East Fork of the Virgin River, Kanab
Creek, Sevier River, Paria River, Birch Creek, and North
Creek (Escalante River). Elevations range from more than
10,000 feet northeast of the town of Escalante to about
4,500 feet at the Barracks along the East Fork of the
Virgin River.

PURPOSE AND NEED

Purpose

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) requires that the BLM “develop,
maintain, and when appropriate, revise land use plans” (43 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1712 [a]). The
BLM has determined it is necessary to revise existing LUPs and prepare a new RMP for the KFO based
on a number of new issues that have arisen since preparation of the existing plans. In general, the purpose
of this RMP is the following:

» Ensure that public lands are being managed according to the principles of multiple use and
sustained yield

» Provide an overview of goals, objectives, and needs associated with public land management

» Resolve multiple-use conflicts or issues between resource values and resource uses
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» Consolidate the existing five LUPs and their amendments.

The resulting Kanab RMP will establish consolidated guidance and updated objectives and management
actions for the public lands in the decision area. The RMP will be comprehensive in nature and will
address issue categories that have been identified through agency, interagency, and public scoping efforts.

Need

Since completion of the existing LUPs, considerable changes have occurred within the planning area,
resulting in a need for new or additional program direction in existing plans in some areas. These changes
have resulted in three key topics that necessitate preparation of a new RMP. The three key topics include
changes in policy, changes in resource conditions or demand for resource use, and changes in
administrative boundaries. Changes in policy include, but are not limited to, the development of standards
for rangeland health, new special status species listings, implementation of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 2000 (EPCA), and policies addressing off-highway vehicle (OHV) use. Examples of
changes in resource conditions or demand for resource use include a substantial increase in OHV use, the
federal listing of several species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and changes in resource use
levels and patterns that have created areas of conflict between resource protection and resource uses.
Changes in administrative boundaries include land transfers, realignment of BLM administrative units,
and designation of the GSENM.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public participation is integral to ensuring that the wide range of planning issues important to public land
users is addressed. Public participation in the BLM planning process includes a variety of efforts to
identify and address public concerns and needs. Public involvement helps the agency in the following
ways:

» Broadens the information base for decision-making

» Informs the public about the RMP/EIS and the potential impacts associated with various
management decisions

» Ensures that public needs and viewpoints are understood by BLM.

Public input is generated through a formal public scoping period, which began with the publication of the
Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register on April 2, 2004. The scoping period included four public
scoping meetings (held in Kanab, Panguitch, Escalante, and Salt Lake City). These meetings were
announced in the local media; through a planning bulletin and a follow-up postcard; on the RMP and
Utah BLM websites; and in fliers throughout the counties in locations of heavy traffic such as post
offices, local convenience stores, supermarkets, municipal buildings, local businesses, and local
recreation sites. The formal scoping period ended February 15, 2005. During the scoping period, more
than 1,160 individuals provided comments to the BLM or attended public scoping meetings. The majority
of comments emphasized recreation and OHV management, special designations, minerals and energy,
and non—Wilderness Study Area (WSA) lands with wilderness characteristics areas. Other issues of high
interest included livestock grazing, access to public lands, and social and economic issues. More
information on the scoping process is presented in Chapter 5 and in the Scoping Report for the Kanab
RMP and EIS.

Additional opportunities for public participation were provided in April 2005 during a data call for
information (e.g., route data and resource inventories and/or condition) and nominations for areas of
critical environmental concern (ACEC) and wild and scenic rivers (WSR). In January 2006, the public
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was invited to provide additional input into the planning process by commenting on the preliminary
ACEC and WSR reports. For each of these requests for comments, the BLM provided at least 30 calendar
days for public response, as directed by BLM planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.2(e)).

On October 12, 2007, the BLM and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published a Notice of
Availability in the Federal Register; the date marked the beginning of the formal 90-day public review
comment period. During the 90-day public comment period on the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM held public
meetings in five locations in an effort to inform the interested and affected public about the Draft
RMP/EIS. These meetings were attended by 209 people, and were structured in an open house format
with BLM specialists available to provide information and answer questions. The public was also able to
request hard copies or CDs of the Draft RMP/EIS and submit written comments at the meetings. During
the 90-day formal Draft RMP/EIS public comment period, the KFO received 8,571 comments. Of these,
BLM identified 8,084 to be form letters and 487 to be unique submissions. BLM carefully compiled,
reviewed, analyzed, and addressed all submissions, where substantive. Chapter 5 contains additional
information about public participation.

PLANNING ISSUES

For each public scoping comment received, a position-neutral issue was identified. Planning issues are
generally related to concerns or controversies about existing and potential land and resource allocations;
levels of resource use, production, and protection; and related management practices. This process was
used for all scoping input. The issues identified from comments at public scoping meetings were added to
written public scoping comments, internal BLM scoping, and interagency scoping. These issues were
used throughout creation of the range of alternatives (see Chapter 2 of the Draft RMP/EIS). The primary
issues identified through this process include non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics areas,
recreation, transportation, minerals and energy resources, ACECs, and WSAs. A description of the
planning issues addressed is included in the Draft RMP/EIS.

ALTERNATIVES

The Draft RMP/EIS considered four alternatives in detail, three action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and
D) and the no action alternative (Alternative A), for management of the decision area. Each alternative
varies in context and intensity of potential management actions and includes a set of designations, land
use allocations, and management actions needed to implement the goals and objectives. The BLM has
selected the Proposed RMP by combining components of the various alternatives presented in the Draft
RMP/EIS. The selection of the Proposed RMP is based on public comments, BLM review, and providing
the best means to accommodate the widest range of public and agency concerns over resources and
resource uses. A discussion of the Proposed RMP is provided in Chapter 2. A brief summary of each
alternative considered in the Draft RMP/EIS and an overview of the key decisions associated with the
Proposed RMP is provided below.

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative A is defined as a continuation of the current management direction contained in the five LUPs
and emergency OHV management actions. This alternative describes the current goals and actions for
management of resources and land uses in the decision area. The management direction could also be
modified by current law, regulation, and policy. Alternative A represents the baseline to which the other
management alternatives are compared.
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Alternative B (Preferred)

Alternative B provides opportunities to use and develop resources within the decision area while ensuring
resource protection. Alternative B would provide for continued access and development of resources with
stipulations and mitigation to protect natural and cultural resources.

Alternative C

Alternative C emphasizes the protection of the decision area’s resource values while allowing commodity
uses as consistent with current law, regulation, and policy. Management actions would emphasize
resource values such as habitat for wildlife and plant species (including special status species); protection
of riparian areas and water quality; preservation of ecologically significant areas; maintenance of
wilderness characteristics; and protection of scientifically significant cultural and paleontological sites.
Access to and development of resources within the decision area could occur with intensive management
and mitigation of surface disturbing and disruptive activities.

Alternative D

Alternative D emphasizes opportunities to use and develop resources within the decision area. It would
provide for motorized access and commodity production with minimal restrictions, while providing
protection of natural and cultural resources to the extent required by law, regulation, and policy.
Alternative D would largely rely on existing laws, regulations, and policies, rather than on special
management or special designations, to protect sensitive resources.

Proposed RMP

The Proposed RMP was based on Alternative B of the Draft RMP/EIS which was modified due to public
comments, internal review, and further coordination with cooperating agencies. It was selected based on
the following factors:

» Balance of use and protection of resources
* Analysis of environmental impacts
» Consideration of formal recommendations from cooperating agencies and the public.

The Proposed RMP was selected because it resolves the major planning issues while providing for
common ground among conflicting opinions and multiple uses of public lands in a sustainable fashion. It
provides the best balance of resource protection and use within legal constraints. Key resource decisions
on public lands within the decision area include the following:

» Oil and gas leasing:
— 17 percent (95,400 acres) open to oil and gas leasing subject to the standard terms and
conditions of the lease form
— 54 percent (296,200 acres) open to oil and gas leasing subject to moderate constraints (timing
limitations, controlled surface use [CSU], lease notices)
— 15 percent (83,400 acres) open to oil and gas leasing subject to major constraints (no surface
occupancy [NSQO])
— 14 percent (79,000 acres) closed to leasing.
» Limit vegetation treatments (e.g., wildlife habitat, watershed, and livestock rangeland treatments;
wildland fires; fuels treatments; and stewardship contracting) to an annual average of no more
than 22,300 acres. Manage sagebrush steppe communities to restore natural disturbance processes
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with an appropriate pinyon-juniper component for a given ecological site. Manage ponderosa
pine stands to restore natural disturbance processes through treatments, resulting in
predominantly park-like stands.

» Close the Water Canyon Allotment to livestock grazing (48 animal unit months [AUM)]) for the
life of the plan. Combine the Lydia’s Canyon Allotment with the Lydia Allotment, and combine
the Sawmill Allotment with the South Canyon Allotment.

» Apply protective management to river corridors associated with seven suitable river segments,
along 4,570 acres (25 miles) tentatively classified as “wild” and 960 acres (5 miles) tentatively
classified as “scenic.”

» Designate and manage the potential Cottonwood Canyon ACEC (3,800 acres) as an ACEC;
designate no additional areas as an ACEC.

» Identify six Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMA) with nine recreation management
zones (RMZ) (95,100 acres):

— Manage two RMZs specifically for motorized uses (19,500 acres)
— Manage five SRMAS/RMZs specifically for non-motorized uses (38,800 acres)
— Manage two SRMAs/RMZs for both motorized and non-motorized uses (36,800 acres).

e Manage OHV use according to open, closed, or limited (seasonally and/or spatially) area and
“route designations” as follows:

— Approximately 1,000 acres open to cross-country OHV use

— 25,000 acres closed to OHV use

— 528,000 acres of limited OHV use, with 1,401 miles of “designated routes,” 2 miles of routes
closed seasonally, and 75 miles of closed routes.

» Manage visual resources to preserve the existing character of the landscape (Visual Resource
Management [VRM] Class 1) in the portions of the Paria Canyon—Vermilion Cliffs Wilderness
Area in the decision area, all WSAs, and river corridors associated with “wild” suitable segments.
VRM classes and acreages include the following:

— VRM Class I: 76,000 acres
— VRM Class Il: 94,400 acres
— VRM Class I11;: 210,700 acres
— VRM Class 1V: 172,900 acres.

» Manage the following non-WSA lands (27,770 acres) specifically to protect, preserve, and
maintain their wilderness characteristics: East of Bryce, Moquith Mountain, Orderville Canyon,
Parunuweap Canyon, and Upper Kanab Creek.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Proposed RMP/Final EIS decision area is geographically located in an area that results in a diverse
array of natural resources and subsequent opportunities for use of those resources. Resources within the
decision area are important ecologically and scientifically, as evidenced by the continued interest in the
area by recreationists, biologists, hunters, researchers, and environmentalists. The decision area’s natural
areas and values, such as the large open landscapes, soil and water resources, and vegetation communities
provide important habitat for a variety of wildlife and special status species, including high-quality big
game populations. The remote nature of the area and the dispersed uses have protected cultural and
paleontological resources. The resources in the decision area have also provided the context for diverse
land uses.

Resource uses have historically focused on livestock grazing and recreation and tourism, including
several destination locations for OHV use. Use of forest and woodland products is minimal, but
consistent. Mineral uses focus on sand and gravel, although there is a coal lease currently being
considered, and there is a potential for low levels of oil and gas exploration and development. The
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decision area is viewed as some of the remaining lands in the region where traditional commercial uses
and relatively unrestricted recreational activities can still occur. These lands are considered by many vital
to meet the developing needs of neighboring communities and to contribute to the economic and social
well-being of the area.

Socioeconomic conditions indicate that there are small but increasing populations within the two counties
that have lower income and higher unemployment rates than the average for the State of Utah. Labor
income has been decreasing over the past 20 years, while investment and transfer income has increased.
The services sector and the government sector have provided the greatest amount of wages and salaries,
and both show substantial upward trends. In Garfield County, both mining and construction earnings
declined substantially in the early 1980s and have not gone back up. In Kane County, the trade industry
has provided substantial and increasing amounts of wages and salaries. Agricultural wages and salaries
have been volatile in both counties, including some periods of negative earnings. Today, although fewer
families earn their livelihood solely from natural resources such as grazing, timber, and minerals than in
previous times, the descendants of the area’s settlers still have strong connections to the land. Access to
public land and resources, whether for earning a living or for recreation, is important to the local people.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The Proposed RMP would allow for many uses to continue, but would constrain certain activities to
maintain or protect important natural resources. Limiting OHV use to “designated routes” would continue
to provide for this experience, but it would reduce the impacts on soil, water, vegetation, and cultural
resources while protecting much of the undeveloped nature of the decision area. Although restrictions in
some areas could result in a loss of opportunities to resource-extraction businesses, the areas remaining
open for such uses would provide for the anticipated levels of demand. Local economies would retain
natural resource development opportunities while allowing for economic development of diverse
recreational opportunities. Managing non-WSA lands for their wilderness characteristics would maintain
or improve existing vegetation and wildlife trends and non-motorized wilderness-based recreation
experiences.

A summary of potential impacts by alternative is presented in Chapter 2. Detailed descriptions of impacts
of the Proposed RMP are provided in Chapter 4, along with a discussion of the cumulative impacts,
irretrievable and irreversible commitments of resources, and unavoidable adverse impacts of the
alternatives.

NEXT STEPS

Following publication by the EPA and BLM of a Notice of Availability of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS
in the Federal Register and distribution of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, a 30-day protest period runs. In
addition, a 60-day Governor’s Consistency Review period begins the same day as the protest period. In
other words, the protest period runs concurrently with the first half of the 60-day Governor’s Consistency

The State Director will approve the Proposed RMP/Final EIS by issuing a public Record of Decision
(ROD), which is a concise document summarizing the findings and decisions brought forth from the
Proposed RMP. However, approval shall be withheld on any portion of a plan being protested until final
action has been completed on such protest. Before such approval is given, there shall be public notice and
opportunity for public comment on any significant change made to the proposed plan. Among other
decisions, the proposed ACEC designations and OHV categories (limitations and closures) will be
approved when the ROD is signed.
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