May 8, 2015

Director ( 21 0)
Attn: Protest Director
P.O. Box 71383
Washington DC 20024-1383

Enclosed are the 2013 Draft RMP Route Designation Factsheet and the 2015 Proposed RMP Route Designation
Factsheets. Some of the designations changed from the Draft to the Proposal. Some of the new 2015 Proposal
designations are not defined. It would be a process error to present facts to the public in one fashion and then have
a decision inconsistent with what was presented to the public.
Examples:
1. County Roads in draft were presented as 510 miles, in the PRMP, they have been reduced to 307.8 miles?
The BLM has no authority over County Roads. What happened to the other 202.2 miles of County Roads?
What happened to the Vested Interest County Roads the BLM said they would not close?
2. In the Proposal the BLM added a new designation – Open (in open areas), not only is there no definition in
the report regarding this new term but DRMP says for routes in OHV areas “no designation is necessary”?
This designation violates that rule. It’s an OHV area.
3. The draft and proposal route designations failed to define the impacts to motorized recreation in all phases
of the RMP. The BLM continues to claim that they are only closing 852 miles of routes. However the
impacts to motorized recreation are far greater. For those of us using a jeep, the route closures will be in
excess of 2000 miles of currently open motorized routes to vehicles. Keep in mind Zone L has 545 miles
of routes that have been deferred?
4. The PRMP has 334.7 miles of routes that are newly claimed “NO LEGAL ACCESS”. This definition was
not in the Draft nor is it defined. All these routes are blue (admin) routes on the Proposed Travel
Management Maps. The BLM is calling administrative routes something else in the PRMP? This is a
process error and is deceiving to the public.
5. The BLM has removed the State/US Highways from the PRMP. Why not remove the County Roads as
well? The County Roads should not be included in the “Total Open Motorized”. These routes are outside
the jurisdiction of the BLM and should not be presented as if the BLM is allowing them to stay open to the
public.
6. The BLM has no jurisdiction over routes built prior to Oct 21, 1976 if the route matches the definition of a
public highway based on state law. This is a violation of Section 509 and 701 in FLPMA.

Respectfully,

Grand Junction, CO
Interest- legal rights, family heritage, economic impacts of GJ RMP on residents of Mesa County, CO

