














Figure 1. GSENM Planning Area.




2 SCOPING PROCESS

2.1 Purpose of Scoping

In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1501.7), it is through the scoping process that the lead agency will 1) determine
the scope and significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the EIS; 2) identify and eliminate from
detailed study the issues that are not significant, narrowing the discussion of such issues to a brief
presentation in the EIS regarding why they will not have a significant effect on the human
environment; and 3) identify a range of reasonable alternatives that address issues identified
during scoping. The scoping process will also help the BLM identify issues to be addressed in the
RMPs/EIS.

2.2 Scoping Outreach

22.1 Publication of the Notice of Intent

The formal public scoping process began on January 16, 2018, with the publication of the Notice of
Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register informing the public of the BLM's intent to prepare RMPs for the
GSENM Grand Staircase, Kaiparowits, and Escalante Canyons Units; an RMP for the excluded lands;
and an associated EIS for all four RMPs (Federal Register Vol. 83, No. 10, 2179). A copy of the
Federal Register is available on the BLM’s ePlanning website: https://go0.gl/EHvhbc). The NOI
defined the end date of the scoping period as March 19, 2018, or 15 days after the last public
meeting, whichever was later.

The last public meeting was held on March 29, 2018, and the public period closed on April 13,
2018, for a total scoping period of 107 days.

222 Other Outreach Methods

Other outreach methods comprised the following:

¢ A media release distributed on January 16, 2018, identifying the start of the public scoping
period and methods by which interested parties can comment (distributed on January 16,
2018)

e A media release distributed on March 9, 2018, announcing meeting dates and locations

e Scoping notification letters sent to the BLM’s interested party list

2.3 Opportunities for Public Comment

Members of the public and agencies had several methods for providing comments during the
scoping period:

e Comments could be submitted using the BLM’s ePlanning website at https://goo.gl/EHvhbc.

e Comments could be handwritten on comment forms at the scoping meetings. Comment
forms were provided to all meeting attendees and were also available throughout the
meeting room, where attendees could write and submit comments during the meeting.

¢ Emailed comments could be sent to a dedicated email address:
BLM_UT_CCD_monuments@bim.gov.



https://goo.gl/EHvhbc
https://goo.gl/EHvhbc

e Individual letters and comment forms could be mailed via U.S. Postal Service to the
following:

BLM
669 South Highway 89A
Kanab, Utah 84741

Although the formal comment period has ended, the BLM will continue to consider all comments

received to the best of the agency’s ability. However, any future scoping comments received may
not be formally published in a scoping report or other document.

2.4 Public Scoping Meetings

The BLM hosted two public scoping meetings to provide the public an opportunity to become
involved and offer comments on issues to be addressed in the RMPs/EIS (Table 1).

Table 1. Scoping Meetings

Date and Time Location Approximate No. Attendees
Monday, March 28, 2018, Kanab Middle School 191
4:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 690 South Cowboy Way
Kanab, Utah 84741
Tuesday, March 29, 2018, Canyon Country Lodge 211
4:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 760 East Highway 12

Escalante, Utah 84726

2.5 Cooperating Agency Involvement

The CEQ’s regulations implementing NEPA allow Federal agencies (as lead agencies) to invite
Tribal, State, and local governments, as well as other Federal agencies, to serve as cooperating
agencies during the NEPA process. To serve as a cooperating agency, the potential agency or
government must have either jurisdiction by law or special expertise relevant to the environmental
analysis. For more information on cooperating agencies, please see the 2012 publication A Desk
Guide to Cooperating Agency Relationships and Coordination with Intergovernmental Partners.1
The following agencies have been invited to be cooperators:

e Bryce Canyon National Park

e Capitol Reef National Park

e Garfield County Commission

e Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (GCNRA)

o Kane County Commission

e Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office

e State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration

1 BLM. 2012. A Desk Guide to Cooperating Agency Relationships and Coordination with Intersovernmental Partners.
Available at: https://www.blm.gov/policy/im-2012-115.
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5.3 Biological Resources

Issue: What impacts would resource uses (e.g., livestock grazing, recreation
activities, OHV use, mineral development) have on vegetation in the Planning
Area?

Comment Summary

Commenters requested that the BLM analyze potential impacts of any ground-disturbing activities in
the Planning Area on the variety and condition of plant communities, as well as their connectivity. It
was also requested that the BLM analyze potential impacts of any ground-disturbing activities in the
Planning Area on the management and spread of noxious and invasive plant species.

Issue: How will the BLM determine the appropriate levels and methods of
vegetation management?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed a variety of concerns and recommendations regarding vegetation
management in the Planning Area. Commenters recommended that certain vegetation
management methods be restricted or prohibited in the Planning Area, such as chaining, bull-
hogging, chemical treatments, and biological treatments, whereas other commenters
recommended proactive vegetation management in the Planning Area using these methods.
Commenters recommended a variety of factors to consider when deciding whether to implement a
vegetation restoration strategy. Commenters recommended that the use of native plants and seeds
be a priority in vegetation restoration projects, and that nonnative plants and seeds only be used in
limited situations.

Issue: Will the BLM establish objectives to manage that habitat for special
status species, such as Kodachrome bladderpod, Jones cycladenia, and Ute
ladies’-tresses?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns regarding protections for special status plants habitat, including
critical habitat for the Federally listed Kodachrome bladderpod (Lesquerella tumulosa), Jones
cycladenia (Cycladenia humilis var. jonesii), and Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis).
Commenters recommended that the BLM ensure that actions authorized do not jeopardize the
continued existence of any special status plant species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of critical habitats. It was also recommended that the BLM conduct an inventory and
periodic survey of special status plant species in the Monument units.




Issue: How will the BLM address access to woodland products for subsistence
and traditional uses, as well as for commercial harvesting and forest
management?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns regarding the ability to collect firewood and other forestry
products in the Planning Area. Commenters expressed both support for and opposition to allowing
logging and commercial timber harvesting in the Planning Area. Commenters also expressed
concerns about access to parts of the Planning Area for wood harvesting. It was recommended that
Forest Management Plan objectives focus on a proactive approach to create forest stands that are
resistant and resilient to extreme fire and insect outbreak through timber harvesting, mechanical
treatments, and prescribed fire.

Issue: What would the impact of other resource uses (e.g., livestock grazing,
recreation activities, OHV use, mineral development) and drought on wildlife
species and their habitat?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed a variety of concerns and recommendations regarding potential impacts to
fish and wildlife. Commenters recommended that the BLM adopt planning and decision-making
processes (including data collection, analysis, and monitoring) that employ measurable planning
objectives at multiple biological scales (i.e., wildlife populations, habitat and ecosystem conditions)
to ensure viable wildlife populations. Commenters expressed concerns about the potential for
wildlife habitat fragmentation in the Planning Area. Commenters expressed both support for and
opposition to predator control actions in the Planning Area. Commenters also recommended
coordination with Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) regarding wildlife management in the
Planning Area. Commenters made specific recommendations regarding wild horses, raptors, big
game, bees, and other wildlife species.

Issue: Will the BLM establish objectives to manage that habitat for special
status species such as Mexican spotted owl, southwestern willow flycatcher,
California condor, and Kanab ambersnail?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns regarding protections for special status animals, including a need
for special management for the Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida), southwestern
willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), California condor (Gymnogyps californianus), and the
Kanab ambersnail (Oxyloma haydeni kanabensis). Commenters recommended that the BLM
ensure that actions authorized do not jeopardize the continued existence of any special status
animal species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitats.
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5.4 Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns

Issue: How will the BLM address the conflicts between other land uses (such
as recreation activities, OHV use, mineral development, and livestock grazing)
and protection and preservation of cultural resources?

Comment Summary

Commenters noted that the Planning Area contains multiple impressive rock art, artifact sites, and
other cultural resources. It was noted that these cultural resources provide a direct link between
Native Americans and their past, and that these resources should be protected from looting and
ground-disturbing activities. It was suggested that the RMPs provide an opportunity to enhance
cultural resource management within the Planning Area and address Tribal concerns and values. It
was recommended that the entire Planning Area be inventoried for cultural resources to evaluate
their potential for protection, research, and interpretation.

Issue: How will the BLM address increasing demand of recreational use
centered on cultural heritage?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns about potential impacts from an increasing demand for
recreational use that involves visitation to cultural resources sites. It was recommended that
management in the Planning Area prioritize protection of cultural resources over recreational use.
It was also recommended that the BLM increase public education efforts regarding protection and
appreciation of cultural resources in the Planning Area. Commenters recommended that on-the-
ground staff be increased to monitor and protect cultural resources in the Planning Area.

Issue: Will the BLM provide Native Americans access to public lands for their
traditional uses and practices?

Comment Summary
Commenters requested that the BLM protect Native Americans’ access to Planning Area lands for
their traditional uses and practices, including access to areas held sacred by the Tribes. It was

suggested that Native Americans be consulted regarding the traditional uses and practices and
sacred areas that are in need of protection.
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5.5 Paleontology

Issue: Will the BLM identify measures to reduce potential impacts to
paleontological resources from resource uses such as mineral development,
OHV use, and recreational use?

Comment Summary

Commenters noted that the Planning Area is world-renowned for its abundance of paleontological
resources because many intact fossils and new dinosaur species have been discovered in the area.
Commenters highlighted the unique aspect of near-perfect dinosaur preservation in certain areas
of the Planning Area that are outside of the Monument unit boundaries, particularly in the
Kaiparowits region of the Planning Area. Commenters expressed concerns about the potential that
mineral development in the Planning Area, particularly coal extraction, would have on
paleontological resources. It was recommended that the BLM inventory the Planning Area for
paleontological resources and restrict ground-disturbing activities in areas with high potential for
impacts to paleontological resources. It was also suggested that the BLM have a sufficient number
of paleontologists on staff to manage and protect the paleontological resources in the Planning
Area. Commenters also expressed concerns about illegal collection and removal of paleontological
resources from the Planning Area.

Issue: Will the BLM identify appropriate opportunities for study and
preservation of important paleontological resources?

Comment Summary

Commenters recommended that the BLM provide more opportunities to volunteers, universities,
and other research institutions for research and interpretation regarding paleontological resources.
It was also recommended that the BLM provide opportunities for local youth to be trained in
paleontological research, fossil preparation, and curatorial storage. Commenters also provided
specific suggestions for paleontological resources research, collection, and storage requirements
and agreements.

5.6 Aesthetic Resources (visual resources and soundscapes)

Issue: How will the BLM protect the Planning Area’s visual resources?
Comment Summary

Commenters noted that the Planning Area includes a large, relatively unbroken landscape with a
diversity of terrain and scenic resources. It was suggested that the BLM review and establish visual
resource management (VRM) class designhations that reflect changes in recreation visitation and
other resource uses. Commenters expressed concerns about the potential for mining activities to
impact the natural beauty of the Planning Area. It was suggested that mineral development not be
allowed directly outside the Monument unit boundaries because of potential impacts on viewsheds.
It was also suggested that typical visual resources mitigation measures for oil, gas, and mining
developments would be less effective in the Planning Area because of its open terrain, ruggedness,
and the sheer number of sensitive viewpoints and open vistas. Other commenters noted that visual
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resource management is not related to the purposes of the Antiquities Act nor Presidential
Proclamation 9682, so visual resources in the Monument should be managed as they are
managed on any other BLM-administered lands.

Issue: How will the BLM protect the Planning Area’s dark sky values?

Comment Summary

Commenters noted that the remoteness of the Planning Area offers exceptionally pristine night
skies. It was recommended that actions proposed in the Planning Area that would contribute to
light pollution should be restricted or prohibited. It was also recommended that the BLM work with
communities surrounding the Planning Area to reduce light pollution. Commenters provided
specific language regarding VRM classes and visual resource management that they
recommended be included in the RMPs.

Issue: How will the BLM protect the Planning Area’s soundscape values?

Comment Summary

Commenters noted that the remoteness of the Planning Area offers exceptionally pristine
soundscapes. It was recommended that the BLM inventory and determine current soundscape
conditions in the Monument. It was also recommended that the BLM analyze the potential impacts
that ground-disturbing activities in the Planning Area would have on soundscapes.

5.7 Wildland Fire Management

Issue: How will the BLM address wildland fire and fuels management and its
potential impacts on other resources in the Planning Area?

Comment Summary

Commenters noted that the Planning Area is part of the Color Country Interagency Fire
Management Area, which has an operating plan that is updated annually. Protection of other
resources is fully integrated into the fire management strategies of the Color Country Interagency
Fire Management Area. It was recommended that any changes in fire management zones and
activities should be coordinated with the Color Country Fire Management Area staff following
established processes. It was also recommended that the BLM'’s objective for wildland fire
management should be limited to protecting human life and property. It was suggested that the
BLM should not be responsible for the protection of private inholdings or structures in the Planning
Area. Commenters recommended flexibility in determining how to manage wildfire, including
providing for proactive prevention and suppression when cultural, recreational, or property interests
are involved. It was suggested that prescribed fire be allowed in the parts of the Planning Area
where grazing is permitted. It was also suggested that the BLM use smaller scale prescribed burns
to treat overgrown tree canopies or high fuel loads as a preventative measure. Commenters also
provided specific recommendations for reseeding methods following fires.
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5.8 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

Issue: Will the BLM identify lands with wilderness characteristics and develop
appropriate management allocations to manage for those characteristics as a

priority?
Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns about protection for the wilderness characteristics of the
Planning Area, such as its remoteness and primitiveness. Commenters recommended that land in
the Monument units and Planning Area be managed to protect wilderness characteristics, including
all of the BLM-identified lands with wilderness characteristics. Commenters noted the importance
of the Planning Area’s naturalness and opportunities for primitive recreation. Commenters also
recommended that the BLM include an updated lands with wilderness characteristics inventory in
the RMPs.

5.9 Livestock Grazing

Issue: How will the BLM determine which areas should be open or closed to
livestock grazing, and what should be the proper animal unit month (AUM)
levels for allotments?

Comment Summary

Commenters recommended both increased and decreased levels of livestock grazing in the
Planning Area. Comments regarding decreased levels of livestock grazing generally cite grazing’s
potential negative impacts on Planning Area resources, such as water quality, sensitive soils, and
habitat for sensitive plant and animal species, as well as user conflicts. Comments regarding
increased levels of livestock grazing generally cited grazing’s importance to the local economy, the
historic and cultural importance of grazing in the region, and the benefits grazing and rangeland
management can have for vegetation and wildlife. Commenters made site-specific
recommendations for where livestock grazing should be allowed or prohibited. Commenters also
recommended that the BLM increase public outreach in the grazing management process.
Commenters also provided specific language regarding livestock grazing management that they
recommended be added to the RMPs.

Issue: How will the BLM determine proper rangeland health management
levels and practices?

Comment Summary

Commenters recommended that rangeland health management focus on protecting native plant
communities, soils, water quality, habitats of species of concern, and riparian areas and wetlands.
Commenters recommended using adaptive and holistic approaches to rangeland health
management. Commenters also provided specific language regarding livestock grazing
management that they recommended be added to the RMPs.
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Issue: How can the BLM address permittees’ ability to improve and maintain
fences, water facilities, etc.?

Comment Summary

Commenters recommended that the RMPs make it easier for grazing permittees to maintain and
improve fences, water facilities, and other grazing-related structures on allotments. Commenters
suggested that maintenance and improvement projects can benefit both livestock and wildlife, as
well as improve public safety.

Issue: How can the BLM reduce conflicts between grazing and other resource
uses?

Comment Summary

Commenters suggested that the BLM identify measures to reduce conflicts between grazing,
protection of sensitive resources, and recreational use. Commenters recommended increased use
of exclosures in the Planning Area. Commenters also provided specific language regarding
livestock grazing management that they recommended be added to the RMPs.

5.10 Recreation and Visitors Services

Issue: Can recreational use in both high-use and low-use areas be managed to
provide recreation opportunities while minimizing conflicts with other
resource values and uses (e.g., protection of sensitive resources, livestock
grazing, vegetation management, and minerals management)?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns about the potential of losing recreational access to lands in the
Planning Area. Commenters also noted that as the population of Utah grows, and as GSENM
becomes more well-known, recreational use of the Planning Area will continue to grow, and this
increase in recreational use needs to be managed appropriately to minimize user conflicts and
protect other resource values and uses. Commenters made a variety of suggestions related to
group sizes that should be allowed in the Planning Area, from smaller group size limits to no group
size limits. Commenters recommended maintenance of existing Special Recreation Management
Areas (SRMAs) to effectively manage recreational areas that receive high levels of use.
Commenters expressed concerns regarding sensitive resource protection, public safety, user
conflicts, and continued recreational access for both high-use and low-use areas.

Issue: Will the BLM determine the proper level of developed recreational
facilities to address increased visitation while maintaining opportunities for
primitive recreation and protecting sensitive resources?

Comment Summary
Commenters expressed both a desire for limitations on developed recreational facilities in the
Planning Area as well as a desire for an increase in developed recreational facilities in the Planning

Area. Commenters suggested that with increasing visitation to the Planning Area, more developed
recreational facilities, such as campgrounds, parking areas, and restrooms, are needed to meet
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demand as well as to prevent pollution from human waste and discarded trash. Commenters also
suggested that development of recreational facilities should be limited to help retain the area’s
wilderness character and opportunities for primitive recreation experiences.

Issue: How can visitation and the permit system be managed to promote the
optimum recreation experience and resolve issues caused by growing
recreation use?

Comment Summary

Commenters recommended requiring backcountry permits only for areas where visitor use needs
to be heavily restricted or regulated. Other commenters suggested that permits be required for
overnight use in all parts of the Planning Area. Commenters suggested that the number of guiding
permits and scientific research permits be increased. Commenters also recommended that the
process for special recreation permits be simplified and made consistent for all three Monument
units. Commenters suggested that the BLM provide annual training for outfitters and guides to
keep them current on applicable research studies occurring in the Planning Area.

Issue: How will the BLM resolve recreation-related human health and safety
problems, such as disposal of human waste, protection of water quality, and
road safety?

Comment Summary

Commenters suggested that more trail and road signage is needed in the Planning Area to improve
public safety in the Planning Area. Commenters recommended that more restrooms and other
developed recreational facilities are needed in the Planning Area to prevent pollution from the
spread of human waste and discarded trash. Commenters also recommended that more “leave no
trace” educational materials be provided to visitors to the Planning Area. Commenters also
suggested that more water stations are needed in the Planning Area. Commenters also
recommended more on-the-ground staff to monitor public health and safety issues.

Issue: How can the transportation system in the Planning Area be managed to
provide an appropriate level of access for a variety of user groups, such as
hikers, cyclists, off-highway vehicle (OHV) users, equestrians, and aircraft pilots?

Comment Summary

Commenters from a variety of different recreational user groups expressed concerns and
recommendations regarding recreational access in the Planning Area. Commenters recommended
that the BLM continue to allow recreational access to the Monument units and Planning Area for
activities such as hiking, dispersed camping, mountain biking, canyoneering, climbing, hunting and
trapping, fishing, shooting, photography, drawing/painting, and horseback riding. Commenters
expressed a desire for both less and more restrictions on OHV use in the Monument units and
Planning Area. Commenters also provided lists of specific parts of the Planning Area where they
recommended either less or more restrictions on OHV use. Restrictions on OHV use were
recommended to protect sensitive resources and prevent user conflicts. Commenters made a
variety of recommendations regarding equestrian use in the Planning Area, including
recommendations on trail and area access, group sizes, developed facilities, access for equestrian
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tourism groups, and partnerships with equestrian groups for volunteer work. Commenters also
made a variety of recommendations regarding the management of aviation in the Planning Area,
including opening more airstrips, keeping airstrips closed, coordinating with aviation groups for
volunteer work, and recognizing the importance of aviation use in the Planning Area for public
safety purposes.

5.11 Travel Management

Issue: How should the transportation system in the Planning Area be
managed to accommodate increased visitation while protecting sensitive
Planning Area resources?

Comment Summary

Commenters recommended both less and more restrictions on motorized vehicle use in the
Monument units and Planning Area. Commenters also recommended construction of more roads
in the Monument units and Planning Area, whereas other commenters recommended that no
new roads be constructed in the Planning Area. Commenters suggested improvements and
increased maintenance for unpaved roads in the Planning Area, including Hole-in-the-Rock Road,
so that they can accommodate increased levels of visitation. Other commenters suggested that
unpaved roads in the Planning Area, including Hole-in-the-Rock Road, remain unpaved to retain
the area’s primitive qualities and to protect sensitive resources from the potential impacts
caused by increased visitation. Commenters also recommended increased signage for
transportation system roads and trails to improve public safety, as well as more detailed road
and trail maps.

Commenters also expressed a variety of concerns and recommendations regarding authority over
the Planning Area transportation system. Commenters suggested that applicable county
transportation systems and individual county roads be fully respected and incorporated in the
RMPs. Commenters also suggested that county ordinances should control the types of vehicles,
age of operators, etc. on county roads in the Planning Area. Commenters requested that the BLM
address the counties’ Revised Statute (RS) 2477 assertions in the Planning Area. Commenters
recommended that Hole-in-the-Rock Road be managed by the State of Utah or Kane and Garfield
Counties. Other commenters recommended that Hole-in-the-Rock Road should remain under
Federal ownership and management.

5.12 Lands and Realty

Issue: What lands in the Planning Area will be identified for retention,
disposal, and acquisition, as well as potential rights-of-way and utility
corridors?

Comment Summary

Commenters noted that the Federal land in the Planning Area should remain public lands and
should not be transferred to state or private control. Commenters recommended that more utility
corridors and communication towers be allowed in the Planning Area to improve public safety and
to address the needs of surrounding communities. Other commenters opposed new utility corridors
in the Monument. It was recommended that the BLM acquire non-federal inholdings in the
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Planning Area from willing private sellers and manage those acquisitions in accordance with the
RMPs. Commenters provided specific stipulations/criteria that they recommended be applied to
the management of any rights-of-way in the Planning Area.

Issue: How will the BLM address potential impacts to private inholdings and
adjacent private lands?

Comment Summary

Commenters requested that the BLM not manage the Planning Area in a way that interferes with or
manipulates the private property rights of landowners adjacent to or surrounded by Federal lands,
including ingress/egress and any properly zoned uses. Commenters requested that access to
private land parcels within the Monument be guaranteed and that access not be limited to one
access route. Commenters suggested that the one access route requirement has been used to
pressure landowners to sell inholdings to the Federal government. Commenters requested that the
Federal government only acquire private inholdings if the owners are willing sellers.

5.13 Energy Development (Minerals and Renewables)

Issue: What lands in the Planning Area will be made available for mineral
development, and what would be the potential impacts of that development?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed both support for and opposition to increased oil, gas, and mining
development in the Planning Area. Support for increased oil, gas, and mining development
generally cited the need for jobs in the region and the potential benefits to local economies.
Opposition to increased oil, gas, and mining development generally cited potential negative
impacts to the landscape, sensitive resources, recreational opportunities, and the local tourism
economy. Commenters expressed opposition to the extraction of fossil fuels from the Planning
Area because of the impacts that fossil fuels have on climate change.

Commenters also expressed opposition to the extraction of coal from the Planning Area because of
the impacts that mining would have on the landscape, the impacts from transporting the coal, and
the impacts from coal combustion. It was also suggested that it may not be financially viable to
mine coal in the Planning Area because coal is on the decline in energy markets.

Commenters recommended that the BLM identify parts of the Planning Area that are viable for oil,
gas, and mining development and identify any potential resource or user conflicts in those areas. It
was also recommended that the BLM analyze potential impacts from mineral development and
identify measures to reduce conflicts between mineral development and wildlife habitat, water
quality, visual resources, other sensitive resources, and recreational use.

It was recommended that the BLM put more emphasize on renewable energy development than
oil, gas, and mining development in the Planning Area.
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5.14 Special Designations

Issue: How will the BLM manage the 16 existing Wilderness Study Areas
(WSAs) in the Planning Area?

Comment Summary

Commenters recommended that all existing WSAs in the Planning Area be managed in accordance
with existing WSA guidance. Commenters suggested that restrictions be applied and funding be
allocated to protect WSA resources in the Planning Area. Commenters recommended that the BLM
seek to establish wilderness designations for various parts of the Planning Area, and to manage
any lands proposed for wilderness in “America’s Red Rock Wilderness Act” as de facto wilderness.
Commenters also suggested that the BLM allow vegetation treatments in WSAs. Commenters
requested that the BLM analyze potential impacts to WSAs from any ground-disturbing activities in
the Planning Area.

Issue: Will the BLM revise existing designations in the Planning Area or
propose new designations, including Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACECs), Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Trails, and Research Natural Areas?

Comment Summary

Commenters recommended that the RMPs consider ACEC nominations in the Planning Area.
Commenters also recommended continued protections for existing ACECs in the Planning Area.
Other commenters recommended that the BLM should ensure that any areas proposed for ACEC
designation adhere fully to the criteria for such designation. It was recommended that areas with a
high potential for paleontological resources, archaeological resources, special geologic features,
threatened and endangered species habitat, scenic areas, and highly intact biological soil crusts be
designated as ACECs. It was recommended that 50-Mile Mountain be designated as an ACEC or
Research Natural Area rather than a SRMA.

Commenters expressed concerns and recommendations regarding Wild and Scenic Rivers
determinations in the Planning Area. Commenters suggested that that BLM should show that any
stream proposed for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System meets the applicable criteria. It
was recommended that the BLM continue to manage Wild and Scenic River suitable segments of
waterways in the Planning Area to maintain suitability status.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. It was

recommended that the Old Spanish National Historic Trail be addressed in the RMPs using the
specific laws, policies, and guidance pertaining to the trail.
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5.15 Social and Economic Conditions

Issue: How will management of the Planning Area impact local economies?
Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns regarding the potential impacts that management of the
Planning Area would have on local economies, including potential impacts to tourism, mining,
logging, and other economic activities. Commenters suggested that management emphasizing
preservation would benefit the local tourism economy. It was suggested that mineral extraction in
the Planning Area would lead to an instable boom-and-bust economy in the region, and that
outdoor recreation tourism would be more economically sustainable and longer-lasting than
resource extraction. It was suggested that outdoor recreation tourism is much more important to
local economies than livestock grazing. Commenters suggested that allowing more developed
recreational facilities and small businesses catering to tourists inside the Monument would be
economically beneficial. Other commenters stated that locals need land resource jobs, such as
mineral extraction, commercial timber harvesting, and livestock grazing, rather than low-paying
seasonal jobs.

Commenters expressed concerns about the potential impacts of increased tourism to the Planning
Area. It was suggested that as the Planning Area becomes more publicized and more tourists visit
the area, sensitive resources in the Planning Area would be impacted, and the infrastructures of
the surrounding communities would not be able to handle the increased visitation. It was
recommended that the BLM hire more staff to addressed increased visitation, with an emphasis on
hiring new staff from local communities.

Commenters also expressed concerns about potential impacts on quality of life for surrounding
communities. It was suggested that increased infrastructure, extraction, and development in the
Planning Area would result in pollution that would negatively impact the locals’ quality of life.

5.16 Process

Issue: How will State and local authorities, recreational groups, environmental
groups, the GSENM Advisory Committee, or other management boards and
stakeholders contribute to the planning process and ongoing management of
the Planning Area?

Comment Summary

Comments from a variety of state and local authorities, recreational groups, environmental groups,
and other stakeholder groups included a desire for the BLM to include these stakeholders in the
planning process and in the ongoing management of the Planning Area. Commenters expressed
opinions on how much influence different stakeholder groups should have on the process, as well
as which groups have the most useful expertise on various resource issues. Commenters also
inquired about the status of the GSENM Advisory Committee, whether it would continue to be
involved in the Monument planning and management processes, and who would be members of
the GSENM Advisory Committee. Commenters also recommended the creation of scientific
advisory panels for each resource of concern in the Planning Area. Commenters requested that
locals have more influence on the planning process than non-locals, whereas other commenters
noted that the Planning Area is public land and that input from all U.S. citizens should be
considered equally.
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Issue: How will Native American Tribes be included in the planning process?
Comment Summary

Commenters requested meaningful government-to-government consultations between the Tribes
and the Federal agencies. Comments requested continued consultation with the Hopi, Zuni, Navajo,
Kaibab Paiute, Paiute Tribes of Utah, San Juan Southern Paiute, and Ute. Comments recommended
retaining the existing provisions of the 1999 GSENM Management Plan relating to cooperation and
consultation, with an amendment that Native American Indian Tribes should be added to the list of
entities with whom cooperation and consultation are required.

Issue: How will information about the planning process be disseminated to
the public, and how will meaningful public input on the planning process be
facilitated?

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns about the length of the public scoping comment period and
requested more time for public input. Commenters also requested more public scoping meetings in
more locations around the region and country. Commenters also suggested that the BLM be more
deliberate in its public communication strategy because resolution of the pending lawsuits
regarding the Monument modifications may end up affecting the planning process. Other
commenters requested that the Draft RMPs be made available for public input as quickly as
possible.

Issue: Will the BLM coordinate with nearby management entities, such as the
National Park Service and state and local governments, to ensure that
Planning Area management is consistent with other existing management
plans?

Comment Summary
Commenters requested that the BLM coordinate with various management entities, such as the
National Park Service, the State of Utah, Kane County, and Garfield County, to ensure that the

RMPs are as consistent as possible with existing management plans such as county general plans,
state wildlife plans, and national park and national recreation area management plans.

21




6 FUTURE STEPS IN THE MONUMENT MANAGEMENT
PLANS/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PROCESS

Scoping is the first public involvement opportunity in the planning process. Several more steps are
necessary in the NEPA process, including formulating alternatives, analyzing the effects of
alternatives, publishing a Draft RMPs/EIS and a Proposed RMPs/Final EIS, and issuing the final
ROD/Approved RMPs.

Figure 2 shows where the BLM is currently at in the NEPA process as well as future major
milestones and public involvement opportunities.

The BLM has revised the project mailing list to address scoping comments from individuals and
organizations asking to be added or removed from the mailing list. The BLM’s next step in the
RMPs/EIS process is to consider comments and concerns as well as environmental and social
constraints that were presented by the public during scoping and by cooperating agencies. This will
enable the BLM to develop a range of alternatives to be included in the Draft RMPs/EIS. The
impacts that could result from implementing the alternatives will be analyzed and documented in a
Draft EIS.

These alternatives will generally fall into two categories: 1) alternatives to be analyzed in detail in
the Draft EIS, or 2) alternatives that are eliminated from detailed analysis. The Draft EIS (or an
alternatives summary report) will provide rationale for any alternative eliminated from detailed
analysis.

After alternatives are formulated, the BLM will prepare Draft RMPs and a Draft EIS. A Notice of
Availability (NOA) will be published in the Federal Register when the Draft RMPs and Draft EIS are
available for the public to review during a 90-day public comment period. The BLM will hold public
meetings in key locations during this comment period to provide information on the Draft
RMPs/EIS and to solicit public and agency comment on the draft documents.

Once the 90-day comment period is completed, the BLM will respond to substantive comments and
prepare the Proposed RMPs and a Final EIS. An NOA will be published in the Federal Register when
the Proposed RMPs and Final EIS are available for the public to review.

Following publication of the Proposed RMPs and Final EIS, the BLM will provide a 30-day protest

period and a 60-day governor’s consistency review. Once any protests are resolved, the BLM will
prepare and publish a ROD and the Approved RMPs.
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7 CONTACT INFORMATION

BLM'’s ePlanning website: https://go0.gl/EHvhbc
Email: BLM_UT_CCD_monuments@bim.gov

Mail: BLM
Attention: GSENM and Kanab-Escalante Area RMPs
669 South Highway 89A
Kanab, Utah 84741
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APPENDIX A

Comment Summary by Resource Topic







INTRODUCTION

The following sections summarize the individual comments, by resource topic, received during the
formal scoping period. Commenters provided comments and recommendations for BLM’s land use
planning process in general, as well as for the Grand Staircase, Kaiparowits, or Escalante Canyons
Units or the BLM-administered lands now outside the Monument boundaries (the excluded lands).
Comments pertaining to all three Monument units AND the excluded lands are identified as the
“Planning Area.”

Process

General Process Guidance

Commenters provided the following recommendations regarding people, groups, and philosophies
that should guide the BLM’s planning process:

The BLM'’s planning process should explicitly acknowledge that the three newly designated
units are part of the National Landscape Conservation System, established to conserve,
protect, and restore nationally significant landscapes that have outstanding cultural,
ecological, and scientific for the benefit of current and future generations. Any planning
effort relating to the units of the GSENM should clearly designate that compliance with this
directive shall be given the highest priority in the RMP planning process.

For each unit, the BLM must inventory and document specific, discrete, tangible "objects"
as required by the Antiquities Act. The BLM should then focus management prescriptions
on the actual area necessary for conservation of these objects.

The BLM should conduct a deliberate planning process and not fast-track the RMPs,
especially considering the ongoing legal challenges to the Monument modifications.

The BLM should not limit Monument management plans to 150 pages.

The BLM should include Native American traditional land management in all actions
regarding Monument management, and Tribes should be included in the management and
planning of the Monument.

The BLM should use the best available science during the planning process and not just
studies that support ranching, industry, or development. Decisions should be guided more
by science than politics.

The BLM should make decisions based on compassion and what benefits the largest
number of both people and animals.

The BLM should manage the Planning Area as it was managed prior to the GSENM’s
establishment in 1996.

The BLM should adhere to its mission statement to sustain the health, diversity, and
productivity of the public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future
generations.

The BLM should investigate or reevaluate how it puts together RMPs, because the planning
process currently takes too long.

The BLM should cooperate and coordinate with the National Park Service, the U.S. Forest
Service, the Tribal entities, and other agencies concerned in management of these lands,
including development of common standards and guidelines across jurisdictions to protect
ecosystem integrity.




The RMPs should be consistent with the directives outlined in Secretarial Order 3356
(Hunting, Fishing, Recreational Shooting, and Wildlife Conservation Opportunities and
Coordination with States, Tribes, and Territories).

The BLM should have staffing levels that are commensurate with the expansive nature of
the Monument. A staffing level should be specified that will assure that the required agency
review for permit applications and NEPA review processes can be completed in fewer than
30 days.

The BLM should consider positive impacts of GSENM management since 1996 in the
decision making for the management plans.

The BLM should acknowledge that many problems are small-scale management issues
that can be easily worked out within the framework of the existing 1999 GSENM
Management Plan with minor tweaking and accommodations for small conveniences or
ease of access to existing infrastructure.

The BLM should create scientific advisory panels to address archaeological, paleontological,
geological, and ecological issues in the Planning Area.

The BLM should use modern techniques, such as building geographic information system
(GIS) interfaces from true field data, high-resolution aerial photography, calibrated lidar
information, catalogued geological data, basal mass production, plant distribution types,
effective impervious area, water bathymetry, calibrated hydrology and hydraulic models,
consideration of migration routes, habitat formation, and aquatic count deduction, along
with other information including both public and private input from local experienced
people and agencies to create the RMPs.

The BLM should keep an updated, interlinked map that accounts for resource extraction,
infrastructure, roads, and other activities in the Planning Area.

The BLM should ensure that its planning process is consistent with applicable laws,
regulations, and guidance, such as NEPA; Omnibus Public Land Management Act;
Antiquities Act; FLPMA; Endangered Species Act (ESA); Paleontological Resources
Preservation Act; and the President’s National Fish, Wildlife, and Plants Climate Adaptation
Strategy.

The BLM should provide regular updates to the public on the costs associated with this
planning process.

The BLM should conduct Monument planning at the watershed level, regardless of
landownership status or designation, rather than conducting planning by individual unit.

The BLM should not use the 1999 GSENM Management Plan’s management zone system
(i.e., Front Country Zone, Passage Zone, and Primitive Zone) because it manages people in
a National Park Service style and because a large portion of the management units is
required to be managed to a non-impairment standard. Also, primitive zones restrict the
BLM'’s ability to efficiently and effectively manage vegetation and conserve natural
ecosystems through mechanical and chemical treatments. Primitive zones also limit the
ability of grazing permittees to sustainably manage rangeland.

The BLM should retain 1999 GSENM Management Plan’s management zone system (i.e.,
Front Country Zone, Passage Zone, and Primitive Zone) but with some modifications
(proposed in alternatives).
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The BLM should include language in the RMPs that highlights and encourages the
important role of partnerships in the future stewardship of public lands, such as
partnerships with the Escalante River Watershed Partnership, Glen Canyon Natural History
Association, Grand Staircase-Escalante Partners, and research partnerships with
universities.

The BLM should acknowledge that enforcement of the RMP has not been prioritized in the
past because management of the Monument has been underfunded. Commenters
expressed concern that the BLM Kanab Field Office lacks the staff or budget to adequately
administer three different Monument units.

The BLM should not use “buffer zones” to influence management practices or decisions
where those lands under question are not directly impacted by specific resource concerns.

The BLM should move away from its current National Park Service type of management of
the Monument and only focus such protective management on specifically identified
historic landmarks, historic and prehistoric structures, and other objects of historic or
scientific interest as stipulated in the Antiquities Act.

The BLM should postpone further RMP planning until the Federal district court has ruled on
the legality of Proclamation 9682.

The BLM should adopt a sequential unit-by-unit approach to the planning process, as a way
of preserving limited agency resources, to reduce waste that would result if Proclamation
9682 is overturned.

The BLM should analyze in detail the financial costs of proceeding with the new RMP
planning process, to determine the resources that stand to be wasted in the event
Proclamation 9682 is overturned by the court.

Valid Existing Rights

Commenters noted that valid existing rights (VERs) and permits, such as grazing permits, water
rights, and travel on main thoroughfares, have always been honored in the GSENM and the
Planning Area, because it is required by law. Comment submissions provided the following specific
stipulations to add into the plans.

ENERGY AND MINERAL ACTIVITIES

The BLM should verify whether VERs are present by periodically reviewing the files related
to existing mining claims and leases. This will help ensure that required actions, filings, and
fees are in full compliance with the law. This process, known as adjudication, will continue
for the life of each VER. With regard to mining claims and millsites located under the
Mining Law of 1872, the BLM will initiate a validity examination process to verify the VERs
of claimants before such claimants conduct surface-disturbing activities greater than
casual use. Valid mining claims within the Planning Area require existence on September
18, 1996, of a discovery of a valuable mineral deposit, as well as a continuing discovery to
the date of the validity examination and thereafter. For previously approved operations, the
BLM should conduct validity examinations. For new proposals, except as described in the
next sentence, the BLM should

o withhold approval of plans of operations under 43 CFR 3802 or 3809 until the validity
examination process is complete and the claims are determined to be valid; and
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o inform persons who have written the BLM that they intend to commence notice-level
operations under 43 CFR 3809 that such operations cannot commence until the BLM
completes its validity examination process and has verified that there are VERs. Until
the validity examination process is complete, the BLM may allow notice-level operations
or approve a plan of operations under 43 CFR 3809 for operations on unreclaimed
previously disturbed areas, which are limited to taking samples to confirm or
corroborate mineral exposures that are physically disclosed and existing on the mining
claim. The BLM may deny plans of operations without the performance of a validity
examination if such denial is consistent with BLM regulations and policy.

In addition, VERs may be examined in the field for compliance with laws and regulations.
The BLM will continue to monitor oil and gas activities through its Inspection Program.

e Once a VER is verified, the process used to address applications or notices filed under that
VER (such as an application to drill on an oil or gas lease, or a plan of operations or notice
filed on a mining claim) will vary by commodity and regulation. However, for all applications
and notices, the BLM will use a NEPA analysis to determine potential impacts on the
Planning Area resources that these RMPs are required to protect. Once such analysis is
completed, the BLM will take the following actions on a case-by-case basis:

o If the analysis indicates no impact to Planning Area resources, or indicates impacts to
resources, but determines that the impacts are consistent with Proclamation 9682 and
the RMP, the proposed operation can proceed in accordance with applicable
regulations, standards and stipulations.

o If analysis and documentation indicate that, under the laws, regulations, and
stipulations discussed above, a proposal may have impacts that are not in conformance
with Proclamation 9682 and these RMPs, the BLM will take the following actions on a
case-by-case basis:
=  Work with the applicant to find alternatives or modifications to the proposal that
will either:

= Cause no adverse impacts to Planning Area resources, or

= Minimize such impacts through special stipulations or other permit conditions,
consistent with the applicant’s rights.

e [f unable to prevent or minimize adverse impacts, disapprove the proposed action if
disapproval is consistent with the applicants’ rights. For persons with rights within WSAs
within the Planning Area, the BLM will also be guided by its July 5, 1995 (or its update)
Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review.

OTHER EXISTING RIGHTS OR INTERESTS

Authorizations, where they are valid and existed on September 18, 1996, should be recognized in
the Planning Area and their uses will be allowed subject to the terms and conditions of the
authorizing document. Where these uses conflict with the protection of Planning Area resources,
and where legally possible, leases, permits, or easements will be adjusted to eliminate or minimize
adverse impacts.

The Materials Act of 1947 specifically excludes the disposal of mineral materials from National
Monuments. As a result, free use permits or contracts for mineral materials authorized under this
Act should not be renewed.

Some mineral material sites are authorized under 23 United States Code 107 (1998), which

provides for the appropriation of lands or interests in lands for highway purposes. Unlike free use
permits or contracts for sale of mineral materials that are issued for a fixed term, Title 23 rights-of-
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way continue indefinitely. The BLM does not resume jurisdiction over the land covered by the rights-
of-way until the lands are returned to the BLM upon a determination by the Federal Highway
Administration that the need for the material no longer exists. Existing Title 23 rights-of-way within
the Planning Area are inconsistent with the protection of Planning Area resources. The BLM should
request closure of those sites from the Federal Highway Administration and work with the Federal
Highway Administration to find suitable replacement sources of mineral material.

NON-FEDERAL LAND INHOLDINGS

Owners of non-Federal land surrounded by public land managed under FLPMA are entitled to
reasonable access to their land. Reasonable access is defined as access that the Secretary of the
Interior deems adequate to secure the owner reasonable use and enjoyment of the non-Federal
land. Such access is subject to rules and regulations governing the administration of public land. In
determining reasonable access, the BLM has discretion to evaluate and should consider such
things as proposed construction methods and location, reasonable alternatives, and reasonable
terms and conditions as are necessary to protect the public interest and Planning Area resources.

The BLM should consider land exchanges and acquisitions so long as the current owner is a willing
participant and so long as the action is in the public interest, and is in accordance with other
management goals and objectives of the RMPs. The action must also result in a net gain of objects
and values within the Planning Area, such as wildlife habitat, cultural sites, riparian areas, live
water, threatened or endangered species habitat, or areas key to the maintenance of productive
ecosystems. The action may also meet one or more of the following criteria:

e Ensures the accessibility of public lands in areas where access is needed and cannot
otherwise be obtained

e |s essential to allow effective management of public lands

o Results in the acquisition of lands which serve a National priority as identified in National
policy directives.

All land exchanges and acquisitions will be subject to VERs as determined by the BLM.

OTHER LAND USE AUTHORIZATIONS

There is a variety of other land use authorizations that were in effect as of September 18, 1996,
and that, although they involve no “rights,” are being continued in the Planning Area. Outfitter and
guide permits are an example. These permits authorize certain uses of public land for a specified
time, under certain conditions, without conveying a right, title, or interest in the land or resources
used. Such permits should be recognized in the Planning Area and fulfilled subject to the terms and
conditions of the authorizing document. If at any time it is determined that an outfitter and guide
permit, other such permit, or any activities under those permits, are not consistent with the
approved Planning Area management plan, then the authorization should be adjusted, mitigated,
or revoked where legally possible.

Grazing permits are also in this category. Grazing permits or leases convey ho right, title, or interest
in the land or resources used. Other applicable laws and regulations govern changes to existing
grazing permits and levels of livestock grazing in the Planning Area, just as in other BLM livestock
grazing administration programs. Management of livestock grazing is addressed previously in the
Livestock Grazing section in this appendix.
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ACQUIRED SCHOOL AND INSTITUTIONAL TRUST LANDS

The BLM will be acting in place of the State in administering all valid existing authorizations for the
remainder of the applicable term in accordance with State laws and regulations. As part of such
administration, BLM decisions will be subject to those Federal laws that are ordinarily attached to
Federal decisions (NEPA, ESA, NHPA, etc.).

Land Management Emphasis

MULTIPLE USE EMPHASIS

Commenters recommended that the BLM manage the Planning Area with an emphasis on multiple
uses. It was suggested that the BLM protect multiple uses, such as grazing, mineral extraction,
tourism, OHV use, wood gathering, antler gathering, backpacking, camping, logging, hiking,
hunting, fishing, tourism, motorized boating, harvesting of seasonal plants, oil and gas leasing, and
others.

PRESERVATION EMPHASIS

Commenters recommended that the BLM emphasize preservation in its management of the
Planning Area, including the following suggestions:

o The BLM should prioritize the protection of cultural and ecological resources on all the
Monument lands.

e The BLM should continue to manage GSENM land consistent with Proclamation 6920 and
the 1999 GSENM Management Plan until the courts resolve the ongoing legal challenges to
the Monument modifications. Update the 1999 GSENM Management Plan to ensure
consistency with the Paleontological Resources Protection Act: Public Law 111-011
Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, and to reflect changes and advancements
in standards and practices.

e The BLM should not authorize any management actions that could cause lasting or
irreparable impacts until the ongoing legal actions challenging the Monument
modifications are resolved.

o The BLM should prohibit any new extraction, roads, tourist amenities, or other changes on
Planning Area lands excluded from the GSENM management units.

o The BLM should require a full environmental impact study for any hew improvements or
facilities (roads, power lines, buildings, etc.) in the Planning Area, or should generally not
allow new improvements or facilities.

o The BLM should acknowledge that breaking up the Monument into three separate units
would negatively impact the overall ecosystem because the protected lands would be
disconnected.

o The BLM should not allow public lands to be used or destroyed for private profit.

o The BLM should protect the Planning Area at a large, landscape scale to support biological
diversity, species interactions, and wildlife connectivity.

e The BLM should protect the land in the Planning Area in perpetuity.
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e The BLM should not allow a small number of ranchers and extraction companies to benefit
to the detriment of all other users of these lands.

o The BLM should acknowledge that damage to the landscape and resources within the
Planning Area could be irreversible.

o The BLM should protect land in the Planning Area because of its intrinsic value and because
open spaces are beneficial to people’s physical and mental wellbeing.

e The BLM should consider closing off areas to all user groups for a predetermined amount of
time if an area is getting overly damaged.

o The BLM should increase the number of backcountry rangers skilled in natural and cultural
resources protection.

o The BLM should manage resources within the Monument on a systems basis that includes
extensions beyond the Monument boundaries. For example, the paleontological resources
in the Monument extend beyond the boundaries of the Monument and should be managed
to assure that their value are not recklessly damaged or degraded.

o The BLM should manage land in the Planning Area that is adjacent to National Park Service
lands consistent with National Park Service management.

Commenters noted that the National Monument currently allows ranching, fishing, hunting, hiking,
camping, all-terrain vehicle (ATV) use, and scientific research. It was also noted that the
designation of the GSENM did very little to change how those BLM-administered lands were
managed and accessed prior to the designation, because of already existing desighations such as
WSAs. Commenters expressed concern that the only reason to reduce the Monument and change
its management is to allow more grazing and extractive industries.

Public Involvement

SCOPING COMMENT PERIOD

Commenters requested an extension of the public scoping period, to 30, 90, 120, or 180 days after
the last public hearing. Rationale for comments extension included the following:

o To allow people who had problems accessing the online commenting system to submit
comments

e To account for the seasonal nature of tourism in the GSENM area (many residents are out
of town during off season, which is when the scoping period was held)

Comments also questioned why the public scoping process was not more publicized. Commenters
suggested that the Planning Area and Monument unit maps available for the scoping period are
not detailed enough. For example, the maps do not make it clear that the Paria River has been
excluded from the Monument boundary because it has been made a Monument boundary between
the Grand Staircase and Kaiparowits Units.

SCOPING MEETINGS

Commenters requested more opportunities to provide input on the planning process. Commenters
requested that additional public hearings be scheduled in Salt Lake City, Utah; Flagstaff, Arizona;
Denver, Colorado; Washington D.C.; Las Vegas, Nevada; Albuquerque, New Mexico; California;
Colorado; Idaho; Montana; and other cities and states in addition to the "gateway communities" of
the Monument. Commenters suggested that more stakeholders live along the Wasatch Front than
in the gateway communities of Kanab and Escalante. Some commenters requested that the public
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	Issue: How can the transportation system in the Planning Area be managed to provide an appropriate level of access for a variety of user groups, such as hikers, cyclists, off-highway vehicle (OHV) users, equestrians, and aircraft pilots?

	5.11 Travel Management
	Issue: How should the transportation system in the Planning Area be managed to accommodate increased visitation while protecting sensitive Planning Area resources?

	5.12 Lands and Realty
	Issue: What lands in the Planning Area will be identified for retention, disposal, and acquisition, as well as potential rights-of-way and utility corridors?
	Issue: How will the BLM address potential impacts to private inholdings and adjacent private lands?

	5.13 Energy Development (Minerals and Renewables)
	Issue: What lands in the Planning Area will be made available for mineral development, and what would be the potential impacts of that development?

	5.14 Special Designations
	Issue: How will the BLM manage the 16 existing Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) in the Planning Area?
	Issue: Will the BLM revise existing designations in the Planning Area or propose new designations, including Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Trails, and Research Natural Areas?

	5.15 Social and Economic Conditions
	Issue: How will management of the Planning Area impact local economies?

	5.16 Process
	Issue: How will State and local authorities, recreational groups, environmental groups, the GSENM Advisory Committee, or other management boards and stakeholders contribute to the planning process and ongoing management of the Planning Area?
	Issue: How will Native American Tribes be included in the planning process?
	Issue: How will information about the planning process be disseminated to the public, and how will meaningful public input on the planning process be facilitated?
	Issue: Will the BLM coordinate with nearby management entities, such as the National Park Service and state and local governments, to ensure that Planning Area management is consistent with other existing management plans?
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