Dear County Council Member,

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of the Bishop Public Land Initiative. Before
giving final approval, | hope you will consider the following:

Three proposals have been offered, but none of these proposals speak to the highest
level of conservation requested by a large group of Grand County citizens.
When | was raising young children and teaching primary education | often gave my
children/students a choice but always a choice between two actions that | wanied. This
gave the child a sense of empowerment in making a choice but also insured the action
that | requested.

"You can clean your room now or you can clean your room in a half hour.”

This is how | view the three proposals being presented. | am being empowered fo make
a choice, but | must choose only between these 3 conservative choices.

Therefore, | request a fourth choice be crafted and allowed to be debated. This fourth
choice should include:

**Protection for the Green River Corridor

**Buffer zone around Arches National Park

**Strong watershed protection for the source of the waters that feed our aguifer
**Greater protection of Grand County lands from fracking and mineral extraction.
“*Include the Antiquities Act!

Qur fivelihood is primarily generated by tourist income. We need to preserve the beauty
and the accessibility of our jands. Lands that are filled with drilling rigs, fracking pads, &
large potash mines will not be attractive to anybody (tourist or local) who want to travel
through our lands - whether you walk, ride a four wheeler or drive a large rock crawler.
Please note this conversation between two Texans overheard during last year's jeep
safari: "Yeah, i drive all the way to Utah hauling my side-by-side because you just can't
ride in Texas anymore with all the drilling.” Accurately quoted.

Thank you for listening to my comments and sincerely considering adding a fourth
alternative which includes a more expansive conservation of lands that both insures the
continued heaith of our residents and visitors and the continued vibrancy of our tourist
economy. '

e f 2o

Lisa P. Paterson



Ta: Members of the Grand County Council and Congressman Bishop % 7 v
b 625 /

From: Russell W. von Koch, 1757 South Highland Drive, Moab, UT 84532

Subject: Strengthening the Grand County Economy by Providing an Appropriate Name ain
Designation for key Public Lands near Moab through the Public Lands Initiative

Personal Introduction and Proposal Background

My name is Russell von Koch. | am a resident of Grand County and own a small natural resource
consulting business. From 1985, through my retirement from the Bureau of Land Management in
2012, 1led the BLM's Recreation Program in Meab. During this pericd, | also worked to benefit the
citizens of Grand County on multiple projects at the request of, or in partnership with the County.

In 1986, when Grand County sought to revive economic activity following the closure of the Atlas
Mill, it asked BLM to do what it could to help develop tourism. In response, BLM worked with the
Travel Council to design and publish the Moab Area Activity guides, (hiking, biking, rock art, scenic
drives, etc.}. This action, coinciding with related facility development by BLM, helped spark Grand
County’s still unfolding economic revival.! These actions crystalized my belief that providing
recreation experiences through facility development and information is a potent strategy for
increasing the economic and human value of public lands.

Providing a Name and Appropriate National Designation for the Key Public Lands Near Moab

Under this proposal, Congress, through the Public Lands Initiative [PLI}, would designate the most
widely recognized recreation areas managed by BLM in Grand County as the Moab National
Recreation and Conservation Area [Moab NRCA]. As part of the PLI process, Grand County would
submit a general statement of management purpose and intent for the overall Moab NRCA. As these
areas are already highly developed and intensively managed, future management of these BLM-
administered public lands would be generally consistent with present management. The Moab
NRCA could also include other areas of scenic, recreational, cultural, and scientific importance as
determined through the PLI process.2

This hybrid designation would be the first of its type and would combine the advantages of a
National Recreation Area and a National Conservation Area. The National Recreation Area part of
the name, specifies a well-known flexible designation. The National Conservation Area portion of
the designation further indicates that the values of these lands require special management for the
continued realization of their benefits.

Providing an overall name for the most popular and well-known public land recreation areas in
Grand County would be one of the most important outcomes of the PLI It would assure their long -
term management and strengthen the County’s economy. The designation would provide a
collective identity for these areas by replacing much of the “white space” on maps around Moab and
Arches with an identifiable destination. This would make it easier for visitors to search for pre-trip
information and add value to the trips and services offered by outfitters and other recreation-
oriented businesses. [t would elevate the lands designated to the status presently enjoyed by other
“national” quality destinations.



Location

The Colorado Riverway Special Recreation Management Area from Dewey Bridge to Canyonlands
National Park, the Sand Flats Special Recreation Management Area co-managed with Grand County,
and the cycling areas west of Arches National Park are recommended for inclusion as part of the
Moab NRCA. These areas accommodate the vast majority of public land recreation visitor use to
Grand County and include many of the recreation areas at our doorstep cherished by Grand County
residents.

Management

The above areas proposed for inclusion in the Moab NRCA already have most of the management
prescriptions necessary for their continued protection. These recreation management actions were
developed through a series of management plans and further defined by approval of BLM’s 2008
Moab Resource Management Plan. These plans were developed with the participation and support
of Grand County. Congressional designation of the Moab NRCA would assure long-term continuity
of management by codifying overall management goals and intent.

Conclusion

Designation of the Moab National Recreation and Conservation Area would recognize the key public
land recreation areas in Grand County as a national level outdoor recreation asset and help promote
their conservation and management. It would also support sustainable economic activity and
development in Grand County and contribute to maintaining the high quality recreation
opportunities enjoyed by residents and visitors alike.

Respectfully submitted,

/«Mwum JEANE O

Russell W von Koch

! By 1990, a dramatic increase in destination visitation to the Moab area publiclands made it
necessary to begin development of the public land recreation sites and facilities that surround, and
help define, Moab. Facility development occurred in tandem with management actions collectively
devised with the support of Grand County to provide for orderly recreation use.

2The NRCA, as proposed is a flexible designation. Other areas could be included, as appropriate, but
would have separate statements of purpose and intent and be managed accordingly.



KaLeigh Welch

From: Maobad [gomohad@gmait.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 08, 2015 8:54 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bookcliffs and Beyond

I am I full suppert of efforts to protect the bookcliffs and surrounding areas including
Westwater Creek and the Beaver Creek drainages. Thank you for accepting email comments and
for listening.

John Hartley

Sent from my iPhone



Mary McGann
County Council
125 E Center 5t.
Moab, UT 84532

Dear Counciimember McGann,
Thank you for taking another Iook at the recommendations being made regarding the
Bishop public lands bill. We hope the recémméndations will be made looking at the

maps and factual information of all interested parties and not ideologies.

The last election made it clear that the people of Grand County want to preserve our
landscape which is unique in this nation. We want to make sure that third rate oil
deposits and a highway th;;sizgh the Book Cliffs are not used to sacrifice our world class

scenery, water and quality of air.

Please say ne to the Book Cliffs Highway once and for all. Please protect the nearly 1
million acres of remaining BLM and Forest Service wilderness in Grand County that
proy%de recreational and scenic opportunities for the world to enjoy and employment to

the people who live here.

We cannot stress too much thaﬁ the short term gains of the energy industry will only
Ieave_é significantly more damaged area to futureigeneratior’ss* We do not want this to

be our legacy. 7
Mary and Mike Suarez

PO Box 1186 | -
Moab, UT 84532




KaLeigh Welch

From: marcia tendick [mtendick@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 9:16 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Protection of our land and life

Dear Liz, Lynn, Chris, Mary, Ken, Jaylyn and Rory,

Please support wilderness and National Conservation Area protection for the Book Cliffs and the Westwater-Beaver
Creek areas, that is lands east of the Colorado River. | further urge you to say NO to a Book Cliffs
highway/pipeline/corridor once and for alt. This is an issue beyond the economics of Grand County. it is about the survival
of humans on this earth, survival in a way that is tolerable for all of us. We must protect our air, soil and water. We need to
find a way to continue on earth in a less destructive and more sustainable way.

Thank you,

Marcia Tendick



K&Leigh Welch

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Atfachments:

Sue Bellagamba [sbellagamba@TNC . ORG]

Monday, February 09, 2015 1:17 PM
council@grandeountyutah.net; Ichurch@citlink.net

Clif Koonte: Dave Livermore; Chris Moniague; Joan Degiorgio
Lands Bill Inifiative Power Point Presaniation
BLBIGrandCounty. pdf

Dear Grand County Council Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to refine and reiterate The Nature Conservancy’s solutions to solve a range of public land
issues in Grand County through federal legislation. Attached you will find my brief power point presentation based on

the Conservancy’s priorities
the county and l would be h

Once again, we appreclate t

to protect the lands and waters in Grand County. | am also working on getting shape files to
appy to work with the county on language to be included in the bill.

he Grand County Council for their demonstrated leadership and commitment to what is an

incredible challenge and perhaps our best hope for a viable future in Utah.

Plaase consider the smvironment

hefore printing this email

Sue Bellagamba

Canyonlands Regional Director Moab Project Gffice

sbeltagamba@itnc.org
(435} 259-2551 (Phone)
(435) 259-7607 (Mobile)
(435) 259-2677 (Fax)

nature.org

The Nature Conservancy

P.0. Box 1329 B 8 N SRR
820 West Kane Creak Blvd. {%}{” &tare
Moab, UT 84532 : ‘(xf}i‘lﬁﬁi“?aﬁﬁi‘g

Prwacteg aptuee. Proserving e

“5’(1}{% rusbiies, leywe rraturs, 3%&3 close o mature. 11‘.\}:555 srever Fail gou® - fjr’an‘k. E}c&gd Wrﬁg;!’tt



KaLeigh Welch

From: Darcey Brown [darcey@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 1:54 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bishop Plan

Dear Council Members-

Thank you for opening up the Bishop Plan public comment to those who were overlooked
initially and who represent a majority of the broader community. Also thank you for the
{mostly) respectful and professional acceptance of alternate plans. My concern is that the
views of all those wishing greater protection have and will be further diluted by the current
process. Personally, I know that within the groups I am associated with, there have already
been compromises- an NRA in lieu of an NCA, a push for less wilderness here and there- all in
order to get the plan through the Grand Council. My fear is that by the time the Council and
then the true "special interest groups™ get through with it in Washington, we will have very
little left. Gone are the days when the US House of Representatives passed the Wilderness Act
373 to 1. Please work to send a plan to WDC that reflects the majority view calling for
greater protection.

Again, thank you for your time and your service.

Darcey Brown
2931 E. Bench Rd
Moab, UT 84532
435-259-6118
435-260-2373



KaLeig_;h Welch

From: Pam Hackley [phackley@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 7:19 AM
To: Grand County Council

Subject: Fw: PLI Letter

Please see the letter below from Alice Drogin.
Thank you,

Pam Hackley
HC 64 Box 3208
Castle Valiey, UT 84532

Cn Monday, February 8, 2015 9:01 AM, Alice Drogin <alisaurus@citlink.net> wrote:

This letter is in support of creating strong decisive conservation measures in Eastern Utah, particularly in the Bookclif
Mountains area.

Water, our most precious resource, could too easily be contaminated by development and accidental spills in this region. For
reasons of watershed protection, | oppose a Bookcliffs Highway.

Please keep clean water (for humans and wildlife) in mind when you are crafting a document for inclusion in the Bishop Land
Use Initiative.

Thank you for the difficult and important work you are doing. Let’s put the “conserve” idea back in conservative policies.

Alice Drogin
Castle Valley, UT



KaLeig_;h Welch

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Kaleigh

Dick Walter [dickwalter56@gmail.com]

Wednesday, February 11, 2015 758 AM

kaleighwelch@grandcountyutah.net; rdillon@grandcountyutah.net;
council@grandcountyutah.net

Friends of Bookcliffs and Beyond  letters and articles of support for our proposal

Alesha my letter for the books project 2 5 15.docx; BHA Jay.docx; Bill Bunch.docx; Book Cliffs
Roadless Area--Brad Barber KT rev.docx; Book Cliffs --Ryan Bingham--KT rev.docx; Book
Cliffs-Winter Ridge--Chris Barton-kt rev..doc; Books.pdf, Dolores triangle--KT rev.docx; Mark
S letter.docx; Maya Pandya.docx; Robert Dehnke.docx; Russell Gambosi.docx;
ZachColeman.docx

Would you please let me know this works. I am new to Dropbox.

Thanks

Dick Walter



To whom it may concern,

Fam writing you to express my disapproval of driiling for oil in the Roadless Book Cliffs in Grand County
Utah. | hunted the Book Cliffs in 2013 and returned again in 2014. its was nice to enjoy such a beautiful
and unmolested niece of America. To see roads and ol rigs in the Book Cliffs would be an absolute
travesty. The ruggedness and remoteness of the area is what makes it so special, | understand America
and its politics, its ail about the almighty dollar. 1 am only one small voice, but | hope and pray that
someone in this decision meking process has a conscience and a soul and will do what is right morally
and ethically. It would be refreshing to see values supersede dollars.

Thank You,
Mark Schmydiach




Dear Alesha,

thank you for sharing your camp in the Book Cliffs roadless area with me last October, Be.beautiful
high country you showed me with hundreds of elk and other wildlife is an undisturbed habitat unlike
anything I've experienced In Europe or much of the USA. [ thoroughly enioyed hearing bull elk bugling
and cows calling their calves, as well as a close encounter with a black bear, and I ook forward to fly-
fishing in the isolated West Willow Creek. I was saddened to hear of plans to drill and spoil this unigue
roadless area irreversibly, as seen through other parts of the Book Cliffs with road access and associated
infrastructure. T wish you success in preserving this site which is part of what makes Utah so special.

Best wishes,
Mava Pandya

Sait Lake City, UT



To whom it may concern, FEB 11 20D

During October, 2014, | was able to experience an elk hgﬁi in the Roadless
Books Cliffs area. It is a truly remarkable wilderness area untouched by the
development of man. The size of the elk herd could only be described as
second to what visitors see in Yellowstone National park. The natural
colors and hues of the rock formations and the vivid fall colors of the
vegetation is indescribable.

Man and civilization must strike a balance with the preservation of wildlife
and it's habit and the development of our natural resources. The Roadless
Books Cliffs area must be preserved for the sake of the wildlife. Man
continues to have a negative impact on the wildlife of the western United
States and recently, Chronic Wasting Disease has been identified in an elk
heard in northern Utah.

Much like what Ducks Unlimited has done for the preservation and future of
the duck population, this area in question must be set aside for the future of
the elk and deer population.

| strongly encourage those with the power to decide the fate of the
Roadless Books Cliffs area to deny any future development in this area.

Robert K. Dehnke
13824 Cruden Bay
Herriman, UT 84086
719-330-4765



Yz_

To whom it may concern,

Greetings! 1 am a physician from Pennsylvania that once lived in Utah. | have been on 4 hunts
into the Bookcliffs roadless area, the last two with 2 of my 3 daughters. These trips into the
hackcountry of the Bookdliffs cemented our relationship and produced memories that will last a
lifetime. Truly wild areas are few and far batween.

Adventure, unique beauty, multitudes of etk bugling high on the ridges, clear streams and
bright starlit skies without human interference are the main reasons | continue to return to
Utah and request this specific location. Qil and natural gas is currently plentiful, leading to low
prices and a significant slowing of new production. Including the Bookcliffs in a new drilling unit
would irreversibly alter this landscape when no pressing economic need is present. | certainly
would look elsewhere for my Western hunts and wilderness vacations.

In conclusion, | request that yvou permanently create a wild and primitive area out of the
current Bookcliffs roadless area and forbid oil and gas exploration. The Bookcliffs are a hidden
gem that | have and will repeatedly vacation to sc that | may enjoy the many things | have
noted above. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Russell Gombosi MD
5271 5State Rt 973 ¢
Cogan Station, PA 17728



To whom it may concern:

My name is Zack Colman. I have been a whitewater river guide in southern Utah for
nine seasons, exploring the wilderness of canyon country for fifteen vears, and
have been an outdoor enthusiast for as leng as I can remember, The wilderness
areas of Grand County are not only magnificent in beauty and grandeur, but =z
large part of my livelihood, The feeling I get from taking people into the
wilderness, via the River and mountain bike, and seeing the joy and amazement on
their faces is irreplaceable, Not only do I love sharing the history, geolegy and
folklore of the land, but getting even one individual interested in the land is
considered a success for me.

I ask that we continue to protect these natural lands and wilderness areas for
everyone to see, enjoy, and bask in the bewilderment for generations to come.
They are an integral part to the majesty of Grand County and must be protected.
Thank vou for your time and consideration in reading this letter.

Regards,
Zack Colman



FLYING ] OUTFITTERS, INC.
“Your Pack Train

to the
Utah Wilderness™

www.Flying}Outfitters.com

FEB 11 Lo

February 7, 2015

RE: Bookcliffs Roadless Area
gy

To whom it may concern:

I would like to start this letter by saying first that | am not anti ailfgas by any siretch of the imagination.

| have grown up and presently still live in the Uinta Basin which is supported almost entirely by the
oilfgas industry. | have seen the growth and the fall of the economy, and lived through the ups and
downs of the industry. And | have seen my back yard and landscape change from once was open ground
to oil and gas wells and pumps and rigs. So the oil and gas development is nothing new to me and | have
never opposed the industry growth before.

My grandpa started Flying ] Outfitters in 1970, | grew up hunting and outfitting in the Roadless unit of
the Bookdilffs. | have never, to date missed a year of my 41 years of life of being in this country. We
would spend 65 days straight down there back in the 1990's and never go home. Since my grandpa’s
death in 2006 | have become the owner/outfitter and still run hunts and pack trips in the Roadless
bookeiiffs every year, spending on an average of 40-60 days a year. So you might say this project has
touched a nerve with my emotions as well as my future pocketbook.

I absolutely agree that oil and gas is an important part of cur countries growth. That being said | alse
hope that you could agree that protecting parts of our western heritage and keeping some wild land
wild is just as important to the future of cur country.

The piece of land we are talking about is not big in comparison to other projects and compared to the
road part of the Bookdliffs it is very small churk of land. But this small readless unit is so unigue and
spectacuiar, It is almost like it has a bubble over it, like it is uninfluenced by the outside world. Almost
like man hasn’t had a say in it and it is stitl how God created it. The habitat alone is all its own. It has an
aura about it that you just feel when you hit the bottom of the canyons. ke is the dlosest thing to feeling
like walking back in time [ can describe. It is impossible to put into words just how awe inspiring this
land really is, you have to see it for yourself to get the meaning. The wildlife is abundant. It is the only
place | know of that you can literally drive to the trailhead, unload a horse, and within a 3-5 hour ride
see Elk, Deer, Bears, Coyotes and a variety of Hawks all within one ride and then drive back home that
night.

The history of this area is also very unique. There was a huge cattle company that ran in the roadless
country, today you can still see remnants of this. | can take you to a place that you can find native
American arrowheads and pottery and fock from that overhang to where a cabin stood from the cattle
days. Itis a true part of our western heritage.

= It would be a shame 1o wipe out our past and parts of our heritage to move forward with progress.

Once it is gone it is gone. The wildlife will never be the same if roads get put in the roadless unit, It will
change the very dynamics of the unique eco system that exists in the Bookdliffs roadless unit.

P.O. Box 70+ Myton, Utah 84052-0070 + Phone: 435-646-3208 + Fax: 866-852-9880

Permitted By: The Ashley National Forrest



FLYING ] OUTFITTERS, INC.

“Your Pack Train
to the
Utah Wilderness”

www.Flying]Qutfitters.com

it would be my hope and wish that everyone who is involved in this project and who has a say as to its |
outcome gets the opportunity to truly enjoy what the roadless has to offer before they make the
decision to destroy it. If we punch roads inta this country it will destroy everything that the Bookdliffs
Roadless unit is about. It will never be the same.

Respectfully,

Alesha Williams

Flying | Qutfitters

Myton UT
Alesha@flyingioutfitters.com

P.O.Box 70 <« Myton, Utah 84052-0070 +« Phone: 435-646-3208 + Fax: 866-852-9880

Permitted By: The Ashley National Forrest



The Bookeliff Range 1s widely recognized by sportsmen from all over the world as one of the
premier big game hunting opportunities in North America. It's vast and rugged undeveloped
expanses harbor the undisturbed habitat that is critical to maintaining robust populations of elk,
deer, and even bison.

It has been a priority of both the National Backcountry Hunters and Anglers as well as the Utah
Chapter of that organization to see that the areas which are currently not dissected by roads
remain that way. The Utah Chapter identified the protection of the Bookeliff Range as our top
priority in regard to Congressman Bishops's Grand Bargain initiative. We remain committed to
seeing the full protection of those areas under that process.

Our members depend on public lands for pursing our passion of backcountry hunting and
fishing. No place offers better opportunity for such solitude and escape from the mechanized
world in Utah than the rugged county of the Bookcliffs. We stand opposed to any action that
would denigrate the pristine values that draw us to this area.

Your truly,

Jay Banta



2/6/2015

To whom it may concern,

fam writing this letter to express my strong opposition to any development in the Little Creek
Roadless Area of the Bookcliffs and recommend that any and all measures be taken to ensure that the
area remains in its current state,

| ive in California and have been blessed with the opportunity to visit the Roadless area and to
enjoy the rare and basically untouched beauty that would be lost if the area was subjected to
development. The area is filled with dlear streams that run through valleys filled with fall grass between
siopes covared with aspens and pines. There is spectacular wildlife that flourishes in the area ke deer,
baar, and the incredibly majestic efk.

History has taught us how fragile and precious nature is and the importance of setting aside and
protecting areas for future gensrations. This is one such area and 1 hate to think about the tragic
consequences of allowing development to occur in such a special place.

Please take the necessary steps to preserve and cherish this unigue and beautiful part of Utah.

Sincerely, =qnEs W ER
Bilt Bunch : g
EE FEB 11 cui

BY:




Book Cliffs Roadless Area

Brad Barber, Salt Lake City

The Book Cliffs roadless area is in northern Grand County, in eastern Utah. It is a special and
unique place-- beautiful and rugged and remote with a diversity of plant and animal life.

Truly a backcountry hunter’s paradise, it has many applicants for the few limited entry big game
tags made available by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. Drawing a coveted tag may take
years of applying in order to improve your odds each subsequent year. In the meantime, you
dream. And prepare.

To get to the really good hunting areas used to entail enduring four hours of a terribly wash-
boarded, kidney-bruising dirt road (the road is now improved). Then there’re another three or
four hours on horseback negotiating rough and steep terrain--and that’s after getting saddled
up and gear loaded at the trailhead. This trip isn’t something to be taken lightly, and being
unprepared could have dire consequences. But, looking back, of course it’s all well worth it!

| started hunting there in the mid-nineteen eighties. The two biggest mule deer bucks and two
bull elk | have ever taken came from this place. | have also had the pleasure of heing “guide,”
wrangler, and cook for several friends on some other incredible trips. The memories and
stories of this place take up many pages in my diary, but will stay with me for a lifetime.

One particular memory is worth sharing. We were camped in a beautiful meadow by a small
stream. Given | was the wrangler and camp cookie on this trip, | was not up at “o-dark-thirty”
but sleeping in after the hunters headed out early —that is, until | was awakened by elk bugling
and a raucous commotion right in camp!

As | grabbed my pants and scrambled from the tent, | found myself among a flock of wild
turkeys which immediately exploded into flight as a coyote bounded from the willows along the
stream, trying for an easy turkey dinner. Almost simuitaneously, two bull elk trotted bugling,
grunting, and snorting from the golden aspens into the meadow where my horses were grazing.
—the horses, of course, were immediately nervous. | (and the horses!) wasn’t sure if the bulls
were going to fight or if they saw my horses as potential harem mates. As | watched the drama
unfold, not five minutes later a black bear eased across the opposite hillside, negotiating a tall
redrock cliff, finally emerging from some thick mountain mahogany and oak brush. It stopped
for a long minute, swiveling its head looking first at me, then all the activity. He finally stuck his
nose in the air for a quick sniff. Surely deciding the neighborhood had gone to “heck,” the bear
silently vanished into the conifer-filled ravine below camp.

-

Collapsing into my camp chiair, | said to myself “No one’s going to believe what | just saw!”

Needless to say, I'll be back.



Book Cliffs

Ryan Bingham

There are very few places that afford the opportunity to have a truly remote backpack, camping or hunting
experience like that of the Book Cliffs Roadless area in easfern Utah. Over the years, | have explored
deep into the backcountry in several western states. There is really nowhere else in the world like the
Book Cliffs. It is nothing short of a paradise for those who love to hunt big game with a horse or mule.

Three years ago, | was privileged to experience a hunt of a lifetime with my father, 62 years-old at the
time. He had been applying for a limited entry bull elk tag for seventeen years!

The effort required to access the Book Cliffs Roadless Area limited our scouting to one trip over Labor
Day weekend. Then a few long weeks later, we were back for the hunt. We set up a remote horse camp
complete with wall tents, outfitter-style, then hunted on foot a two- hour hike from camp. After deciding to
focus our efforts on one particularly symmetrical 6-point specimen, we played “cat and mouse” for two
days before the perfect shot opportunity presented itself to my dad.

This untamed area is far from motorized traffic and evidence of human disturbance. The feelings and
unigue experience of being there really cannot be adequately explained with words. | can only say itis a
sacred experience.

Before | made my first trip inte the remote areas of the Bogk Cliffs, | didn't understand the mystique—- why
so many people | talked to had such a reverence for this special part of Utah. Primarily seen from the |-
70 corridor, one simply cannot imagine what lies beyond the sheer vertical cliffs that give the Book Cliffs
its name. Now, having had that opportunity, | understand. You do not just "visit” the Book Cliffs, once
you've experience it, you retain part of it in your heart.

For me and my father, the opportunity to spend some time in “the Bocks™ and harvest a trophy bull elk will
be the pinnacle of our hunting lives.

| hope that it remains in its pristine and undeveloped condition so that others can see what wild
backcountry really is. And who knows, maybe I'll get that rare chance to hunt the Book Cliffs with my
sons.



Book Cliffs—Winter Ridge

Christine Barton, Brigham City, Utah

| was very excited to have drawn an archery buck tag for the Book Cliffs in eastern Utah for the 2013
season. The area has a reputation for good big game hunting as a result of the habitat and remoteness.
It is far from any towns so | knew it would be great hunting. Less people mean better deer.

My husband and another bowhunting friend both purchased archery elk tags, which for this limited
entry unit meant they could only harvest spike elk. We planned hunt in the north pertion of the Boeck
Cliffs unit as we had limited time to access the more remote roadless area to the south.

As we headed south from Highway 40 east of Roosevelt, Utah, we expected 90 miles of dirt road but
found that much of that distance was newly paved. It was a little over an hour when the road turned to
dirt and then it wasn’t too far to the area we planned to hunt. On the drive there, we noticed that new
gravel roads were being built by the oil companies in order to access the wells which are being drilled

everywhere out there.

We used some of the roads to scout out the area first by the truck then ATV, but | wasn't seeing all these
deer everyone told us would be everywhere. Not being familiar with this area | was seeing it from a
fresh perspective. Other seasoned hunters we encountered who had hunted the area for years told us
the poor vegetation has really hurt the deer population and racks were much smaller than in years past.
Still, with access roads for the oil wells literally everywhere, | wondered if that hadn’t made an impact
on the deer population. While the roads provide improved access to this area, they are a mixed
blessing.

Towards the end of our hunt, | finally harvested a nice mule deer buck—not huge, but any animal taken
with a bow should be considered a trophy! My husband was also successful in taking a spike bull etk
with his bow, so our hunt was extraordinarily successful.

If given the chance | will eagerly hunt the area again. It is beautiful and rugged. While not yet overrun
with hunters due to its remote setting, | wonder how long it will stay that way.



Dick Walter, Moab, Utah

The Dolores Triangle

The “Dolores Triangle” in east-central Utah is so named because it is bounded on three sides by
distinctive features-- the Celorade border on the east, the Colorado River on the nerth, and the Dolores
River along the southerly edge. Located on the northern fringes of the Colorado Plateau, it is
noteworthy for its varied terrain, seasonally-abundant wildlife, and isclation.

The area is entirely on federal land managed by the U.S, Department of Interior’s Bureau of Land
Management. Perhaps not what many would consider scenic in itself, surrounding views of the the
LaSal moutains to the south and the rugged San Juan mountains to the east in Colorado provide
spectacular backdrops to this remote and lightly visited area.

The geographically-defined landscape of the Dolores Triangle is essentially a large plateau that slopes
from the higher elevations of Colerado westward into Utah. The land drops down to lower elevations
along the bordering rivers with numerous canyons in between.

Within its boundaries, the area is roughly characterized as having two recognizable zones, with northern
and southern components. The northern portion, a BLM Wilderness Study Area, includes red rock cliffs,
benches covered by pinyon-juniper intermixed with open, grassy meadows. The southern portionisina
BLM Natural Area with similar vegetation, rocky slopes, and mesas dissected by numerous smaller
canyons that lead into the larger canyons of the Colorado and Dolores rivers.

The habitat of this area appears similar to much of what would be considered a common western
landscape. Rather than having abundant year-round pepulations of big game, the “Triangle” provides
critical winter range for deer and elk that migrate from adjacent higher elevations of western Colorado.
Lack of convenient access and the few gravel reads in the area limits potential of human disturbance to
these animals while they are most vulnerable.

Hunting pressure is light only because a few limited entry tags for deer or elk are made available, but
those lucky hunters that draw coveted tags might have an opportunity to harvest a trophy animal in a
wild setting.

The potential for impacts from energy development and operaticns is a concern for the future of this
unusual area as several tracts have been approved for oil and gas leasing by the BLM. Disturbance to
wintering wildiife could result from construction of road networks and operations, including water and
air pollution, noise, cit field traffic and human presence. Increased motorized access during the winter
when wifdlife is typically stressed and unwary would make animals much mere susceptible to poaching.
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Caleb Bergeleen
Professional Guide

471 Upper Elgin River R
Blgin, TX 78621

To whom it may concermn

To whom it may concern:

Every fall for the tast 13 years | have spent in the back country of the western states guiding
hunters. | have sisided In idahe, Colorade, Utah, and New Mexico, But seven of those years
have been the most special because | had the opportunity 1o guide in the bookcliffs roadiess
unit. This is an area untike any other in the United States because of its unigue beauty and
abundance af animals, In a world of quickly disappearing witderness/roadless areas, we have to
do what is right for cur chitdren and cur children’s children and protect our wild areas.
Theodore Roosevelt once said

“Here is your country. Cherish these natural wonders, cherish the naturzl resources, cherish
the history and romance as a sacred heritage, for vour children and your children’s children. ©O
NOT tet selfish men or greedy interests skin your ceuntry of its beauty, its riches or its
romance.”

1 fee! the same as he does. Natural resaurces are vital to our country, and | am alf for drilling
and the oil business as 3 whole. But, we must protect our public lands that have remained wild
and free at alf costs.

Thanks you for your time,

&

4 oo
LA

Caleb Bergeleen



To whom it may concern,

Greetings! | am a physician from Pennsylvania that once lived in Utah. | have been on 4 hunts
into the Bookcliffs roadless area, the last two with 2 of my 3 daughters. These trips into the
backcountry of the Bookcliffs cemented our relationship and produced memories that will last a
lifetime. Truly wild areas are few and far between.

Adventure, unique beauty, multitudes of elk bugling high on the ridges, clear streams and
bright starlit skies without human interference are the main reasons | continue to return to
Utah and request this specific location. Ol and natural gas is currently plentiful, leading to low
prices and a significant slowing of new production. Including the Bookcliffs in a new drilling unit
would irreversibly alter this landscape when no pressing economic need is present. | certainly
would ook elsewhere for my Western hunts and wilderness vacations.

In conclusion, | request that you permanently create a wild and primitive area out of the
current Bookcliffs roadless area and forbid oil and gas exploration. The Bookcliffs are a hidden
gem that | have and will repeatedly vacation to so that | may enjoy the many things { have
noted above. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Russell Gombosi MD
5271 State Rt 973 E
Cogan Station, PA 17728



Kai.eigh Welch

From; : Ruth Dillon [rdillong@grandcountyutah.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 9:44 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: FW: List of Participants in Bishop Process

From: William Love [mailto:sombra@frontiemet.net]
Sent: Sunday, February 8, 2015 9:56 AM

To: grand county council

Cc: moabsunnewseditor@amail.com

Subject: List of Participants in Bishop Process

Please Distribute

The list below is the people invited to participate in the Bishop Proposal Big Flats meetings. This list was
presented to the County Council several meetings ago. Please notice that almost all the Conservation Groups
were excluded. Several members from conservation groups who tried to participate in the workshops were
removed from the table by Lynn and told to sit in the audience as they were not invited. Fidelity was fully
represented at the table. Missing are SUWA Sierra Club, Canyonlands Watershed Council, Living Rivers,
Grand Canyon Trust and any other group who wanted to participate as a conservation group. The council
workshop for new presentations included several organizations that have been part of past workshops and may
be just repeats of prior information.

Curtis Wells; Doug McElhaney; Lyan Jackson; Clif Koontz; Dina Brown (Fidelity O1l); Ashley
Korenblat; Gene Ciarus; Lavonne Garrison (SITLAY; Mike Keller (Fidelity); Sue Bellagamba;
Jason Keith; Bryan Torgerson; Ruth Dillon: Sandy Freethey; Dave Vaughn; Bill Jackson; John
Andrews (SITLA}; and attended at least once: Wade Garrett and Kelsey  (from Wade
Garrett’s office [ believe). There were also two young men from PLPCO who ran the GIS
mapping during the meetings. There may have been others from Fidelity a time or two.

Bill love



Kamigh Weich

From: Richard Schwariz [richard@mtperson.com)
Sent: Saturday, February 14, 2015 818 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah net

Subject: Public Lands Profection

Grand County Council
Attn: Public Lands Bill
125 E Center Street
Moah, UT B4532

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I am responding to the Grand County Council’s invitation for public comments on protection

for public lands in Grand County as part of Rep.
Rob Bishop’s 'Public Lands Initiative’ in SE Utah. I strongly support National Conservation
Area status for the Book Cliffs and Westwater/Dolores Triangle/Beaver (resk areas.

I have resided in Castleton in Grand County for 17 years. I cannot emphasize how important it
is for the future of Grand County to protect as much land as possible as Conservation Areas
or official Wilderness.

Such a designation is critical for a vibrant adventure-based economy.

The many visitors wheo visit Grand County take away indelible impressions of beauty. These
lands merit conservation

From my home in Castleton I see the Book Cliffs. I have floated Westwater many times. The
Dolores Triangle is remote, hard to get to, and thereby very special. All are deserving of
conservation protection.

In summary, I support an expansive designation of protected land in Grand County. Such
designation will preserve something that people literally come from all over the world to
see, fueling the local economy. People do not come to see fracking operations, hazy air, and
heavy oil trucks thundering through the desert. Ask the people of North Dakota how much the
local communities have gained by being hoomtowns.

Wilderness also offers the residents of Grand County the solace and spiritusl nurturing of
untrammeled land, to say nothing of the tourist dollars. When I moved here 17 years ago, it
was in no small part due to the landscape of this unique area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Rep. Bishep’s public lands bill.
Sincerely,

Richard Schwartz
Castleton



Ka!_eigh Welch

Frony: glen zumwalt [glenzum@gmail.com)
Sent: Sunday, February 15, 2015 12:57 PM
To: counci@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Fwd: Feb.16 PLI meeting

---------- Forwarded message ~-n»mmmmmm

From: glen zumwalt <glenzuom@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Feb 15, 2015 at 10:42 AM
Subject: Feb.16 PLI meeting

To: Councili@grandecountyutah.net

[ am Glen Zumwalt, (Utah board member of The BlueRibbon Coalition) and will be attending the council's
meeting. We (BRC) have been involved with the eastern Utah PLI since its inception and have provided various
forms of input and support to the counties and /or local organizations where mantaining and preserving access
to public lands becomes an issue. I would appreciate the opportunity to introduce myself and offer any
assistance we may be able to provide as you work toward finalizing Grand Co.'s position. Thanks- Glen ph.
435-680-1919



KaLaigh Welch

From: Canyon Voyages Adventure Co. [info@canyonvoyages.com]
Sent; Monday, February 16, 2015 3:47 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Bishop Public Lands Initiafive

My wife and | own and eperate a successful business that depends on 2 high quality visitor experience, Over the 23
years of building our business we have seen much growth in Moab’s tourism economy. Unlike previous boom/bust
cycles of extractive industries, tourism has formed 2 solid foundation that has been thriving but is now threatenad by
incompatible uses such as increasing oil and gas development. View sheds and air quality can be quickly spoiled and for
these reasons, we believe it is imperative that you support protection via the Bishop Public Lands Initiative.

Boolk Cliffs Area: Please preserve the existing large tracts of wilderness guality land as wilderness and extend
management oversight for adjacent lands in & Book CHff National Conservation Area. Wildlife migration corridors are
vital and must be maintained including corridors through existing oil and gas fields. We ask that you do not support the
Book Cliff Highway proposal or oil/gas pipeline propasal because of the disruption it would cause to this unique and
largely unspolled area.

The other natural treasure worthy of protecting for future generations is the Westwater-Beaver Crack ares. These
remote locations are highly scught after by our cllents specifically for their wildemess quality. These desert river
canyons encampass unigue riparian and wildlife habitats. We request your support in preserving these lands as
wilderness in the form of a Westwater-Beaver Cresk National Conservation Area.

Thank you, in advance, for your leadership in protecting these wild places for the citizens of Grand County and those
who visit it from throughout the world,

Sincerely,

Don & Denise Oblak

CANYON VOYAGES ADVENTURE Co.
211 N, Main St.

Moah,UT 84532

{435) 256-6007
info@canyonvovages.com

WWW.Canvyonvovages.com




Kaleigh Welch

From: Tory Hill [torydd 11@gmail.com)
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 9:51 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bishop Lands Initiative

GC Council,

I want to thank you for your service and your willingness to listen to the community’s concerns.

In regards to the Bishop Lands Initiative, specifically the 3 alternatives for the Book Cliffs Highway, I would like
to ask the GC council and all those involved to seriously consider removing any and all plans for the Highway.
As you know maintaining roads in Grand County is not an easy thing even under the best of drecumstances.
How many times have we had to totally rebuild the road to Mineral Bottom or clear large slides from 128 or
replace culverts everywhere because they have failed?

As you may know Counties and Municipalities get state tax monies to help pay for the building and
maintenance of our roads. This is calculated by the mile, NOT by the monetary need of the road. As treasurer
of Castle Valley for the last 5 years | can tell you that the money we get from the state for C.V. drive does not
even begin to cover the cost of maintaining the road. This is a road that is relatively flat and has good drainage
and is easy to get to.

| ask that before the council makes a decision to say yes to this, you go up to the Book Cliffs and drive for
yourself the 3 alternative routes. | think if you do you would easily see that all 3 routes are building and
maintenance nightmares. GC would be financially responsible for this Highway. And Highway it is. Let’s not
fool ourselves into thinking this is a nice little road for a drive like 128. Currently where the pavement ends at
the GC line this fittle road is far larger than 191. It must be built for the BIG rigs to drive as fast as they can,
they’d like 60 to 70 mph, though the grade on all 3 alternatives would limit this to some degree. Cortrary to
what some think and have said we cannot charge a toll on this Highway. Do we really want to bind ourselves
to paying for this road into eternity just to make it easier for Big Oil to frack and pollute the Colorado River
watershed and Canadian Tar Sands to strip mine our Book Cliffs for some of the dirtiest energy on the planet?

Please GC Council, remove the Hydrocarbon Highway from all alternatives to the Bishop land initiative!

Also please be proactive and do whatever it takes to protect our watershed here in the Moab valley and GCin
general. As you know we live in a desert and there is a finite amount of water, we need to conserve and

protect it.

Once again Thank You, Tory Hill



KaLeigh Welch

From: David McLean {mciean?77 gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 4:07 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Thank You Grand County Council

The two recent Administrative Workshops for the Public Land Initiative, one on 9 February and the
other on 16 February, were examples of excellent leadership by our Grand County Council.

These workshops were well attended, the presenters were well prepared, and evervone (audience,
presenters, and Council) was civil and respectful. This result was because of the ground rules,
openness, tone, and conduct by you the Council members. The extra hours and work you putin to
accomplish this is appreciated by me and, I suspect, everyone in Grand County.

Thank you for inviting public comment by anyone and everyone with information to share, and for
courteously and respectfully listening and considering their input. Grand County is fortunate to
have great selfless people like you.

Citizen Dave

Dave Mclean



KaLeigh Welch

From: Wendy Hoff [wendyhoff@hotmail.com]
Sent; Wednesday, February 18, 2015 8:03 AM
To: Grand County Coungil

Subject: Bishop plan comments - Book Cliffs

it's my understanding that you are currently addressing the Book Cliffs portion of the Bishop Plan.

1 would just like to comment that | am in favor of wilderness protection for this area. That is no development,
ne oil and gas. It is not worth devouring the current landscape for finite purposes.

Wendy Hoff
2568 100E
Moab, UT



KaLeigh Welch

From: Pam Hackley [phackley@frontiernet.nef]
Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2015 7:20 AM
To: Grand County Gouncil

Subject: Fw: Public Lands Protection

Please forward this letter from Richard Schwartz to Council.
Thank you,
Pam Hackley

HC 64 Box 3208
Castie Valley, UT 84532

On Saturday, February 14, 2015 8:20 AM, Richard Schwarlz <richard@miperson.com: wrote:

Grand County Council
Attn: Public Lands Bill
125 E Center Street
Moab, UT 84532

Ladies and Gentlemen:

| am responding to the Grand County Council’s invitation for public
comments on protection for public fands in Grand County as part of Rep.
Rob Bishop's 'Public Lands Initiative’ in SE Utah. | strongly support
National Conservation Area status for the Book Cliffs and
Westwater/Dolores Triangle/Beaver Creek areas.

| have resided in Castleton in Grand County for 17 years. | cannot
emphasize how important it is for the future of Grand County to protect

as much land as possible as Conservation Areas or official Wilderness.
Such a designation is critical for a vibrant adventure-based economy.

The many visitors who visit Grand County take away indelible impressions
of beauty. These lands merit conservation

From my home in Castleton | see the Book Cliffs. | have floated
Westwater many times. The Dolores Triangle is remote, hard to get to,
and thereby very special. All are deserving of conservation protection.

In summary, | support an expansive designation of protected Jand in

Grand County. Such designation will preserve something that people
literally come from all over the world to see, fueling the local

aconomy. People do not come to see fracking operations, hazy air, and
heavy off frucks thundering through the desert. Ask the people of North
Dakota how much the local communities have gained by being boomtowns.



Wilderness also offers the residents of Grand County the solace and
spiritual nurturing of untrammeled fand, to say nothing of the tourist
dollars. When | moved here 17 years ago, i was in no small part due to
the landscape of this unique area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Rep. Bishop's public lands bill.
Sincerely,

Richard Schwartz
Castleton



KaLeigh Welch

From: Kevin Walker [k23walker@gmail.com] on behalf of Kevin Walker [kevin@canyon23.nef]
Sent: Friday, February 20, 2015 10:23 AM

To: coundl@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Book Cliffs Wildernass and NCA

Dear County Council Members,

Here are my comments on the Book CLff5 in the context of Grand County's recommendation for the Bishop
Process.

I hope you will do three things on Monday:

(1) Recommend wilderness for the three units in the eastern Book Cliffs (Hideout Canyon, Mexico Point,
Survey Point).

(2) Recommend wilderness for the southem tier of the main Book Cliffs proposed wilderness areas (all the way
to the "first bench"” road).

(3) Recommend an NCA to protect some parts of the Book Cliffs which are not covered by wilderness.

The reasons for protecting the Book Cliffs are well known to you, so 1 will limit myself to a short bulleted hist
on that topic:

* In the lower 48 states, only 8% of the land still qualifies as wilderness. Most of the that 8% currently has no
formal protection. If we do nothing, that 8% will eventually shrink to around 3%,

* Grand County is lucky to have more than its share of these remaining wild lands. We should preserve what
we have for future generations.

* The Book Cliffs is one of the largest remaining roadless areas in Utah.

* The Book Cliffs is important wildlife habitat.

(1} Hideout Canyon, Mexico Point, Survey Point

What reasons have been offered against protecting these three areas as wilderness? At a recent GCC meeting,
Lynn Jackson said the old County Council felt the areas did not qualify as wilderness because they were "full of
gas wells” {(or something like that; I'm paraphrasing). This claim is clearly wrong:

{a) Hideout Canyon, Mexico Point, and Survey Point do not contain any gas wells. 1t's 1s easy to verify this by
visiting the areas or by checking the Utah AGRC database of oil and gas weils. The boundaries of these
proposed wilderness areas were carefully drawn to exclude gas wells.

(b} In the large majority of the acreage, you cannot se¢ or hear a gas well. These areas are relatively large
(14,000 acres, 17,600 acres and 9600 acres -~ well above the 5000 minimum for wilderness) and there is only
one cherry-stemmed boundary. The topography is very rugged, which reduces impacts from gas wells outside
the proposed wilderness,



(c) The BLM has inventoried these three arcas and determined that they have wilderness characteristics. See
http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blim/ut/moab_fo/rmp/rod approved rmp/maps. Par.82463.File.dat/Maps%20

15.pdf .

(I will note parenthetically here that when I quoted Lynn Jackson above | was careful to make clear that he was
reporting on the old County Council's views, not his own personal opinion. As a long time veteran of the BLM,
Lynn would know very well that any claim that these three units did not qualify as wilderness is clearly false. 1
suspect that Lynn tried hard to set Gene Ciarus et al straight on this point, but that they obstinately refused to
listen to him.)

A second reason (and 1 suspect the real reason) given for leaving these areas out of a wilderness
recommendation is that designating wilderness here would make it more difficult to build a Book Cliffs
Highway (or energy corridor). I would argue that if anvthing, this is a reason in favor of designating wilderness
here.

In the early 1990s and again last vear, Grand County held elections in which the proposed Book Chiffs highway
was a major campaign issue. In both cases highway proponents lost decisively,

If we take wilderness designation for these three units off the table, then the chances of a highway being built
increase greatly. All highway proponents have to do is revive the issue every few years. They will lose most of
the time (as they have in the past), but they only have to win once in order for the highway to be built. Without
protective designations, the deck is stacked in favor of building the highway.

It's time to say "No" once and for all to the Book Cliffs Highway. We should not have to win 10 out of 10
elections to stop the highway. Winning two out of two should be enough.

{2) Southern boundary of Book Cliffs wilderness

Some proposed wildermness boundaries for the Book Chiffs leave out many thousands of acres of pristine
wilderness on the southern flank. In some cases this 1s based on old, flawed WSA boundaries. [ think the
County Couneil should use the more modern boundary found in the Moab BLM Resource Management Plan
{sec

http://www. blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/ut/moab_fo/rmp/rod_approved rmp/maps.Par. 82463 File.dat/Maps%20
15.pdf). This boundary extends all the way to the "first bench" road (and in some cases beyond.) It is very
similar to boundary used in America's Red Rock Wilderness Act.

To my knowledge, there are no serious resource conflicts along this southern boundary of the wilderness
proposal.

{3) Book Cliffs NCA

r‘

There are areas in the Book Cliffs which deserve some level of protection, but which do not qualify for
wilderness. The main two are:

{a) The area between the base of the ¢liffs and the first bench road. This is the prominent escarpment you sce
from Interstate 70. It's what a lot of people think of when they hear "Book Cliffs". It's not part of the
wilderness proposal because of the first bench road.



{b) An area in the northeast which would provide a wildlife bridge to the Sweet Water and Bitler Creek
proposed wilderness areas. Some of this area has gas wells (relatively low density), but it's still important for
biglogical reasons.

Designating an NCA in the Book Cliffs would nicely complement the wilderness designations.

Thank you, County Council members, for all the time you are devoting to this issue.
Sincerely,

Kevin Walker



From: Liz Thomas

To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bishop PLI - Book Cliffs Wilderness and NCA
Date: Friday, February 20, 2015 10:09:03 PM

RE: Book Cliffs Proposal for Rep. Bishop’s Public Lands Initiative
Dear Council Members,

Thank you for the time and effort you put into the public workshops over the past
two weeks during which local citizens groups and non-profit organizations presented
their public lands proposals.

I am writing to urge the Council to support comprehensive wilderness and other
preservation designations for the Book Cliffs in the Council's recommendation for
Congressman Bishop's Public Lands Initiative.

1) Wilderness designation for these lands is not controversial and would not
affect valid existing rights (i.e. existing energy leases, mining claims). The

public lands in the Book Cliffs have long been recognized as Grand County’s
wildest and most remote areas. The Council should recommend wilderness
designation for all of the wilderness-quality lands in the Book Cliffs, which
includes, generally, the area from the Green River (on the west) to East
Canyon (on the east), encompassing most of the lands above the cliff line
along 1-70.

e The Book Cliffs are not targeted for energy or other mineral
development. Wilderness designation would not affect any valid existing
rights, and the existing oil/gas fields are located outside proposed
wilderness areas (this can be verified by review of the Utah Division of
Oil, Gas and Mining website);

e The Book Cliffs are rugged, undeveloped and remote lands that provide
critical, unfragmented wildlife habitat, and do not have recreational use
conflicts. The area is prized by backcountry hunters and others seeking a
truly remote experience surrounded by quiet canyons, mesas and native
wildlife.

e The Book Cliffs have been identified by the BLM as having wilderness
character. See

http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/ut/moab_fo/rmp/rod_approve
d_rmp/maps.Par.82463.File.dat/Maps%2015.pdf

2) The only controversial issue in the Book Cliffs is the Book Cliffs
highway/energy corridor. Wilderness designation is the best way to effectively

preclude a Book Cliffs highway and/or energy corridor. The Book Cliffs
highway/energy corridor/pipeline was the biggest issue in the recent County

Council election. Voters expressed opposition to a Book Cliffs
highway/corridor/pipeline in November 2014 and elected new Council members
to represent their interests. A similar Grand County election over the Book
Cliffs highway occurred in the 1990’s, with similar results. It is time to say
“NO” to a Book Cliffs highway/energy corridor/pipeline once and for all, rather



than to continue wasting taxpayer time and dollars on this issue.

3) Einally, there are lands adjacent to the proposed Book Cliffs wilderness
areas that should be protected in a National Conservation Area (NCA). An NCA

is an appropriate designation to preserve and enhance the ecological, scenic,
recreational (including hunting and fishing), cultural, historical, natural,
educational, and scientific resources, and specifically the wildlife habitat and
migration corridors of the Book Cliffs. In general, these adjacent lands are
located south of the proposed wilderness areas, from the base of the cliffs up
to the first “Bench Road” along the length of the Book Cliffs escarpment, and
are located along the northeastern portion of the Carbon-Grand county line
between the Hideout Canyon proposed wilderness area and the Sweet Water
and Bitter Creek proposed wilderness areas (located primarily in Carbon
County). Although these adjacent lands might not technically qualify for
wilderness designation, they are an integral part of the Book Cliffs and should
be included in a National Conservation Area to provide heightened
management protection for wildlife habitat and migration corridors, and the
iconic scenic values.

Preserving the Book Cliffs in their current, undeveloped state is a no-brainer; it is not

controversial. There is no downside to protecting what is, essentially, the status quo.
It would be controversial to NOT preserve the status quo and to allow a large

transportation corridor to bisect the Book Cliffs. Wilderness designation will allow
our kids and grandkids, and visitors from far and wide the opportunity to continue to

enjoy Grand County’s natural wilderness heritage.

Thank you for your patience and interest during the public workshops. | urge you to
recommend full protection for the Book Cliffs and to say "NO" to the Book Cliffs
highway and/or energy corridor..

Sincerely,

-Liz Thomas

Liz Thomas

PO Box 321

3291 Juniper Drive
Moab, UT 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: John Hartley [Juan. bolle@gmall.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015716 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bookdlift hiwayipipeline corridor

Please protect the remote aress of the Bookcliffs and prevent the develapment of an energy
corridor and the paving of the  Bookcliff Rosds.

John Hartley

Sent from my iPhone



KaLeigh Welch

From: Joan Gough [goughjoangdfrontier.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 8:00 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bishop Lands Bill

Dear Council Members:

Thank you for the time and work you are giving to the Lands Bill. There is so little actual
wilderness left in America and we have a pilece of it here in Grand County. I support what
you do to protect the Book Cliffs. No road through them and no new development are the
minimum protection we should afford the area.

Sincerely,
Joan Gough



KaLeigh Welch

From: Nancy Kuriz [nancystarjive@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 8:37 AM
To: Grand County

Subject: The Book Cliffs

To the County Council members,

I wish to add my voice to those who are encouraging you to give the greatest preservation
possible te the Book ClifFs area to sustain and enhance the integrity of the land.

Unlike many from whom vou are receiving letters, I have not been up to the Book (liffs. I
tend to hike and walk closer to home and it seems far to drive. 5o I rely on others for
specifics on the areas under consideration --

It distresses me greatly that having respect for areas being considered for wilderness
designation is not something upon which we can all agree. Surely, this is the best and
highest use of this land.

This area is simply not compatible with o0il drilling, fracking, tar sands, and everything
that accompanies industry/extraction, such as:

Deterioration of air quality

Reduced health of people and wildlife in the area Impacts to the soil and vegetation from
digging up the ground, injecting fluids and chemicals, ete.

Impacts te our precicus supplies of water due to vastly increassd usage and contamination.

And also -

The huge amounts of water and energy it takes to drive this determined engine should give us
pause, as well as,

The impacts and dangers of transporting oil and water over vast distanices, as evidenced by an
increasing number of train derallings and truck accidents resulting in perilous fireballs
too, too close to where people live ~

I have been a resident of Moab for almost twelve years. During that time, as I open my eyes
more and more and learn to appreciate and revere where I now find myself, the land seems to
be under a greater threat than ever could be imagined.

Yes, there 1s a learning curve for those not accusiomed to seeing the world through its own
lens. If only these focussed primarily on how much profit they can make by selling off these
gifts could see that and make a different choice.

Please do all you can to support wilderness designation for this vulnerable and fragile area.
I have & disagreement with the Bishop incentive’s basic philosophy. As sentimental and feel-
good @5 it sounds, T believe the concept of extraction as compatible with the intrinsic value
of the land is a mirage. There is a tipping point. IFf you give away sizeable chunks of it,
I-feel, you may as well say, here, take the whole damn thing, it will fall into itself and be
ruined forever,

In particular, a recad through the Book Cliffs, a wide swath to accommodate its primary intent
- to grease the wheels of industry - would be a big, opig mistake. It is the kingpin upon
which this house of cards relies. Please don’t let it happen.



Thank you for your attention to these comments.
Very truly yours,

Nancy Kurtz
139 Arches Drive
Moab

Nancy Kurtz
nancystariive@gmail.com
435-259-0734




KaLeigh Welch

From: Lisa Ceniceros [lisaceniceros@ymail com|
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 5:38 PM

To: Council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: no more designations

Dear Council, we are aware you will be dealing with the future of the Book Cliffs in Grand County at a
workshop on 2/23/714 when considering recommendations to Congressman Rob Bishop's Public Lands
Initiative. I wish to go on record as saying I do not wish to see any more wilderness designations in Grand
County. I want Hay and East Canyons left open for the possibility of a future highway connecting Moab and
Vernal, And I do not want te see any special land designations in the area below the Book Cliffs that will
ultimatley result in closed roads and trails. Thank you for your time.

Lisa Ceniceros



KaLeigh Weich

From: Sue deVall [sdev. cv@gmail com|
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 857 PM
To: council@grandcountyuiah.net
Subjeet: Bock Cliffs Highway

1 have written twice to the Council about my objection to the Book Cliffs Highway. First was my objection to
including it in all three of the proposals for the Bishop land initiative. There was no choice there.

This highway proposal is intended only to enable a dirty industry at the expense of wilderness quality land in a
pristine area.

Are the taxpayers of Grand County expected to build it, maintain it and police it? Certainly not.

Sue deVall
845372



KaLeigh Welch

From; Kathey McNeely [katheymcneely@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 6:03 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Grand County Public Lands related fo Congressman Bishop' s Proposed Public Lands Bill for
SE Utah

1. Please do NOT propose designating any more wilderness in the Book Cliffs!

2. Please do NOT propose designating any more wilderness in Grand County! We have encugh
protected areas!

3, Please do NOT propose shutting down any more reads or trails in Grand County! Several 4-
wheel drive roads I've been on since I was a2 kid are now closed! Why?

**1 was bern in Moab and grew up here. I've seen many changes throughout the years. I
even remember when Moab's Main Street was still a dirt road! Places I use to go hunting,
camping, fishing, and picnicing as a kid and 2 young adult are now controlled/protected or
closed off by Forest Sepvice, BLM, Naticnal Parks, or private preperties, including gated
communities. Many places have been taken over by the tourist industry (including Sandy Beach,
Take OQut Beach, Big Bend Campground, Moonflower Canyon, Culvert Canyon, etc.)

*++nDg I want this beautiful place I've lived in all my life, preserved? Of course! My
dad taught me to respect and take care of this land! But I alsc want multiple use. I am for a
balanced economy which includes recreation and tourism, but 2lsc responsible mining and
drilling, and grazing- yes, cows- I like meat!

#**¥Rpads - remember a lot of the roads enjoyed by tourists, bikers, jeepers, etc.
were built by mining and drilling companies.

#EE¥0n  think about it! What is best for Grand County and its residents? Do we want the
government to control every bit of our county? Wilderness for only the healthy and wealthy?

Sincerely, KaTthey McNeely



Kai..eigh Weich

From: Josh Green [gojoshgreen@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 625 PM
Ta: council@grandcountyutah. net
Subject: Concerns about recent meetings

Dear Grand County Council,

I am writing to express my concern about the scheduling of your recent meetings regarding the Bishop’s Land
Initiative. As a working citizen, ] am unable to attend meetings that take place at 9 AM. 1 have voiced my
concern to other taxpayers and they are equally frustrated at the meeting times. There is also confusion as to
why one week we are holding meetings at 9 AM and the next week holding meetings at 4 PM.

When | asked about this, I was told that the Council is doing this to accommodate a Councilman’s child sitting
schedule. T question this. Why are we accommodating for one person so that he can make these nieetings, but
cannot accommodate the entire work force of Grand County?

What is good for one should be good for all.

From what 1 have seen in the lineup of those that are speaking at these meetings, this doesn’t feel like you are
accommodating for the Councilinan. [t feels like a tactic is being used to keep a particular group of people out
of the meetings (IE The working taxpayer who is against turning Grand County into a2 monument).

Along with this letter, I am also contacting the Governor’s office and expressing my concerns.

Thank you for your tiine,

Josh Green

Meoah, Utah



Kaleigh Welch

From: Kristen shelburg [shelburg_1@yahoco.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 6:33 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: BOOK CLIFFS

Hello, I would like to express my concern for the Book Cliffs.

1. Please designate all of the proposed wilderness in the Book Cliffs 2. Please stop the Book
Cliffs Highway by designating Survey Point, Mexico Point, and Hideout Canyon units as
wilderness Thank you,.



KaLeigh Welch

From: Celia F Alario [celiaalaric@gmail.com]

Sent; Saturday, February 21, 2015 7:13 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Please protect the Book Cliffs, no Hwy please!
Ureetings,

['m writing as a resident of Moab (1990-92 and again for the last seven vears) to ask that you please designate
all of the proposed wildermess you can in the Book Cliffs area and do all you can to protect that area. Also
please oppose and stop the Book Cliffs Hwy at all costs, preferably by supporting the proposal for designating
Survey Point, Mexico Point and Hideout Canyon Units all as Wilderness.

Moabites have been smart enough to avoid the Book Cliffs Hwy all this time, and it is still the right thing to do
for all the same reasons as before.

I'm especially interested in protecting the hunting and fishing areas up there, as well as the excitement of
accessing these areas for hiking and camping and four wheel drive use.

The quiet, the darkness, the wildness and the value it provides to the area, vs. the traffic, the opening up the area
for huge extraction vehicles, the other impacts of the highway is just a clear cut situation, we don't want that
road. | know I speak for many people who [ hope write to vou and also tell you the same!

All the best!

Best,

Celia Alario
celiaalario@email.com
+1 310721 6517

"Rules for being Amazing"

Risk more than is required.

Learn more than is normal.

Be strong. Show courage.

Breathe.

Excel. Love. Lead”

Speak you truth.

Live your values.

Laugh. Cry.

Innovate. Simplify.

Adore mystery. Release mediocrity.



Aim for genius. Stay humble.

Be kinder than expected.

Deliver more than is needed.
Exude passion. Shatter your limits.
Transcend your fears.

Inspire others by your bigness.
Dream big but start small.

Act now. Don't stop.

Change the world.

"Ruies for being Amazing”
by Robin Sharma



KaLeigh Welch

From: Kiley Miller [moabkiley@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 7:54 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: public lands please protect them

Please designate all of the proposed wilderness in the Book Cliffs, please stop the Book
Cliffs Highway by designating Survey Point, Mexico Point, and Hideout Canyon units as
wilderness. Please protect the public lands and give them the deepest protections possible.

Thank you
Kiley Miller

“I am not an atheist but an earthiest. Be true to the earth.”
-Ed Abbey

"Growth for the sake of growth is the ideology of a cancer cell”
-Ed Abbey

"We are obliged, therefore, to spread the news, painful and bitter
though it may be for some to hear, that all living things on Earth are
kindred"

-Ed Abbey

“The idea of wilderness needs no defense, it only needs defenders.
-Ed Abbey
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KaLeigh Welch

From: Mary Meador [mary_meador22@outivok.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 7:.06 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: In regards to Workshop on 02/23

Dear Council;

We are aware you will be dealing with the future of the Book Cliffs in Grand County at a workshop on 2/23/15
when considering recommendations to Congressman Rob Bishop's Public Lands Initiative. I wish to go on record as
saving 1 do not wish to see any wilderness designations beyond what has been proposed by BLM in that area. 1 want
Hay and East Canvons left open for the possibility of a future highway connecting Moab and Vernal. And | do not
want to see any special land designations in the area below the Book CHffs that will uitimately result in closed roads
and trails.

Thank vou for your time. Mary Meador



KaLeigh Welch

From: Todd Gilmer [toddgai@q.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 924 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: 2123114 workshop on proposed wildemess

Dear Grand County Council,

1 am aware you will be dealing with the future of the Book Cliffs in Grand County at a workshop on 2/23/14 when
considering recommantations to Congressman Rob Bishop's Public Lands Initiative.

F wish to go on record as saving:
1. W new wilderness must now be added in Utah, | do not wish to have wilderness designations beyond what has
heen proposed by BLM in the Book Cliffs,
2. [want Hay and East Canyons left open for the possibility of a future highway connecting Moab and Vernal.
3. And I do notwant to see any speclal land designations in the area below the Book Cliffs that will ultimatley
result in closed roads and trails.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Todd Gilmer

Geoscience consultant to Grand County businesses
Buena Vista, CC 81211
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Kai...eigh Welch

From: marymoran@frontierhet.net

Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 10:00 AM
To: council@grandeountyutsh. net
Subject: Bishop Public Lands Initiative

Dear Council Members,

Thank you for listening to local citizens groups and non-profit organizations during
recent public workshops, as they presented their public lands proposals.

Please support wildernass and other preservation designations for the Book Cliffs in the
Council's recommendation for Congressman Bishop's Public Lands Initiative.
Please recommend wilderness designation for all of the wildermess-quality lands in the

Book Cliffs, roughly the area form the Green River on the west 1o the East Canyon on
the east, north of the cliff line paralleling I-70. These are Grand County’s wildest and

most remote areas, providing critical, unfragmented wildlife habitat. The BLM has
identified these lands as having wilderness character. Further, wilderness
designation for the Book CIiff lands in question would not affect existing valid
energy leases or mining rights.

The only controversial issue is the Book Cliffs highway or pipeline. A large
majority of Grand County citizens are opposed to both the highway and
pipeline idea. This was expressed in elections back in the 1990s and again a
few months ago.

Some adjacent lower-elevation lands south of the areas above should be
protected in a National Conservation Area. This would provide for better
management tools for protecting the critical wildlife corridors and would better
protect existing recreational values, hunting, fishing, ecological and scenic
values, and cultural and scientific resources.

In summary, please recommend comprehensive wilderness and other protections for the
Book Cliffs, and oppose any energy corridor or highway dissecting the Book Cliffs.
Sincerely,

Mary Moran
471 Loveridge Dr
Moab

13



KaLeigh Welch

From: Lisa Paterson [ipateri @hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 10:33 AM
To: council@grandgountyutah. net
Subject: Book Cliffs

Dear County Council Members,

Thank you for reading and considering my comments on the Book Cliffs
as you craft Grand County's recommendation for the Bishop process.

Please include the following in you recommendation:

(1) Recommend wilderness for Hideout Canyon, Mexico Point, & Survey
Point.

(2) Recommend wilderness for the southern tier of the main Book Cliffs
proposed wilderness areas (all the way to the "first bench” road).

Why protect the Book Cliffs?

Because the Book Cliffs are one of the largest remaining roadless areas in
Utah.

And because the Book Cliffs are important wildlife habitat. Preserving
these lands as wilderness benefits a multiple use: hunting, hiking, remote
wilderness experiences.

The BLLM has reviewed these three Book Cliffs zones and concluded that
they do in fact have wilderness characteristics.

Some have stated that the Hideout Canyon, Mexico Point, & Survey Point
areas are filled with drilling rigs already, but this just isn't the case. Please
review the maps that have been submitted to you showing that this indeed
is a wild land worthy of preservation. Please note that wilderness
designation will not affect valid existing energy leases & mining claims.



Reasons have been offered against Book Cliffs wilderness designation
and land preservation because some want to build an energy corridor
highway. Grand County residents have spoken against building this road.
It's important to honor this majority as well as to follow the BLM
recommendations.

Thank you for all the time you are devoting to this issue.

Sincerely,
Lisa Paterson

Lisa Paterson Coaching and Rosen Method Bodywork
Gently Held, Deeply Seen



KaLeigh Welch

From: fibbetismasonry@yahoo.com

Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 10:33 AM
Ta: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subjeet: Book cliffs no more wildemaess

Sent from my VYerizon 40 LTE Tablet

Dear Council, we are aware you will be dealing with the future of the Book Cliffs in irand County at 3 workshop on 2/23/14 when
considering recottumendations to Congressman Rob Bishop's Public Lands Initiative. [ wish to go on record as saying 1 do not wish io
see any wilderness designations beyond what has been proposed by BLM in that area {or you can say you don't want fo see any
wilderness). 1 want Hay and East Canyons left open for the possibility of a future highway connecting Moab and Vemal. And [ do not
want to see any special land designations in the area below the Book Cliffs that will ultimatley result in closed roads and trails. Thank
you for your tithe.

Senl s vy Verizon Wirless 20 LTE smartghose

James Tibbetts



Kaleigh Welch

From: keelerbruce [keelerbruce@netscape.net]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 11:07 AM
To: souncil@grandeountyutah. net

Subject: County Council re Bookcliffs designations

I would like to express my position on the recommendations for the Bishop Initistive.

1. I weuld not include any energy corrider.

2.  There are several areas with littie cr no mineral leases that should remain undeveloped
due to their wilderness charestics or wilderness designation. These are mostly included in
the most recent BLM maps.

Hideout canyon, Mexice Point, Survey Point, the area between the base of the cliffs and the
first bench road and the area between the Bitter (reek and Sweet Water proposed wilderness
areas.

Thank you for continuing this process to include & broader input from the community.

Bruce Keeler -

78 Balley Lane

Castle Valley

Sent from my iPhone



KaLeigh Welch

From: Craig Bigler [craighigler@gmail.com)
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 11:24 AM
To: councit@grandcountyutah.nat
Subject: Please protect the Book Cliffs

Dear Council Members,

Congratulations, and heartfelt gratitude, for becoming a council that truly represents the whole community,

Please keep this ball rolling by saving the only part of Grand County where the opportunity for solitude still
exists.

For thirty years my wife, Susan Jamieson, and I have lived the dream of hiking in the vicinity of Moab, Now
days we hike four days a week, but it1s a struggle to get away from roads and the noise of off-road machines.

The scenery and the dream remain, but the adventure 1s gone. While solitude is still possible in the small WSAs
that are nearby, we are never miore than half an hour from a road, and closer than that to the noise-- and the
commotion.

So OK. Moab's dream of becoming the "Outdoor Adventure Capital” has been achieved. And we are old and
perhaps no longer conseguential.

We don't expect you to do this for us, But what about future generations?
Now it is time to save what remains of what put Moeab on the map, the wide open spaces.

Do not allow the Book Cliffs Road to happen. It is a boondoggle that will benefit nobody but the energy
corporations and their minions,

Save wilderness discovery opportunities for our great grand children, and yours.
Demand Wilderness designation from the Green River to East Canyon.

Thank you for doing the right things.

Craig Bigler and Susan Jamieson

1924 Roadrunner Hill

Moab,UT
435260 1007



KaLeigh Welch

From: Bill Foreman [wedman@gmail com)
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 11.45 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Book Cliffs Wilderness

I hear there is now an opportunity for the Council to recommend wilderness designation for
wilderness quality lands in the Book Cliffs. Please make that recommendation. Without
wilderness designation now, the land can be altered in ways that cannot be reversed in the future.

Rill Foreman
460 Rosetree Lane
Moab, UT 84532-2728



KaLeigh Welch

From: Deb Walter [debwalter56@gmail.com)]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 12:.06 PM
To: councli@grandcountyutah.net
Subject; Book Cliffs profection

Dear County Council Members,

Thank vou for taking the time and making the effort to study and discuss the options for protection. It is a big
job.

I urge you to protect the Book CIiffs areas as far as the bench road as wilderness and the adjoining areas as
NCA’s. Though it is remote and off the radar for many, we have been camping in the Book Chiffs and have 2
more horse packing trips planned for this coming year. If is beautiful, a sanctuary providing necessary habitat
for wildlife. The Book Cliffs are also high elevation, gathering much of the water that eventually flows into the
Colorado River. Much of the land has already been valued as having wilderness characteristics by the BLM
and by SUWA,

The areas of Hideout Canyon, Mexico Point, and Survey Point should especially be recommended for
wilderness designation as this area provides a necessary migration route connecting to areas in Colorado and
north info Uinia Connty. A proposed right of way for a highway/pipeline has been proposed to cut through this
land and thus fragment it as well as extend fossil fuel infrastructure and commitment into the future, Wilderness
designation would protect these lands from these developments.

[ urge you to protect areas adjacent to the Wilderness Areas as National Conservation Districts to be managed to
conserve the water, air quality, and wildlife habitat that these lands currently provide. These areas may not
presently qualify as wildemness because of current man made impacts, but they should be protected for the

future.
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.
Deb Walter

4100 Easy
Moab, UT 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: Pam and Quent Baker [2pngbaker@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 12:19 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Bishop Plan

Dear County Council,

As you shape your recommendations for submission to the Bishop Plan, please eliminate any consideration of a
highway through the Book Cliffs or nullification of the Antiquities Act. The community is solidly behind you
in these actions as evidenced by the recent election. We need to protect the Book CLiffs as they currently exist
and the Antiquities Act has brought us many precious national monuments.

Sincerely,
Pam & (Quent Baker

Pam and Quent Baker
1950 Roadrunner Hl
Moab, UT 84532



Kai_eigh Welch

From; Susie Johnston [susallenj@@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 1248 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Suhbject: Bishop Lands Proposal

Dear Council,

| am aware you will be dealing with the future of the Book Cliffs in Grand County. {wishtogoon
record as saying | do not wish to see any wilderness designations beyond what has been proposed
by BLM in that area. | want Hay and East Canyons left open for the possibility of a future highway
connecting Moab and Vernal and | do not want to see any special land designations in the area below
the Book Cliffs that will ultimately result in closed roads and trails. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Susie Johnston



Kal__eig_;h Welch

From: Barbara Webb [baw129@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 1,26 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bock Cliffs

Dear Grand County Council Members,

We are writing to urge you to recommend wilderness designation for the Book Cliffs - from the Green River to
East Canyon - as part of Congressman Bishop's Public Lands Initiative.

In the 1990s, when a highway through the Book Cliffs was proposed, citizens overwhelming chose to keep the area
from being dissected by a road. The exceptional qualities of this large undeveloped area were recognized then.
Today, as previously untouched areas fall to development pressures, the Book Cliffs area is even more worthy of
protection. T'o preserve this large, wild tract for future generations of Utahans to enjoy would he a nohle and
lasting legacy. We ask your help in making this a reality.

Thank you for your consideration,
Barbara Webb and Jerry Shue

867 Rainbow Dtive
Moab UT 84532



Kai,eigh Welch

From: Tom Edwards [fedwards@preciscom net]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 1:38 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Re: Bishop Land Initiative, for Maonday, 2/23/15

Dear Grand County Council Members,

F am writing you to register my opposition to the proposed Book Cliffs highway in particular, and to register my strong
support for wilderness designation for Hideout Canyon, Mexico Point, and Survey Point in the eastern Book Cliffs. lam
also in strong support of wilderness designation for the southern tier of the main Book Cliffs proposed wilderness areas all
the way to the "first bench” road, and | strongly recommend an NCA to protect parts of the Book Cliffs not covered by

wilderness designation,

The value of the Book Cliffs as wildernasss far outweighs any temporary commercial value you could imagine, Please
think of wilderness for future generations when you make your decision. | made my first trip fo Grand Teton and
Yellowstone National Parks this past summer. | was amazed {0 see 50 many people from all over the world enjoying the
wonders our forefathers had the vision to set aside. | felf very proud of Ameriga. | hope {0 feel the same pride In your

desision.
Sincerely,

Tom Edwards
4300 Easy Strest
Maoab



KaLeig_h_Welch

From: s kirkham [mskirkroab@msan.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 2:07 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.nat

Subject: Recommendations for Congressman Bishop

Bear Council Members,

Thank you for the time you have taken to hear Grand County citizens on the critical Book Cliffs proposal. The
decision is a weighty one but one that may create a future for generations of citizens that want to hunt, fish,
hike and view this beautiful area.

We are asking that you designate this area as wilderness and allow for the existing multiple uses. Creating a
Book Cliffs highway or "energy corridor” as some call it, will change this pristine area forever. It will never
recover.

This issue has been rejected several times by the voters and it is time to put it away. The use of large sums of
taxpayer dollars to benefit a few large businesses is not prudent.

Thank you for your time and deliberation,
Sue and Mike Kirkham

3195 Juniper Dr.
Moab



KaLeigh Welch

From: Mike & Jean Binvon [binyon@binyon us]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 2,12 PM
To: council@arandcountyutah.net

Subject: Public Lands Initiative--Book Cliffs

Dear members of the Grand County Council,

In your deliberations Monday, February 23, 2015, regarding the public lands north of |-70,
please consider the following points:

* We believe that there should be no energy/transportation corridor reserved in the Book

Cliffs. It cannot be justified on economic or any other grounds.

* Two materials were included with the Agenda: 1) a listing of BLM possible

designations--a listing which was incomplete because it failed to include "Non-WSA's with
Wilderness Characteristics,” an essential inventory compiled in the 2008 Resource
Management Plan of areas which should have been designated and maintained as
Wilderness Study Areas and which subsequently should be considered for preservation
as wilderness. 2) A biased exposition published by the Blue Ribbon Coalition, an
organization which has explicitly opposed wilderness designation. If the council desired or
needed an explanation of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, a brief summary
could have been attached to the Agenda. As a lone and unbalanced position, the
Coalition's should be disregarded.

¥ In your future considerations of the public lands south of I-70, we hope that your
Agenda will attach both Forest Service and Wild and Scenic Rivers designations, in
addition to BLM's. Presentiers at your Workshops February 9 and 16 clearly emphasized
the importance of the river systems, and of watershed, ground water, and aquifers. Your
recommendations to Congress for conservation, recreation, and development of our public
lands, as well as for trades with SITLA, should fully embrace a legacy of vision,
sustainability and benefit to future generations.

Michael & Jean Binyon
3057 E. Coyote Ct. Moab, UT 84532



Kat,eigh Welch

From: Radney K Dalton [basicdrillinglic@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 2:16 PM

To: council@grandcountyulah, net

Subject: goncerned tax payer

Dear Council, we are aware you wil! be dealing with the future of the Book Cliffs in Grand County at a workshop on
2/23/14 when considering recommendaiions to Congressman Rob Bishop's Public Lands Initiative. D wish {0 go on record
as saying | do not wish to see any wilderness designations that has been proposed by BLM. | want Hay and East Canyons
left open for the possibility of a future highway connecting Moab and Vernal. And | do not want to see any special land
designations in the area below the Book Cliffs that will ultimatley result in closed roads and trails. Thank you for your
time,

Basic Drilling, L.L.C.

“Pug”

P.O. Box 32

Moab, UT 84532

Cell: {435)210-0430

Email: basicdrillingllc@gmail.com

Website: www . basicdrillingllc.com




KaLeigh Welch

From: gien [glen.lathrop@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 2:16 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bishaop Land Bill

Dear Grand County Council,

In regard to the Bishop land bill 1 would like to see some kind of protection for the Dome Plateau area.
Thousand of people daily make the trip to view Delicate Arch and yet most of the land that they see behind
the arch is not protected land. At one time this area was included in the park when it was a monument. And

it needs to be protected once again,

t would like to see Wilderness protection for this area but because of the roads this might be a problem but
certainly some kind of special recreation designation could be applied to this area.

Thank you for excepting public comments.

Glen Lathrop



KaLeigh Welch

From: Thea Nordling [theakn@frontiernst.net]

Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 3:05 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Book CHffs Proposal for Rep. Bishop's Public Lands |nitiative
Attachments: County Council Bookcliffs letter.doc

Please see the attached letter.
Thank vou,

Thea Nordling



KaLeigh Weich

From: Terr Stuckl [lerristucki@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 3114 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Book Cliffs

Dear County Council, and Ken Ballentyne {(who represents where | live)

I am aware you will be making some decisions on wilderness regarding the Book Cliffs on Monday morning. | wish
o go on record as saying | do not wish {0 see any wilderness designations in the Book Cliffs. | would ask that you
do not designatle Hideout Canyon, Survey Point, and Mexico Point as wilderness but kept open for the possibility of
a future highway connecting Moab and Vernal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Terri Stucki



KaLeigh Welch

From: Robert P Lippman [Bob.Lippman@nau.edu]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 3:56 PM

To: council@grandeountyutah net

Cc: Robert P Lippman

Subject: Books Cliffs Wildemess Recommendations

To: Grand County Coundil

From: Robert Lippman

Date; 2/22/15

Re: Book Cliffs protection, wilderness, and Bishop process

The new Council's oversight review of recommencdations to the Bishop Bill process is most aporeciated and needed. Itis
my hope that the Council will take a broad view of regional and community values to be protected in this effort.
Industrialization of the Book Cliffs area - one of the largest remaining "roadless” areas in Utah and indeed the
intermountain West - would have only negative impacts on these values, and legislation should be protective as opposed
to being used to subsidize an increasingly speculative and destructive industry. Protecting the Book Cliffs area from
development (including oil and gas drilling, strip mining for tar sands, road and related infrastructures) is needed to
protect wildlife habitat from fragmentation, air quality from further deterioration, and water quality from contamination.
In addition to official designations of lands already long-considered qualifying as wilderness (including the Hideout
Canyon, Mexico Point, Survey Point units), other protections inciuding National Conservation Area designation, should be
recommendead to further ensure full and adequate protection of these and worthy adjacent lands, and the other values
implicated.

Regarding any proposed "Book Cilffs road,” this Councll was elected with a popular mandate to reject this idea, on fop of
a long history of well-grounded opposition to such a project. The Council should not be misled by false information
regarding existing oll and gas operations or speculative industry agendas.

Grand County's present and future critically rely upon a connected and more sustainable basis of economic activity and
community well-being, including a rapid and meaningful transition to renewable energy, public lands protection, air and
water guality protection and enhancernent, limited recreational activity ("primitive” camping, hiking, hunting and fishing)
and watershed thinking.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these comments, and your aggressive, protective efforts.

Robert Lippman
Castle Valiey, Utah



i{aLeigh Welch

From: Andrew Family [annalee.andrew@frontiemet.net]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 4:10 PM

To: coundil@grandcountyutah.net

Subject; my thoughts on agenda items for monday's meeting
Dear Council-

we are aware you will be dealing with the future of the Book Cliffs in Grard County at a workshop on 2/23/14 when considering
recommendations to Congressman Rob Bishon's Puhlic Lands Initfative. 1 cannot aftend this meeting due to work responsibilities.
However, D wish to go on record as saving 1 do not wish to see any more wilderness designations beyond what has been proposed by
BLR in that area. | want Hay and East Canyons left open for the possibility of a future highway conpecting Moak and Vernal. And |
do not want to see any special land designations in the area below the Book Cliffs that will ultimately result in closed roads and
trails. Thank you for your time.

-Annalee Andrew




KaLeigh Welch

Fromm: Dick and Mary Jane Cozzens [moabceuzzens@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 4:11 PM

To: councli@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Book Cliff land designations

We are aware of a meeting to decide on lands in the Bookcliffs area. This is to tell you that we
are absolutely against any more land being set aside for any purpose that is not for all the
public use. Our lives are constantly being bombarded by people who decide our future for us
and our future generations.

In the future it may be decided to make a road between Vernal and Moab, and we would like
this to remain an option in the future.

Too many roads and trails have been set aside and removed from ordinarly people’s use, and
it has got to stop here and now!

Thanks so much for your consideration of our wishes.

Richard and Mary Jane Cozzens
909 E. Oak St.

Moahb, UT 84532

435,259.6701

=l & This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is active,




KaLeigh Welch

From: Carolyn Tibbetts [tibbetiscarolyn@gmail. com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 4:40 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Public Lands

Dear Council,

We are aware that you will be dealing with the future of the Book Cliffs in Grand County at a workshop on
2/23/15 when considering recommendations to Congressman Rob Bishop's Public Lands Initiative.

We wish to go on record as saying that we do not wish to see any wilderness designations beyond what has
been proposed by BLM in that area.

We want Hay and East Canyons left open for the possibility of a future highway connecting Moab and Vernal.
And, we do not want to see any special land desigpations in the area below the Book Cliffs that will ultimately
result in closed roads and trails. Thank you for your time.

Respectfully submitted,
Ray Tibbetts
Carolyn Tibbetts



KaLeigh Welch

From: Adele Alsop jadelelebourgenisalsop@grnail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 4:50 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: wilderness designation

To the Grand County Council; all members,

(A)

Please designate as wilderness all proposed BLM Wilderness Areas, in their entirety, in the Book Cliff area.
B

Please stop the Book Cliffs Highway.

Cancel plans to build the proposed Book Cliffs Highway by designating Survey Point, Mexico Point, and

Hideout Canyon as Wilderness. Designate these three BLM proposed Wilderness Areas areas in their entirety as
wilderness.

Sincerely,

Adele Alsop
Castle Valley Utah



XaLeigh Welch

From: Wendy Tibbetts [wendywalkertibhetts@gmail.com)
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2018 5:28 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Bookcliffs

Councilmen;

I am asking that vou do not consider ANY Wilderness moving forward. T would think reasons to be obvious,
however, 1 will reiterate;

Our Bookeliffs are pristine, due to carrent "Rules and Regulations' already legislated. Already enforced.

You are restricting generations to come, funded by a few special interest groups. Where ig your conscience in
this act?

Ask your selves WHY? Surely you haven't fallen for the propaganda that insults all of our intelligences?
Could it be the photo of Delicate Arch surrounded by drill rigs? (That's my favorite). 1 just have to believe your
smarter than that.

With energy markets existing since the 1800s here in Grand County, how can you justify such lies?

Be mindful of your reputation, what will come in the years ahead. Your special interest groups will not stand by
yvou once vou fulfill there agenda. Your vote will forever be on the record.

Due to the rhetoric of the last political campaign, again propaganda, Moab has an interesting history politically.
Be mindful of that. You are an ¢lected official who are to represent all the constituents in yowr District, be
mindful of that, We are all paying attention at this time.

Thank You,
Wendy Walker Tibbetts



KaLeigh Welch

From: Kimberly Gall [kebountyboyz452@gmail.com)
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 6:00 PM

To: Council

Subject: Fwd: letter fo county

Grand County Council,

Our government, the national, state, and local American representative variety, was designed to be inefficient in
order o protect against despotism. [t doesn't take an expert to point out the obvious: in our government, even
on a local level, 1t's supposed to be cumbersome and difficult to pass laws and ordinances. It's supposed to be
hard to solicit public input and convene meetings, where citizens are required to leave home and hearth. It's
supposed to be a sacrifice to represent constituents as an elected official and accomadate the time constraints of
numerous meetings.

Even so, the county had, until 2013, supported a resolution that allowed for working persons to attend council
meetings:

Resolution No. 2884, approved on June 2, 2009, page &:

i. Council Meetings

3. Council Meeting Dates and Times:

The Council shall hold regular meetings the first and third Tuesdays of each month. In those months when the
holidays or elections fall on the first or third Tuesdays, the meeting shall be held the following day. To the extent
practicable and if so required as determined by the chair. administrative matters shall be considered at 3 PM and
items of public interest and concern shall be considered at 7 PM.

In 2013, the council changed it's formal meeting times to accomadate council members, possibly in violation of the
ahove resolution. Citizens were not informed of the time change and, to date, it is impossible to find a public record
of this change (except buried in councii minutes?).

This 2013 deviation from the 2000 resolution impacts our current situation regarding the workshops being held to
discuss the Bishop PLI. Because of the high level of 'public interest and concern', these workshops should be held
to accomadate interested constituents’ time constraints rather than individual council member's domestic schedules.

Again, because of the high level of 'public interest and concern’, one would anticipate the council would be inciined
to mitigate the appearance of despotism and, instead, avail themselves of every opportunity to accomadate
interested citizens, including and not limited to holding the county PLI workshops at 7 PM,

One can only assume that excluding citizens of Grand County, whose schedules conflict with those of councll
members, serves the despotic agenda of the new council. That exclusion would eliminate participation by those
people who, like myself, disagree with the new council's anticipated proposal for more wilderness designations in
the county and a myriad of NCA and NRA designations, road closures and many more violations of personal
property rights. Excluding dissenting individuals from the PLI conversation would cerlainly facilitate an efficient way
for the new council fo procesd slong a despotic path.

7 PM workshops would cerfainly be in the best interest of county citizens. And the council would be in compliance
with it's legal resolution. Thank you for your time.

Kim Call



Kai_eigh Welch

From: G Stucki [gregg.sunflowerhill@gmail com)
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 6.23 PM

To: council@@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Book Cliffs Workshop Monday 2/23

Dear Council Members,

Despite the nice sound bites and photo ops that accompany designations of wilderness, and the tremendous
pressure applied by the more extreme special interest groups, [ encourage you to take a more reasonable {not
radical} approach to OUR county's recommendations for the Public Lands Initiative.

Conservation and economic development can successfully co-exist. Please do not go beyond the reasonable
wilderness designations proposed by the BLM, or limit the option for a future highway between Moab and the
Vernal arca.

I like the way a fellow County Commissioner put it during Congressional hearings, “Please don 't insult rural
communities with the notion that the mere designation of National Monuments and the restrictions on the land
which follow are in any way « substitute for long-term wise use of the resources and the solid high wage jobs
and economic certainty which those resources provide.”

Respectfully,
Grregg Stucki



KaLeigh Welch .

From: Moab Solutions [meab_solutions@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 8:28 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Re: The Book Cliffs Highway

Dear County Council,
I would like to add my voices to all the others who oppose a highway through the Bogok Cliffs area.

This unique and fragile area deserves the fullest protection possible. The best thing would be for the area
from the Green River to the East Canyon to receive a wilderness designation.

| possess no great talent for describing how much the untouched natural world means to me - not for my sake
but for the sake of the land, which is perfect in its beautiful imperfections and damaged heyond belief by the
hand of man.

Please! Do the thing that future generations will forever praise you for. Protect our lands!
Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

Sara Melnicoff

Moab Solutions

PO Box 1545

Moabh, UT 84532
435.,258.0910 or 435.401.4685



KaLeigh Welch

From; Kimberly Call [kebountyboyz452@oamail. comy
Sent Sunday, February 22, 2015 8:32 PM

To: Coungil

Subject: Re: letter to county

An Adendum: Courcitmen Baird and Ballantyne, currently serving on the new 2015 council, signed the 2008 resolution. Their disregard
of the "public interest and concem' language In the resolution and allowing the workshops to proceed in a manner to exclude a certain
population in Grand County, suggests indifference and/or ineplitude on the parts of one or both councilmen.

Thank you.

On Sun, Feb 22, 2015 at 5:59 PM, Kimberly Call <kcbountybovz452@@email.com> wrote:
Grand County Couneil,

Our government, the national, state, and local American representative variety, was designed to be inefficient in
order to protect against despotism. It doesn't take an expert to point out the obvious: in our government, even
on a local level, it's supposed to be cumbersome and difficult to pass laws and ordinances. It's supposed fo be
hard to solicit public input and convene meetings, where citizens are required to leave home and hearth. It's
supposed to be a sacrifice to represent constituents as an elected otficial and accomadate the time constraints of
numerous meetings.

Even so, the county had, until 2013, supported a resolution that allowed for working persons to attend council
meetings:

Resoiution No. 2894, approved on June 2, 2008, page 8:

I. Council Meetings

3. Council Meeting Dates and Times:

The Council shall hoid regular meetings the first and third Tuesdays of each month. In those months when the
holidays or elections fall on the first or third Tuesdays, the meeting shall be held the following day. To the exient
practicable and if 50 required as determined by the chair, administrative matters shall be considered at 3 PM and
items of public interest and concern shall be considered at 7 PM.

In 2013, the council changed it's formai meetfing times to accomadate council members, possibly in violation of the
above resolution. Citizens were not informed of the time change and, to date, it is impossible to find a public record
of this change (except burfed in council minutes?).

This 2013 deviation from the 2009 resolufion impacts our current situation regarding the workshops being held fo
discuss the Bishop PLL Because of the high level of 'public interest and conceny, these workshops should be held
to accomadate interested constifuenis' time constraints rather than individual councit member's domestic schedules,

Again, because of the high level of 'public interest and concern’, one would anticipate the council would be inclined
to mitigate the appearance of despaotism and, instead, avaii themselves of every opporiunity to accomadate
inferested citizens, including and not limited to holding the county PLI workshops at 7 PM.

Cne can only assume that excluding citizens of Grand County, whose schedules conflict with those of courrcil
members, serves the despotic agenda of the new council. That exclusion would sliminate participation by those
people who, like myself, disagree with the new council's anticipated proposal for more wilderness designations in
the county and a myriad of NCA and NRA designations, road closures and many more violations of personal
property rights. Excluding dissenting individuals from the PLI conversation would certainly facilitate an efficient way
for the new councll to proceed along a despotic path.



7 PM workshops would certainly be in the best interest of county citizens. And the council would be in compliance
with it's legal resolution. Thank you for your ime.

Kim Cali



KaLeigh Welch

From: Randolph Jorgen [riorgen@@rjorgen.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 6:41 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Bishop public lands bilf and Book Cliffs road

Dear County Council members:

I am a stakeholder in the Bishop public lands bill planning process. | don't need an ol drill rig or a bulldozer or a bike
tour company or a herd of cattle or status as an official of some organized group 1o be a stakeholder. | am a citizen
of Grand County and of the United States, and that is enough.

As has been said so much more eioquently by others before me, to the extent that it is possible to do so, it is time fo
put completely to rest the possibility of completing the highway across the Book Cliffs to Uintah County. Grand
County voters have spoken on this issue twice now, and they don't want the road buill. | believe the last election
was as much about voters being outraged with the old council trying to slip this one through yet again as it was
about the 7CIC. You will know the best ways fo put this issue to rest definitively; vou don't nesd me to tell you how.
Just have the courage fo do it.

The Book Cliffs highway is primarily of benefit to Uintah County. It would do almost nothing to benefit Grand County
in the long run; why should we go along with Uintah's bidding? To the extent that it would succeed in bringing oil,
gas, and tar sands royalties {and a meager few construction and trucking jobs) to the county, it would
simultaneously be helping {0 destroy one of the nation's largest remaining wild and natural areas, with all the
attendant values such areas have to offer fo this and future generations in this county and in all others. This highway
is about shori-term greed, simply put. ‘

Qil and other energy sources are many on this planet and plenty more will be found or created elsewhere, but wild
lands have shrunk to be a shadow of their former selves, are extremely popular with the plants and animals who live
there, are facing exponential growth in poputarity with humans, and are completely irreplaceable. As "locals,” we are
blessed and we are burdened by being in a position to have an influence over the fate of these lands that is
disproportionate to our numbers. | urge you to secure in your recommendations for the entire county the
preservation of wild lands wherever they exist, whether of "wilderness quality” according to the definition of the
Wilderness Act or not. We owe this not only to our own great-great-grandchildren but aiso to those of everyone else
in this country.

This county has already been sufficiently ripped up by roads and pipelines and mines and wells and senseless
alterations of biotic communities. It is time for our community to mature and find ways to make a living other than by
simply ripping up and selling the earth. The notion that we have no fools at our disposal but using up the Jand to
make a viable economy is absurd. Get with building act two—a sustainable economy bullt upon our own citizens'
creafive assets and local cooperation—before we turn Grand County into someplace just iike every other place, just
like ali those other ruined places people are for the moment still flocking here in their every spare minute to escape
from.

Sincerely,

Randolph Jorgen
Castle Valley, UT
435.259 4056
riergen@riorgen.com




KaLeigh Welch

From: Darla [dariasues3@yahoo.comj
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 729 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subiject: Bishop public lands initiative

Dear Council Members,

T am disappointed that the Grand County Council members continue to give in and give up
control of our land. The Moab area 1s obviously beautiful and we have a great amount of our
land already protected by the federal and state government., I won't quote statistics on the
large percentage of our stete that is government controlled, restricted eor off limits, I'm
sure you already know it. If not, you should. My note to you today is simple, do not give up
any more control of cur land, I implore you to submit a regquest to Congressman Bishop that we
are ne longer willing to designate additional areas as wilderness, therefore restricting and
eliminating our access to our lands.

Thank you for vour consideration.
Regards,

Darla Patterson

PO Box 1225

Moab Utah



Kaleigh Welch

From: Sandy CF [meonwolf42@hotmail.com)
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 746 PM
To: council@grandeountyutah.net
Subject: A nete fo the county council
Attachments: 1280px-UHahTarSands (1).png

Dear County Council,

I am writing to you about my concerns of what is happening in our area. I am well
informed on the effects on the

health effects of a communities (some up to 200 miles a way) from
the development of fossil fuel industries taking

over and selling out in their area. It seems as a town we are at a

cross road... Fossil fuel vs tourism. If you do
the

research you will find it everywhere that the ill effects on the community health, water,

soil, and air has
been ravished for the short sighted

goal of jobs and money. We can not have both! 1 am not sure if you all are

aware that it is Alberta Tar Sands that has started the First Tar
Sands Mine on US soil? If so have you done the research and seen

photos of the devastation this causes not only there but in a 200 mile radius
of there. The poor health of the people, land, and

water? This seats on a water shed for the Colorado River. Here is a link to
a fly over a photographer did of Alberta Tar Sands Mine

http://www businessinsider.com/photos-destructive~-canada-oil-sands-2012-10%0p=1#ixzz2 PRSEHTCoN .

Enough said about that....So we all know that why the Book Cliffs Highways is being pushed to be
built. Please stop the Book

Cliff Highway by designating all the proposed wilderness and designate Survey Point, Mexico
Point, and Hideout Canyon units



as wilderness.

Thank you, a concerned citizen for grand county, the earth and future
generations ~ Sandy

Democracy Now
~ hitp://www.democracynow.org/2014/3/14/utahs _carbon_bomb state plots_massive

Eco Flight flew over PR Springs oil sands and Red Leaf oil shale developement just 70
miles north of Moab Utah

(a tourist destination) ~ hitp:/youtu. besueMnypdXuQ — PR SPRINGS Utah ~
Colorado Border . ‘



Kateigh Welch ——————————————————————————

From: Frontier Customer [theresaw@frontiernet.nef]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 8:08 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: for the future of the Book Cliffs

We support these comments on the Book Cliffs in the context of Grand County's recommendation
for the Bishop process.
Please do three things on Monday:

(1) Recommend wilderness for the three units in the eastern Book Cliffs (Hideout Canyon,
Mexico Point, Survey Point).

(2) Recommend wilderness for the southern tier of the main Book Cliffs proposed wilderness
areas (all the way to the "first bench” road).

(3) Recommend an NCA to protect some parts of the Book Cliffs which are not covered by
wilderness.

The reasons for protecting the Book Cliffs are:

* In the lower 48 states, only 8% of the land still qualifies as wilderness. Most of the
that 8% currently has no formal protection. If we do nothing, that 8% will eventually shrink
to around 3%.

* Grand County is inordinately lucky to have more than its share of these remaining wild
lands. We must preserve what we have for future generations.

* The Book Cliffs is one of the largest remaining roadless areas in Utah.

* The Book Cliffs is important wildlife habitat.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Theresa and David Wilson



KaLeig_;h Welch

From: Ginny Carlson [ginny@wyn.org]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 816 PM
Ta: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Rep. Bishop Public Lands Bookcliffs
RE: Book Cliffs

Dear County Council Members,
Thank you diving back into this important issue and holding these important public workshops.

[ urge the Council to support the wilderness designations for the Bookeliffs, a remote and wild area which should be preserved for our
children and grandchildren. I addition & is very important for the preservation of wiidlife that these large land areas remain free from

human constryction.

Grand County should should recommend Wilderness designation for all wilderness quality lands in the Book CIiffs and remove any
possibility of a highway corridor through the Bookeliff area.

Sincerely,

Ginny Carlson

3136 Far Country Dr
Muoab, UT 84532
email: ginny@wyn.org
phone: 259-3494



KaLeigh Welch

From: Pete Gross [orcabay@sisna.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 11:03 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Book Cliffs Proposal for Rep. Bishop's Public Lands Initiative

Dear County Council Members:

Shortly after I moved here 23 years ago, Moab citizens abolished the three member County Commission in
tavor of the current seven member County Council. The unpopular Book Cliffs Highway promoted by the oid
County Commission was a driving force for the change of government.

Here we are rehashing a similar issue a generation later. Once again, the voters made it clear via the ballot box
last November that they don't wani a highway through the Book Cliffs.

We apparently haven't learned the lesson from Jimmy Carter's $88 billion boondoggle aptly named Synfuels
Corporation in 1979. The low quality fossil fuels targeted by that initiative make even less sense today than
they did 35 years ago. A rigorous analysis by one of the world's foremost energy experts, Amory Lovins,
makes the case in his recent book, Reinventing Fire, that the United States could. should, and probably will
transition away from oil as an energy source led by business for profit without government intervention at a net
savings of $5 trillion by 2050,

I've read through the proposal by Friends of the Book Cliffs. I support their recommendation of wilderness
designation for wilderness quality lands from the Green River to East Canyon.

Thank vou for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Pete Gross

853 Mountain View Drive
Moab, UT 84532



Kai.eigh Welch

From: Carel Mayer [mtwcarcl440@gmail com]
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 11:24 PM
To: Council@grandcountyutah net
Subject: Book Cliffs

I have a concern about the decisions you will be making regarding the Book Cliffs. Please consider my wishes
when you make your decision. They are as follows:
a. Please designate all of the proposed wilderness in the Book Chffs
h. Please stop the Book Cliffs Highway by designating Survey Point, Mexico Point, and Hideout
Canyon units as wilderness
Thank-vou,
Carol Mayer
444 Rosetree Lane
Moab



Kai_eigh Welch

From: Kimberly Call [kcbountyboyz452 @gmail. com]
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 2:16 AM

To: Council

Subject: Resoluticn 2894

Grand County Council ~

It has been suggested that a 2013 deviation from the council's 2009 Resolution 2894 be made public, addressed,
and resolved.

I am suggesting the current council workshops regarding the Bishop BLI be put on hold uniil the issue with the council meeting fime
change Is addressed and resolved.

Kim Call



Kai_e_igh Welch

From: Colleen Tibbetls [colleentibbetts@gmall.com]
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 6:08 AM

To: Council@grandcountyutah net

Subject: Meeting times

To the County Council,

I would like to voice my concern regarding the meeting times you have chosen. During the election | was
assured (Mary McGann & her crew) that me and my fellow citizens were going to be able to participate in
decisions concerning Grand County. However with the times of the meetings yvou have set, I know you are
trying to exclude. This is very disconcerting to me, meetings should be held at 7:00 PM so that those of us who
work { pay taxes)} have ample opportunity to participate in the choices that affect us all. It seems Audrey
Graham in her day sct the meetings later in the evening to include the citizens. I want to see this again. If you
don't include us all, you are dividing our community.

Colleen Tibbetts



Kai_eigh Welch

Quinn Palmer [tayksrmadewooden@gmai.com]

From:
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 7:53 AM
To: souncil@grandcountyutah.net

I do not want to see any wilderness area



KaLeig_}h Welch

From: Brooke Wiliams [brookusd26@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 831 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah net

Subject: book Cliffs

Dear Council.

I've spent many days exploring the Book Cliffs. I've driven most of the negotiable roads and hiked in dozens of
washes. It may be the wildest place in the 48 United States. I've seen elk herds and wild horses and signs of
mountain lion.

As vou consider wilderness in Grand County please consider the Book Cliffs, We don't need the Book Cliffs
Highway. There are carrently encugh well-maintained dirt roads in conjunction with the new Uintah Co. paved
road to completely traverse the area. Stop the talk of a Book Cliffs Highway by including all identified
Wilderness in your proposal.

In the future it will be the dirt roads, the solitude, the big game and other wildlife that our children and
grandchildren will value.

Sincerely,
Brocke Williams, Castle Valley.

Brooke Williams
{reat West Institute

"In Atlantis and Hesperides, the ancients had their own Great West, enveloped in mystery and poetry..." -
Thereau



KaLeigh Welch

From: dhollermann@frontiernet.net

Sent; Monday, February 23, 2015 8:35 AM
To: Grand County Coungil

Subject: Land Management

To the Grand County Councll, il members,

A}

Please designate as wilderness all proposed BLM Wildemess Areas, in their enfirety, in the Book Cliff area,
G

Please stop the Book Cliffs Highway,

Cancel plans to build the proposed Book Chtffs Highway by designating Survey Point, Mexico Point, and Hideout Canyon as
Wildemess. Designate these three BLM proposed Wilderness Areas in their entirety as wilderness.

Sincerely,

Bamian Bollermann
Caslle Valley Uizh



Kamigh Welch

From: Eve Tallman [evetaliman@gmail.com)
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 9.22 AM
To: councii@grandcountyutah. net
Subject: Book Cliffs Highway

Dear Council Members:

Thank you for your service to the people of Grand County.

As you consider the future of our precious Book Cliffs, please fully protect the Book Cliffs by recommending wiiderness
designation for the Book Cliffs - from the Green River to East Canyon. Wilderness designation is the best way to preclude
a Book Cliffs highway/energy corridor once and for all.

As evidenced by the resulis of our last Council election, the majority of citizens of Grand County place
protection of the Books Cliffs as a high priority for the Council.

Remember the broader appeal of the protection of the Book Cliffs beyond the citizenry of our community, as evidenced by
the efforts of Ducks Unlimited, the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and even the Governor to voice opposition to
development of the area.

Protect the Book Cliffs from a highway and cil shale strip mining.

Thanks for your consideration,
Eve Tallman

Mozb Reasident

& Voter



KaLeigh Weich

From: M.Karen Buchanan [matategirl@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 6:04 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah, net

Subject: Moab person

The best thing for Grand County residence, would be the Bishop Proposal Three....1t covers more of what we
need and the best compromise ......



KaLeigh Welch

From: Don Leathers [donleathers@@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 8:33 PM

To: Council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Book Cliffs wildemess

Dear Council,
[ wish you to know that I wish you to:

1. Please designate all of the proposed wilderness in the Book Cliffs
2. Please stop the Book Cliffs Highway by designating Survey Point, Mexico Point, and Hideout
Canyon units as wilderness

Thank you,

Dr. Donald T. Leathers, ND
76 S. Main St. Suite #10
Moab, Ut 84532
435-259-8123
donleathers@frontiernet.net




KaLeigh Weich

From: Karrie Stewart [kdstew2003@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:52 AM
To: council@grandcountyuiah net

Subject: Bishops Lands 8iY

On Feb 24, 2015 8:43 AM, "Karrie Stewart” <kdstew2003 @gmail.com> wrote:

e

> To All Concerned,

>

> As a concerned Moab citizen, 1 feel that the Bishops 3 proposal is the logical and optical compromise for ail
parties concerned for our community. It has been going on for several years and doesn't require further debate.
> ] am positive that the progressive side has presented their views abundantly and would like nothing more than
to live in a bubble of utopian ignorance as to the hard economic reality of life.

>

> Sincerely,

> Karrie Reynolds




KaLeigh Welch

From: Thomas Moreau [moabrmoreaus@gmail.com]
Sent: Tussday, February 24, 2015 2.05 AM

To: Grand County Council

Subject. Thank you for protecting Wilderness Iin Grand Co.
Council,

Thank you for a couple things.
First, you voted to get us out of the 7CC. Thanks.
Second, your do-over of the Bishop Public Land Initiative recommendation.

I wrote a letter during the public comment time frame last year but it seemed to fall on deaf ears, every proposal
from the council was counter to my comments. Then | was more perplexed when | learned that the vast majority
of the letters to the council were just like mine and they too were ignored.

Now it seems that this new council is acknowledging and addressing the concerns of the citizens who comment
on policy. I like that.

Thank you,
Thomas Moreau
399 McGill, Moab

*I's whatchya do with whatchya got that makes va who vou are” - Glenn Caldwell, Alaska Fisherman



Kamigh Weich

From: greg child [gregehild@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 10:51 AM
To: Councii@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: thanks for supporting Bookeliffs WSA

Dear Council Members,

[ have learned that the council has voted to support WSA in and zround the Bookdliffs area, and that it has
voted to oppose the Transportation Corridor through the Bookcliffs. | am glad to know that you've chosen to
do those things, and | support such a stance for this county.

Thankyou to the council for taking this position.

Sincerely
Greg Child
Castle Valley



Kaieigh Welch

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

anazazil @preciscom.net

Tuesday, February 24, 2015 11:53 AM
Council@grandcountyutah.net
Bookcliffs
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KalLeigh Welch

From: Marilyn Stolfa {marilyn@stolfa.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 11:56 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Many thanks

Thank you, Members of the Grand County Council, for your recommendations

re: the Book (liffs area and NO highway in the areal I appreciate your judgment and taking
the concerns of our community and future generations fto bheart.

Sincerely,

Marilyn Stolfa



KaLeigh Welch

From: Karrie Stewart [kdstew2003@grail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 2:.23 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah . net

Subject: Bishop 3

To Whom it Concerns,

Grand County offers some of the most beautiful scenery in the world! It does require a certain amount of
protection, however, it pains me to hear that the progressive parties in this community would rather see the
death of this area than give up an inch of their agenda! Lets not forget to mention some other areas progressives
would like to get their hands on, Fisher Towers, Lasalle Water Shed, etec. How about we just hand them over the
whole shabang! It was obvious at last council workshop that several council members were unaware were the
areas are and they are making these decisions on behalf of the people!

What about what other industry gives back to the community??? Take it all away and hear the progressives
whine about no support for programs that count! [ among many rely on tourism to live here in this majestic
place but, lets lock it all up so no one can appreciate it and watch our town die! Really council members whom
do you work for?7?

Sincerely,
Karrie Reynolds



KaLeigh Welch

From: kent green [kenigreenmoab@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 4:18 PM

To: coimcil@grandcountyutah.net

Subject; land issues?

Dear Grand county council.

I am just a simple person whao iives in Moab Utah and Grand county | am very concern on what you folks are
doing to our county who gives you the right to speak for me ? with out even talking to me about how I feel
about the land grab you are doing. Yes land grab... It has been brought to my attention that you have made
promise to folks who contribted to your campaign fund to be elected to the grand county council to change
the work that has already been done by our previous council members who worked very hard on the project.
you are now wasting tax's payers money. Most of you have only been here a short time as a resident of Grand
county, implants is what we call it. you were welcomed in to the community with open arms to share our
growing town. now that you are here you want to shut the door to those who might want to come to Moab to
Iive and raise a family or even open a business to provide jobs and a better way to live. Have you really
thought about what your doing? you are shutting off acsess to public lands..... yes public lands.... remember
public lands not just the few people who our physically able to walk and hike in to the remote areas you are
closing roads to 4x4 's to OHV use industry that can and has always paid for our schools and others needs. you
will dry up this town and no one will be able to live here including you. what about the handicap folks who are
physically UN able to walk in or even use any type of motor assist to gain access to areas where we usest to be
able to drive to on an existing road? what are you going to tell them ?? to bad?? you need to set aside your
personal feeling and do whats best for the county net whats best for you. Kent green



i(aLeigh Welch

From: Andrew Family [annalee andrew@frontiernet. net}
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 510 PM

To: councit@grandoountyutah. net

Bubject: my thoughts. .

To Whom it May Concern:

I do not support any wilderness designations on the western slope of the L.aSal Mountains. Even though there
may be small discrete areas of 5000 acres with no roads, the concept of wilderness in an area that is front
country for our community and receives so much use, is illogical and flies in the face of the true character of
wilderness. Additional wilderness on the north end of the LaSal’s, congruent with our county’s 1999
recommendation for the Beaver Creek drainage, is the only reasonable area for consideration of wilderness that
would involve Forest Service lands.

¥ do not support creation of a special land designation watershed zone. We all want clean water. Current
_management plans of both BL.M and the US Forest Service for this area provide more than adequate protection
for our watershed, both eliminating industrial uses in the watershed. A special designation will ultimately lead
to future restrictions on roads and trails, grazing, vegetation management to reduce fuels loads and potential for
catastrophic wildfire, and impacts to development of private inholdings in this area.

We do not need any further expansion of Arches National Park. We appreciate our park and support it, but
making it bigger serves no nseful purpose. Arches NP has expanded at least six fimes in the past. Every time it’s
expanded, the park immediately starts locking for new areas to expand to. When does it stop? People come to
Arches NP 1o view the arches, they do not care how big the park is. And again, BLM management plans on
lands adjacent to the park provide protections that are adequate to protect the viewshed of Arches while still
allowing for proper types of development.

I do not support the creation of any National Conservation Areas on any of these lands. NCA’s are another type
of designation that will ultimately result in long-term loss of roads and trail closures, and impacts to private land
inholdings. I support protection of our river corridors along the Colorado and Dolores rivers, but limited to the
actual river corridors.

I would like to have a reasonable expectation of a balanced set of recommendations to our Congressmen on this
issue coming from our Council. Creating layer upon layer of special land management designations and
wilderness is anything but balanced, ultimately resulting in loss of any opportunity for responsible use of other
natural resources in our area in addition to recreation and tourism.

Respectfully,

Annalee Andrew



KaLaigh Welch

From: Jamison Wiggins [wigginsiamison@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 533 PM

To: Council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: no more land grab please

Dear council,

My name is Jamison Wiggins. I am a fifth generation of grand county. I wanted to take the time to write vou a
brief email explaining why I do not support locking up of more land. One thing that bothers me more than
anything is outsiders coming into grand county and telling us "locals" how to manage our land. 1 want you to
listen to the locals that have lived here for & long time, on how we all enjoy using our public land, frem hunting
off of it to lecal ranchers raising cattle. Consider this, Arches National Park has 76,359 acres, and Canvonlands
National Park has 337,598 acres(both in grand county) Now to me, that's more than enough locked up

land. Leave what blm/sitla public land that we have left open to the public to enjoy. [ want my children to have
the same experiences of enjoying and using our public land that I've experienced. Let's use what resources we
have in grand county and delevope them.

Thanks,

Jamison Wiggins



KaLeigh Welch

From: Celia F Alario [celiaalario@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:38 PM
To: Council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Thank you for your leadership!

Amazing how pood it feels to be a Moabite, that parficipatory democracy is alive here, that you are listening to
“We the People’,

[ applaud your efforts and am grateful to call Moab home!

. Best,

Celia Alario
celiaalariof@email.com
+1 310 721 6517

"Rules for being Amazing"

Risk more than is required.

Learn more than is normal.

Be strong. Show courage.

Breathe.

Excel. Love. Lead.

Speak you truth.

Live your values,

Laugh. Cry.

Innovate. Simplify.

Adore mystery. Release mediocrity.

Aim for genius. Stay humble.

Be kinder than expected.

Deliver more than is needed.

Exude passion. Shatter your limits.

Transcend your fears.

Inspire others by your bigness.

Diream big but start small. .
Act now. Don't stop. -
Change the world.

"Rules for being Amazing"
by Robin Sharma



KaLeigh Welch

From: Stella Ann Lightfoot [stellaann@outlook.com]
Sent: Tusesday, February 24, 2015 3:08 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Members of the Grand County Councik:

1 am writing to let you know that | do not want any wilderness designation areas on the La Sal's. It
is absurd to lock away an area that is so vital to our community and is used and enjoyed hy so many locals just

to please these environmental groups. | also do not support creation of a special land designation watershed zone. This is
a backdoor atternpt ta lock up the land. and gain control of our watershied by the enwironmental NGO's that seem to think they can
spesk for the whole area. They do NOTH | Current management plans of both BLM and the US Forest Service provide more than
adequate protection for our watershed. Industrial use is not allowed by sither of these entities A special designation will only lead

te more restriciions on roads and trails, grazing, vegetation management 1 reduce fuels leads and create a potential for catastrophic
wildfire, nat to mention the impact on private inholdings in this area. | would iike to remind you that as, elected officials, your first duty is
o protect the private property rights of the citizens of this county, not to do the bidding of this group of environmental NGO's who think
they are the only ones who matter in the county. Private property includes protecting our water rights from over regulation by these
NGO's. 1alsa do not want any further expansion of Archies National Park, |Lis fine just the way #is. |t has already been expanded at
least six times. Making it bigger serves no useful purpose. . Every time it's expanded, the park immediately staris locking for new areas
to expand to. When does it stop? People come to Arches NP to view the arches, they do not care how big the park is. Since the park
itself cannot seem {0 handle the currant parking problem, it seems prefly stupid o make the problem bigger by making the park bigger.
And again, BLM management plans on lands adjacent {o the park provide more than adequate protection for the viewshed of Arches
while still keeping the value of mulliple use of the land and allowing for proper types of development. Contrary to the proposals put
farth by these seffish snvironmental NGO's | this area is big enough for ALL of us. | also do not suppaort the creation of any National
Conservation Areas on any of these lands. NCA's are another back door land grab tool of these NGO's that will ultimately result in long-
term loss of roads and trall closures, and impacts to private land inholdings. | support protection of our river corridors along the
Colorado and Dolores rivers, but limited to the actual river corridors ONLY. I conclusion, | would fike 1o have a reasonable
expectation of a balanced set of recommendations sent te Congressmen Bishop on this issue. The maps and recommendations
presented by the NGO's and special interests since the new council chose fo regpen the issug, havé nol shown a balanced approach at
all. We had such a balance from our previous councll whao did all the heavy [ing on the issue and put two years of hard work into thefr
preposais and their process was a truly a bi-pariisan efiorl.  After having altended many meetings and workshap since the new coundcil
took office, sadly, | cannot nat say that this council bas presented the same level of bipartisanship or concern for the economic well
heing of the county. On the conirary, this councit has set out fo only listen 10 the environmental NGO's and special interest groups over
and above the citizens and taxpayers of this county by limiting in put to those who have access o a GIS mapping system and holding
meetings af 3 time that the pecple who actually have jobs in Grand Counly cannat aettend . Creating layer upon layer of special land
management designations and wilderness is anything but balanced, ultimately resulting in loss of multiple use and any cpportunity for
responsible use of the natural resources in our area in addition to recreation and tourism. Taking our natural resource production oul of
the mix, as the NGO's and special intergsis would like you fo do, would be fiscally irresponsible and highly detrimental to the economic
well being of the entire area.. Again, | would like to restate, that thers is room for all visws 1o be equally represented in the county
recommendations sent to Congressman Bishop and would hope that vou will find the balance needed to fully represent the views of
ALL the citizens of this area. . | will be letting Congressman Bishop and Congressman Chaffelz know of my concems regarding how
this council, with the exception of Coundilman Paxton and Councilman Jackson, has chosen to disregard many citizens and limit citizen
input in order io show favor to the environmental NGO's and special interests.  Respedtiully, Stella Ann Lightfoot

Sent from Windows Mail



KaLeigh Welch

From: Jared Wiggins [buckfeveriiw@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:14 PM

To: councii@grandcountyutahinet

Subject: Keep it open

Council, my name is Jared Wiggins. 5th generation grand county resident. If's about time we
stop all the non sense of locking up more lands. We have natiecnal parks state parks and
plenty of designated wilderness study areas. We don't need any more. As a tax payer and one
who loves the outdoors, who also mekes a living in oil and gas I think the council should
take a look at the revenue that oil, zas, potssh, and recreation generates in our small
community. It's not about locking it up for the privilegsd ones or supporters of the land
grab., Public land iz 2 land of many uses and I support land of many uses.

Thanks. Jared Wiggins

Sent from my iPhone



KaLeigh Woelich

From: Kathey McNesly [katheymeneely@gmail com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8.37 PM

To: council@grandcountyuiah.net

Subject: Grand County Public Lands related {o Congressman Bishop' s Proposed Public Lands Bill

Dear Grand County Council,

1. I do NOT support the expansion of 12,806 - 15,000 acres to Arches National Park. I
love Arches National Park and hike there all the time, including back into many of the trails
and washes that don't get much traffic. It has expanded at least & times in the past. When
does it stop! The only reason I see at this time for expansion is to lock out any pessible
mining or drilling adijacent to the park in the future.

2. I do not support ANY wilderness designations on the LaSal Mountains, especially on
the western slope. I have hunted, fished, jeeped, and camped all my life on the LaSals. Even
though there are some areas of 5808 acres without roads {or roads that have been closed
down), they do not fit the c¢riteria of wilderness. Already, the Forest Service has closed
roads that we had access for hunting and camping.

The LaSals receive so much use from this community, especlally during the summer and fall,
that it seems illogical te lock it up for wilderness. And in most cases, it does NOT fit
wilderness criteria.

3. I do Not support the creation of a special land designation watershed zone above
Castle valley and Spanish valley. We own 5 acres and a cabin in Upper Willow Basin looking
down on Castle valley and out as far as vou can see and have since 1984. The current
management plans of both the BLM and US Forest Service for this area are adequate protection
for our watershed. A special designation could ultimately lead to future restrictions on
roads and trails, grazing, and vegetation management to reduce the potential of devastating
wildfires, besides having an impact on many private lands and cabins in this area.

4. T do NOT support ANY Natlonal Conservation Arsas added to our county, especially
those that include all of the Fisher Mesa/Fisher Towers , Mary Jane Canyon, and Porcupine
Rim/Dome area.

***T have currently been to the public meetings and all the “new" councils’™ meetings
concerning this subject. I feel that mwost of your minds were already made up. I need to
remind you that you alse represent me and all the people in Grand County, and the citizens
that actually live here year-round, not just the people in your district or the ones who
voted for you. Your job is to do what is best for Grand County and all of its citizens, not
pander to special interest groups, and radical environmental groups who want to "lock up®
this whole county! Who are they "saving" it for? Not my grandchildren or great grandchildren,
but for healthy hikers and wealthy people who can afford tc take guided horseback trips into
the wilderness - a "select”
few!

Sincerely,
Kathey McNeely
{Local - 3rd generation)



KaLeigh Welch

From: Anita Islas [anita_cebollas@yahoo.com.mx]
Sent; Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:37 PM

To: Council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Thank you!

As someone who grew up in beautiful Grand County and will forever love both its land and
community, | want to thank you heartily for protecting the Book Cliffs! What a wonderful move in
keeping Grand County the unique place that we love.

Thank you,
Hannah (Graham} Luna



KaLeig_;h Welch

From: D wells [darrinwells1@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 757 AM
To: cotncili@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Fwd: Public Lands Initiative

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: 1D Wells <darmrinwellsl{@vahoo.com>

Date: February 24, 2015 at 9:35:47 PM MST

To: "council@grandcountveouncil.net” <council@grandcountyeouncil net>
Subject: Public Lands Initiative

Dear Council members | am sending this e-mail because I think it's time for the people of Moab
to stand up to those who are trying to take over and make changes to our land. Below are my
thoughts and the thoughts of the majority of this community thanks.

1- I do not support any wilderness designations on the western slope of the LaSal Mountains.
Even though there may be small discrete areas of 5000 acres with no roads, the concept of
wilderness in an area that is front country for our community and receives so much use, is
illogical and flies in the face of the true character of wilderness. Additional wilderness on the
north end of the LaSal’s, congruent with our county’s 1999 recommendation for the Beaver
Creck drainage, is the only reasonable area for consideration of wilderness that would involve
Forest Service lands.

2~ I do not support creation of a special land designation watershed zone. We all want clean
water. Current management plans of both BLM and the US Forest Service for this area provide
more than adequate protection for our watershed, both eliminating industrial uses in the
watershed. A special designation will ultimately lead to future restrictions on roads and trails,
grazing, vegetation management 1o reduce fuels loads and potential for catastrophic wildfire, and
impacts to development of private inholdings in this area.

3- We do not need any further expansion of Arches National Park. We appreciate our park and
support it, but making it bigger serves no useful purpose. Arches NP has expanded at least six
times in the past. Every time it’s expanded, the park immediately starts looking for new areas to
expand to. When does it stop? People come to Arches NP to view the arches, they do not care
how big the park is. And again, BLM management plans on lands adjacent to the park provide
protections that are adequate to protect the viewshed of Arches while still alowing for proper
types of development. B
4- T do not support the creation of any National Conservation Areas on any of these lands.
NCA’s are another type of designation that will ultimately result in long-term loss of roads and
trail closures, and impacts to private land inholdings. I support protection of our river corridors
along the Colorado and Dolores rivers, but limited to the actual river corridors.

I would like to have a reasonable expectation of a balanced set of recommendations to our
1



Congressmen on this issue coming from our Council. Creating layer upon layer of special land
management designations and wilderness is anything but balanced, ultimately resulting in loss of
any opportunity for responsible use of other natural resources in our area in addition to recreation

and tourism.

Respectfully,
Darrin Wells
Sent from my iPhone



KaLeigh Welch

From: Kimberly Call [kebountyboyz452 @gmail.comy]
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 8:02 AM

To: Council

Subject: Fight to Repeal the Antiguities Act

Grand County Council,

Grand and San Juan counties are embroiled in an ideological battle for ownership, management, and access to
the land within our boundaries. Our nemisis is a US President who is employing terrorist tactics by weilding a
most ominous weapon, the perverted Antiguities Act. Qur councils operate as if with a ‘gun’ to their heads.

In order to mitigate the overreach of this O administration, our congressmen are asking residents in Grand
County to surrender thousands of acres to unelected administrative councils/boards who will lock away that
land in NCA's and NRA's ~ in perpetuity and forever. New Mexico attempted, for six years, to craft legislation
to prevent a monument designation in their state but were slapped with one anyway. Colorado just received
notice of a federal land grab - monument - in theirs, Of course, the largest theft ever, Escalante, was a stealth
operation - no one saw it coming. Do our congressmen actually expect to prevent a similar fate in our
county(ies)?

Rather than asking us to wave the white flag and surrender lands as a ritual sacrifice to a greedy, pompous,
power-hungry administration, our representatives should be employving every force necessary to win this
ideological battle against a terrorist president and his Antiquities Act and see to it's final demise.

Kim Call
Moab, Utah



KaLeigh Welch

From: Ric Foster [briichard@sharetrails org)

Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 1215 PM

To: council@grandcountyuiah.net

Ce: Glen Zumwalt

Subject: BlueRibbon Coalition Comments on Grand County Public Lands Initiative
Attachments: BEC Lir to Grand County Council on PLI_02.24.15_FINAL-COMPLETE pdf

Please find attached the BlueRibbon Coalition's comments on the the Grand County Public Lands Initiative.
I there are any problens opening the document please contact me.

Ric Foster

Public Lands Department Manager
BlueRibbon Coalition

4555 Burley Drive, Suite A
Pocatello, 1D 83202

208.237.1008 ext 107

brrichard@sharetrails.org



February 24, 2015

Grand County Council

Public Lands Initiative

125 E. Center St.

Moab, UT 84532
council@grandcountyutah.net

RE: Grand County Public Land Initiative
Dear members of the Grand County Council:

The BlueRibbon Coalition (BRC) has participated in the Eastern Utah Public Land Initiative (PLI). BRC was
asked to bring the perspective of Off Highway Vehicle enthusiasts into this important process. It is our hope
that the PLI effort may lead to a mutually beneficial resolution on many contentious issues surrounding
public land management. We appreciate the involvement of the Grand County Council and wish to briefly
articulate our thoughts at the current point in the PLI process.

The current Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service management plans in Grand County
represent years of work by the agencies and countless hours of public input. These plans are not what any
individual or advocacy group would adopt as their own but represent plans developed with the give and take
of the public process. BRC’s believes the current management plan embodies a relatively good job at
balancing “use” vs “protection.” Importantly, we believe the recreational access provided by the BLM's
designated routes decisions must be retained and only modified if the modification can be shown to benefit
all user groups. Designated route retention should be an important position in the County’s recommendation
which will provide more certainty for future access.

It is important for the Council to note that BRC is open and willing to consider any “designation” proposed
through the PLI process, including Wilderness. However, we remain firm in our belief that the current travel
plan be sustained through any future land management designation. We want to point out that the BLM has
closed thousands of miles of roads and trails in Grand County since the first round of “emergency closures”
in 2001. We don't yet know if the transportation system that remains can support the current, let alone the
future, need. We do not support going through another “travel management plan” process so soon after the
previous process was completed, and before that process has been fully implemented.

We hope the Council is successful in forwarding a proposal to Congressman Bishop that protects the
interests of the citizens of Grand County. | have attached BRC'’s position letters on the PLI, dated 4/23/13
and 7/10/13, which confirms our position of preserving existing access and allowing for improvements in the
future. This proposal should be viewed in context to subsequent collaborative efforts by local Off-Highway
Vehicle groups. BRC supports the recommendations included in February’s presentations to the Council by
Red Rock 4 Wheelers, Ride With Respect and Moab Friends For Wheelin.

Sincerely,

Glen A. Zumwalt
BlueRibbon Coalition
Director

Attachments: BRC Letter to Bishop re E Utah effort 04.23.13 FINAL
BRC Potential Pillars for Bishop Bill_07.10.13_FINAL
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Honorable Rob Bishop

United States House of Representatives
123 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515
Fred.Ferguson@mail.house.gov

April 23, 2013
RE: Eastern Utah Public Lands Legislation
Dear Representative Bishop,

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the development of a comprehensive lands bill for
Eastern Utah.

The BlueRibbon Coalition's (BRC) staff and volunteers have experience in similar public lands
legislation efforts in Utah and other western states. We very much appreciate the opportunity to
continue our involvement in your efforts to look at a comprehensive lands bill for Central and Eastern
Utah.

One cannot ignore the threat posed by a Presidential national monument designation. In our last letter
to you we noted; “The OIA [Outdoor Industry Association] letter requests that President Obama
unilaterally impose the wishes of only one stakeholder group. To pull the rug out from under those
who will be most likely to be impacted by land use decisions — local citizens — as they hammer out
compromises is unwise.”

The latest request for the President to designate a Greater Canyonlands monument has, perhaps
unwittingly, brought attention to the fact that it is wildly out of line with what the people who live there
want.

This is why we deeply appreciate your efforts to oppose unilateral national monument designations.
Your work to bring together the knowledge of all of the state and national groups involved, as well as
the local counties, is a welcome breath of fresh air.

We understand the need for prompt response. Therefore, we have put together some general
thoughts for your consideration as you move forward. We hope to provide additional information when
appropriate.

Thank you for considering our interests in the outcomes of this important public lands initiative.
Very sincerely,

Brian Hawthorne

Public Lands Policy Director
BlueRibbon Coalition
208-237-1008 ext 102

Cc: Senator Orrin Hatch
Senator Mike Lee
Representative Jason Chaffetz
Representative Chris Stewart



BlueRibbon Coalition
E. Utah recommendations April 23, 2013
Page 1

Regarding a “process”

o Aregional approach, as opposed to a county by county process, seems appropriate. At some
point counties must coordinate to avoid conflicting management across county boundaries.

e Normally BRC encourages a formal collaborative process. However, there are many
reasonable arguments for expediting any necessary collaborative efforts. A shortened process
has been successful in other areas and is probably appropriate here.

¢ Most of the counties affected have considered various components of a land bill. One has a
detailed legislative proposal, while some counties have just recently begun. If an expedited
process is appropriate it should not be so expedited that the product lacks the full support of
the county(ies).

Things to consider when developing a proposal for the Greater Canyonlands area
¢ Any legislation must address Utah's need for “regulatory security.”

e Aregional land use bill may not be the vehicle to address litigation. Still, it should be
acknowledged that litigation acts like an anchor on land management. Litigation empowers
well funded trusts and foundations to apply undue influence on federal land management.

¢ In November 2008, the BLM completed six management plans in Utah. Although progress is
being made, none of the plans have been fully implemented yet. Imposing a hew planning
process before the last plan has been completed is not wise or necessary. Any new
designation (NCA, NRA, etc) should include specific management direction for federal land
managers so valuable resources are not wasted with another round of planning.

¢ The BLM's new management plans contain a lot of accurate information regarding the lands
and resources at issues, and they are also are well understood by all involved. The
management plans should prove useful, at a minimum, to provide information. They may also
be useful for specific management direction in legislation.

e The proponents of the Monument cite a recreation impact study that shows “$646 billion in
national sales and services in 2011 and supporting 6.1 million jobs...” They are telling only
part of the story. The same study shows that approximately $257 billion, or nearly 40% of the
total $646 billion in economic impact, is derived from motorized recreation.

e The BLM's latest plans closed just less than half of the existing roads and roughly three-
guarters of existing, non-road OHV trails. Implementation of the travel plans, has not yet been
completed. As travel plans are implemented, it is common for land managers to make
adjustments and even add routes to make the transportation system better and reduce
impacts. If anything, all efforts should look at ways to add motorized and mountain bike trails,
not reduce them.

e Previous oil and gas development in this area has been shown to be compatible with semi-
primitive recreation and good wildlife habitat. Recreation and resource development should not
be considered mutually exclusive.



BlueRibbon Coalition

E Utah
Page 2

recommendations April 23, 2013

Potential Legislative Pillars

No net loss for motorized and mountain bike recreation

Motorized recreationists also seek “regulatory security.” The BLM has closed tens of
thousands of miles of roads and trails since the first round of “emergency closures” in 2001.
We don't yet know if the transportation system that remains can support the current, let alone
the future need. Moreover, wealthy trusts and foundations regularly fund appeals and litigation
on even basic motorized travel plans.

Categorically exclude from NEPA analysis casual recreation event permits and require the
BLM develop a streamlined process for commercial recreation permits.

“Codification” of existing BLM Management Plans

There seems to be consensus among many local stakeholders that BLM's new management
plans are, with a few exceptions, acceptable. To BLM's credit, a lot local groups believe they
can “make it work,” or “we can live with it.” There seems an equal consensus that any future
reductions in access, recreation and other commercial uses is something they can not live
with. Legislation, even a designation such as an NCA, can and should “codify” the current
management as a baseline. Additional uses could be authorized via planning and NEPA.

Specific Management Direction

Congress often passes legislation giving federal agencies specific management direction for a
specific resource. Specific management needs should be 'legislated in' to the federal land
manager's plans.

Wilderness
We are open to considering any designation, including NRA, NCA, Wilderness and any others.

Minimum Transportation System

Although it isn't complete, there seems to be some support for the existing transportation
system. In line with the theme or regulatory certainty, each potential designation should
include the concept of codifying the existing travel plan so it serves as a minimum travel
system. Recreational trails, both motorized and non motorized, could then be added consistent
with NEPA and other applicable laws.

State Park
Some lands may be better managed as a State Park(s)

Trust or other community partnership
Another concept that has been proposed as a way to provide regulatory certainty is forming a
collaborative trust for managing one or all of BLM and USFS programs.




July 10, 2013

Honorable Rob Bishop
United States House of Representatives
Fred.Ferguson@mail.house.gov

RE: Eastern Utah Public Lands Legislation
Dear Representative Bishop,

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the development of a comprehensive lands bill for
Eastern Utah.

A true collaborative solution exists when all stakeholders benefit and compromise. In our current
system of public land management, Wilderness is the designation which most prioritizes preservation
to the exclusion of all other uses. Multiple-use advocates and affected communities are willing to
accept this restrictive one-dimensional management approach when Wilderness designation comes
as a result of true compromise by preservationists and is accompanied by their long-term recognition
of, and commitment to, a corresponding benefit to multiple-use interests. Today, this means explicit
legislative acknowledgment and authorization of specified uses in identified areas. In most instances,
this will mean no more than ratification of long-existing uses.

An example of a step toward such an approach is seen in the Draft Emery County Public Land
Management Act. Based on this example, and related themes, we offer a more detailed response to
your letter dated June 3, 2013. It is our hope that you find that our suggestions have merit and warrant
more detailed discussions. We would welcome the opportunity to participate in the process initiated by
your letter.

Greg Mumm Brian Hawthorne

Executive Director Public Lands Policy Director
BlueRibbon Coalition BlueRibbon Coalition

Office 208-237-1008 ext 101 Office: 208-237-1008 ext 102
Cell: 208-244-2112 Cell: 208-390-5770



l. INTRODUCTION

In the past half-century, each decade has brought further restrictions on vehicle access and recreation
on lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Utah. While some of these
restrictions were necessary and appropriate, we've reached a tipping point. In Utah, most of the BLM
Resource Management Plans (RMPs) and travel decisions cut road and trail access roughly in half
while greatly expanding areas providing an exclusive non-motorized experience.

Despite these restrictions, preservation advocates seek to close half of the remaining half of the
motorized routes. For an example we note the Greater Canyonlands petition released on March 18th,
2011, by the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance. In addition, these same groups are seeking even
more closures via federal lawsuit (Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, et al,. v. Burke, No. 2:12cv257
DAK), which at present is focused on the Richfield Field Office but will eventually proceed to challenge
the RMPs & travel plans for five (5) other Utah Field Offices.

In response, the natural urge is to submit a counter-proposal that would open all the routes which
were closed by the RMPs. However, to do so we believe would run contrary to the spirit of
collaboration and not achieve a workable outcome. Therefore, our proposal is based on the current
management, which at least attempts to balance appropriate protection of natural resources with
sustainable recreation, including mountain bike and motorized recreation.

Il REGULATORY SECURITY

The term regulatory security describes a situation where the management of public lands is known by
state and local governments as well as affected industries and recreationists, for the reasonably
foreseeable future. That situation does not exist today. For a variety of reasons, public lands
management is in constant flux, and management actions are inconsistent or uncertain across state,
district and even field office levels.

Under the current model, Congress acts with restraint, imposing only generalized guidance which
much be applied in any area and on individual sites through agency analysis and discretion. These
analyses, and associated regulations, have become one-way gates that largely constrain active
management of our public lands and provide fodder for environmentalist lawsuits, which seem to be
designed to stop any active management simply through embroiling the agency in a war of procedural
attrition.

It is time for Congress to consider new paradigms of public land management. There are places, and
uniquely so in Utah, where agency analysis has been performed and where Congress can
appropriately take its role in outlining future management direction. The underlying objective should be
to cut through the regulatory morass and at least attempt to provide some level of regulatory security
and long-term certainty allowing for active management of our public lands.

A. Management paradigms that may provide regulatory security:

No Net Loss - Minimum Transportation System

In line with the theme of regulatory security, where possible legislation should seek to codify the
existing travel plan so it serves as a minimum travel system. This approach makes particular sense
for Utah BLM lands, where the agency, coordinating agencies, affected entities and the public have
recently invested millions of dollars revamping RMPs and travel designations. These decisions can
and should form a long-term management foundation. Where appropriate, recreational trails and
areas, both motorized and non-motorized, could later be added consistent with NEPA and other
applicable laws.




We do not wish to preclude federal land managers from temporarily closing or restricting public access
to a designated route for purposes of resource protection or public safety. Provided, however, that if
the closure becomes permanent, or the length of the temporary closure impairs established access
and use normally provided by the designhated route, the land managing agency shall establish
alternate access, equivalent to that provided by the designated route.

“Caodification” of existing BLM Management Plans

Where there is a consensus among local stakeholders that BLM's new management plans are
appropriate, the legislation can and should “codify” the current management as a baseline. Additional
uses could be authorized via planning and NEPA. Elimination of current uses should not be allowed.
Legislation may also include specific direction to immediately process all pending rights of ways and
other infrastructure needs.

State Park
Some lands may be better managed as a State Park(s).

State Management “Pilot Project”
Similar to the Sand Flats area near Moab, some of these lands may benefit from state management.

Trust or other community partnership
Another concept that has been proposed as a way to provide regulatory certainty is forming a
collaborative trust for managing one or all of BLM programs.

Specific Management Direction
Congress often passes legislation giving federal agencies specific management direction for a specific
resource. Specific management needs should be 'legislated in' to the federal land manager's plans.

M. LAND DESIGNATIONS

It is important that land designations be used in a coherent fashion that fits within and carries out the
comprehensive management vision, as opposed to a patchwork of individual compromises achieved
at disjointed times through varying participants.

A. Wilderness Study Area (WSA)

WSASs have long presented management and political challenges. The June 3, 2013, letter signed by
members of the Utah U.S. House Delegation requests:

Submissions that include lands outside and beyond Wilderness Study Areas (WSA), the draft Emery
County Public Land Management Act, or other county-backed land plans must include a thorough
and complete written justification explaining why the area is worthy of additional consideration.
Lands recommended to be released from their WSA status should also include a thorough and
complete written justification as to why the lands should be returned to multiple-use management.
Finally, lands proposed for alternative designations or actions must include a thorough and complete
written justification as to why the alternative designation or action should be considered.

We do not propose the release of any WSAs. That any federal land management agency will truly
release these lands for multiple-use/sustained yield management is no longer a viable assumption®.

1 Under “multiple-use management” Idaho BLM's Jarbidge office simply “re inventoried” WSAs that were
released via the Owyhee Public Land Management Act and is proposing to manage those lands as “Non
Wilderness Study Areas with Wilderness Characteristics” and impose management that is even more
restrictive than under WSA management. Recently Colorado BLM's Grand Junction Field Office has
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Instead, we support language that prescribes specific uses, including mountain bike and motorized
recreation in existing and/or designates routes/areas.

Regarding the subject of *hard release.”

Few public lands issues have been as controversial as the current BLM policy that mandates a never-
ending, ongoing, inventory and planning process for wilderness characteristics. We understand of
course that no Congress can bind the hands of a future Congress. However, the legislation should
ensure that these lands no longer be subject to future wilderness inventory or study under Section 202
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. Legislation should clearly and
unambiguously mandate that lands which are not designated for wilderness shall be released from
further wilderness study and shall be exempt from planning actions made pursuant to BLM's Land Use
Planning Handbook Appendix K (Wilderness characteristics inventory).

B. Wilderness

At least in this initial stage in this process, we want to remain open and flexible when considering
Wilderness. Our “official” position supports Wilderness designation for the “recommended” WSAs on
BLM lands in Utah as long as routes and areas currently authorized for motorized and mountain bike
use are “cherry-stemmed” out of these areas?.

When reviewing proposals for Wilderness the legislation should specifically evaluate and address key
issues such as:

Access:

Designated routes should be “cherry-stemmed” through any new Wilderness designation. Many areas
that will likely be proposed for Wilderness in this process contain historic roads and significant OHV
and mountain bike use. BLM recently completed a comprehensive travel and transportation plan
designating those roads and trails which are suitable for continuing motorized and non-motorized
uses. Therefore, it is appropriate that any legislation “cherry-stem” any route that is currently on the
BLM's travel plan out of the designated Wilderness area.

Grazing/VER/Water rights/Buffer Zones

Whatever the designation this process considers (e.g. National Recreation Area (NRA), National
Conservation Area (NCA), Wilderness, state management) the grazing of livestock should be
permitted to continue where established based on sound range management, including, but not limited
to, predator control, permanent structures and water projects, which benefit the resource and ensure
that grazing levels will remain viable for the livestock growers. In addition, nothing in the process
should affect any valid existing surface water or ground water right or other valid existing right. The
legislation should also preclude any protective perimeter or buffer zone and clearly acknowledge that
an activity or use on land outside any Wilderness or other designation that can be seen or heard within
that designation shall not preclude the activity or use.

Boundary review and adjustment process.
Any area proposed for Wilderness in this effort should go through a process to review and adjust the
boundary to address conflicts in Wilderness management.

Suitability and Manageability assessment
Any area proposed for Wilderness in this effort should go through a process to review the suitability

proposed a “de-facto” Wilderness management for some WSAs in the event Congress releases them into
“multiple use management.”

2 The BLM has authorized OHV use in several existing WSAs and current monitoring has shown the use has
not substantially diminished the Wilderness characteristics. These routes and areas should be “cherry-
stemmed” out of the new Wilderness area.



and manageability for management under the National Wilderness Preservation System. Where
suitability and manageability conflicts exist, a designation other than Wilderness should be considered.

C. Alternative Designations — NCA, NRA or Beyond

We are open to consider any federal land designation, including Wilderness, in this process. However,
it is necessary for each designation to include very specific management guidelines. It is important to
determine the nature and specifics of the ultimate management vision, and select the land designation
that best provides for the desired result.

Identify specific “legislative values”

The establishment of the National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) directs the Secretary of
the Interior to manage lands in a manner that protects the values for which the components of the
system were designated. However, BLM's NLCS implementation directives generally require
management plans to enhance environmental preservation. This requires that special attention be
given to the specific legislative values. For example, legislation establishing an NCA may identify
“recreation” as a value to be managed for. However, under current NLCS guidelines, such a term
would not ensure that a diverse range of recreational uses will continue. Therefore, to ensure the wide
range of diverse recreational uses currently authorized will continue, each recreational use should be
specifically mentioned as a value in the legislative language.

No Net Loss - Minimum Transportation System

In line with the theme of regulatory security, any NRA or NCA should include the concept of codifying
the existing travel plan so it serves as a minimum travel system. Recreational trails, both motorized
and non-motorized, could then be added consistent with NEPA and other applicable laws.

Again, it is not our intent to preclude federal land managers from temporarily closing or restricting
public access to a designated route for purposes of significant resource protection or public safety.
Provided, however, that if the closure becomes permanent, or the length of the temporary closure
impairs established access and use normally provided by the designated route, the land managing
agency shall establish alternate access, equivalent to that provided by the designated route.

Limits on new management plans

Some stakeholders are asserting that federally managed lands are in need of immediate protection.
This assumes that the current management plans do not provide sufficient protection of natural
resources. This is not true. In November 2008, the BLM completed six management plans in Utah.
These new plans contain significant protection for important natural resources. Given this Herculean
effort, a more traditional Congressional command to “study and plan” is not only unnecessary but
would squander scarce agency resources. This is a perfect time and place for Congress to seize upon
the work already performed by the agency and engaged stakeholders to create a new certainty for
public lands management.

Notwithstanding the above, it does not seem appropriate to categorically preclude any planning for
any new designation (NCA, NRA, etc) and, of course, any additions to the National Wilderness
Preservation System would require the completion of a management plan. So that scarce financial
and staff resources are not wasted, any new designation should specifically limit the BLM's authority to
plan and include specific direction on what uses and activities federal land managers can plan for. The
focus for subsequent planning for any new designation should be the “need for change.”

V. DETAILED SUBMISSIONS

We are mindful of the Delegation’s request for detailed submissions to allow an assessment of the
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viability of a new solution along the lines of the draft Emery County Public Lands Management Act.
BRC is only able to address this request on a limited scale at this time, given its unique place between
grassroots users, local organizations, private industry, and state and local governmental entities. We
will continue to monitor and update this status and offer here our suggestions and detailed
submissions in those areas where an obvious direction or growing consensus is apparent.

A. Rationale

To address the need for adequate OHV recreation opportunities:

Motorized OHV use is firmly established as a major recreational activity on BLM-administered public
lands. National Management Strategy for Motorized Off-Highway Vehicle Use on Public Lands. BLM's
Manual 8340 (May 25, 1982), establish that off-road vehicle use is an ‘acceptable use of public land
wherever it is compatible with established resource management objectives.’” As established by the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), the BLM is required to manage public
lands on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield, including providing recreation, while protecting
natural values.

Unfortunately, federal agencies have responded to the significant, and in at least some instances
increasing demand for quality OHV access by closing tens of thousands of miles of roads and trails.
Motorized recreational opportunity has been drastically reduced throughout the region. Travel
management planning on adjacent BLM and National Forest lands have reduced opportunity for
motorized recreationists, while at the same time provided additional opportunity for those who prefer a
non-motorized experience.

The amount of motorized route and area closures has reached a critical mass. Every single mile of
motorized route that is open today is extremely important. Further closures will have a much larger
impact than those in the past.

Economic benefits of motorized and mountain bike recreation

The Outdoor Industry Association, when pushing a unilateral presidential National Monument, cited a
recreation impact study that shows “that outdoor recreation is ‘an overlooked economic giant,”
generating $646 billion in national sales and services in 2011 and supporting 6.1 million jobs, powering
the economy in a manner comparable to the financial services and insurance industries or outpatient
health care.” They are telling only part of the story. The same study shows that approximately $257
billion or nearly 40% of the total $646 billion in economic impact is derived from motorized recreation.

Unfortunately motorized recreation is often severely restricted in protective designations such as
NCAs or even NRAs. Unless specific measures are taken the designation of these lands as a NCA or
NRA along with the almost certain restrictions that come along with designation could effectively mean
that a significant portion of the total economic impact of recreation to the area will be forfeited. Also,
many other recreational uses that contribute to the overall figure of $646 billion frequently are
restricted in National Monument areas as well. For example bicycling accounts for another $81 billion
annually. Now consider that the National Park Service has recently twice denied permits for a
professional bike race to be held, in part, in Colorado National Monument, despite the positive
economic impact the race would have on the local economy. This is but one of many examples of
recreational uses being limited in these areas.

B. Specific Proposals

Our proposal here is based on the current management and protections provided in the RMPs but
strengthen the ability to manage and provide OHVs.

Carbon County




No specific recommendation at this time

Uintah County
No specific recommendation at this time

Wayne County
No specific recommendation at this time

San Juan County

In addition to the proposals made by San Juan County and SPEAR (San Juan Public Entry & Access
Rights), we suggest the Yellow Circle Mine OHV Area be designated for enhanced OHV use and the
Cameo Cliffs SRMA be expanded.

The Yellow Circle Mine OHV Area

The Yellow Circle Mine is located approximately ten miles southeast of Moab (see attachment). The
Yellow Circle Mine is a cluster of abandoned roads on a steep and rocky hillside. It's next to large
power-lines, as well as Area BFE, which is a 320-acre rock-crawling park on private property. This
area is suitable and manageable for a “high challenge” 4x4 OHV management area.

Cameo Cliffs OHV Area
Extend the Cameo Cliffs SRMA south toward South Canyon Point and north toward Black Ridge

Grand County
Rationale:

Presumably, a public lands bill could establish long-distance trails, recreation areas, and other special
designations. Whatever the means, we envision an end product that provides more and closer day
loops surrounding OHV hubs or focus areas, as well as quality multi-day loops that connect towns. It's
much easier for land managers to achieve compliance when the visitors have diverse recreation
opportunities.

The 2008 RMP established the Labyrinth Rims Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA), which
includes the Dee Pass Motorized Trail Focus Area. It also established the Utah Rims SRMA partly for
motorcycling (and mountain biking). Finally, it established the Cameo Cliffs SRMA partly for ATV riding
(and horseback riding).

These SRMAs provide three hubs for OHV riding. While they may seem large on a map, many parts of
the SRMAs are off-limits to OHV use (i.e. the top of Duma Point in Labyrinth Rims, the bottom of Bitter
Creek in Utah Rims, and the upper part of Hook And Ladder Gulch in Cameo Cliffs).

There is a need to expand those hubs toward the nearest towns so that visitors won't have to travel so
far just to reach the trail. Further, this connectivity would facilitate multi-day rides, and emerging
markets like dual-sport motorcycling. This sort of long-distance trail, such as Paiute ATV Trail, has
helped many rural communities. The same thing could be done for Green River, Moab, and Monticello
(or even from Price to Blanding).

Already, Kokopelli's Trail connects Moab with Grand Junction, Colorado. However a lot of the "trail"
relies on graded roads, while another section is non-motorized, which forces OHVs onto paved roads.
Therefore, long-distance trails for multi-day rides should utilize primitive routes to consistently provide
enough challenge, scenery, etc. Motorcycle single-track (40" wide) and ATV trails (52" wide) are ideal,
but only in addition to a wider route for side-by-sides and "jeeps." So the main route would be
doubletrack and then single-track options could appeal to more motorcyclists and mountain bikers.

To proactively manage recreation, areas should be designated in anticipation of increasing visitation,
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not in reaction to it. SRMA boundaries and focus areas should be large enough to "grow into," as
trends emerge.

Suggestions:
Utah Rims Recreation Area

There is a need to extend the Utah Rims SRMA southwest toward Cottonwood Wash (to encompass
Mel's Loop) and north to the Bookcliffs to encompass the Wild Cow Loop.

An expanded Dee Pass Motorized Focus Area
The current Dee Pass Motorized Focus Area should be expanded northwest to reach Green River and
further southeast toward Bartlett Wash, where many riders stage from.

Trail corridors:

The current Moab Extensive Recreation Management Area should provide additional primitive roads,
ATV and single-track trails and dry washes to connect SRMAs and towns. Such routes offer
opportunities for long-distance tours, which are increasingly popular among motorized and
mechanized enthusiasts. Additionally, such links boost rural economies and disperse use, thereby
alleviating conflicts. One logical trail corridor is the Thompson to Mack trail corridor (see map).

Emery County
BRC is on record as strongly supporting the process used to formulate the draft Emery County land

bill. Although still in draft form, BRC generally supports the legislation.

One of the key consensus points in the Emery County proposal is that it would, as much as possible,
“freeze” the current management in the BLM's 2008 Price Field Office Resource Management Plan,
including the travel management plan, in place. However, on page 19, of the draft legislation the bill
mandates yet another round of OHV travel management planning.

Normally, such an inconsistency would raise serious questions. However, we are approaching this
review based on the understanding the current mandate on page 19 was not intentional and the
county would be open to suggested edits that would preserve the consensus agreement.

Toward that end, below are suggestions we have submitted to Emery County:

The consensus is that the legislation should “freeze” current management, including travel
management in place. However, the current draft mandates another round of travel planning
for the NCA. There is also consensus that there is a need for additional trail based non
motorized opportunity as well. The suggestions below attempts to address both concerns.

Strikeout = deletions
Underline = additions

Draft Emery County Public Land Management Act of 2011, Pages 2,3:

(g) Motorized Vehicles -

(1) INGENERAL ROADS- Except in cases in which motorized vehicles are needed for
administrative purposes, or to respond to an emergency, the use of motorized vehicles in the
National Conservation Area shall be permitted enly on roads and trails designated by the
Emery County Public Land Management Act, 2011-—, as shown on the Emery County
Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Plan.

(2) Trails: Except in cases in which motorized vehicles are needed for administrative purposes,
or to respond to an emergency, the use of motorized vehicles in the National Conservation
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Area shall be permitted on roads designated by the Emery County Public Land Management
Act, 2011 as shown on the Emery County Comprehensive Travel and Transportation
Management Plan.

(3) CLOSURES AND RESTRICTIONS — The Secretary shall not-
(A) close any designated route as identified in the Price Field Office RMP that is open to
the public as of the date of the enactment of this Act;
(B) Prohibit motorized access any designated road or trail as identified in the Price Field
Office RMP Travel Plan that is open for motorized access as the date of the enactment
of this Act;

(4) EXCEPTIONS — Nothing in this subsection shall be construed as precluding the Secretary
from temporarily closing or restricting public access to a designated route for purposes of
significant resource protection or public safety. Provided, however, that if the closure becomes
permanent, or the length of the temporary closure impairs established access and use normally
provided by the designated route, the Secretary shall establish alternate access, equivalent to
that provided by the designated route.

Option A: Allowing for additional motorized trails in the NCA:
Page 19:
(c) Trail Plan —
(1) IN GENERAL - the Secretary, in consultation with interested parties, and after
providing opportunities for public comment, in a manner consistent with the Emery
County comprehensive travel and transportation management plan, shall develop a trail
plan to provide additional motorized and non motorized trail recreation opportunities —
(A) in a manner consistent with the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.),
hiking and equestrian trails in the wilderness areas designated by this Act;
(B) non-motorized and motorized recreation trails in the conservation area;
(C) enhanced recreation trail opportunities, including a West-Side Multiple-User
Community-connector Trail System, on lands not designated wilderness or
National Conservation Areas by this Act.
(2) West-Side Multiple-User Community-Connector Trail System Defined
— For the purpose of this subsection, the term “West-Side Multiple-User
Community- Connector Trail System” means .....
(3) Report — Not later than two years after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary shall submit to Congress a report on the
implementation of the plan required under subsection (?), including the
identification of priority trails for development.

Option B: Allowing for no additional motorized trails in the NCA:
Page 19:
(c) Trail Plan —
(1) IN GENERAL - the Secretary, in consultation with interested parties, and after
providing opportunities for public comment, in a manner consistent with the Emery
County comprehensive travel and transportation management plan, shall develop a trail
plan to provide additional motorized and non motorized trail recreation opportunities —
(A) in a manner consistent with the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.),
hiking and equestrian trails in the wilderness areas designated by this Act;
(B) non-motorized and-meterized recreation trails in the conservation area;
(C) enhanced recreation trail opportunities, including a West-Side Multiple-User
Community-connector Trail System, on lands not designhated wilderness or
National Conservation Areas by this Act.
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(2) West-Side Multiple-User Community-Connector Trail System Defined
— For the purpose of this subsection, the term “West-Side Multiple-User
Community- Connector Trail System” means .....

(3) Report — Not later than two years after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary shall submit to Congress a report on the
implementation of the plan required under subsection (?), including the
identification of priority trails for development.

V. A final thought

We are excited by the effort outlined in the June 3, 2013, letter. We sit collectively at a unique juncture
created by decades of management uncertainty, a universal desire for management security, mature
awareness of the diverse stakeholder positions, and unprecedented need for governmental efficiency
and accountability. We look forward to helping create a new management vision for Utah'’s treasured
BLM lands.
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Kai_eigh Welch

From: richard leech [fil.leech@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 11:38 AM
To: council@grandeountyutah.net

Ce: dhinkins@le.utah.gov

Subject: Concemned Clizen

Attachments: letter to all concere.docx

I have included an attachment in this e-mail for consideration by council members,and other representatives. 1
would like it included in any public record associated with the current lands bill debate.

Thank you for your Time

Mr. Rick Leech

736 Kane creek blvd

Moab UT



Letter To All Concerned
Greetings to all.

[ have been attending the Grand county council workshops for congressman Bishop's “lands bill
initiative”. Regarding the recent Book Ciffs workshop on 2-23-15, 1 have multiple concerns, First, if the
intent of including the county council recommendations for exact boarder ocation of Wilderness Study
Area’s (WSA) boundaries was to incorporate the local topographical knowledge, then that goal was not
achieved. Only one councilman, who's carrier was in this field, seemed familiar with all of the areas
discussed within the Book cliffs section, although even his impreassive knowledge was incomplete, Of
course nobaody in council government should be expected to have an intimate knowledge of all the
terrain within their jurisdiction. However, it was apparent that most members did not know if we were
in the mountains or in the dessert when discussing exact boarders of the eastern WSA. The problem
was twofold, part being due to the fact that mapping information was difficult to integrate into a
cchesive presentation, which should include topographical infermation underlying ownership
[management boarders. Additionally, the area is remote and unfamiliar to most county residents
including council members. Therefore the councils WSA boundary recommendation should be
considered superficial. My second Concern is the apparent activist influence on the majority vote
resulting in @ WSA recommendation outside of proposal #3 boundaries. If the new round of warkshops
was to familiarize new county council members with the proposal then | did not witness any of these
issues discussed or debated in the public forum. T it was in private L would ke to know how they arrived
at their conclusion. Since | cannot ask these questions during a workshops, { would hope that one of my
representative’s might do so and for instance ask (if permitted by orotocol} . Councilmember * Doe” can
you tell me for the record how you decided that a transportation corridor through an existing road
network would be a bad thing for the citizens of grand county? She or he may reply “ That is none of
your business” or “I Hate Roads”, “it costs to much”, “it will kill 750 rare Sego lilies”. All of which are
legitimate answers. Then at least we know what reascning, or none reasoning, is behind thelr position.
Apparently the new members had arrived at thelr position defore this "workshop” took place. f we are
just going through the motions then let's drop the pretense of a public debate forum and just e-mail in
our positions, Furthermore, if it is perceived that Bishops proposal #3 is nothing more than a new tool
to grant as many huge parcels of previously accessible land to a massive federal hureaucracy that will
have no accountability to anyone, especially not the local folks, then Utah citizens will not and should
not support it. | don’t believe this coundil is acting in the spirit of compromise. Appearing to compromise
by granting a small exclusion in the far western corner of the WSA that was not even in contention, then
expanding all other portions of the WSA is exactly the scenario that is feared by many county residents
and could sink the local support for Proposition 3. Another worry is the” ad hoc” citizens groups that
where formed exdusively to gain an advantage over the individual in the public's representation. These
“organizations” are making arguments in the public arena that are more appropriate to an individuat's
concerns. Yet because they claim to represent a certain group of people their position is given due
consideration and legitimacy at meetings. Their arguments are for solitude, views and other personnel
desires that are more In line with an individual’s concerns then a collective organization. | argue that if
these individuals have concerns, then these individuals should be representing only themselves as



themselves like the rest of the Grand County citizens. This unfair practice is not representative and
should cease immediately, alsc any documentation conveyed to the council by these individuals should
not be considered as legitimate concerns by an organization. As for this individual, my family settied the
lower Willow Creek area of the Book Cliffs in 1908. My Grandfather was born there in 1915. He met my
Grandmother in the thirties at Sego Canven. She traveled between the family's coal mine at Sego and
Moab for school. They then settled in Moab ,that is my heritage to Grand County. | am Familiar with the
Book cliffs area, much of it is spectacular and almost as much of it is quite a bit less than spectacular, in
this individuals opinion..  The area along ridge road should net be considered for tar sands
development, in my opinion. Areas to the North in Uinta County and the very upper boarder of Grand
County should be considered for development, in my opinion.  The councils majority vole 1o include
new WSA, s not in proposal # 3 should be ignored, as should their desire to preclude a transportation
corridor based entirely on the supposition that this would obviate the Tar Sands development. | submit
that this is an entirely inapprepriate use of this designation and an inadequate argument regarding the
corridor. | Belisve that these lower elevations and canyons can he responsibly develonped into low
impact gas and oil fields, should the markef support it. This can be done with minimal long term impact.
All other additions and modifications [ agree with, except Horse Plateau, which should stay outside of
WSA boundaries, Next, | believe the council is responsibie for a budget in which services are provided to
county residents. If the councll members choose to disregard the tax revenue generated by extracting
minerals out of the ground, which has been done responsibly for generations, then | and many others
wlll assume that they represent a radical environmental coalition and choose 1o ignore basic obligation
to its citizens. [ along with many other property and business owners should not be asked to support
any increase in county Tax revenue now or in the future. Services and expenditures, including pay raises
for county employees, should remain at current levels for as iong as such a cavalier attitude toward
county finances remains within our office. My position is thus. We don’t need or want oll and gas fields
everywheres, but we can and shouid have them where it makes sense, providing the mineral is present.
Other Mineral deposits should be given this same consideration. “View shed” belongs within national
park boundaries. i this notion is allowed outside of that context then there will be no end to it. Road
access and OHY trails should conform to the lands bill proposal #3 as is. It's not perfect and it’s not what
| prefer, however, | think it is the bast compromise,

As a taxpaving resident of Grand County | expect the council to give as much consideration to these
concerns as to any other individual’s or organization’s concerns. No more, but no lass either.

Thank You for vour time,
Rick Leech

Moab, Utah



KaLeigh Welch

From: Gregg Tibbetls [greggtibbetts@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 8:09 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Public Lands Intiative

Dear Grand County Council,
I would to tske a minute to express my view on a few of the issues that are on the table.

1)}. Wilderness designation on the western slope of the LaSal Mountains. I DO NOT SUPPORT
THIS. I believe that Southern Utah already has a over abundance on wilderness / wilderness
study areas and Grand County has too much of the above mentioned.

2). I DO NOT SUPPORT the creation of z special land designation of a watershed zone period.
All this amounts to is ancother fancy name for taking control of public lands and this is one
of the newest ways in doing so. We all want clean water and we have it now and will be in the
future without the special designation of a water shed zone.

3). Expansion of the Arches Nation Park just does not make any sense, In my daily job I
travel ALL the country around the Arches Naltion Perk, North-South-East and West and the land
around the park does not qualify for KNational Park status, the park already has the land
features in its boundaries that do qualify. Expanding the park would be just another land
grab.

4). Last but not least I DO NOT SUPPORT creation of any National Conservation Area, there is
already to much land being locked up through other designations.

We already have too much of our lands being locked up for the special few and it is time %o

say enough. Grand County has given away a extreme amount of its lands in the last few years
and it is time for the people to stand up and say ENOUGH.

SINCERELY, Gregg Tibbetts
Born in Grand County in 1963 and lived here every since.

Sent from my iPad



Colleen White Tibbetts

Born and raised in Moab 47 yrs



KaLaigh Welch

From: Colleen Tibbatts [colleentihbetts@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 8:44 PM

To: Councili@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Council letter

To the County Council,

I do not support any wilderness designations on the western slope of the LaSal Mountains. Even though there
may be small discrete areas of 5000 acres with no roads, the concept of wilderness in an area that is front
country for our community and receives so much use, is illogical and flies in the face of the true character of
wilderness, Additional wilderness on the north end of the LaSal’s, congruent with our county’s 1999
recommendation for the Beaver Creek drainage, is the only reasonable area for consideration of wilderness that
would involve Forest Service lands.

I do not support creation of a special land designation watershed zone. We all want clecan water. Current
management plans of both BLM and the US Forest Service for this area provide more than adequate protection
for our watershed, both eliminating industrial uses in the watershed. A special designation will ultimately lead
to future restrictions on roads and trails, grazing, vegetation management to reduce fuels loads and potential for
catastrophic wildfire, and impacts to development of private inholdings in this area. The nation needs food, the
cattlemen and women in Grand County are helping to provide free range all natural beef cattle to the consumer,
And special interest groups are continually trying to skew the facts regarding catile in order to remove cattle all
together. I want to know our beef comes from our country, not a foreign country! Remember, cattle have been
in this country for well over a Hundred Years and the environmentalists are telling you how amazing the land is,
there is no better evidence that the ranchers are doing an amazing job of keeping this land beautiful!

We do not need any further expansion of Arches National Park. We appreciate our park and support it, but
making it bigger serves no useful purpose. Arches NP has expanded at least six times in the past, Every time it’s
expanded, the park immediately starts looking for new areas to expand to. When does it stop? People come to
Arches NP to view the arches, they do not care how big the park 1s. And again, BLM management plans on
lands adjacent to the park provide protections that are adequate (o protect the viewshed of Arches while still
allowing for proper types of development.

I do not support the creation of any National Conservation Areas on any of these lands. NCA’s are another type
of designation that will ultimately result in long-term loss of roads and trail closures, and impacts to private land
inholdings. I support protection of our river corridors along the Colorado and Dolores rivers, but limited fo the
actual river corridors,

I would like to have a reasonable expectation of a balanced set of recommendatigns to our Congressmen on this
1ssue coming from our Council. Creating layer upon layer of special land management designations and
wilderness is anything but balanced, ultimately resulting in loss of any opportunity for responsible use of other
natural resources in our area in addition to recreation and tourism.

Respectfully,



KaLeigh Weich

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Liz Thomas [moablizard72@gmail.com)
Thursday, February 26, 2015 448 PM
council@grandcountyutah.net

Bishop PLI - Moab Core/Lands East of Hwy 181

RE: Grand County Council's Recommendation for Rep. Bishop's Public Lands Initiative - Moab
Core/Area East of Hwy 191

Dear Counecil Members,
I submit my comments, below, for your consideration for the Moab Core/Area East of Hwy 191, 1 urge the

Council to make several modest improvements to Alternative 3 {drafted by the previous Council).

Specifically, I request that the Council:

¢ Recommend for Wildemess designation, consistent with Allernative 3. Westwater Canvon, Big

Triangle, Granite Creek. and Beaver Creek areas along the Coloradp-Utah border. The Council should

add Renegade Point to this Wilderness area recommendation to complete wilderness preservation along

the UT-CO border, which will also protect vital wildlife mieration corridors and habitat in this area.

Renegade Point extends across the berder into Colorado, and the overall Renegade Point wilderness
area is larger than the portion in Grand County. The Council should not overlook this area merely
because the bulk of the wild lands are located in Colorado.

» Recommend Wilderness designation for all lands that are Wilderness Study Areas {WS5As) and lands

that the BLM has identified as having wilderness character within Aliernative 3's National

Conservation/Recreation Area, including: Fisher Towers, Mary Jane Canyon, Mill Creek, Negro

Bill/Morning Glory.

o

The Council should include the Dome Plateau area, Dry Mesa, and The Highlands (the area
above Lost Spring Wash WSA) in its wilderness recommendation. This area 1s the view shed for
Delicate Arch, The Windows and other prominent view points in Arches Nat'l Park and the BLM
has concluded that the bulk of these areas have wilderness character.

The Council should include the Porcupine Rim area (above Castle Valley) in it's wildemness
recommendation.

Importantly, the Council should insure that these wilderness areas are not impacted by off-road

vehicles by recommending that non-Jeep Safari routes in these wilderness areas be closed

{unless a compelling reason exusts otherwise);

« Improve Alternative 3 by extending the Nat'l Conservation/Recreation Area boundary in specific areas:

&

o]

If the Dome Platean, Dry Mesa, and The Highlands are not ultimately recommended for
wilderness designation, it is critical that the Nat'l Conservation/Recreation Area boundary along
the Colorado River be moved west, back from the top of the cliffs to protect the outstanding
recreational values of the river corridor and the scenic values along Hwy 128, and redrawn to
include Dry Mesa and The Highlands to preserve the outstanding scenic values enjoyed the
nearly 1 million annual visitors o Arches Nat'l Park;

The Nat'l Conservation/Recreation Area boundary should be extended in the south 1o include
Forest Service lands in the LaSals to protect Moab's watershed.

« Recommend closure of a short section of the Steel Bender Jeep Safari route that loops into the Mill
Creek WSA. This is a very short section of the trail and closure of this short section would provide

i



significant benefits to the backcountry expertience of this area (i.e. dramatically reduce noise and user
conflicts).

There are approximately 1400 miles of route on BLM & SITLA lands in the Moab Core area/lands east of Hwy.
191. Preserving what is essentially the status quo, and designating all of the WSAs and lands with wilderness

character in this area as wilderness would have hittle effect on the vast majority of designated routes -- i.e ~90%
of designated routes would not be affected by designating all of the proposed wilderness in the Moab Core area.

Grand County is prized for its redrock scenery, canyons, rivers and huge vistas. Lel's keep 1t that way. There is
no downside to protecting what is, essentially, the status quo. It would be controversial to NOT preserve the
status quo and to allow the outstanding lands surrounding Moab and lands in the Westwater-Dolores Triangle-
Beaver Creek area to be degraded. A National Conservation Area, and wilderness designations for deserving
lands in this area will allow our kids and grandkids, and visitors from far and wide the opportunity to continue
to enjoy Grand County’s natural heritage.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration of citizens' input in this PLI process.
Sincerely,

~Liz Thomas

iz Thomas

PO Box 321

3291 Juniper
meablizard72@gmail.com




Kai_eigh Welch

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Barh Zinn [harbzinn@gmail.com)

Thursday, February 26, 2015 7:05 PM
council@grandcountyutah. net

Bishop PLI - Moab Core/Lands East of Hwy 131

Feh. 26, 2015

Dear Council Members,
Here are my comments for the Moab Core/Area East of Hwy 181, | urge the Council to make = few
improvements to Alternative 3 {drafted by the previous Council).

.

Recommend for Wilderness designation Westwater Canvon. Big Triangle, Granite Creek, and
Beaver Creek areas along the Colorado-Ulah border. Add Henegade Point io this Wilderness
area recommendation to complete wilderness preservation along the UT-CQ border which will
also protect vital wildlife migration corridors and habitat in this ares.

Recommend Wilderness designation for ali lands that are Wildemess Study Areas {WSAs) and
lands that the BLM has identified as having wilderness characler within Alternative 3's
National Conservation/Recreation Area, including: Fisher Towers, Mary Jane Canyon, Mill
Creek, Negro BilllMorning Glory.

o The Council should include the Dome Plaleau area, Dry Mesa, and The Highlands (the
area above Lost Spring Wash WSA) in its wilderness recommendation, as the area is
critical view shed for Arches NP,

o The Council should include the Parcuping Rim area in its wilderness recommendation.

o The Councii should insure that these wilderness areas are not impacted by off-road
vehicles by recommending that non-Jeep Safari routes in these wilderness areas be
¢iosed (unless a compelling reason exists otherwise);

Improve Altemative 3 by extending the Nat'l Conservation/Recreation Area boundary in
specific areas:

o if the Dome Plateau, Dry Mesa, and The Highlands are not ultimately recommended
for wilderness designation, it is critical that the Nat'| Conservation/Recreation
Area boundary along the Colorado River be moved west, back from the top of the cliffs
to pratect the outstanding recreational valuss of the river corridor and the scenic
values along Hwy 128, and redrawn o include Dry Mesa and Tha Highlands o
preserve the outstanding scenic vafues enjoyed the nearly 1 million annual visitors o
Arches Nat'l Park;

o The Nat| Conservation/Recrealion Area boundary should be exdended in the south to
include Forest Service lands in the LaSals to protect Moab's watershed.

Recormmend ciosure of a short section of the Steel Bender Jeep Safar roule that loops inlo the
Mill Creek WSA. This is a very short section of the irall and closurs of this short section would
provide significant benefits fo the backeountry experience of this area (i.e. dramatically reduce
noise and user conflicts).

Designating all of the WSAs and lands with wilderness character in this area as wilderness would have
little effect on the vast majority of designated routes — i.e ~80% of designatad routes would not be
affected by designating all of the proposed wilderness in the Moab Core area.

Preservethe unmatched scenery of Grand County.

Sincerely,

Rarbarz Zinn



460 Rosetree Lane

Moab UT 84532

barbzinn@gmail.com




Kaleigh Welch

From: Colieen Tibbetis [colleantibbetis@gmail.com)]
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 10:23 PM

To: Council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject; Fwd: Council@grandcountyutah.net

e FOrwarded message ~----mewe-

From: Colleen Tibbetts <colleentibbetis@gmail. com=

Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015

Subject: Council@grandcountvutah net

To: "colleentibbeits@email.com” <colleentibbetisi@email.com>

To the County Council,

I do not support any wildemess designations on the western slope of the LaSal Mountains., Even though there
may be small discrete areas of 5000 acres with ne reads, the concept of wilderness in an area that is front
country for our community and receives so much use, is illogical and flies in the face of the true character of
wilderness. Additional wildemess on the north end of the LaSal’s, congruent with our county’s 1999
recommendation for the Beaver Creek drainage, 1s the only reasonable area for consideration of wilderness that
would involve Forest Service lands.

I do not support creation of a special land designation watershed zone. We all want clean water. Current
management plans of both BLM and the US Forest Service for this area provide more than adequate protection
for our watershed, both eliminating industrial uses in the watershed. A special designation will ultimately lead
to future restrictions on roads and trails, grazing, vegetation management to reduce fuels loads and potential for
catastrophic wildfire, and impacts to development of private inholdings in this area. The nation needs food, the
cattlemen and women in Grand County are helping to provide free range all natural beef cattle to the consumer.
And special interest groups are continually trying to skew the facts regarding cattle in order to remove cattle all
together. I want to know our beef comes from our country, not a foreign country! Remember, caftle have been
in this country for well over a hundred years and the environmentalists are telling you how amazing the land is,
there is no better evidence that the ranchers are doing an amazing job of keeping this land beautiful!

We do not need any further expansion of Arches National Park. We appreciate our park and support it, but
making it bigger serves no useful purpose. Arches NP has expanded at least six times in the past. Every time it’s
expanded, the park immediately starts looking for new areas to expand to. When does it stop? People come fo
Arches NP to view the arches, they do not care how big the park 1s. And again, BLM management plans on _
lands adjacent to the park provide protections that are adequate to protect the viewshed of Arches while still
allowing for proper types of development.

I do not support the creation of any National Conservation Areas on any of these lands. NCA’s are another type
of designation that will ultimately result in long-term loss of roads and trail closures, and mpacts to private land
inholdings. I support protection of our river corridors along the Colorado and Dolores rivers, but limited to the

1



actual river corridors.

1 would like to have a reasonable expectation of a balanced set of recommendations to our Congressmen on this
issue coming from our Council. Creating layer upon layer of special land management designations and
wilderness is anything but balanced, ultimately resulting in loss of any opportunity for responsible use of other
natural resources in our area in addition to recreation and tourism.

Respectiully,
Colleen White Tibbetts

Born and raised in Moab 47 yrs



KaLeigh Welch

From: Deb Walter [debwalterb8@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 7:46 AM
To: councii@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bishop PLI

Dear Grand County Council,

Again [ thank you for taking the time and effort to ge through letters and maps in this process of developing
lasting protections for Grand County’s lands. I is an important task.

1 am writing today to talk about maintaining the connectedness of these areas for protection for wildlife habitat,
Wildlife, plants as well as all animals, need space to thrive. Within that space they need protected sources of
waler and food. They need quiet and lack of human intrusion. For these reasons, large connected areas of wild
lands need to be protected.

The area north of the Westwater Wilderness Study Area should be protected to maintain connectedness with
protected areas in Colorado. In Colorado, the Mclnnis Canyons National Conservation Area protects the lands
north of the Black Ridge Canyons Wilderness all the way to the north side of [-70. The same corridor should
be protected in Grand County, extending south and west from Black Ridge Canyons Wilderness as well as north
along the state border to parallel the protected areas in Colorado.

My husband Dick and | went on an equestrian competitive trail ride there a few years ago. The area north of 1-
70 is beautiful, open, and wild country; the area south of 1-70 in Rabbit Valley is wonderful quiet red rock
country. The Colorado River flows through this area, and is an important water source for wildlife.
Connectedness to these nearby wilderness and protected areas in Colorado should be retained and enhanced.

Looking back at the Book Cliffs workshop, I would request the Grand County Council take another look at the
Horse Mesa area as well as the northeastern areas that connect to Wilderness Study Areas in Uinta county.
Wildlife need space, and they need to be able to travel various routes to find food in different seasons. Please
reconsider recommending these areas for wilderness designation.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Deb Walter

4100 EHasy St
Moab, UT 84332



KaL&Egh Welch

From: marymorang@frontiernet.net

Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 7:52 AM
To: Grand County Council

Subject: Bishop PLI - lands east of 191

Dear Council Members,

Please support protection of public lands, particularly with regard to those
under consideration east of highway 191. We submit that none of the
alternatives drafted by the previous council went far encugh for protection, but
with a few additional measures, alternative 3 is the closest one to being
acceptable.

Some of these lands are particularly near and dear to the hearts of many
Moabites, many of them being the closest wilderness-quality lands to town.
The current WSAs Mill Creek, Negro Bill/Morning Glory, Fisher Towers, and
Mary Jane Canyon should all be designated wilderness. This basically
preserves the status quo, and doesn't threaten travel routes.

The Dome Plateau area, Dry Mesa, and The Highlands should be
recommended for wilderness designation; they have all been found to have
wilderness qualities by the BLM, and are within view of Delicate Arch and
nearby places in Arches National Park. Some edges of these units are also
visible from the Colorado River. We have visited portions of Dry Mesa and the
Dome Plateau recently, and these are wild places of solifude. If they are not
recommended for wilderness, then piease adjust the Nat'l
Conservation/Recreation Area boundary to protect the views mentioned
above.

Motorized and mechanized travel in the Moab area has been increasing, and
we are concerned about its impacts on our wild lands. Besides causing
physical damage to soils and plants, many of the vehicles are loud, and thus
impact the quiet and wilderness experiences of those seeking quieter
experiences. They also impact wildlife sensitive fo noise, an impact more
significant than most people realize. By preserving the wild lands mentioned
above, and others in alternative 3, we are mostly just protecting the status
quo, which allows various vehicle travel on more than 1000 miles of routes,
but keeps that'mileage from increasing much. We imagine there are very, very
few people who have traveled al of the routes, and think that the imagined
need for more routes is a false one.

Thank you for your time and efforts.



Sincerely,
Mary Moran and
Dennis Silva

471 Loveridge Drive
Moab, UT 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: Ginny Carlson [ginny@wyn.org]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 7:55 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: {Bishop) Week 2, lands east of 191

To Grand County Council Members
Subject: Please preserve the wild areas close to Moab by approving and adding to Alternative 3.

Certainly Arches National Park is the magnet that pulls visitors to Moab, however the setting of Moab, surtounded by Wilderness
(Study Areas), makes Grand County unique in it's setting. Staying on highways in the area, one can experience Beyond the Rocks,
Negro Bill, Mill Creek, Fisher Towers and Mary Jane wilderness preservation (for about 30 years protected by Congressional
designated WSA's). The Council should consider adding Porcupine Rim area to the protected wilderness and continue protection by
Wilderness designation of these areas.

Other areas that are important, but not as visible from major highways, are Granite Creek, Beaver Creek, Westwater Canyon and the
Big Triangle, which should also be included in wilderness protection.

I have hiked in portions of each one of these WSA areas.

In listening to the presentations and viewing the photos, I would like to recommend that the Dry Mesa view shed (which adjoins
Arches) be protected. This is a great area to hike as well providing the scenic background for many iconic arches in the Park (Delicate,
North and South Windows) as well as smaller arches.

Sincerely,

Ginny Carlson

3136 Far Country

Moab, UT 84532

435-259-3494

email: ginnv({@wyn.org February 26, 2015



Kamigh Welch

From: Nancy Kuriz [nancystarjive@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 10:26 AM
To: Grand County

Subject: Book Cliffs wilderness

Thanks for devoting your time to this all-important issue and considering those of us who
treasure the pristine lands for themselves. Not everyone can or chooses to come to meetings.
Please know that many of us out here are cheering and behind every decision.

Thanks especially for recommending large wilderness areas in this sensitive spot and for
recommending that a road to facilitate transportation of o¢il and gas not be cut through this

area,
Very truly yours,
Nancy Kurtz
Nancy Kurtz

nancystardive@egmail . com
435-259-8734




KaLeigh Welch

From: Kevin Walker [k23walker@gmail.com] on behalf of Kevin Walker [kevin@canyon23.net]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 11:03 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Comments for 2nd Bishop process workshop (east of Hwy 191)

Dear Council Members,

Here are my comments for areas covered in the second workshop (areas south of I-78 and east
of Highway 191).

If you are too swamped to read the whole things, here is a short summary:

Start with Alternative 3 from the old County Council

Expand the NCA to protect the Dome Plateau area north of the river and east of Arches
Protect the La Sals (and our watershed) by expanding the NCA or designating wilderness
The more wilderness the better

* The road density is too high, so it would be good to close a few routes which have the
greatest impact on quiet recreation

* ¥ X ¥

If we take Alternative 3 as a starting point, there are some relatively easy ways to improve
it:

* Expand the NCA north of the Colorado River and east of Arches NP. At a minimum, the
expansion should go to the top of the ¢liffs. I think it makes sense to go at least a mile
beyond the top of the cliffs -- we don't want oil wells encroaching on the river canyon.
Ancther reason to expand the NCA is to protect the views from Delicate Arch, The Windows,
Skyline Arch, and other popular viewpoints in Arches NP. The proposed park expansion does
not attempt to protect these viewsheds. We don't want our world-famous scenic vistas marred
by 0il wells. (I will send a map of the Delicate Arch viewshed in a separate email.)
Another possibility is to expand the NCA to include all BLM Wilderness Character areas that
are within 4 or 5 miles of the Colorado River (and east of Arches NP).

* Expand the NCA to cover the La 5als, or, alternatively, designate wilderness in the La Sals
(Grand Canyon Trust propcsed boundaries). I thought Bob O'Brien and David Erley made a very
strong case for protecting our watersheds, and I also thought Tim Peterson made a strong case
for wilderness (or maybe an NCA) in the La Sals.

* Make sure the NCA language in the legislation tracks the NCA language in the Daggett County
and Washington County bills. As you know, an NCA can mean many different things, depending
on the specific language in the legislation that establishes the NCA.

* For the Beaver Creek, Granite Creek, Big Triangle, and Westwater proposed wilderness areas,
retain the boundaries used in Alternative 3. Alternative 3 avoids unnecessary cherry-stems
in the boundaries. (I should clarify here that I am going by the map for Alt. 3 on the
county web site, which does not show any cherry-stems in the Big Triangle area (for
example).)

* Add Renegade Point (adjacent to Big Triangle) to the proposed wilderness., This unit
straddles the state line (i.e. it extends into Colorado). Areas like this often fall through
the cracks.



* Alternative 3 actually proposes a “National Recreation Area" (NRA) and not an NCA. I think
an NCA makes much more sense. NCAs become part of BLM's National Conservation Lands, whereas
NRAs do not. Public lands bills for Daggett and Washington Counties created NCAs, not NRAs.

As you well know after reading so many comment letters, there is not much potential
wilderness left in the lower 48 states. It would therefore be very sensible to designate all
remaining potential wilderness areas in Grand County -- in other weords, the proposed
wilderness areas in ARRWA (America’s Red Rock Wilderness Act). This is especially true for
areas outside the NCA. The main differences between ARRWA and Alternative 3 are:

* Mary Jane Canyon and Fisher Towers. For these the BLM Wilderness Character boundaries are
very similar to the ARRWA boundaries.

* Mat Martin Point (Porcupine Rim). BLM disqualified this area because of a minor jeep trail
that goes out on Mat Martin Point. I think BLM made a mistake here and that making this area
wilderness would be a good idea.

* Dome Plateau. This is the area north of the river and east of Arches. It is discussed
above. The BLM wilderness character boundary is smaller than the ARRWA boundary, but still
significant.

* Arches-adjacent areas. The potential wilderness areas within Arches NP extend past the
park boundary and onto BLM land. I think it makes sense for these areas to be designated as
wilderness. This would close few {(if any) routes and should be relatively uncontroversial.

* Mill Creek and Negro Bill Canyon. Alternative 3 uses WSA boundaries, but it would be
better to use the BLM Wilderness Character boundaries here. The difference in acreage is not
large, but in high use areas like this small differences can be important.

Finally, there is the issue of the transportation plan. The current travel plan is heavily
biased in favor of motorized recreation. Only a very small percentage of Grand County is
more than one mile from a motorized route. Some people visit here {and live here) in order
to drive Jeeps and motorcycles, but other people visit (and live) here to take quiet hikes or
bike rides. There is room enough for both types of people, but only if the transportation
plan 1s trimmed back to create more balance and more room for quiet recreation.

The County Council does not have time to do a thorough review of the transportation plan.
But one very important thing the CC _can_ do is

* Include language in the legislation saying that the one of the purposes of the NCA is to
provide ample and balanced opportunities for both motorized and non-motorized recreation, and
that a future transportation plan should reflect this.

Designating wilderness proposed in ARRWA would close a small fraction of the routes which are
currently open. Some prominent and important examples are:

* A portion of the Flat Pass (Steel Bender) jeep trail network. (The mailn parts would
remain open.) _

* The jeep trail on Mat Martin Point (which receives very little use)
* Roughly 3 miles of dead-end jeep trails on the south rim of Negro Bill Canyon.

The above Jeep trails have a disproportionate impact on quiet recreation and I think it would
be a good idea to close them.



KaLeigh Waealch

From: Thea Nerdling [theakn@frontiemetnegl]

Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 12:48 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah net

Subject: Bishop Public Lands Proposal for Moab Core Area
Attachments: County Council Bishop Proposal letter doc

Please see my attached letter
Thank you,

Thea Nordling



Re: Grand County Council's Recommendation for Bishop Public Lands Initiative

Dear Council Members,

Thank you for your recent decision favoring protection of large portions of the Book
Cliffs. I hope you will recommend similar protection for lands east of Highway

191. Please protect all Wilderness Study Areas and lands that the BLM has identified as
having wilderness character within Alternative 3's National Conservation/Recreation
Area, including:

All lands in the view shed of prominent viewpoints in Arches National Park
including the Dome Plateau, Dry Mesa, and The Highlands.

Porcupine Rim, above Castle Valley and Mill Creeck, above Moab.

The river corridor, tributary canyons (Fisher Towers, Mary Jane Canyon, Negro
Bill Canyon) and high cliffs along scenic Hwy 128.

Lands in the Westwater-Dolores Triangle-Beaver Creek area (Westwater Canyon,
Big Triangle, Granite Creek, and Beaver Creek areas along the Colorado-Utah
border). Addition of Renegade Point would protect vital wildlife migration
corridors and habitat,

Forest Service lands in the La Sals that supply Moab's watershed.

Wilderness and National Conservation Area designations for deserving lands in this area
would have little effect on the vast majority of existing designated routes. Such
designations would essentially preserve the status quo and prevent further degradation.
With long-term protection, the lands surrounding Moab will continue to draw visitors
from around the world to recreate and be inspired by the land we love so deeply.

Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely,
Thea Nordling

1996 Highland Drive
Moab UT 84532



TOWN OF CASTLE VALLEY

February 11, 2()15

Dear Grand County Cozmcii,

Representative Bishop’s Public Lands Initiative (PLI} has been a big undertaking for Grand County. The Castle
" Valley Town Council commends the Grand County Council for the willingness to take input from a diverse
-group of stakeholders. Watershed protection is an issue that should garner suppz&rt from the vast majority of
: E’Srarzd County’s citizens and most of the stakeholdeérs you have heard from.

’The Castle Valley Town Council encomages the Grand County Council to include a strong watershed protecﬁson
pmposai as part of the PLI. This proposal should prohibit oil and gas development as well as large scale _
‘mineral mining to protect the-drinking water of Grand County in perpetuity. This could be acra*npisshed
through tools such as a Nat;onat Censerva’tsen Area {%@CA} or National Recreation Area {NRA) contai naﬁg
specific provisions to prohibit threats to water guality. Wildernessis aﬁather tool that could be us&d in

© conjunction with an NCA or NRA to accomphsh thas goat ‘ "

" There will nead to be Eangu&g@ that is consistent w:th staté and federal [aws directing the land managﬁment
_agencies that mandge the NCA or NRA. We recommend that the following language be included.

- The top management priority should be protection of the'watersheds for Moab, Castle Valley, and Negro Bill
@anyon:“This inctudes, but Es not iimited )t{i}(p;“,(:zf'}ibiﬁﬁ?n ,czf—the,fz}itcwing az:t%vi;ies:tx PR

-« Drilling, mcludmg any hor:zontal drilling under the NCA {NRA} am:i
» (il and gas extraction, including fracking
« Hard industrial mining
s Commercial logging
s+ New roads ) 7
» Surface occupancy of new, large point-source pollution

This area should be managed s0 as to protect the watershed of Moab, Castle Valley, and Negro Bill Canvon-,
' "Tha'nk you for the opportuﬁity to comment. -
“Sincerely,

“Town of Castle Valley Council

o Mayor Dave Erley / . Councilmember Alice Drogin - Lofciimernber Jazmine Duncan

Councilme; T Hiil § ' Coanciimember Bob O’Brien .. - '
HC64 Box 2705 B CASTLE VALLEY, UTAH & 84532~9$€§$ B 435-259-9828 ﬁ _
' - FAX 435-259-9846 B townofcastlevalley@frontiernet.net - Recyded raper




City of Moab Mayor: David L. Sakrison
217 East Center Street Council:  Kyle Bailey
Moab, Utah 84532-2534 Heila Ershadi

Doug McElhaney
Kirstin Peterson
Gregg W. Stucki

Main Number {435) 259-5121
Fax Number {435} 259-4135

February 26, 2015

Elizabeth Tubbs, Chair
Grand County Council
125 E. Center Street
Moab, ilah 84532

Dear Ms, Tubbs,

When Representative Rob Bishop announced the Public Lands Initiative he included the idea that
local counties and communities could use the process to improve their own situation. The Public
Lands Initiative could be a means of resolving uncertainty about issues, problems or land uses.

The City of Moab views the Public Lands Initiative in this way. One long-standing problem has
been uncertainty about the management of the public fands and National Forests surrounding
our community with regards to our water supply. All of the water that enters our aquifers comes
from the mountains above us @nd the mesas surrounding us. The recharge zones and water
supply come from these sources heyond our city limits, While the Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management recognize the importance of these lands to Moab and generally cooperate with
Moab in managing these lands, we would like to see this cooperation recognized in legistation.

Including Special Management Zones for protection of our watershed would provide Moab
certainty about keeping our watershed in good health into the future. Moab could not exist
without the replenishment of our ground water supplies,

We have attached maps of our current watershed boundaries. Our request would be a protection
zone overlying these boundaries that would exclude any development that negatively impact the
watershed recharge areas induding mineral extraction. Whether we choose a Special
Management Area, Conservation Area or other protective designation, the language stating
allowed and disallowed uses as well as the aims for this designation would be important. A
similar situation occurs In Uintah County and they have also requested Special Management Area
tn protect recharge zones for Ashley Springs. There should already be a provision in the public
lands legislation for watershed protection and we should take this opportunity to obtain
protection for our watershed.

Of the two maps we have supplied, one shows land ownership while the other shows geologic
and hydrologic information including springs in the Moab/Spanish Valley. The boundaries for the
watershed area are the same.

nk you,

E il e

*Mayor David L. Sakrison

First EPA Green Power Community in the Nation









KaLeigh Welch

From: Josh Green [gojoshgreenggmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 2:38 PM
To: council@@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Upcoming workshop

Dear Grand County Council,

I am writing you today to express my concerns in regards to this coming weeks workshop.

1 do not support any wilderness designations on the western slope of the La Sal Mountains. The only
reasonable area for consideration (which was recommended by our county) is the 1999 recommendation
of the Beaver Creck drainage. Creating more wilderness areas on the La Sals will have catastrophic
effects on our lands.

1 do not support any creation of a watershed zone, Clean water is definitely a need, but current
management plans by both the BLM and USFS for this area provide more than enough protection of our
walershed. Locking up that land would not benefit Grand County or its residents. Creating this will
create a path towards future restrictions on the land, which is unnecessary and not right for Grand
County.

I do not support any further expansion of Arches National Park. Arches National Park has expanded
multiple times in the past, and every time it does, it wants to expand again. Recently, with the
Government shutdown, Arches was closed off to the public for an extended period of time. This ran the
possibility of destroying our tourism-based economy. If they have more control of land, we risk the
same happening and impacting our county even more. Arches is big enough. Enough is encugh!

1 do not support the creation of new National Conservation Areas on ANY of these lands! Thisisa
foothold for those that wish to shut down our roads and limit use! This will impact our county severely.

I am in support of a reasonable balance of recommendations to our Congressman in regards to this
issue. Our Council should not be creating special and regulations that will jeopardize the responsible
use of its resources, both recreational and industrial. This is not a balance, this weighs heavily in favor
of those that wish to shut down our land-use.

I have lived in this town for 35 years. | am 6" generation—n1y grandparents sowed these lands, built

i



these roads, and fought for this country to keep these privileges. It is atrocious that you want to take a
stance that throws all that bard work away. There is an old saying “If it’s not broke, don’t fix it!”
Grand County is fine the way it is, stop irying to take it away from us.

With great concern,

Josh Green



KaLeigh Weich

From: Sandy [sandratangren@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 9.48 PM
To: counci@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Lands

Grand County Council,

I do not support any wilderness designations on the western slope of the LaS%al Mountains.
Even though there may be smzll discrete areas of 5882 zcres with no roads, the concept of
wilderness in an area that is front country for our community and recelves so much use, is
illegical and flies in the face of the true character of wilderness. Additional wilderness on
the north end of the LaSal’s, congruent with our county’s 199% recommendation for the Beaver
Creek drainage, is the only reasonable area for consideration of wilderness that would
involve Forest Service lands.

2- I do not support creation of a special land designation watershed zone. We all want clean
water. Current management plans of both BLM and the US Forest Service for this area provide
more than adequate protection for our watershed, both eliminating industrial uses in the
watershed. A special designation will ultimately lead to future restrictions on roads and
trails, grazing, vegetation management to reduce fuels lgads and potential for catastrophic
wildfire, and impacts to development of private inholdings in this area.

3- We do not need any further expansion of Arches National Park. We appreciate our park and
support it, but making it bigger serves no useful purpose. Arches NP has expanded at least
six times in the past. Every time it’s expanded, the park immediately starts locking for new
areas to expand to. When does it stop? People come to Arches NP to view the arches, they do
net care how big the park is. And again, BLM management plans on lands adiecent to the park
provide protections thalt are adeguate to protect the viewshed ¢of Arches while still allowing
for proper types of development.

4- I do not support the creation of any National Conservation Areas on any of these lands.
NCA’s are another type of designation that will ultimately resuit in long-term loss of roads
and trail closures, and impacts to private land inholdings. I support protection of our river
corridors along the Colorado and Dolores rivers, but limited to the actual river corridors.

I would like to have a reasonable expectation of a balanced set of recommendations to ocur
Congressmen on this issue coming from our Council. Creating layer upon layer of special land
management designations and wilderness is anything but balanced, ultimately resulting in less
of any opportunity for responsible use of other natural resources in our area in addition to
recreation and teourism.

Respectfully,
Sandra Tangren



KaLaigh Welch

From: Lisa Ceniceros [lisaceniceros@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, February 28, 2015 10:05 AM

Fo: Council@grandcountyulah.net

Cec: rob bishopi@house. mail.gov; jennifer.scott@house. mail.gov; fred. ferguson@house. mail.gov;

scolt. parker@house.mail. gov; melissa.subbolin@house. mail.gov;
wads garrelti@house. mall.gov, casey.snyder@house.mail.gov, colton. milesghouse. mail.gov,
garyherberti@utah.gov; jasonharding@utah.gov; mikemower@utah.gov,
kathleenciarke@utah.gov; codystewart@utah.gov; alanmathesong@utah. gov,
dhinkins@utah.gov

Subject: Why nativnal special interest groups and not your constituents?

To The New "Progressives” Sitting On The Council:

You have made it next to impossible for the citizens the you supposedly represent to have any say on what you
ultimately recommend for the Bishop Lands Initiative. You have deliberately given preference to national
special interest groups {

1- I do not support any wilderness designations on the western slope of the LaSal Mountains, Even though there
may be small discrete areas ol 5000 acres with no roads, the concept of wilderness in an area that is front
country for our community and receives so much use, is illogical and flies in the face of the true character of
wilderness. Additional wilderness on the north end of the LaSal’s, congruent with our county’s 1999
recommendation for the Beaver Creek drainage, is the only reasonable area for congideration of wilderness that
would involve Forest Service lands.

2- | do not support creation of a special land designation watershed zone. We all want clean water, Current
management plans of both BLM and the US Forest Service for this arca provide more than adequate protection
for our watershed, both eliminating industrial uses in the watershed. A special designation will ultimately lead
to future restrictions on roads and trails, grazing, vegetation management to reduce fuels loads and potential for
catastrophic wildfire, and impacts to development of private inholdings in this area.

3- We do not need any further expansion of Arches National Park. We appreciate our park and support it, but
making it bigger serves no useful purpose. Arches NP has expanded at least six times in the past. Every time it’s
expanded, the park immediately starts looking for new areas to expand to. When does it stop? People come to
Arches NP to view the arches, they do not care how big the park is. And again, BLM management plans on
lands adjacent to the park provide protections that are adequate to protect the viewshed of Arches while still
allowing for proper types of development,

4- T do not support the creation of any National Conservation Areas on any of these lands. NCA’s are another
type of designation that will ultimately result in long-term loss of roads and trail closures, and impacts to private
land inholdings. 1 support protection of our river corridors along the Colorado and Doelores rivers, but limited to
the actual river corridors.

I would like 10 have a reasonable expectation of a balanced set of recommendations to cur Congressmen on this
issue coming from our Council. Creating layer upon layer of special land management designations and
wilderness is anything but balanced, ultimately resulting in loss of any opportunity for responsible use of other
natural resources in our area in addition to recreation and tourism.

Respectfully,



KaLeigh Weich

From: Kathey McNeely [katheymeneely@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, February 28, 2015 5:06 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Cc: Fred Ferguson@house.mail. gov

Subject: Grand County Public Lands related to Congressman Bishop' s Proposed Public Lands Bill for
SE Utah

Kathey McNeely <katheymcneely@email.com> wrote:

1. Please do NOT propose designating any more wilderness in the Book Cliffs!

2. Please do NOT propose designating any more wilderness in Grand County! We have enocugh
protected areas!

3. Please do NOT propose shutting dewn any more roads or trails in Grand County! Several 4-
wheel drive roads I've been on since I was a kid are now closed! Why?

**I was born in Moab and grew up here, I've seen many changes throughout the years, I
even remember when Moab's Main Street was still 3 dirt road! Places I use to go hunting,
camping, fishing, and picnicing as a kid and a young adult are now controlled/protected or
closed off by Forest Service, BLM, National Parks, or private properties, including gated
communities. Many places have been taken over by the tourist industry (including Sandy Beach,
Take Qut Beach, Big Bend Campground, Moonflower Canyon, Culvert Canyon, etc.}

***Do I want this beautiful place I've lived in all my life, preserved? OFf coursel My
dad taught me to respect and take care of this land! But I alse want multiple use. I am for a
balanced economy which includes recreation and tourism, but alsc responsinle mining and
drilling, and grazing- yes, cows- I like meat!

**t¥Roads - remember z lot of the roads enjoyed by tourists, bikers, jeepers, etc.
were built by mining and drilling cempanies.

#3580, think about it! What is best for Grand County and its residents? Do we want the
govermment to control every bit of our county? Wilderness for only the healthy and wealthy?

Sincerely, Kathey McNeely



Kai.eigh Welch

From: Nancy Kuriz [hancystarjive@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2015 11:00 AM

To: Grand County

Subject: Monday's vete on public lands process

Dear Councilmembers,

Thank you for giving vour time to this process. 1It’s so important to address this proposal
and send a clear statement -

The areas under consideration for wilderness and cother designations Monday are rare
treazsures. I’m not z bozter, so I can’t speak to specitic stretches of the river. But we
all are aware how vital the river is to our very existence.

Arches 1s becomlng overbooked, and these areas are going to see increasing numbers.

It is important that we keep in view what we wish as residents to protect these areas from
industry and over-use by off-road vehicles.

I hike almost every day this time of year at Sand Flats in anticipation of the spring/summer
when the jeeps come roaring in. Sand Flats is so amazing. From there you can see pathways
to Negro Bill Canyon, the Colorado and Mill Creek, the mountains. It’s all one, in that
unique way we can see here on those clear days.

Fisher Towers angd Mary Jane are unbelievable spots and must be preserved. Mill Creek and
Hegro Bill. How could we even consider not protecting these gifis? They are not even ours
to give away.

Not being well versed in all the different riparian areas - I leave the specifics to others.
Many of them are names to me that I have heard over and over but have nolt seen.

It7s clear to me that any area clese te the river system that makes our home an ocasls
requires wilderness pretectien. Which probably includes almost everything you are
considering today.

The bottom line, more wilderness, less industry/extraction, curtailing of off-road vehicle
use. I disagree with the core premise of the Bishop initiative that states wilderness is

compatible with more impactful uses of the land for fun and profit., I do not think this is
true. Any degradation impacts the whole.

Thank you for whatever you can do to preserve our sensitive environment.
Sincerely,

Nancy Kurtz
Nancy Kurtz

nancystariiveBgmail . com -
435-2565-8734




Kai.&igh Welch

From: Rose Chilcoat [rose@greatoldbroads.org)
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2015 2:55 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Input to Bishop Public Lands Inftiative
Aftachments: Grand County Coundil PLI comments final. pdf

Please accept this input to the Bishop Public Lards Initiative process for Grand County.
Thank you.
Rose

Rose Chilcoat

Associate Director

Great Old Breads for Wilderness

Box 2924

Durango, CO 81302

Office: 970-385-9577

Cell: 970-795-3679

www greatoldbroads.org
facehook.com/ereatoldbroads {LIKE USH

Great Oid Broads for Wilderness is a national organization that engages and fgnites the activism of elders to preserve
and protect wilderness and wild lands. Broads gives voice to the millions of older Americans who want to protect their
public lands as Wilderness for this and future generations. We bring experience, commitment, and humor to the

movement to protect the fast wild places on Earth.
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Celebrate 25 years of ageless advocacy with our 525 introductory rate. Join today!



Grand County Council
toah, Utah

Sent via email to council@grandeountyutah.net
March 1, 2015
Dear Council Members,

Great Old Broads for Wilderness thanks you for the time and effort you are putting Into the public process to
learn abouf local citizens groups and non-profit organizations priorities for Reprasentative Bishop's Public
Lands Initiative {PLIL.

Great Old Broads for Wilderness is a national organization that inspires and engagas the voices and activism of
elders to preserve and protect wilderness and wild lands. We give voice to the millions of older Americans who
want their public lands protected as Wilderness for this and futtire generations. We bring experience,
commitment and humor 1o the movement to protect our last wild places on earth, With more than 5,500
members and supporters nationwide and a network of 36 active chapters {called Broadbands} in 15 states, we
have a broad reach. While we have members in Grand County, at this time we do not have an active chapter to
present our vision in person at your workshops, but would like to weigh in for wilderness protection for lands
in Grand County.

We urge the Council to support comprehensive wilderness and other preservation designations consistent
with those included in American’s Red Rock Wilderness Act. This vision for protection of Utah's wildest lands
has had tremendous susport in Congress with 99 original cosponsors in the House and 23 in the Senats inthe
113th Congress. This bill, white ambitious and unlikely to prevailin today’s Congress, is based on a robust
inventory of wilderness-eligible lands and provides an excelient starting point for consideration of wilderness
designations at a more local level.

There are faw places in the country more deserving of wilderness designations than the incomparable
fandscapes of Grand County that you are privileged to represent. Wilderness designation is the best
mechanism Americans have to ensure deserving lands are freed from the threats of development, exploitation,
and abuse—to ensure these lands remain as they are today into the future. No ether designation provides this
gold standard level of protection. Broads wholeheartedly support the detailed recommendations Southern
Utah Wildernass Alllanca (SUWA), our partners in wilderness protection, have provided as input 1o your
decision process for the PLI.

While wilderness designation may seem extreme to some, it is the only way 1o ensure some places will be left
for guiat, human-powersd, human-paced recrestion—piaces for rambling, climbing, exploring, hé%{iz‘;gj

backpacking, horseback riding, bird watching, wildlife watching, rock watching, paddling a canoe or rowing a ;
raft. These typas of uses ensure a true connection with the landscape and its other inhabitants.

Great Old Broads for Wilderness * PO Box 2924 * Durango, C0O 81302 * greatoldbreads.org




: 5
mm%ﬁ

A

Increasingly it is difficult 1o find places in Grand County wheare a person can experience complete
uninterrupted silence and tranquility apart from the chaos and noise hrought by mountain bikes, dirt bikes,
ATVs and jesps zipping over the landscape. The impacts of these user groups on “guiet users” cannot be
overstated. There needs to be places where these vehicles are not aliowed; places where they will not impact
the silence of the canyons. Adrenaline adventure sports have replaced quiet use in much of Grand County.
Cash registers and insistent user groups wiil always push for “more”. Broads” voice Is to push for more
protection, so that what little is left wild will remain wild. While humans are part of nature, we are also part of
itz unravelling. Let’s have the humility to leave some of it as it is rather than always framing cur views in terms
of economics, recreation, exploitation, consumption, and us! The demands on these fands will only increase in
the future. Now is the time to protect the wild that remains.

As you know, the Book Cliffs highway/energy corridor proposal would destroy the very heart of this landscape,
The remote and wild wilderness guality lands in the Book Cliffs deserve to be kept as they are via wilderness
designation to provide important un-fragmented wildlife habitat, There has been strong oppaosition 1o this
proposal now and in the past. Wilderness designation would provide the most durable mechanism 1o ensure
this short-sighted proposal dies once and for all. The wild lands south of the proposed wilderness areas of the
Book Cliffs should be brotec‘{ed as a National Conservation Area to preserve the ecological, scenic, recreational
{including hunting and fishing), cultural, historical, natural, educationsl, and scentific resources, and
specifically the wildlife habitat and migration corridors of the Book Cliffs,

Recent years have brought a plethora of threats to Grand County's doorstep. From tar sands, to oil and gas
development, to increasing ORV abuse and demands for “new” adventure activities such as mountain biking,
the area is attractive to a variety of interests for a variety of reasons. Where some people see exploitation a3
“new opportunity” others see it as “destroying” existing opportunities and relationships with the land. The
changes are already underway and the results are not good. Night skies are ne longer dark; industreial
infrastructure interferes with cross country exploration and tourism marring the extraordinarily scenic views;
and fracking puts precious and limited water resources at risk. Placas like Big Flat are changing before our
eves...and not for the better,

When most people think of Moeab they think of iconic landscapes such as Arches National Park and Behind the
Rocks, MNegro Bilt Canyon, and Mill Creek, where they have explored and hiked and found escape from the
modern world and its trappings of development. People are unaware that many of these incredible places are
not protected. Wilderness designation for these areas is the only way to ensure they will remain as they are.
Without wilderness there will simply be a continued “chipping away” st these places urtil they are changed
beyond recognition

These lands are America’s fands. While-local voices and input are critical to decision processes, we must
recognize that the wild landscapes of Grand County are also incredibly important and valued by people from
across the nation—and the American people deserve a seat at the decision table as well. Flease don’t allow
short-term financial interests and strong voices from “recreational interest groups” to irrevocably damage
these treasured landscapes. Keep your sight on what is best in the long view.

Great Qld Broads for Wilderness * PO Box 2924 * Durango, €O 81302 * greatoldbroads.org



Wilderness and other protective designations will sllow our kids and grandkids and visitors from across the
couniry and around the world the opportunity to continue to enjoy Grand County’s natural landscapes. We
urge you to embrace all remzining eligible lands as wilderness in your deliberations.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input and for yvour efforts with the public workshaps.

Broadly,

R

Rose Chilcoat
Associate Directar

Great Old Broads for Wilderness * PO Box 2924 * Durango, €O 81302 * greatoldbroads.org



Ka{.eigh Welch

From: Nancy Orr forrxylla@amall.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2015 3:08 PM
To: councii@grandcountyutah . net
Subject: Lands Iniiative

Dear County Council:

I understand we have a chance to weigh in on the Bishop Lands Initiative soon. Please consider recommending
the following:

Negro Bill and Mill Creek Canyons ~ protect as wilderness

Manage Fisher Towers and Mary Jane Canyon as non-motorized use only.

Close the Moab Rim Trail at the top, with no further access toward Hidden Valley. The thrill comes in
achieving the top ~ I often hike up there, and have noticed many of the four wheelers are there just to summit;
few continue on. Having a quiet escape from the four wheelers as a reward for hoofing it to the top would be
extra incentive for hikers on that steep climb. I would definitely hike it more often if there was guaranteed
escape from the motorized crowd,

Increase protection for the Daily section of the Colorado River, as well as Westwater Canyon and Beaver
Creek.

Support the council’s Alternative 3 proposal for the Bishop Lands Initiative, and include Renegade Point in that
proposal.

Thank you for considering my comments!

-

Regards,



Nancy Orr



KaLeigh Welch

From: Kate Finneran [kaitlinfinneran@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2015 7:08 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Thank you! Please protect our watershed, please recommend more wilderness!

To the Grand County Council:

Thank you for all you did in the Book Cliffs workshop to recommend more wilderness within the Bishop
process. Now please protect our watershed by declaring Mill Creek as Wilderness.

With the ever increasing tourism in Moab, we desperately need you to protect the quiet places we have left. I
believe that means more local Wilderness, and less off road vehicle use. Negro Bill should also be declared
Wilderness.

Please ensure Mary Jane and Fisher Towers are managed for non-motorized use. Please close the Moab Rim
trail at the top of the cliff, not allowing vehicles to drive toward Hidden Valley.

Using an NCA will protect the other side of the Daily better than an NRA, as it will likely bring in more
funding and provide better protection.

For the Eastern edge of the county, please support Alternative 3, and add Renegade Point.
Above all, keep up the good work!

Sincerely,

Kate Anderson

530 Bowen Circle
Moab, UT 84532



Kaheigh Welch

From: Robert P Lippman [Bob. Lippman@nau.edu]

Sent: Sunday, March &1, 2015 813 PNV

To: councii@grandcountyutah.net

Ce: Robert P Lippman

Subject: Comments regarding Bishop Bill recommendations

To: Grand County Council

From: Robert Lipprman

Date: 3/1/15

Re: Additional comments regarding Bishop Bill recommendations

Thank you again for revisiting the matter of appropriate recommendations for the protection of public lands and
community well-being in Grand County.

I strongly urge the council to fully support maximum prolection through Wilderness, NCA and other designations or legal
mechanisms, for the following reasons:

-protection of critical watersheds, including Wilderness designation for Mill Creek WS4, and the LaSal Mountains,;
~protection of the sensitive river corridors, being the most predous public lands "assets” in Grand County as well as
treasured intermnational scenic and recreational "resources,” induding Wilderness status for Negro Bill, and other
appropriate designations (National Conservation Area, Wild & Scenic River, etc.} for the Richardson Amphitheater, Fisher
Towers, Mary Jane Canyon, Onion Creek, and indeed, the entire, integrated river corridor from Dewey to Moab;
~coordinated protection for the Westwater and Dolores Triangle areas and river corridors;

-designated protection for the Labyrinth Canyon river corridor, including Hell Roaring and Hey Joe, as these areas are
under heavy assault from motorized intrusions and incompatible energy development.

The issue of impacts from commercial and private helicopter flights must also be addressed though creative and
appropriate restrictions before these uses become entrenched, as such activity is completely incompatible with and
destructive 1o the values of this unique and spedal reqgion, especially within the river corridors, wild back-country, and
populated argas (Moab, Castle Valley ).

Thank vou for your consideration and vigorous efforts to protect what little is lefi of a not-so-long-ago, de facto
wilderness of solitude, spiendor and challenge.

Bob Lippman
Castle Valley
Grand County, Utah



Kai..e_igh Welch

From: Moah Solutions [moab_solutions@hotmail. com]
Bent: Sunday, March 01, 2015 9.01 PM

To: councilgdgrandcountyutah. net

Subject: RE: Wilderness

Attachments: mfc 1.jpg; mfc 2.jpg; mic 3.jpg; mic 4.jpg

Dear County Council,

I have spent much of my time over the last 11 vears in Mill Creek Canyon, and have watched, with some
horror, the impacts increased tourism has had there, and everywhere in and around Moab. | do litter and
trash clean ups, restoration work, and trail maintenance. While my main focus is the Powerdam area, | do
cleanups area-wide and deal with problems on public lands. For example, | spent several hours on Saturday
and Sunday removing graffiti from one end of Moonflower Canyon to the other, in over 50 sites. | attach

some photos below:
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The guiet that so many seek and love has become a circus of noise, pollution, and damage to the lands,
through deliberate and unintentional behaviors. The huge increase in off-road vehicle type and number (and
the deafening noise some of these vehicles produce } has made their presence a dominant one in many places
for much of the spring and autumn, and have driven locals and visitors away from much loved places. This is
just not right.

tt is more important than ever to protect these special places, limit off-road vehicle use, and move toward
methods of hosting a sustainable number of tourists. Everyone, from shopkeepers to law enforcement will
thank you. And the land will thrive instead of die!

| would ask specifically that you protect my beloved Mill Creek Canyon and Negro Bill Canyon, as weil as
keeping Mary Jane Canyon and Fisher Towers vehicle free. And please! Close off vehicle access to Hidden
Valley from the Moab Rim Trail.

Any way that lands can be protected and guiet nurtured would be more than greatly appreciated.

Most Sincerely,

Sara Melnicoff

Moab Solutions

PO Box 1549

Moab, UT 84532
435,259.0910 or 435.401.4685



Kaleigh Weich

From: Deep Desert Expeditions [mike@deepdesert.com]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 9:11 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: protect our witd heritagea!

Dear Council Members,

first, thank you for your enlightened approach to our public land managementi!!
we all know how important these wild places are for our sanity and our economy.

I submit my comments, below, for your consideration for the Moab Core/Area East of
Hwy 191. I urge the Council to make several modest improvements to Alternative 3
(drafted by the previous Council}.

Specifically, I request that the Council:

*

Recommend for Wilderness designation, consistent with Alternative 3, Westwater
Canyon, Big Triangle, Granite Creek, and Beaver Creek areas along the Colorado-
Utah border. The Council should add Renegade Point to this Wilderness area
recommendation to complete wilderness preservation along the UT-CO border,
which will also protect vital wildlife migration ¢orridors and habitat in this area.
Renegade Point extends across the border into Colorado, and the overall
Renegade Point wilderness area is larger than the portion in Grand County. The
Council should not overlook this area merely because the bulk of the wild lands are
located in Colorado.

Recommend Wilderness desianation for all lands that are Wilderness Study Areas
(WSAs) and lands that the BLM has identified as having wilderness

character within Alternative 3's National Conservation/Recreation Area, including:
Fisher Towers, Mary Jane Canyon, Mill Creek, Negro Biil/Morning Glory.

o The Council should include the Dome Plateau area, Dry Mesa, and The
Highlands (the area above Lost Spring Wash WSA) in its wilderness
recommendation. This area is the view shed for Delicate Arch, The Windows
and other prominent view points in Arches Nat'l Park and the BLM has
concluded that the bulk of these areas have wilderness character.

o The Council should include the Porcupine Rim area (above Castle Valley) in
it's wildermess recommendation.

o Importantly, the Council should insure that these wilderness areas are not
impacted by off-road vehicles by recommending that non-Jeep Safari routes
in these wilderness areas be closed (uniess a compelling reason exists
otherwise}; B

Improve Alternative 3 by extending the Nat'| Conservation/Recreation Area
boundary in specific areas:

o If the Dome Plateau, Dry Mesa, and The Highlands are not ultimately
recommended for wilderness designation, it is critical that the Nat'l
Conservation/Recreation Area boundary along the Colorado River be moved

i




west, back from the top of the cliffs to protect the outstanding recreational
values of the river corridor and the scenic values along Hwy 128, and
redrawn to include Dry Mesa and The Highlands to preserve the outstanding
scenic values enjoyed the nearly 1 million annual visitors to Arches Nat'l
Park;

o The Nat'l Conservation/Recreation Area boundary should be extended in the
south to include Forest Service lands in the LaSals to protect Moab's
watershed.

+« Recommend closure of a short section of the Steel Bender Jeep Safari route that
loops into the Mill Creek WSA. This is a very short section of the trail and closure
of this short section would provide significant benefits to the backcountry
experience of this area (i.e. dramatically reduce noise and user conflicts).

There are approximately 1400 miles of route on BLM & SITLA lands in the Moab Core
area/lands east of Hwy. 191. Preserving what is essentially the status quo, and
designating all of the WSAs and lands with wilderness character in this area as
wilderness would have little effect on the vast majority of designated routes -- i.e ~90%
of designated routes would not be affected by designating all of the proposed wilderness
in the Moab Core area.

Grand County is prized for its redrock scenery, canyons, rivers and huge vistas. Let's
keep it that way. There is no downside to protecting what is, essentially, the status quo.
It would be controversial to NOT preserve the status quo and to allow the outstanding
lands surrounding Moab and lands in the Westwater-Dolores Triangle-Beaver Creek area
to be degraded. A National Conservation Area, and wilderness designations for
deserving lands in this area will allow our kids and grandkids, and visitors from far and
wide the opportunity to continue to enjoy Grand County’s natural heritage.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration of citizens' input in this PLI
process.

Heep it Wild!

Mike Coronella
Swner/Guide

Deep Desert Expeditions
Moab UT
mikeldespdesert, con
www, despdesert  comn
{435} 260-156%¢




KaLe_igh Welch

From: Sarah Hedden [sarah hedden@me.com)]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 10:40 AM

To; council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Protect our wild lands

Dear Grand County Council,

Please do the right thing and protect our wild places. These untrammeled lands are the foundation of our economy and
so much mors.

Critical considerations:

1. With the aver increasing tourism around Moab, we desperately need the council to protect the quiet places we have
left, & that means more local wildernass, and less off road vehicle use.

2. Protect Negro Bill and Mill Creek as Wilderness.
3. Ensure Mary Jane and Fisher Towers are managed for non-motorized use.
4. Close Moab Rim trail at the top of cliff, not aliowing them fo drive toward Hidden Valley.

5. Use NCA (National Conservation Area) fo protect other side of the daily, rather than and NRA, hecause that could
mean more funding and better protection.

&.Protect West Water and Beaver Creek

7. For the Eastern edge of the county, support the County's Allernative 3 proposal, and add Renegade Point.

Sincersly,
Sarah Hedden



Kai..eigh Welch

From: Donna Rivette [dancingdrdonna@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 10:56 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Protection of Wild Areas

with tourism here reaching epic proportions, we need to protect the guiet places that
we still have. Wwe need all the Er{}mction we can get Tor our b@autigu"l Tocal wild
areas like Negro Bill, Mill Creek, Mary Jane Canyon, Fisher Towers, Hidden valley,
westwater, Beaver Creek, etc¢. etc. There are plenty of motorized trails already (and
now we have the noise pollution from helicopters, which seems to increase daily).

I urge you to consider keeping our public lands protected from further motorization
and/or "development."

Sincerely,

Donna Rivette
Grand County Citizen



Kai_eigh Welch

From: greg child [gregchild@hotmail.com]

Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 11:35 AM

To: councildgrandeountyutah.net

Subject; For consideration for today's council meeting

Dear Council members,

I understand today's discussions will address the growing trend around Moab of off-road metorized
recreational tourism.

I believe the county has plenty of off-road trails as it is, and that NO MORE trails should be supported, and that
the quiet palces that do not have trails should be preserved and left for quiet uses, like hiking. Some roads
should probably be closed. | hope the council can impress upon the BLM the need arocund Moab to preserve
the quiet places and protect them from motorized destruction by visitors to Grand County.

Specifically, the following areas should receive protection:

1. Protect Negro Bill and Mill Creek as Wilderness.

2. Ensure Mary lane and Fisher Towers are managed for non-motorized use.

3, Close Moab Rim trail at the top of cliff, not allowing them to drive toward Hidden Valley.

4. Use NCA (National Conservation Area} to protect other side of the daily, rather than and NRA, because that
could mean more funding and better protection.

5.Protect West Water and Beaver Creek

6. For the Eastern edge of the county, support the County's Alternative 3 proposal, and add Renegade Point.

Sincerely
Greg Child



Kaleigh Welch

From: Brad Wuoodford [phwoodford@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 11:38 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Protect More Areas

With the ever increasing popularity of Moab, the council has a duty to help look after and protect the areas
which are treasured by both locals and tourists. We can not protect everything but places such as Weswater
,one of the most amazing canyons in the west with some of the oldest exposed rock in the world, is truly
wilderness and deserves the protections that comes with. So long as the designations do not further limit access
by non motorized recreation T am all for it.

I also am in support of alternative 3 proposal with the addition of Renegade point. If there was another
alternative that provided more protection and support for recreation I would be in favor of that.

The word balance sounds good to those who oppose more protection, but when we see our economy is already
70% for the recreation and tourism I think to achieve "balance” would be devastating to our largest most
sustainable part of our economy. Yes lets diversify our economy but lets do it in a more sustainable and smart
forward looking way, not the way of boom, bust, leave the mess.

So please protect the areas you can.

Thank you.

Brad Woodford



KaLeigh Welch

From: Claire Eileen [claire.e.core@gmail.com]
Sent; Monday, March 02, 2015 11:51 AM

To: councli@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Public Lands

Beor Counzi,

As 2 lover of this [and, a hiker and bolany enthiisiast, please consider protecting the gulel, solitude and urdqueness of this and. The
foliowing areas arg imporiant o me and many others and as representatives of us here in Grand County, please note these place in
vour discussions regarding public lands designations:

1. Protect the guist places we have left: more local wilderness and less off road vehicle use.

2. Protect Negro Bill and 14l Creek a5 Wildernass.

J. Ensure Mary Jane ang Fisher Towers ate managed for non-molorized vas

4. Close Mosb Rim trail &t ihe lop of ciiff, not allowing them {o drive toward Hidden Valley.

&, Use NCA (Mationai Conservation Area) to protect other side of the daily, rether than and NRA, because that could mean more
uidling ar better protecton.

8. Pralact West Waler and Beaver Cresk

7. Forthe Easten edge of the coundy, support the County's Alterasbve § proposal, and add Rensgade Paint,

Thank you,
Claire {ore
Studant, USU

Bogzh, Uah



KaLeigh Welch

From: Ali Fuller [sisterroct@gmail.com]

Sent: #Monday, March 02, 2015 12:34 PM

To: councii@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Thank Youl & continue to steward the landt

Dear Courneil,

Thank you so much for all that you have done for Grand County and supporting the preservation of cur land.
As the population continues to grow and Moab becomes hit harder and harder by more and more people the
work you are doing is vital to our sustainability.

1 would like to encourage you to protect the Fisher Towers, Mary Jane Canyon, Negro Bill Canyon, Mill Creek,
the Moab Rim Trail from more motorized vehicle activity. All of these places are watersheds and should be
protected as wilderness.

Please use the NCA to protect the other side of the Daily’ and 1 support Alternative 3 for the eastern edge of our
county with the addition of Renegade point.

Thank you for your willingness to serve and for the open ear to your commumnity!

Ali Fuller



KaLeigh Welch

From: jasonm234@aol.com

Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 12:38 PM
To: council@grandoountyutah.net
Subject: Thank you & ...

Dear Council,

Thank you so much for all that you have done for Grand County and supporting the preservation of
our land. As the population continues to grow and Moab becomes hit harder and harder by more and
more people the work you are doing is vital to our sustainability.

[ would like fo encourage you to protect the Fisher Towers, Mary Jane Canyon, Negro Bill Canyon,
Mill Creek, the Moab Rim Trail from more motorized vehicle activity. All of these places are
watersheds and should be protecled as wilderness.,

Please use the NCA to protect the other side of the 'Daily' and | support Alternative 3 for the eastern
edge of our county with the addition of Renegade point.

Thank you for your willingness to serve and for the open ear to your community!

Sincelrely,
Jason Matz



Kai.eigh Welch

M
From: Michael Peck [colorcountry@frontiernet. net]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 1:.47 PM
To: Grand County Council
Subject Public Lands and User Fees

Dear Grand County Council,

It is important to protect sensitive areas in Grand County with Wilderness classification to protect the quiet places
we have left, and that means we need local wilderness designation for such areas as Negro Bill and Mill Creek canyons,
and less off road vehicle use. It is important to ensure Mary Jane and Fisher Towers are managed for non-motorized use.
Please protect West Water and Beaver Creek and the other side of the Daily on 128 making it a Naticnal Congervation
Area. ORV's are incompatable with hiking, bird watching, or anything that requires quiet to enjoy. There are already
plenty of ORV trails so they don't have to drive everywhere like the Moab Rim trail at the top of cliff, not allowing them to
drive toward Hidden Valley. We might try charging event fee's on the Jeep Safari participants, the Car Show, large biking
events etc. to cover the cost of dean up and policing needs 50 we are not so over whelmed after these events. Telleride
Co. has been doing this for years and people still go to those events in droves,

Michael Peck
Castle Valley



Kamigb Welch

From: Abby Scott [abbyjeanscott@gmail.comy}

Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 1:50 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Pubiic comment re: land areas closer tc Moab

Grand County Council Members,

I am writing today regarding some of my personal favorite areas, which I believe are also places of
immeasurable community value and places worth protecting for all future visitors looking for peaceful quiet and
breathtaking beauty.

I would like to respectfully ask the council to support the following proposals:

~ Designate Negro Bill Canvon and Mill Creek as wilderness.

- Close the Rim Trail at the top, and do not allow expansion into the Hidden Valley area.
- Protect the other side of the Daily as a National Conservation Area.

- Ensure that Mary Jane and Fisher Towers are managed for non-motorized use.

- Protect Westwater and Beaver Creek.

- Support County Altemative 3 with Renegade Point included.

T urge you to please protect our serene places, increase wilderness areas and restrict expansion of OHV areas
into places that have previously been free from exhaust fumes and engine noise. The future of our County
depends on making smart long-term choices now.

Thank You,
Abby Scott
477 Juan Ct., Moab UT



KaLeigh Welch

From: Pete Gross [orcabay@sisna.com]

Sent: Menday, March 02, 2015 2:05 PM

Ta: councli@grandcountyutah net

Subject: Congressman Bishop's public lands initiative

Dear Couneil:

I don't have time to comment on every detail of public lands management proposals to be forwarded to
Congressman Rob Bishop.

{'d like to see Wilderness Study Areas and adjacent lands where appropriate finally receive the formal
wilderness designation they deserve. In particular, Mill Creek and Negro Bill/Moming Glory WSA's should be
designated wilderness in my opinion. They're not generally suitable for motorized use and are popular areas for
backcountry use by local and visiting hikers, I've spent a lot of time in some of the most stunning scenery in
our country in places like the Sierra Nevada in California, the Chugach Range in Alaska, and countless side
canyons in the Grand Canyon. Mill Creek and Negro Bill Canyons rival the best of them in their solitude and
splendor.

On a general note, we need to protect owr world class scenic resources for the long term economic and social
benefits. Tourism sustains our local economy, Let's not chase them away because we compromised our most
valuable assets. I have yet to hear any visitor say they came here for resource extraction and noise in the
backcountry, .

Thank you for all you do for our county.

Sincerely,

Pete Gross
853 Mountain View Drive
Moab, Utah 84532



KaLeigh Weich —

From: Kevin Walker [k23waiker@gmail.com] on behaif of Kavin Walker [kevin@canyon23.net]
Sent: fonday, March 02, 2015 2:35 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah, net

Subject: Viewshed maps for Dome Plateau and other areas east of Arches NP

Attachments: PancramaPoint.jpg; ATTO0292 txt; MoabMLPConservationViewsheds2.0-compressed. pdf

Dear County Council members,

In my earlier comment letter, I said I would send maps depicting the areas east of Arches
National Park which are visible from popular viewpoints within the park. 1 have attached two
such maps, and I'1l send others as they become available.

The first map (PancramaPoint.ipg), prepared by Tom Messenger, shows the viewshed from
Panorama Point in ANP.

The second map, prepared by NPCA, shows combined viewsheds from several points in Arches and
Canyonlands NPs.

I think that expanding the proposed National Conservation Area to include these areas east of
the park is a sensible and prudent way to protect a resocurce that is very important to Grand

County.
Thanks,

Kevin Walker









KaLeigh Welch

From: Nate Sydnor [nate@moabdesertadventures.com]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 2:58 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Public Lands Designations

Dear Council Members,

It is my understanding that you will be discussing public land designations in Grand County this afternoon. As a
local business owner and tour operator, offering tours to over a thousand guests per year in the Moab area, my
guests and I have a vested interest in decisions that are made regarding our public lands.

I understand that motorized tourism is a large part of the Moab economy, and I fully respect people's right to
utilize public lands in designated areas with 4x4 vehicles. However, we and our guests utilize public lands in a
non-motorized way, and my personal and professional opinions are the same on this subject; I would like to see
less, or at minimum not more vehicle use in the Moab area. At times our guides and guests find ourselves at
odds with these users, as it can be more difficult for us to enjoy the solitude and quietness of nature while
endless lines of 4x4s roll by.

I have spoken at great length with my clientele, as well as my staff, and we have several recommendations.

We feel that Mill Creek and Negro Bill Canyons, the latter of which is used often by canyoneers, should be
protected as wilderness. We would particularly like to see the Fisher Towers area managed for non-motorized
use.

On a personal note, [ often hike in the Hidden Valley, and would like to see the Rim Trail closed at the top to
prevent vehicles from traveling further in that direction. Making it to the rim, to see down into the Moab Valley
seems plenty far enough to me, especially with hundreds of miles of other trails available.

Otherwise, having attended the meetings regarding the 3 proposed alternatives for land designation, I would
support the County's Alternative 3, and would echo other's sentiments to add Renegade Point to this as well.

Please feel free to contact me at any point if necessary, and I sincerely appreciate your consideration of my
comments.

Regards,

Nate Sydnor

Proud Owner

Moab Desert Adventures
804-814-3872
nate@moabdesertadventures.com




KaLeigh Welch —

From: Kevin Walker [k23walker@gmail.com] on behalf of Kevin Walker [kevin@canyon23.net]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 3:37 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Viewshed maps for Dome Plateau and other areas east of Arches NP

Dear County Council members,

Here (attached) are two more viewshed maps, one from Double O Arch and the other from Turret Arch. (Image
credit again goes to Tom Messenger of Moab.)

As before, these maps show that protecting the world famous vistas of Arches NP means protect the Dome
Plateau area east of the park.

Thanks,

Kevin Walker
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KaLeigh Welch

From: Ashley Anderson [c.ashley.anderson@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 3:42 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Please favor protection at 3-2-79 mtg

Dear Council,

I'm a local father who is related by blood to half the town. I'm proud to call Grand County home, like seven
generations of family before me.

Please consider the strongest possible protections for our wild areas in your discussions of the lands bill.
Designate Negro Bill, Mill Creek as Wilderness, manage Mary Jane and Fissure Towers for off-road use
threats, close off the Moab Rim trail to keep jeeps out of Hidden Valley, and please recommend we use the
NCA to protect the North side of the Daily River section.

Please support the Alternative 3 Proposal. It looks best.

Thank you for your service to our community.

With respect,

Charles Ashley Anderson

530 Bowen Circle
Moab Utah 84532
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KaLeigh Weich

From: GT Oufitters [gtoutfitters@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 12:29 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Public Lands proposal

I have looked at the proposed lands bill and letter to Congressman Bishop. As a resident of Green River,

a business owner paying substantial sales taxes to Grand County and BLM and SITLA special use permitee, I
am appalled at your decisions. The proposed wilderness on the south side of the Bookeliffs and the lack of
access to public lands is not in the best interest of the future. Access to the Bookcliffs has already been
diminished over the past decade and your proposal is unreasonable. I spend a great deal of time on the
Bookcliffs and as a hunting outfitter have a vested interest in the future access to the south Bookcliff area. I pay
a great deal of sales tax for the hunts I provide on the south Bookcliffs.

Living in Green River, I may not be a Grand County resident, but I see who is enjoying the Bookcliffs. Iknow
that the vast majority of public comments you have received concerning the lands use bill are from people who
have never once stepped foot on the Bookeliffs. Those who have, most likely only went to the Sego Canyon
petroglyphs and now feel they are experts on the Bookeliffs. There is not need for the Bookeliffs to have any
wilderness areas, the area is remote as is and the limited roads is already disappointing. Access to Cottonwood
Canyon has been cut of for vehicle travel. There are SITLA lands and oil and gas well pads that were once
accessed and a great many Green River residents once enjoyed being able to drive the canyon. Now the road is
nearly impossible to take a horse trailer up to the end and illegal BLM closure on SITLA land, then the canyon
extends another twelve miles. This lack of access does nothing but lock up a huge area to nobody enjoying.
This is only an example of many canyons.

You as a council have a responsibility to see that your county is economically viable. Closure of the south
Bookcliffs by utilization of Wilderness designation is not viable. OQil and gas will not be available. SITLA
lands are not accessible, in direct violation of case law requiring access. My outfitter business will be
impacted. As a council, you should be able to see the future and take into consideration what you need as a
county to survive. You may have received letters requesting more wilderness, but you should look at those who
have requested the increase and see they have no vested interest. [ would not think to tell someone m Rhode
Island how to take care of their lands, and do not think someone from across the country should tell Utah locals
how to manage ours.

Guy Webster
GT OQutfitters
Green River, Utah



KaLeigh Welch

From: Cody Wabster [bear_wilkd@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 1.04 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Book Cliffs wilderness

I find it very alarming that Grand County Council would consider designating more wilderness
on the book c¢liffs. There has already been entirely too much access lost to this great
country. I fear many of thouse in favor of more wilderness there have never spent the time in
the areas they intend to close. I would like to see the council consider the desires of those
that use a specific area first and foremost., There are several areas that if anything need
more access. Canyons such as Cottonwood and Diamond, badly need grazing permits to help
control the over growth. These canyons present extreme fire hazards because of the unused
vegetation.

Uintah county has done an excellent job of providing road access while maintaining plenty of
remote country. I feel Grand County 1s severally losing out by not providing a paved road to
connect on Seep Ridge with Uintah County. I would challenge anyone to provide more wide based
knowledge as to the conditions of the Grand County part of the book cliffs. I spend roughly
160 days per year in this country for various recreation uses. I strongly urge Grand County
to provide more access and maintenance, certainly not less.

Sent from my iPhone



E{awigh Weich

From: Clif Koontz [cliftonkoontz@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 4:24 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Ce: Ruth Dillon; KalLeigh Welch

Subject: tour of public lands

Dear Councit Members,

Yesterday's meeting continued the healthy debate over public-lands planning. Some of the ideas
involved a major change from the current conditions and management under the BLM's 2008 RMP.

Of course off-highway vehicle enthusiasts appreciate any directives to maintain access to currently-
designated routes and areas. While NRA and especially NCA designations tend to become slippery
slopes toward preservation, they can be established in a way that protects existing recreation
opportunities, or even new ones if you so choose.

Nevertheless, we see value in visiting areas where major changes are being considered. With limited
time, the easiest way to explore is by 4WD vehicle. | spoke with Doug McElhaney from Red Rock 4
Wheelers, Jeff Stevens of Moab Friends For Wheelin', as well as Melissa Fischer, David Adams, and
Ber Knight. Any of us would be happy to take you fo the Labyrinth area, Dolores area, or other other
parts of the county that you are interested in seeing first hand.

If you call me, | would be happy to coordinate schedules. If you prefer to contact MFFW or RR4W
directly, that's fine, too. Thanks for your service.

Sincerely, Clif

executive director
Ride with Respect
435-259-8334 land
201-741-0381 celi



KaLaigh Welch

From: Liz Thomas [moablizard72@@gmail.com]
Sent; Wednesday, March 04, 2015 12:00 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Suhject: Bishop FLI - Lands West of Hwy. 191

Dear Council Members:
I submit my comments, below, for your consideration for the public lands west of Hwy. 191, 1 urge the Council
to:

+ Not endorse the Big Flat working group's recommendations. Wilderness advocates were excluded from
the group and as a result, the working group's recommendations failed to include a critical component
and were unduly biased in favor of mineral extraction and motorized recreation.

3 to include these areas.

o Ten Mile Wash is a rare perennial stream in the desert, and White Wash has numerous seeps and
small springs. Perenmial streams make up 2% of public lands in Utah, and provide habitat for
~85% of all wildlife species.

o These areas have irreplaceable ancient archaeological structures, artifacts and rock art.

» Close a small fraction of the off-road vehicle routes in this area to move towards a better balance of
recreational opportunities. The eritical ORV routes to close, which are generally in canyons and wash
bottoms, include: Ten Mile, White Wash. Hell Roaring Canvon, Mineral Canvon, Hey Joe along the
river. and the little-used jeep trail north of Long Canvon and south of Day Canyon.

«  Extend the County's wilderness proposal 1o include Ten Mile Wash, Spring Canyon, Hell Roaring
Canvon and Mineral Canvon - similar to the BLM's No Surface Occupancy designation areas (2008
Resource Momt, Plany: extend wildemness protection to the Goldbar area and Behind the Rocks WSA.

The public lands west of Hwy. 191 include some of the most outstanding canyons in Grand County. This area
conlain ancient archaeological artifacts, wildlife habitat and beautiful calm-water boating on the Green River in
Labyrinth Canyon. This is not an appropriate place to sacrifice for mining potash for fertilizer, or expanding
leasing for of o1l and gas speculation.

T urge you to consider the long-term importance of this area and preserve it for current and future generations.
The public lands west of Hwy. 191 are too spectacular to continue to nickel and dime them away to private
energy and fertilizer companies that merely want to make a guick profit off of our public lands.

Thank you for your time and effort in this PLI process and for considering my comments,
Sincerely,

Liz Thomas

liz Thomas

PO Box 321

3281 duniper

Moab, UT 54532
moablizard? 2@amail.com




!{a{_eigh Welch —

From: Trudy fwebsterudy@hotmail. com]
Sent; Wednesday, March 04, 2015 12:33 PM
To: counci@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Wilderness designation

As a citizen of Green River and South Eastern Utah | would like to express my concern for the propesals that
have been put out in dealing with new wilderness and scenic river designations in my back yard.

As a mother and a citizen [ have raised my children to respect and enjoy the fact that we live in such a great
area.

it is a place where we have spent countless days riding atv’s and all terrain vehicles, as well as 4wheel drive
pick-ups in order to explore, hunt and just enjoy the great outdoors. As my children are now starting their
families, it would be a shame if my grandchildren were not given these same opportunities,

As a business woman who has worked in the restaurant business it would be very detrimental to our town and
business if the roads with access to these areas were closed. We have many customers who come to our area
to get a chance to enjoy the Bookcliffs and the surrounding areas, They love to be able to have access to such
great riding for dirt bikes and atvs with a chance to stay in town and enjoy a nice motel and hot restaurant
meal at the end of the day, and do it all over again the next day. To close all this access would greatly impact
the tourist business in a little town that is trying to get by,

Please consider the voices of the local pecple over the politicians and people who have never lived or even
visited this great area.

This is my home and my back yard. Please let me keep it!

Thank you.
Trudy Webster



KaLeigh Welch

From: Darcey Brown [darcey@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 2:.08 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Ce: Darcey Brown

Subject: Public lands west of #121

Dear Members of the Grand County Council Again thank you for including views from groups and
conservation minded people excluded from the initial Bishop discussions and from the Big Flat
Working group. I urge you to; 1. Include Spring Canyon in an National Conservation Area and
write a management plan for it that is truly conservation in intent.

2. Add as much land that qualifies for wilderness intoc a wilderness designation. Specifically
Gold Bar and Behind the Rocks should be declared wilderness.

3. Be creative in looking for solutions to address user conflicts in areas such as Hey Joe
Canyon. For example, roads could be open to loud motorized users during the months when the
river has fewer boaters. Odd and even use days might also help in areas where biker and hiker
experiences are disrupted by motorized users. Or potash and drill rig traffic could be
suspended on weekends with heavy road bike use. Some of these might not be realistic, but I
think you get the point that it doesn’'t always have to be either /or. Ride With Respect has
always demonstrated a willingness to work with the non motorized community, and we with them,
so it's a starting point.

Thanks,

Darcey Brown

2931 E. Bench Rd

Moab, UT 84532

435-259-6118

435-260-2373



Kaleigh Welch

From: Kevin Walker [k23walker@dygmail.com] on behalf of Kevin Walker [kevin@canyon23.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 2.56 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Commments for Labyrinth / island in the Sky, etc.

Dear County Council members,

Most of my comments are on the Labyrinth Canyon / Island in the Sky area. Comments for
Behind the Rocks, Hunters Canyon and Goldbar are at the end.

In the next workshop, I hope you will do three things:

(1) Expand the NCA from Alternative 3 to include Termile Canyon, Spring Canyon, and the
Duma Point / Whitewash area. These scenic and bioclogically important lands should be free of
potash mines and SITLA "trade-in”" areas.

{2} Close a small percentage of the motorized routes in the area in order to move toward a
better balance between motorized and non-motorized recreation. The most important routes to
close are the ones within the inner canyons: Tenmile Wash, Hey Joe (along the Green River),
Hell Roaring Canyon, Mineral Canyon.

{3} The County Counc¢il should *not* follow the recommendations of the Big Flat Working
Group, which was biased in favor of extractive industry and motorized recreation. Wilderness
advocates were excluded from the Big Flats Working Group, so the group's recommendaticns are
not a "consensus™ in any meaningful sense.

In & 1ittle more detail:

* Grand County has scme of the best scenery and recreational opportunities in the world.
It makes no sense to sacrifice these resources for fertilizer {(potash) and miner oil
deposits.

* The existing road network in the Labyrinth area is hesvily biased towards motorized
recreation; it is mot at all balanced. Closing a small percentage of the motorized routes
would move us toward a more fair and balanced travel plan.

# SITLA should trade into existing development, which need net even be in Grand County.
SITLA should not trade into scenic areas. Precedents for this can be found in the Eastern
Utah Land Exchange legislation.

* We have already made the mistake of leasing some these areas for oil and gas development.
Let's not repeat That mistake with potash.

* The existing 0il and gas leases in this area constitute an additional reason IN FAVOR of
designating an NCA. GrFanting the leases was a serious mistake on the part of the BLM, but
now that the leases are there they should be managed according to strict standards. Placing
these areas in the NCA sends a strong message to the BLM that they should not use business-
as-usual standards for future oil and gas development.

* 1 think tha best boundary for the NCA is the one proeposed by the Labyrinth / Island in
the Sky Working Group in January. This boundary includes all the scenic lands in the area.
None of the land within this proposed NCA are appropriate sacrifice zones for extractive
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industry. All of these lands deserve protection, and I hope that is exactly what the County
Council will reccmmend to the Rep. Bishop.

* As I mentioned in my presentation in January, with the current travel plan OVER 95% of
the area is less than 1/2 mile from a road or motorized trail. That's pretty ridiculous.
Clearly the travel plan should be altered to provide more balance. A good start would be to
close routes along the Green River and routes within the four major sidecanyons (Tenmile,
Spring, Hell Roaring, Mineral). Specifically, this means Hey Joe, Tenmile, and anything that
goes north from Mineral Bottom (Hell Roaring and Mineral Canyons). The road down Spring
Canyon to near the Green River is less of a concern.

* The routes out on Peadman Point should also be closed. There are many other places where
one can drive to the rim of Labyrinth Canyon. There should be at least one small section of
the rim reserved for quiet recreation.

Other Areas

I urge the County Council to recommend wilderness for the Hunters Canyon, Goldbar and Behind
the Rocks areas. It would also be a good idea to have the NCA cover these areas. (This is
already the case in Alternative 3.)

Hunters Canyon straddles the county line, but that is not a reason to ignore i1t. It contains
some of the best hikes in the Moab area.

Behind the Rocks also deserves protection. Most of the proposed wilderness is
uncontroversial. At the north end, I think a good compromise would be to leave the jeep
trail open from the trailhead to the first high point, but close it after that. The
continuation to the sand dunes is nothing special by Moab jeep trail standards, and there is
a shortage of qulet places to hike near town.

The Goldbar area also contains some of Moab's best hiking. Unfortunately, on most weekends
of the year one has to listen to motorbikes and other vehicles slowly make their way along
the Moab Rim Trail. Because of the topography engine nolse from this traill travels to most
of the canyons below, and consequently this trail has more adverse impacts on other forms of
recreation than almost any other. I hope you will consider using a wilderness boundary that
goes all the way to the rim. Another good candidate for closure is a little-used jeep trail
that goes out on the point between Long and Day Canyons.

Thanks,

Kevin Walker



Kaleigh Welch

From; Terry Sanslow [tsanslow@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 5:43 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Bookcliffs wilderness designation

Grand County Council;

I am writing to experss my concerns about wilderness designations and wild river designations to close
areas of the Bookcliffs. | have enjoyed this area for many years. | would hate to think that | wouldn't ke able
to enjoy the area any more. My age and hiking abilities are not what they once were. | feei | am not alone. |
have grand childern and great grand children that [ would like to share this area with. This area needs to be
protected but not locked up from the general public.

Please don't let this happen. Leave things as they are.

Tarry Sanslow

PO Box 654

Price, Utah 84501

435-637-4036



Kai.eigh Welch

From: Allison Jones [sllison@wildutahproiect.org]

Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 6:48 AM

To: councili@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Comments on Labyrinth Canyon from Wild Utah Project

Attachments: biological values of Labyrinth comments to GCC.doc; Labyrinth Ecological Analysis maps.pdf

Dear Council Members,

Please see the attached Special Values Report for the Labyrinth Canyon area, written by our staff biologists and
GIS analyst. We understand that the Council is poised to make recommendations next week for areas to be
protected in the new Land Initiative ushered by Rep. Bishop. Based on our ficld surveys, other expertise in the
area and review of the literature and available GIS data, we think a very strong case can be made for protecting
the Labyrinth area because of it's ecological importance and biological diversity. Interestingly, we are not
aware of a special ecological values report that has been written on Labyrinth Canyon and its tributaries. So we
thought we would put one together for you. Please also not the pdf attachment, which contains the maps we
made to accompany the report.

Sincerely, Allison Jones
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Allison Jones, Executive Director
Wild Utah Project

£24 South 400 West, Suite B-117
Salt Lake City, UT 84101

{8013 328-3550
www.wildutahproject.org

**Internet Services donated by XMission**



THE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND ECOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE OF
THE LABYRINTH CANYON AREA, AND NEED FOR PROTECTION

Alfison Jones', Emanuel Vasquez and Mary Pendergast

A white paper presented to;

the Grand County Council

{14 March 2415

Author’s Addresses:
Pwild Utah Project, 824 S. 400 W, Salt Lake City, UT 84101 (801) 328-3550 TEL:
allison{@wildutahproject.org



KaLeigh Welch

From: Ashley Anderson [c.ashley.anderson@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 3:42 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Please favor protection at 3-2-79 mtg

Dear Council,

I'm a local father who is related by blood to half the town. I'm proud to call Grand County home, like seven
generations of family before me.

Please consider the strongest possible protections for our wild areas in your discussions of the lands bill.
Designate Negro Bill, Mill Creek as Wilderness, manage Mary Jane and Fissure Towers for off-road use
threats, close off the Moab Rim trail to keep jeeps out of Hidden Valley, and please recommend we use the
NCA to protect the North side of the Daily River section.

Please support the Alternative 3 Proposal. It looks best.

Thank you for your service to our community.

With respect,

Charles Ashley Anderson

530 Bowen Circle
Moab Utah 84532
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The Labyrinth Canyon Region of the Colorado Plateau, along with is tributaries, encompasses a highly
biodiverse area with outstanding wildlife habitat and rich ecological assemblages. There are substantial
threats currently acting on this area so rich in ecological treasures, which would be greatly reduced if this unit

of the Red Rock Wilderness Act is protected as Wilderness in Rob Bishop’s Land protection initiative.

Flora of the proposed Labyrinth Canyon wilderness unit. Highly variable geography, geology and soil
types that result from unique geological formations, coupled with an elevation range between 3,500 to 6,000
feet; result in a high diversity of ecotypes including but not limited to the salt desert shrub, lush grasslands,
and pinyon-juniper forests of the Labyrinth Canyon region. The flora of the Labyrinth Canyon region is
considered to be part of the Canyonlands Floristic Province, which possesses greater plant diversity than any
other floristic region in Utah (Cronquist et al. 1972, Davidson et al. 1996). Hundreds of different species of
plants can be found in the Labyrinth Canyon Region — which comprises a significant percentage of the plants

known to the Colorado Plateau Ecoregion (Albee et al. 1988).

Additionally, high rates of endemism occur in this region, which is linked to the many unique features of this
province, including climate, position along plant migratory routes, and distinctive geologic history (Welsh
1978). Conditions for growth on the unique substrates and stark formations of this part of the Colorado
plateau are often rigorous at best, limiting the number of plants capable of establishment and reproduction in
any given area (Davidson et al 1996). Small populations of unique plants that have evolved in relative
isolation are the result of these unique habitat conditions. Some of these small populations represent rare
species occurrences that they are easily imperiled by any ground disturbing activities and/or human actions
such as ORV use and non-native species introduction due to their existing vulnerabilities, including low
reproductive potential, restricted geographic ranges, and substantial fluctuations in numbers within small
populations. Some of these species are protected as federally Threatened or Endangered species (e.g. dwarf
bearclaw poppy, clay phacelia, and clay reed mustard). ITmportantly, 21 federally listed Endangered and
Threatened plant species can be found in the Greater Canyonlands region encompassing the Labyrinth
Canyon proposed wilderness unit (UDWR NHP 2011). These species often have low reproductive potential,
restricted geographic ranges, or typically experience substantial variation in populatior size, all of which

make them highly vulnerable to human disturbance.



In Labyrinth Canyon, Bowknot Bend protects an isolated relict plant community that remains unaltered by
human activity and livestock grazing. This location has the potential to serve as reference (or control) site
for scientific studies of adjacent vegetation communities that incur impacts of livestock grazing (normally
considered to be a near ubiquitous impact to most plant communities of the intermountain West). The
natural history values in this area are recognized by BLM as it is currently representative of a fairly pristine
native plant community. In fact this 1,080 area of Bowknot Bend has been designated by the BLM as an
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (BLM Price F.O RMP). Additionally, the Labyrinth Canyon region
encompasses numerous steep-walled mesa tops that are virtually inaccessible and as such, have been
predominantly isolated from anthropogenic disturbances (including livestock grazing). This has resulted in
multiple areas of relict plant populations, some of which have existed since the Pleistocene, where natural
processes continue unaltered by humans. As witnesses to the past, these pristine areas establish a baseline
against which to measure changes in species composition, community dynamics and biogeochemical cycles

in adjacent arcas impacted by human activities.

Fragile biological soil crusts play a critical role throughout the Labyrinth Canyon area. These crusts increase
the stability of otherwise easily erodible soils, increase water infiltration in a region that receives limited
precipitation, and increase fertility of xeric soils often limited in essential nutrients such as nitrogen and
carbon (Johansen 1993, Belnap et al. 1994). Studies examining the crucial ecosystem functions performed
by biological soil crusts (some of which have been conducted not far from Labyrinth Canyon (Belnap and
Sharpe 1995, Miller et al. 2001, Barger at al. 2005, Goldstein et al. 2009), have documented the negative
consequences that ensue in cases where the crusts have been destroyed; including the primary impacts of

reduced soil stability and fertility.

Wildlife of Labyrinth Canyon region. The diverse plant communities of the Labyrinth Canyon region
support a diverse wildlife community of birds, mammals, fish, reptiles, and invertebrates. This includes
species on the Utah Division of Wildlife Resource’s list of Species of Greatest Conservation Need, such as
white-tailed pranie dog, kit fox and Townsend’s big-eared bat (UDWR 2001, 2015). The Green River
through Labyrinth Canyon also includes a suite of rare desert fish, ranging from fish species on Utah’s list of
Species of Greatest Conservatioh Need like roundtail chub, bluehead sucker and flannelmouth sucker, to the
four federally endangered Coloarado river fish that cox‘lld all potentially be found in this stretch of the Green:
the Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, bonytail chub and razorback sucker (UDWR 2001, 2015). In
addition, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources reports that the west side of the Labnyrinth proposed



wilderness unit contains Crucial pronghorn habitat (UDWR 2010}, and that Substantial desert bighorn habitat
can be found to the south of the unit, and Crucial bighorn habitat can be found on the north end (UDWR
2008). Concentration areas of biodiversity or biological hot spots’ for both wildlife and plants include the
mainstem of the Green River and its tributaries throughout the Labyrinth Canyon proposed wilderness unit,
where countless songbirds, shorebirds, and migratory waterfowl depend upon the river as a stopover point in

their long journeys north and south.

Raptor habitat which includes nest sites, foraging areas and roosting sites are common in and around the
Labyrinth Canyon region. Riparian habitat such as that found along the Green River and its tributaries
supports the greatest diversity and number of prey species, thus providing the greatest food supply for
raptors. Raptors using the area include bald eagles (primarily they use wintering habitat along the Green
River), and (reintroduced) peregrine falcons who nest on the steep cliffs above Labyrinth Canyon.
Ferruginous hawks are active nesters in this region, often nesting on the ground of mesa tops. Ferruginous
hawks also favor open terrain where they are vulnerable to human impacts. Swainsons' hawks are seen
flving through Labyrinth Canvon as they migrate between nesting areas to the north and winter areas in

South America.

River corridor, riparian zones and wetland values of the Labyrinth area. Most of these fish and wildlife
species rely on healthy, free-flowing watercourses and associated functioning and connected riparian areas
along them at some stage of life history and development. Significantly, while riparian ecosystems make up
less than one percent (1%) of all public lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Utah,
they support 70-80% of Utab’s arid land plants and wildlife species (Schelz 2007). The Labyrinth Canvon
region contains over 53miles of perennial watercourses, including the Green River (USGS 2011a), which
support perenmial riparian vegetation, and over 700 miles of intermittent stream courses (USGS 2011a) such
as Tenmile Wash and White Wash, which have continuous surface flows during wet times of the year such
as spring and fall; however, during dry periods they may be intermittent with perennial sections and pools.
Either way, these intermitient streams generally have, or have the potential to have, desert riparian vegetation
composed of cottonwood and willows and a host of other typical riparian/wetland plants, offering important

habitat to wildlife and even some aguatic species (Schelz, 2007}.

Stream-riparian ecosystemns are among the most biologically diverse, productive, and threatened habitais in
the American Southwest (Johnson 1991, Stromberg 1993, Minckley and Brown 1994). Riparian habitats on
4



the Colorado Plateau support diverse and unique assemblages of species not found elsewhere, as well as
many facultative species from the surrounding uplands (Stacey 1993, Naiman and Decamps 1997, Sabo et al.
2005). Riparian ecosystems within the Labyrinth Canyon region act as important migration corridors for
larger species such as deer, mountain lions and bears (Belnap 1997). They provide femporary, or permanent,
connections to outlying wetland pockets that provide auxiliary nurseries for a variety of invertebrates,
amphibiang, and larval and immature native fish (Wolz and Shiozawa 1995, Davidson et al. 1996). These
systems also provide refuges and stopovers for neotropical migrant birds within otherwise dry and
inhospitable habitat (Moore 1990). Riparian corridors are natural attractants to recreational users and are
casily disturbed by human activities ranging from motorized and non motorized recreation, to dams and
water diversions. Because riparian sites are often relatively isolated from similar habitat in riparian zones
associated with a different drainage, their recovery from disturbance is likely to be hindered by the difficulty

of recolonization from other drainages.

In the Labyrinth Canyon region there are 36 perennial springs in this otherwise dry landscape (USGS 2011b).
In the Labyrinth area, springs are formed when sandstone formations that store water bond with less permeable
layers leading to seeps and springs where they meet. Some of the rarest species in Utah and the most
spectacular biotic assemblages are those associated with the springs and seeps that dot the landscape in this
region. Just as areas with distinctive soil types are inhabited by their own special {loras, the uniqueness of
spring and seep habitats usually translates into unusual species communities, including “hanging gardens™
{Rushforth et al. 1976, Johansen et al. 1983). Further, because these springs are generally isolated from other
springs and seeps, their recovery from any form of disturbance is ikely to be impeded markedly by the
difficulty of recolonization from similar habitats that may be miles away. Moreover, seeps, springs and
hanging gardens provide crucial habitat for a variety of wildlife, ranging from important stop-over habitat for
neotropical migrants, to essential habitat for resident vertebrates — especially amphibians - who use these arecas
for foraging and breeding. Because these communities are often unique and ditficult or impossible to replace,

they merit the strongest possible protection.

Rare and unique dune systems in Labyrinth proposed wilderness unit, Located between the Green River
tributaries of Salt Wash and Tenmile Wash are the White Wash Sand Dunes, a semi-active, longitudinal dune
about ¥ mile wide and 2.5 miles long. This dune system is the result of eolian, or winddglewn, deposits
derived from wind-transported sand from the San Rafael Desert to the West, The sands of the dunes are very
fine, and as such have very high water holding capacity, which is turn leads to a perched water table, This
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phenomena allows for Freemont cottonwoods and covote willows to grow on the tops of the dunes... well
above the water table represented by White Wash and emerging springs in the bottoms and along the outskirts
of the dunes. This is a very unusual phenomenon (Bowers 1984, personal communication Stan Welsh, BYU
Herbarium). Available water for these hvdrophytic plants is drawn up by the plants through capillary action
into the roots, rather than a direct connection to a water table {(personal communication Stephanie Ellingham,

Moab BLM, November 2004).

Currently, the White Wash Sand Dunes experience heavy traffic by off-road recreational vehicles (ORV).
Historically, parts of the White Wash dunes were held in place by a thin, chemical crust, comprised
inorganically (i.c. weather and rainfall),’ but perhaps with some further stabilization by cyanobacteria. Traces
of this mechanical crust are observable on the White Wash dunes today. However, most locations where this
crust still exists is torn up and crossed by ORYV ftracks (personal observation, ALJ). In addition, there is
evidence of limited willow and cottonwood recruitment on the dunes, likely because of the ORV use {personal
observation, ALT). Dunes are particularly fragile and are easily impacted by even light motorized use
{Biodiversity Conservation Alliance 2003). Dune buggies and sand rails, whose tires can cut deeply into the
sand even when aceelerating on level ground (Stebbins 1995) posc significant threats to the stability of sand
dunes. These specialized tires throw up large rooster tails of sand, which in the process causes loss of precious
soil moistare {(which is one of the more unique factors of the White Wash Dunes). The integrity and viability
of any sand dune ecosystem depends on the balance of sand deposition and sand loss. Typically a portion of
dunes are actively accumulating sand, a portion are stabilized, and a portion are actively eroding and losing
sand due to wind. While some dune systems can be partially stabilized by abiotic soil crusts, the chief cause of
stabilization is anchoring by vegetation. ORYV use in sand dunes can cause major destruction of dune plant
communities, including significant impacts to diversity and richness of dune vegetation (Bury and Luckenback
1983, Kutiel et al. 2000, Center for Biological Diversity 2004). Thus, ORYV use in sand dunes leads to dune
destabilization and eventual loss of dune area. Dune buggies and sand rails also pose significant threats to
many species of animals that live in dune ecosystems. For dune-specific fauna such as sand beetles, ORVs
pose a particularly significant threat. Hardy and Andrews (1980) report that most dune beetles spend the day
buried at a depth of 5 to 8 cm. This depth is not sufficient to protect individuals from the shearing activity of
dune buggies, sand rails and other vehicle tires (Stebbins 1995). Burrows of lizards and small mammals can

also he crushed by the deep digging action of paddle tires, And ground-nesting bees have nests that are often

" Since precipitation can help create these physical crusts (Jayne Belnap, unpublished manuseript), areas such as the White
Wash Dunes that receive very little precipitation are less likely to often harbor these helpful physical crusts.



shallow and can be crushed or exposed by ORV activity. Moreover, ORVs can destroy bee nest entrances and
manipulate or destroy visual landmarks bees use to locate nests when they return from foraging (personal

communication Terry Griswold, USU Bee Lab).

The Ecological uniqueness of Tenmile Canyon. Tenmile Canvon is an extensive riparian/wetland canyon
located approximately 20 miles southeast of Green River, Utah. It drains parts of the Cisco Desert and the
Book Cliffs areas and flows west into the Green River. Tenmile Canyon is unique because it is one of the most
extensive drainages south of Green River, Utah, that drains into the Green River from the east and contains
perennial pools and surface flow for much of the vear. As such, there are arsas that have extensive functioning
riparian systems that provide good habitat needs for fish and wildlife (including federally listed species like
migrating southwestern willow flycatchers) that is not otherwise available in the area. (Schelz, 2007). In
addition, there is a group of desert bighorn group that live in Tenmile Canyon area that likely rely on the

stream and riparian habitat in Tenmile Canyon for food, water and shelter.

Tenmile Wash’s riparian areas has been designated as “Non-Functional” or Functioning-at-Risk™ by both the
BLM and by ecological consultants, and this low functionality rating is a direct result of thr presence of the
existing dirt read in the Canyon, and Off-Road Vehicle activity, specifically, many stream crossings by ORVs
(Schelz, 2007). In fact, the stream channel used to naturally meander before the streambanks suffered massive
degradation at the hand of ORVs and the stream itself got repeatedly diverted onto the straighter 4-wheel drive
routes during flood events. After floods scour and deepen the straightened stream channel, a new 4-wheel drive
route is often created by visitors or the BLM, and then these new routes start the degradative process all over
with the next large flood (with the likelihood of the next flood being even worse because of increased flood
energy with straighter channels and lack of banks). Thus, water 15 then channeled quickly through the system,
deepening the channel even more and decreasing the likelihood of flooding out into the floodplain, with even
more concomitant impacts to the ecosystem (Schelz, 2007). Basically, the use of dirt roads in Tenmile
Canyon, even when the roads are distant from the strem channel, has led to a sparsity of regenerating shrubs
(in contrast to the higher levels of shrub regeneration away from roads), a reduction and elimination of ground

gover of native grasses, rushes and forbs, and the presence of undesirable exotic plants. (Schelz, 2007).

Threats in Labyrinth Canyon area that would be alleviated if this unit protected as wilderness.
One good reason to protect the Labyrinth Canyon unit as wilderness is to ensure that some of the energy

related speculation activites of days past, such as uranium and potash mining, will not come back to



degrade this area. Potash mining currently occus in locations relatively nearby the Labyrinth Canyon
arga. Where potash mining occurs, the landscape may be disturbed through the removal of topsoil and
vegetation, excavatian and deposition of overburden, disposal of processing wastes and underground
mining induced surface subsidence. The quality of surface and groundwater may be adversely affected by
the release of processing water and the erosion of sediments and leaching of toxic minerals from
overburden and processing wastes, Waler resources may be affected by dewatering operations or
beneficiation processes. Air quality can be affected by the release of emissions such as dust and exhaust

gases (UNEP 2001),

As evidenced with the White Wash Sand Dunes and Tenmile Canvon cxampief one of the most
pervasive, current threats to the special desert ecosystems found in the Labyrinth Canyon area is ORV
use. And while, as discussed above, ORV use in desert environments can have serious impacts in terms
of impaets to rare dune environments, trampling vegetation, altering wildlife behavior, and causing soil
erosion (Jones 1999), one of the most insidious threats OR'Vs have on the fragile Colorado Plateau is the
impacts to the important biological crusts {also mentioned above). ORVs are incredibly descutive to
these crusts, even a single pass of an ORV causes noticeable damage. And once they are destroyed they
take a very long time to recover. The recovery time for the lichen component of crusts has been
estimated at about 45 vears (Belnap 1993) but the 45 vear-old crusts will not have recovered their moss
component, which will take an additional 200 vears to fully come back (Belnap and Gilleite 1997).
Destruction of crusts by ORVs increase wind and water crosion of surface soils that were previously
protected by the crusts (Webb 1983). The destruction of cryptobiotic soils can reduce nitrogen fixation
by cyanobacteria, and set the nitrogen economy of these nitrogen-limited arid ecosystems back decades
{Belnap 1995). Once the intact crusts - which prohibit weed establishment by preventing weed seed
germination - are destroyed, bare ground is available and “roughed up” for colonization and germination
by exotic weeds (Tisdale and Hironaka 198, Eckert et al. 1986, Mack 1989, Belsky and Gelbard 2000).
Even small reductions in crusts can lead to diminished productivity and health of the associated plant
community, with cascading effects on plant consumers {Davidson et al. 1996).  In summary, healthy
and intact cryptobiotic crust communities are now rare in this part of the Colroado Plateau , and so their
intact occurrence anywhere within the Labyrinth Canvon area underscores one of the most important

ecological values of this region. 'We must preserve what we have left and help these rare and important

* ORYV use in the Labyrinth Canvon Area is by no means limited to TenMile Canvon and the White Wash Dunes. For
example, ORV use is also causing problems on the road into and inside Hey Jog Canyon,



habitats recover to higher levels of ecological function, and protecting the Labyrinth Canyon unit from
ORYV use through Wilderness designation is probably the very best way to achieve this protection. Doing
so could remove ORVs from the better part of what is now over 500 collective miles of routes, ways and
dirt roads in the Labyrinth Canyon proposed wilderness unit (Utah AGRC 2014), alleviating many
destructive impacts to riparian zones, cryptibiotic soils, sand dunes, and other sensitive plant

communities.

General biological importance of protecting large blocks of roadless lands as wilderness The
science of conservation biology in the past few decades has, through empirical research, conclusively
shown us that one of the best rates of return in terms of preserving biodiversity and sustaining critical
ecological processes 1s through the conservation of large, roadless tracts of habitat (Noss and Cooperrider
1994, Review by Trombulak and Frissell 2000, and references therein). This is achieved by protecting
rare and susceptible native plant and wildlife species and their associated habitats from anthropogenic
disturbances including: plant collectors, hunters, and poachers who access areas on roads; noise (human
and mechanical); ORVs that illegally degrade habitat by crossing pristine areas from roads; aggressive
exotic weeds that tend to colonize undisturbed habitat along roads; and pollution and erosion caused by
roads and thus affecting the watershed. Preserving the Labyrinth Canyon area as an intact roadless
wildemness unit is vital to ensuring these aforementioned impacts on the critical ecological qualities of

this special and biologically diverse landscape are minimized to the extent possible.

Conclusions. Protection of the Labyrinth Canyon area as wilderness is vital to preserving it’s ecological
treasurers and Utah’s natural heritage. Managiiig this area primarily for its outstanding natural values
will improve this region’s ecological health, function, and most importantly its ecological resilience, or
rather - the ability to “bounce back” from the increased droughts expected with climate change, which is
predicted to accelerate desertification in the Colorado Plateau (Schwinning et al., 2008). As Biologists
who study the ecology and function of this remarkable area, we ask the Grand County Council to put
forward the full Labyrinth Canyon proposed wilderness unit for the protection it deserves, and to seek

this protection as part of Rep. Bishop’s new land initiative.
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KaLeliﬁh Welch

From: Franklin Seal [manomoab@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 7:17 AM
Tor council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: the Bishop process

My input on the Bishop Public Lands Initiative:

I've lived here 22 years. I work in the tourism industry and much of my time, both while working and for
pleasure, have been spent in several of the key areas under consideration: Behind the Rocks, and

the Labyrinth Canyon/Tenmile Canyon/Spring Canyon/Duma Point/Whitewash area. | know both these areas
intimately, Here’s my two cents, for what it’s worth:

Though I have been a jeep guide and have spent many fun hours driving off-road for fun, there are so many
places to drive a jeep, and there will still be plenty, even if some areas are set aside for non-motorized
recreation. But the inverse is not true: areas that are frequented by motorized recreation quickly drive away all
forms of non-motorized recreation. We can not afford 1o allow the majority of areas to become “off-road
sacrifice zones." Therefore:

Also:

Close a small percentage of the motorized routes in these areas in order to move toward a better balance
between motorized and non-motorized recreation. The most important routes to close are the ones
within the inner canyons: Tenmile Wash, Hey Joe (along the Green River), Hell Roaring Canyon,
Mineral Canyon.

Expand the NCA from Alternative 3 to include Tenmile Canyon, Spring Canyon, and the Duma Point /
Whitewash area. No potash mines, no SITLA trade-in arcas.

Please do not follow the recommendations of the Big Flat Working Group, which was biased in favor of
extractive industry and motorized recreation.

Grand County has some of the best scenery and recreational opportunities in the world. Tt makes to
sense to sacrifice these resources for fertilizer (potash) and minor oil deposits.

The existing road network in the Labyrinth area is heavily blased towards motorized recreation; it is not
at all balanced. Closed a small percentage of the motorized routes would move us toward a more fair
and balanced travel plan.

SITLA should trade into existing development, which ueed not even be in Grand County. SITLA
should not trade into scenic areas.

Wilderness makes sense for the Behind the Rocks and Goldbar areas.

We have already made the mistake of leasing some these areas for oil and gas development. Lets not
repeat that mistake with potash.

Frankiin Seal

286 E 100 S, Moab, Utah 84532

Phone: 435.253.4811 -
Email: mgnomoab@amail.com
Facehook: franklin.ssal

Google+: http:fbif v/1732m3W




*Itis difficuit o get a man fo understand somathing when his salary depends upon his not understanding #.” - Upton Sinclair



KaLeigh Welch

I
From: Deb Walter Idebwalter56¢@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:04 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Big Flat/Labyrinth

Dear Grand County Council,

Thank you again for putting all this time and energy into making good decisions for the
future of Grand County. It has been a long road, and we appreciate your diligence.

The Big Flat/ Labyrinth Canyvon area is an area of beautiful vistas and rock formatlons,
canyons; habitat for big horn sheep, raptors, and other wildlife; archeological treasures
that have yet to be surveyed; and countless recreation opportunities. It is also on the much
traveled route to Canyonlands Natlonal Park and to Dead Horse Point State Park. It is very
accessible to Moab and is the most heavily used unprotected public land area in Grand County.
Criginally it was included in the proposal for Canyonlands National Park. For all the above
reasons, it is deserving of land protections against all mining and extraction industries.

The areas that have recently been drilled by Fidelity Exploration and Production are scars on
the landscape. The Moab Endurance Ride tralls run through the Spring Canyon, Dubinky Wells,
Monitor and Merrimac, Bartlett Flat, and other nearby areas. Riding out there is now not an
option unless one wants to encounter dangerous and dust creating truck traffic, view the
industrial zone as the new backcountry scenery, and breathe noxious fumes. The BLM has
permitted Fidelity to exclude safety standards originally in the Dead Horse Lateral Pipeline
EA, putting local citizens and tourists at risk. If Grand County intends to continue on the
path of financial well-being and ¢reating a vibrant community in which people move bhere to
add their resources to the community, then Grand County needs to support the BLM in giving
them the ability to protect this area as much as possible.

I urge you to honor all the people who have spoken in favor of protecting this area from
future development. Businesses and recreationists depend on this protection, thus the whole
community benefits. Do the right thing and create stiff protections in the form of NCA’s,
restricting all forms of mining and extraction in the whole area.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Deb Walter

4109 Easy St
Moab, UT 84532



KaLe_%gh Welch

From: Frontier Customer [theresaw@frontiernet.net]

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2015 11:18 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Bishop Public Lands Initiative - Lands West of Highway 191

Thank vou, Council Members, for considering our input.

We fully support these comments concerning the Bishop Public Lands Initiative and the Lands West
of Highway 191:

¢ Please do not endorse the Big Flat working group's recommendations. The recommendations need 2 much
closer lock concerning mineral extraction and motorized recreation.

« Protect Ten Mile Wash, White Wash and Spring Canyon, by extending the NCA boundary (Alternative 3) to
mnclude these areas. Ten Mile Wash is a rare perenmial stream 1n the desert, and White Wash has numerous
seeps and small springs. Perennial streats make up 2% of public lands in Utah, and provide habitat for
~85% of all wildlife species. These areas have irreplaceable ancient archaeological structures, artifacts, and
rock art,

* Close a small fraction of the off-road vehicle routes in this area to move towards a better balance of
tecreational opportunities. The critical ORV routes to close, which are generally in canyons and wash
bottoms, include: Ten Mile, White Wash, Hell Roaring Canyon, Mineral Canyon, Hey Joe along the river,
and the little-used jeep trall north of Long Canyon and south of Day Canyon.

« Extend the County's wilderness proposal to include Ten Mile Wash, Spring Canyon, Hell Roaring Canyon
and Mineral Canyon - similar to the BLM's No Surface QOccupancy designation areas (2008 Resource Mgmt,
Plan); extend wilderness protectton to the Goldbar area and Behind the Rocks WSA

« ‘The Big Flat/Labyninch Canvon area is an atea of beautiful vistas and rock formatons, canvons;
habitat for big horn sheep, raprors, and other wildlife; archeological treasures thar have vet to be
surveyed: and countless recreation opportunities, It is also on the much traveled tfoute to
Canyonlands National Park and ro Dead Horse Point State Park. It is very accessible to Moab
and is the most heavily used unprotected public land area in Grand County. Originally it was
mchided n the proposal for Canyonlands National Park. For all these reasons, it is deserving of
land protections from all mining and extraction industries.

The public lands west of Hwy. 191 include some of the most outstanding canyons in Grand County. This area
contains ancient archaeological artifacts, wildlife habitat and beautiful calm-water boating on the Green River n
Labyrinth Canyon. This is not an appropriate place for mining potash for fertilizer, or expanding leasing for of il
and gas speculation.

Your time and advocacy i this Public Lands process 1s most appreciated. Please consider the long-term importance
of this area and preserve it for current and future generations. The public lands west of Highway 191 ate
spectacular public lands. Generations to come will benefit from your suppdrt in preserving these unique areas.

Respectfully,

David and Theresz Wilson
464 B, Center Street
Moab, Utah 84532



Kawi’gh Welch

From: Kiley Miller [moabkiley@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 12:56 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bishops fand bill

In regards to Bishops Land bill, please protect ocur public lands to the fullest extentl!!
And-

(1) Expand the NCA from Alternative 3 to include Tenmmile Canyon, Spring Canyon, and the Duma
Point / Whitewash area. No potash mines, no SITLA trade-in areas.

(2} Close a small percentage of the motorized routes in the area in order to move toward a
better balance between motorized and non-motorized recreation. The most important routes to
close are the ones within the inner canyons: Tenmile Wash, Hey Joe (along the Green River),
Hell Roaring Canyon, Mineral Canyon.

{3) The County Council should *not* follow the recommendations of the Big Flat Working
Group, which was biased in favor of extractive industry and motorized recreation. Wilderness
atvocates were excluded from the Bip Flats Werking Group, so the group’s recommendations are
not a "consensus” in any meaningful sense.

Also-

* Grand County has some of the best scenery and recreational opportunities in the world. It
makes no sense to sacrifice these resources for fertilizer (potash) and minor oil deposits.

* The existing road network in the Labyrinth area is heavily biased towards motorized
recreation; it is not gt all balanced. Closing a small percentage of the motorized routes
would move us toward a more fair and balanced travel plan.

* SITLA should trade into existing development, which need not even be in Grand County.
SITLA should not trade into scenic areas.

* Wilderness makes sense for the Behind the Rocks and Goldbar areas.

* e have already made the mistake of leasing some of these areas for oil and gas
development. Lets not repeat that mistake with potash.

Thank you for your time & please protect our public lands- Kiley Miller Moab Utah

But the love of wilderness is more than a hunger for what is beyond reach, it is also an
expression of loyalty to the Earth, the Earth which bore us and sustains us, the only home we
shall ever know, the only paradise we ever need- 1f only we had the eyes to see. Original
sin, the true original sin, is the blind destruction for the sake of greed of this natural
paradise which lies all around ws- if only we were worthy of it.

e

~-Ed Abbey -



KaL&igh Weich

Frorm:; Marc & Judi Imarc_judi@frontiernat.nat]

Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 2:32 PM

To: councii@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Letter in Favor of Creating a National Conservation Area in the Labyrinth Canyon Area West
of Highway 313

Attachments: Latter to Council Members on Establishing a Labyrinth Area NCA _doc, Letter to Councll

Members on Establishing a Labyrinth Area... pdf

Dear Grand County Council Members,

Attached in both DOC & PDF format is my letter supporting designation of a Labyrinth Canyon / Island in the
Sky National Conservation Area as one of the recomnmendations about public land use in Grand County that you
send on to Congressman Bishop.

Thank you for allowing me an opportunity to submit my comments to you.

Sincerely,
Marc Thomas

Marc Thomas & Judi Simon
827 N. Palisade Drive
Moab, UT 84532
435-259-3603 (home)
435-210-0806 (Judi's cell)
435-210-0807 (Marc's cell)



March 5, 2015
Dear Counci! Members,

I hope that the presentations made to you at the Public Lands Initiative administrative workshop
on February 16th have convinced vou that a National Conservation Area (NCA) designation is
appropriate to manage the multiple-uses and broad spectrum of scientific, cultural, geological,
historical, recreational, and scenic values to be found in the Labyrinth Canyen/Island in the Sky
Area west of Highway 313. Hopefully, you now believe that the creation of an NCA will be an
effective tool in augmenting the national and international visibility of our world-renown public
lands, which provide the spiritual and recreational opportunities that attract visitors, retirecs, and
entrepreneurs bringing new companies and wealth into Grand County.

But managing land for multi-use does not mean allowing every use, if there is concern about
negative impacts to its cultural, scenic, and recreational resources, as well as its air and water
quality, wildlife, and plant communities. Situaled on the doorstep to two national parks, the
Labyrinth/I-Sky area, like Arches and Canyonlands, provides amazing scenery and recreation
among landscapes filled with paleontological, ecological, and cultural assets. To me, it makes
little sense to risk sacrificing these assets in order 1o mine for potash or expand the number of vil
pads bevond what is already there.

From history, we know that if the National Park Service {NPS) had been managing these lands,
they would have seen protection from extractive industries, either as Canyonlands National Park
was originally conceived or by implementation of Superintendent Walt Dabney's "Canyonlands
Completion” proposal from the mid-1990's. In fact, as late as 2004, Department of the Interior
Secretary Gale Norton assured the NPS that no o1l or gas developruent would be allowed close

to Canyonlands.

Of course, that is not how it has played out. After lying dormant while waiting for horizontal
drilling to be perfected, existing oil and gas leases are now being clear cut into development
north of Canyonlands and Dead Horse Point, with oil pads, wells, tailings pits, pipelines, and
assorted other infrastructure. Because they are existing leases, an NCA will have to grandfather
them in, with the hope that in time they can be retired,

As these changes have come on-line, the impacts on air quality, water consumption, land surface
disturhance, truck traffic, recreational users, and the viewshed have been laid bare for all to see.
Trail Mix, the county's right arm in building the non-motorized trails that maintains our area's
competitive edge in attracting non-motorized recreationists, has cited increased truck traffic on
Highway 313 and Gemini Bridges Road and oil pad locations that conflict with established bike
trails as impacts that need mitigation. Visitors, outfitters, and recreationists have made note of
these new conflicts in letters fo the editors appearing in our two newspapers and in comments
addressed to council members.

These same impacts and conflicts will be seen west of Highway 313 as at least 21 new oif pads
are built ouf along Mineral Point, Spring Canyon Bottomn, and Dubinky Well Roads, some near
the Lone Mesa and Horsethief campgrounds. The only way, short of a national monument or



national park designation, to put the brakes on additional oil pad creep here is to opt for creating
an NCA. Enough is enough in an special area that never should have been made availabie to the
extraction industry in the first place.

When it comes to the four undeveloped potash test sites on BLM land near Spring Canyon Point
Road, we're agsured that new extraction techniques disturb less surface area, use less and recycle
more water, leave a smaller footprint, produce less tailings, and make reclamation a non-issue.
What we do know is this is all speculative, none of it has been proven, and we've been chosen as
the guinea pig.

‘What we do know is that water quality can be affected by the release or leeching of slurry brines
and contaminants into both surface and process water. We also know that despite what a
corporation may say, large volumes of water typically are required to mine and process potash,
This water consumption could cause a fall in the level of the area's water table, affecting the
surrounding ecosystem, or lead to another contentious battle over Green River water rights, or
see even more Moab culinary water trucked in to support potash ore mining and processing.

What we're sure of is that it's our recreation and tourism industry which powers the steady and
real growth in personal incowmne and jobs for our residents. 1t's what protected us from the Great
Recession of 2007-09 and continues to be the catalyst for a rural economic boom that won't ever
go bust, as long as we avoid developmental impagcts that harm habitats and impair access. To
me, further oil well or potash mine creep isn't worth the risk. Is it to you?

Councilman Jackson is fond of saying that designating a National Conservation Area means if's a
sure bet 10 be a national park within 10 years. I'm willing to bet that unless much of it is placed
inside an NCA, the Labyrinth/ Island in the Sky area west of Highway 313 will in much less time
become part of a new national monament designated by the President under the Antiquities Act.
Is keeping mining expansion in play worth friggering that action?

An amazing thing happened last November. In an era when corporations and lobbyists generally
tell government agencies and politicians what to do, the voters of Grand County stood up and
declared that it was in the public interest to chart a new course in managing our area's incredible
environmental assets. Protecting the future of Labyrinth Canyor/I-Sky by enswring it is managed
as an NCA would be seen by the public as a significant action taken by you to restore the public
frust.

Finally, I want to commend the council for taking the time o make sure all of its citizens' voices
were given the chance to be heard, regardless of how much or little public lands protection they
favored. Tt did honor to the ground rules set by Congressman Bishop that for an agreement to be
valid, no one wanting a seat at the table should be excluded,

Thank éfcsa.
Mare Thomas

827 Palisade Drive
Moab, UT 84532



March 5, 2015
Dear Council Members,

1 hope that the presentations made fo you at the Public Lands Initiative administrative workshop
on February [6th have convinced you that a National Conservation Area (NCA) designation is
appropriate to manage the muktiple-uses and broad spectrum of scientific, culiural, geological,
historical, recreational, and scenie values to be found in the Labyrinth Canyon/lsland in the Sky
Area west of Highway 313, Hopefully, you now believe that the creation of an NCA will be an
effective tool in angmenting the nationaf and international visibility of our world-renown public
lands, which provide the spiritual and recreational opportunities that attract visitors, retirees, and
entrepreneurs bringing new compantes and wealth into Grand County.

But managing land for multi-use does not mean allowing every use, if there is concern about
negative impacts to its cultural, scenic, and recreational resources, as well as its air and water
quality, wildlife, and plant communitics. Situated on the doorstep to two national parks, the
Labyrinth/I-Sky area, like Arches and Canyonlands, provides amazing scenery and recreation
among landscapes filled with paleontological, ecological, and cultural assets. To me, it makes
litile sense to risk sacrificing these assets in order to mine for potash or expand the number of oil
pads beyond what is already there.

From history, we know that if the National Park Service (NPS} had been managing these lands,
they would have seen protection from extractive industries, either as Canyonlands National Park
was originally conceived or by implementation of Superintendent Walt Dabney's "Canyonlands
Completion" proposal from the mid-1990's. In fact, as late as 2004, Department of the Interior
Secretary Gale Norton assured the NPS that no oil or gas development would be aliowed close
to Canyonlands.

Of course, that is not how it has played out, After lying dormant while waiting for horizontal
drilling to be perfected, existing oil and gas leases are now being clear cut into development
north of Canyonlands and Dead Horse Point, with oil pads, wells, tailings pits, pipelines, and
assorted other infrastructure. Because they are existing leases, an NCA will have fo grandfather
them in, with the hope that in time they can be retired.

As these changes have come on-line, the impacts on air quality, water consumption, land surface
disturbance, truck traffie, recreational users, and the viewshed have been laid bare for all to see.
Trail Mix, the county's right arm in building the non-motorized trails that maintains our area’s
competitive edge in attracting non-motorized recreationists, has cited increased truck traffic on
Highway 313 and Gemini Bridges Road and oil pad locations that conflict with established bike
trails as impacts that need mitigation. Visitors, outfitters, and recreationists have made note of
these new conflicts in letters to the editors appearing in our two newspapers and in comments
addressed to council members.

These same impacts and contlicts will be seen west of Highway 313 as at least 21 new oil pads
are built out along Mineral Point, Spring Canyon Bottom, and Dubinky Well Roads, some near
the Lone Mesa and Horsethief campgrounds. The only way, short of 2 national monument or



national park designation, to put the brakes on additional oil pad creep here is to opt for creating
an NCA. Enough is enough in an special area that never should have been made available to the
extraction industry in the first place.

When it comes to the four undeveloped potash test sites on BLM land near Spring Canyon Point
Road, we're assured that new extraction techniques disturb less surface area, use less and recycle
more water, leave a smaller footprint, produce less tailings, and make reclamation a non-issue.
What we do know is this is all speculative, none of it hag been proven, and we've been chosen as
the guinea pig.

What we do know is that water quality can be affected by (he release or leeching of slurry brines
and contaminants into both surface and process water. We also know that despite what a
corporation may say, large volumes of water typically are required to mine and process potash.
This water consumption could cause a fall in the level of the area’s water table, affecting the
surrounding ecosystem, or lead to another contentious battie over Green River water rights, or
see even more Moab culinary water trucked in to support potash ore mining and processing.

What we're sure of is that it's our recreation and tourism industry which powers the steady and
real growth in personal income and jobs for our residents. [t's what protected us from the Great
Recession of 2007-09 and continues to be the catalyst for a rural economic boom that won't ever
g0 bust, as long ag we avoid developmental impacts that harm habitats and impair access. To
me, further oil well or potash mine creep isn't worth the risk. [s it to you?

Councilman Jackson is fond of saying that designating a National Conservation Area means it's a
sure bet to be a national park within 10 years. I'm willing to bet that unless much of it is placed
inside an NCA, the Labyrinth/ Island in the Sky area west of Highway 313 will in much less time
become part of a new national monument designated by the President under the Antiquities Act.
Is keeping mining expansion in play worth triggering that action?

An amazing thing happened fast November. In an era when corporations and lobbyists generally
tell government agencies and politicians what to do, the voters of Grand County stood up and
declared that it was in the public interest to chart a new course in mapaging our area's incredible
environmental assets. Protecting the futare of Labyrinth Canyon/I-8ky by ensuring it is managed
as an NCA would be seen by the public as a significant action taken by you to restore the public
trust.

Finally, I want to commend the council for taking the time to make sure all of its citizens' voices
were given the chance to be heard, regardless of how much or little public lands protection they
favored. It did honor to the ground rules set by Congressman Bishop that for an agreement to be
valid, no one wanting a seat at the table should be excluded.

Thank you.
Marc Thomas _

827 Palisade Drive
Moab, UT 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: Mobad [gomobad@gmail.com)
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 5:11 PM
To: councik@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Labyrinth, Gold Bar Etc

Please do all that is possible to protect the listed sites and areas. I am not able to attend
the upcoming meetings in person. I believe those sites are valuable and precious to all who
have seen them. Thank You for the ongoing efforis to listen te all parties,

John Hartley '

Sent from my iPhone



KaLeigh Welch

From: Lisa Paterson [Ipatert@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 7:26 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.nef
Subject: Lands west of 181

Dear County Council Members,
Thank you for all of the work you do on the behalf for county residents.

Please consider the following comments when you make your decision
concerning the Bishop Land Bill Initiative recommendations on lands west
of 191.

Please protect Spring Canyon, Ten Mile Wash, & White Wash by
extending the NCA boundary (Alternative 3) to include these areas. Both
Ten Mile Wash and White Wash contain water crucial to wildlife habitat.
Ten Mile Wash has a perennial stream and White Wash has many seeps
and small springs.

These areas also contain ancient archaeological interests that

must be preserved. These wonders include artifacts, rock art, and primitive
structures.

Please vote to give wilderness status to Ten Mile Wash, Spring Canyon,
Hell Roaring Canyon and Mineral Canyon. Behind the Rocks WSA
should be included in wilderness designation.

This area is rare, spectacular, and important to save for future generations.
Allowing drilling for oil and potash mining would be a travesty. There are
existing potash Preference Right Leases (i.e. leases w/ no termination
date) focated north of the above proposed wilderness areas. In addition,
there are known potish deposits in Lisbon Valley. Creating the suggested
wilderness designations will preserve this land and not lockout mineral
development. It's a win-win for all parties.



Thank you for your careful consideration as you make these decisions.
Sincerely,
Lisa Paterson

Lisa Paterson Coaching and Rosen Method Bodywork
Gently Held, Deeply Seen

http:/rwww lisapatersoncoaching.com/



Kai.eigh Welch

From: janet [flandon@xmission.comj

Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:14 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah. net
Subject: Public Lands Proposai

Dear Grand County Council Members:

My husband and | moved to Moab permanentiy as of January 1, 2015, We have been coming to Moab for the past 30
years 10 enjoy the hiking, biking, scenery and golf and were lucky to have found a place to retire to enjoy the hiking,
biking, scenery and golf. Over the years we've been disappointed by the blight of oil/gas wells and the detritus
associated with these properties popping up neat our national parks and the thought that more oil/gas wells (and
detritus), potash mines and even g possible nuclear power plant be part of this sacred land is unfathomable, Moab
{Grand County) has some of the most beautiful scenery and recreational opportunities in the world, It makes no sense
to sacrifice these resources for fertilizer {potash} and minor oll deposits. We are trusting that you will do the right thing
for our future generations and leave a true legacy of clean air, clean energy and pristine wilderness.

Thank you,

Janet Landon



KaLeEgh Welch

From; Kathey McNeely [katheymceneely@gmail. com)

Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:28 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Congressman Bishop' s Public Lands Bill Initiative Proposal

Dear Grand County Council:

1. Regarding last week's meeting, I am not in agreement with your decision to
propose an NCA in the LaSals above Castle Valley. It does not fit the description of current
NCA s already in Utah, Colorado, Nevada, Idaho, Alaska, and New Mexico {check BLM site
listings and describtions of these NCAs.) "Restrictions vary between these conservation
areas, but generally they are not leased or scld under mining laws and motorized vehicles are
restricted.” They can have building restrictions if private property is included. There are
at least 48 private property owners above Castle Creek, and in Willow Basin and Upper Willow
Basin. An NCA could, also, restrict or eliminate hunting. It would take away local input and
control. Please revisit this preoposal and change it to a recreation area, because that's what
it is!

2. Please honor the work of the Big Flat Working group. It was composed of a
diverse group of vested stakeholders in the area.
They worked extremely hard to devise a balanced plan that works for recreation and mineral
interests in this area. "In 2814, Grand County received more than $3.8 million from the oil
and gas Industry through royalty revenues and mineral bonus revenues. An additional $73©,000
was assessed to Fidelity for property tax. In addition, oil and gas production on school
trust lands in our county contributed more than
%6.3 million to the state's school trust fund. An additicnal 24.2 million from Federal oil
and gas royalties which included production in Grand County, was given to the state's higher
education board."

**¥k4e need a balanced economy which includes both recreation and responsible
minirg/drilling for ¢1l1 and gas. Both industries are important teo our community.

#xk+*e don’t need any wilderness in this area. It doesn't fit wilderness
descriptions. The working group recommended adequate protection along the river, including a
one mile buffer zone of ne mineral leasing or development, providing more than adequate
protection for the values of scenery and quiet for river users.

k44 *¥Dg not shut down any motorized or nonmotorized roads or tralls. This is a
popular front country recreation area used by both.

¥rEE**e do not need any wilderness, naticnal conservation areas, or national
monuments in this area.

Sincerely,
Kathey McNeely
Local - 3rd generation



Kai.eigh Weia:h“

From: Anne Clare Erickson [anneclare.erickson@gmail. com)
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2015 12:28 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: commenis on land protection and the Bishop bill

Dear Grand County Council,

Thank you for all the work you do. I am writing to urge you to recommend protection for our
incredible and unigue land. Please tell Congressman Bishop that preserving our land is the
utmast of importance to protect cur economy. The long term effects of allowing o0il and
gas exploration and drilling is not worth sacrificing scenery and experiences that are not
possible anywhere else in the world. I support moving to more protection and reducing
motorized recreation is some areas such as Hell Roaring Canyon, Mineral Canyon and Hey Joe
Wash. T would like to see wilderness in Behind the Rocks.

We all know what we have here in Grand County. Let’s pot cave in to the wishes of some to
sacrifice our world renowned landscape for short term development and destruction,

Please show the world and future generations that we are Intelligent by protecting our land!
Thank you for your time,

Anne Clare Erickson

329 Hillside Dr

Moab Utah 84532

>



KaLeigh Welch

From: Marcy Till [moabmarcy@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2015 10:17 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net, Marcy Tifl
Subject: Big Flat/Labyrinth Canyon discussion

Dear Council Members,

As business pwners in Grand County that depend on the tourism industry and the people that flock here for that reason, we want to thank you again
for putiing the tire and cnergy required inte making good deeisions for the future of Grand County. It is our belief that preserving and proteeting the
{and, water, and air around Moab, throughout Grand County, fram heavy industry and its hy-products is the greatest investment we ean make now for
future economic development and long-ternt assets in Grand County.

We have experienced the Big Fla¥ Labyrinth Canvon area as hikers, 4-wheelers, and on horseback. I is an area of beautiful vistas, roek formations,
and canvons; habitat for big hom sheep, rapioss, and other wildlife; horne 1o archaeological reasures that bave yet to be surveyed; and holds
gountless recreation opportunitics. It is alse on the much traveled route to Canyonlands National Park and to Dead Horse Point State Park. R is vory
accessible to Moub and is the most heavily used unprotecied publie land ares in CGrand County. Originally it was included in the proposal for
{Canyonlands National Park, For all the above reasons, it [s deserving of land proiections against all mining and extraction indusiries.

We urge vou to honot all the people who have spoken in favor of protecting this area from future development, Businesses and the tourism industry
depend on this protection. Pcople from all over the world come to Moab {Grand County} to experience the awce of our eanyon country's beauty in its
natural, pristine state, and oil and gas development, in any of it stages, is NOT compatible with that reality. We risk 2 decline in our tourist industry
if we allow our eoutsty to become over-industriatized. s it worth #t? We urge you 0 ¢reate stiff protections in the form of Matfonal Conservation
Ageas, restrieting 21l forms of mining and extraction in the whele area.

Sincerely,

Marcy Till

Tom Till

Owners, Tom Till Gallery, est. 1998



KaLeigh Welch

From: marymoran@irontiernet.net
Sent; Friday, March 06, 2015 10:34 AM
To: Grand County Council

Subject: Bishop PL!: lands west of 181

Dear Council Members:
Following are our conunents for the public lands west of Hwy. 191.

Please prioritize preservation of any perennial water sources, whether spring areas or riparian canyons. These habitats have a higher
diversity and density of planis and wildlife than any other in our area. They makse up a tiny percentage of land area and are inherently
threatened, overused and disturbed. Many are already destroyed or highty dishubed. We need to preserve any that are remaining,
Towsard that end, please protect Ten Mile Wash and White Wash, by extending the National Conservation Area boundary to include
them.

Please extend the County wilderness recommendation to include the canyons on the cast edge of the Green River: Ten Mile Wash,
Spring Canyon, Hell Roaring Canyon and Minerai Canyon, as well as the Goldbar area and, closest to home, the Behind the Rocks
WEA,

Thanks you for your time and effort in this lengthy process. It is so important,

Sincerely,
Mary Moran and Dennis Sikva



KaL&igh Welch

From: glen [glen.lathrop@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2015 10:568 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Bishop Land Bill

Dear Council Members,

Thank you for reviewing the proposals for the Bishop Lands Bill. We can preserve land in Grand County and
have development.

I would like to see the Ten Mile wash area preserved. Ten Mile Wash is a rare perennial stream. Perennial
streams make up about 2% of public lands in Utah, and yet provide habitat for ~85% of all wildlife species.

I would like to see all of the canyons in this area preserved. Hell Roaring, Mineral, Hey loe. Thousand of river
runners use this area every year. We need to protect this.

And please don't just protect the river corridor. Having drill rigs on the rim is going to ruin any kind of
wilderness experience. With horizontal drilling a mile or set back from the rim would not limit oil and gas
development.

Also we need to protect the behind the rocks area. This area in ather state would be & national park. We
must protect it.

Not only to do the citizens of Grand County appreciate your time and efforts but so do the citizens of the
whole county. This is public land belongs to everyone.

Glen Lathrop



KaLeigh Welch

Frony: Thea Nordiing [theakn@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:32 PM

To: council@grandoountyutah.net

Subject: Anather letter regarding Bishop plan
Attachments: County Council Bishop Proposal letter 3.doc

Piease see attachment



Re: Public lands west of Hwy, 19].
Dear Council Members:

It is appalling to see so much of the public land west of Highway 191 already scarred by
oil, gas, and potash exploration and development. The Big Flat working group's
recommendations for this area are heavily biased in favor of mineral extraction and
motorized recreation. Please revisit and rewrite these recommendations to offer
protection through National Conservation Area or Wilderness designation to the areas
that are still unscathed.

Labyrinth Canyon, on the Green River is one of few stretches of river offering a peaceful
flat water expenence accessible to boaters of all levels of skill. The peaceful ambience of
this canyon must be protected.

Ten Mile Wash, White Wash and Spring Canyon are riparian areas important as wildlife
habitat, and also have numerous archeological sites that should be protected. Close ORV
routes in these canyons and wash bottoms, and also include Hell Roaring Canyon,
Mineral Canyon, and Hey Joe along the river.

Ten Mile Wash, Spring Canyon, Hell Roaring Canyon, Mineral Canyon, Goldbar and
Behind the Rocks WSA are all worthy of wilderness protection.

The area encompassing theTombstone, Rainbow Rocks and Secret Spire is highly scenic.
geologically interesting, and enjoyed by hikers, equestrians and motorized recreationists.
I have personally encountered bighorn sheep in this arca. Please recommend some
protective designation to prevent industrial development there.

Thank vou once again for considering my comments.
Sincerely,
Thea Nordling

1996 Highland Drive
Moab UT84532



Kai_eigh Welch

Erom: Ginny Carlson [ginny@wyn.org]
Sent: Friday, March 05, 2015 2.37 PM
To: coeuncil@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Workshop #3 - west of 191

Dear County Couneil members,

Please add my name to those who favor Alternative 3, with as much additional wilderness and other protection to the public lands as
possible,

In addition, T would Tike to see 10-mile canyon closed to motorized vehicles. 10-Mile contains archeological ireasures and it is also a
prime riparian aresa. Pleasc make sure that Behind the Rocks remains protected as wildermess.

Sincerely, Ulnny Carlson
3136 Far Country Dr, Moab UT 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: Gene Ciarus [glciarus@gmail com)

Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 3:37 PM

To: Kal.eigh Welch

Subiject: Bishop Land Bill

Atiachments: Cost of Wilderness. pdf, District Court Kimball Declision - Richfield RMP . pdf

As some of you council members have stated they would study the issue before making decision | would like to propose
that the Council review the 10™ District Court, Judge Kimbali ruling and the University of Utah Study about the Cost of
Wilderness and compare what has been said by the envirenmental groups. Namely SUWA Sahara, Grand Canyon Trust
and the rest that is promoting Wilderness and Roadless area, Utah State University also did as study with the same
results. Both attachment have been supply to the Councll in the past but I'm sure they we not read and | know the two
lady council person did not have a chance to review. | believe all the council member should alse study the history of
Grand County before the fock up the county from multiply use.

Kaleigh can you see that the council member get this. Thank you



THE ECONOMIC COSTS OF WILDERNESS

Brian C. Steed, Ryan M. Yonk, and Randy Simmons
Jon M. Huntsman School of Business, Utah State University

Summary

Wilderness is one of the most contentious issues in American

. public fands management. Local officials often bemoan Wilderness
designations as creating economic hardships by limiling extractive
industries, outdoor recreation, and the siting of transportation
corridors, water and power lines, and telecommunication
facilities. In direct contrast, many environmentalists allega that
Wilderness creates econamic benefits for lacal communities
through increasing property values and from benefitting the tourism
industry. This study explores the economic claims by examining
empirical evidence of identifiable differences in the economic
conditions of Wiiderness and NonWilderness Counties.

Some Wilderness can have positive economic impacis but our
findings indicate that this is not the general rule. We find that when
cantrofiing for ather types of federally held fand and additional
factors impacting economic conditions, federally designated
Wilderness negatively impacts local economic conditions.
Specifically, we find a significant negative relationship between

the presence of Wilderness and county total payroll, county tax
receipts, and county average household incame. By working
together with local communities to address their concerns,
envirgnmentalists can help develop balanced policy that genuinely
acknowledges the focal economic costs associated with Wilderness,

fetroduction to Wilderness

Wilderness, so designated pursuant to the Wilderness Act of 1964, is the most restrictive of all federal
tand-use designations. The Wildemess Act protecis areas “untrammeled by man” that have not been developed
for other human uses. To preserve wild characteristics, the Wilderness designation prohibits roads, road
construction, mechanized travel, and the use of mechanized equipment. Wildemess also impacts extractive
industries such as mining, logging, and grazing.! The stringant requirements of the Wilderness Act also
disafiow the construction of telecommunication towers, facilities for power generation, transmission fines,

and energy pipelines.
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Due to these restrictions, local officials frequently complain that Wilderness harms local economies by hmiting
the appartunities for ecanomic development. The State of Utah, for instance, recently passed House Joint
Resolution 10 which requested that the U.S. Congress not designate any additional Wilderness in Utah. Through
a vote by a supermajority of members, the state legisiature asserted that Wilderness’ limitation of multiple uses
causes substantial economic hardship for the state.

Environmentalisis counter that the presence of Wilderness actually attracts residents and businesses to nearby
communities. Wilderness is claimed 1o increase property values and create a higher qualily of fife in those
communities, Environmentalists also claim that Wilderness contributes to a heaithy tourism industry.

The Wilderness Society notes “[dlesignated wilderness areas on public lands generate a range of economic
benefits for individuals, communities, and the nation—armong them, the attraction and retention of residents

and businesses.” The Sonoran Institute similarly finds, “protected natural places are vital economic assets

for those local economies in the West that are prospering the most.™ The Sonoran Institute further notes,
“Wilderness, National Parks, Nationai Mormuments, and other protected public lands, set aside for their wild

tand characteristics, can and do play an important role in stimulating economic growth—and the more protected,
the better,™

Despite these differing views, Congress has continued creating Wilderness Areas, There are 759 Wilderness
Areas currently in the United States, totaling 109,663,892 Acres (Gorte 2010), Wilderness is managed by four
federal agencies: the National Forest Service, the National Park Senvice, the Fish and Wildlife Sarvice, and the
Bureau of Land Management. Wilderness Areas dramatically vary in size from the Pelican Island Wilderness in
Flarida, which occupies a mere six acres, to the 9,078,575-acre Wrangle Island Wilderness in Alaska. Due to the
stringent requirements laying out Wilderness characteristics, the majority of Wilderness Areas are found within
largely rural and lightly populated counties within Alaska, California, Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada,
Oregon, Utah, and Washington. Only six states contain no Wilderness: Connecticut, Delaware, lowa, Kansas,
Maryland, and Rhode Island.

Understanding the Econemic Impact of Wilderness

To provide better evidence of economic impacts, we use longitudinal statistical analysis over every county in

the United States dating back to 1995. The panels each contain measurements of economic conditions taken
every five years.” We selected three uniformly appiicable variables as proxies for county economic conditions:
average household income, total payroll, and total tax receipts, Average household income and total tax receipts
are gathered by the U.5. Census Bureau. Total payroll figures are gathered by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Average Rousehold income is calculated by dividing the sum of all income of the residents over the age of

18 in each household by numiber of households. Average household income has the advantage of specihcally
addressing how individual households are on average affected by Wilderness designation in these counties. it
has the disadvantage of being selfseporied to the U.S. Census Bureau and, accordingly, may not be as valid as
more direct measures.

Total pavrafl is a broader metric that captures those under the age of 18 and commuters who may live outside

- but work within a county. Further, tis a measure of the economic situation of individuals rather than households.
Totat payroll is not a perfect proxy because it does not capture the capital investment, county residents who
work outside the county, or most importantly, refirees who da not receve payroll. Nevertheless, the data are
readily available and considerad a reliable metric for local economic conditions.
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County tax receipts present two advantages over the others measures.® First, the data are largely complete;
local governments are required by state and federal statute to report tax receipts correctly. These requirements
provide some confidence in the data that selfreporting does not provide, Secand, tax receipis reprasent all
taxable transactions in the county. This provides a useful metric of economic activity. Tax receipts, however, are
not a perfect proxy as there are significant instifutional differences across states, regions, and often counties
themselves about how, when, and why taxes may be coliected.

Atthough none of our dependent variables is a perfect proxy for economic conditions, taken together, they
paint a relatively complete picture of the economic situation. We expect that the presence of Wilderness would
have similar effects on each variable.? To ensure that it is the effect of Wilderness and not simply federal land
ownership that harms economic conditions we include control variables for each of the federal agencies that
manage public fand. We also include variables that contral for the significant differences among counties. These
variables nclude population, land area, and number of households, birth rate and school enrollment, and infart
death rate. Further, we include variables indicated by the economic development literature as likely important in
determining outcomes: high school graduates, median househald income, poverty rate, crime rate, government
employment, unempioyment rate, social securily recipients,

Findings

Controliing for other factors influencing county economic conditions, the Wilderness designation is significantly
associated with lower per capita income, lower total payroll, and lower 1otal tax receipts in counties. The
estimated impact of Wilderness on county economies is detailed in Table 1 below. Full resuits of the regression
analysis from the three models are contained in Appendix 1.

Table 1: The Economic Impact of Wilderness

fisl (2 1) S0 L8 RGN SEiLe by ol

Average Houszhold Incoms $-1446.06 |
Testat Payrof $.37.500.00
County Tax Receipls 582,910,060

These resulls indicate that Wildernass impacts both houssholds and counties. Average household i income:
within Wilderness Counties is estimated to be 51,446.06 less than Non-Wilderness Counties, Total pay
Wiid&?ﬁé&% Cf::ﬂntles is ;&Es{} egi imated to be $37,500 §ess thani in iﬂ{;n-Wﬂderness Countaes., :
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Analysis and Conclusions

The argument often stated by the environmental community that Wildemmess is good for local economies is
simply not supported by the data, When comparing Wilderness and NonWilderness Counlies, Wilderness
Counties are at an econormic disadvaniage 1o thelr NonWilderness counterparis. Accordingly, if the Test for
whether or not {o designate Wilderness is economic, Wildernass fails. But economics did not underfie the
Wilderness Act or any of the Wilderness Areas established since the Act was passad. Wildernass is established
for emetional, ecological, end cuftural purposes. Our results show that those purposes are accomplished at a
cost to iocal economies,

A variety of factors could lead to the negative relationship between Wildarness and economic conditions.
Arguably, areas “untrammeled by man™ have less existing economic activity and reducing the potential for fulure
economic development by designating those areas as Wilderness will not, on net, be economically positive. it

is also possible that different types of Wilderness may have different implications for economic condifions, As
noted, four federal agencies currently manage Wilderness Areas, and different agencies may have different
economic impacts on counties. Wilderness within National Parks, for instance, may more effectively attract
tourists than Wilderness on Bureau of Land Management or National Forest Service lands.

Finally, it is probable that the location of Wilderness has an impact on the direction and magnitude of its
economic impact. Phillips {2004}, for instance, found that Wilderness designation in the Green Mountains of
Yermont hiad & positive impact on private land values in that area of Yermont, We should assume that some
Wilderness can, in fact, have posltive economic impacts, even though our findings indicate that this is not the
ganeral rule,

While there may be other legitimate, non-economic reasons for the designation of Wilderness, the tradeoff will
kely impose an economic burden on local families and businesses. The benefits and costs from Wilderness
are unevenly distributed between local and nondocal communities, with local communities incurring a larger
burden of the costs, This provides a good reason why local officials often rally against and adamantly oppose
Wildarnass.,

When environmentalists and national agencies consider the creation of Wilderness designations in the future,
they should pay atfention fo the interests of local communities. This paper illustrates the adverse econormic
costs of Wilderness on local economies. By working together with local communities to address their concerns,
environrmentalists can help develop balanced policy that genuinely acknowledges the local economic costs
assoviated with Wilderness,
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Arpendix 1 Regression Results Table

e
i B0 ': () e
GHIE §1¢c Shataetin iy Oidy HAvro
Observations 7185 7185 7164
Wald Chi-Seuare 1.28e+06"*" 2120598 4823288
Wilderness -1446.06" 7 -37.50™ 92,91
Percent BL.M Land -3.087 58 -1.66
Percent Bureay of Reclamation Land 4097 2.66 3.84
Percend Depariment of Defense Land -148.45 387 -71.38%*
Percent Forest Service Land 10,78 10 06
Percent Fish and Widiife Land 29.25 1.23 -3.50
Percent National Park Land 4.24 2.55* -7.60*%
Percent Other Federal Land 89 247 5.9¢
Pereent Tribal Land 16.29 .26 -2.78
Percent Tennessee Valley Authorly Land 55.40 -1.50 6.63
Population AQrrr 0027 No) e
Land Area 157 -002 -3
Percent Male 040 o077 06T
Percent White 389 DAL Lo -82
Birth Rate 406,410 7840 7.3
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NOTES

Although mining claims were alfowed for the first 20 years after the Wilderness Act passed, mining and
mineral exploration are now prohibited within Wilderness. Although logging is not expressly proscribed by
statutory language of the Act, the restrictions on mechanized fravel, mechanized equipment, and road
construction generally praclude large-scale logging activity {Cogaing 1993). Grazing is expressly allowed
in Wildernass Areas, but administrators may make “reasonable regulations” including the reduction of
grazing to improve range conditions (see generally H.R. 96-617). In addition to the prohibitory language
found in the Wilderness Act, courts have aggressively blocked a variety of activities in Wilderness and
areas adjacent to Wilderness, Uses of land surrounding Wilderness often receive more stringent review.
The 10th Circuit Court of Appeals, for instance, in 1972 upheld an injunction of logging in an area that
approached a Wilderness Area (Parker v. United States 448 F.2d 793 cert. denied 405 U.S. G89).
Wilderness Areas also often raise review standards under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA}.
Under NEPA, land uses near Wilderness Areas may be found io have a more “significant” impact than
actions near lands not under federal protection. This may increase the costs associated with county or
state activities occurring near Wilderness areas and may change the cost ¢alculus in making governance
decisions.

The Wilderness Society, “The Economic Benefits of Wilderness: Focus on Property Valie Enhancement,”
Wilderness Society Science and Policy Brief, no. 2, March 2004, p. 1.

R. Rasker, B. Alexander, J. van den Noort, and R. Catter, Prosperity in the 21 st Century West: The Role of
Protected Lands, The Sonoran Instifute, 2004, . i,

Ibid,, p. 1. It is interesting to note that these types of studies almost never account for the opportunity
costs of Wilderness Designations. They evatuate the potential benefits of Wilderness without accounting
for the lost uses of the jand including the value of timber, minerals, and recreation use that are lost
because of the Wildemess designation.

By including evidence over time, we hope to minimize any temporal effects such as changes in the short
run versus changes in the long run. Using all counties expands the scope of investigation and enables an
examination of whether there are economic differences between Wilderness and NonWilderness Counties,
while avoiding regional econormic phenomena that may be present in individual gecgraphic locations, The
Western United States, for instance, has been undergoing a demographic transformation with significant
population and land-use transformations throughout the past two decades. By examining all of the United
States, we hope to avoid those Western-specific phenomena.

It could be argued that counties with large amounts of federally held land will have lower tax receipts and
appear negatively impacted in terms of tax receipis. Although left alone, this may downwardly bias the
resufts. We have mitigated these outcornes hy including other variables within the model such as county
size, county population, and percentage of county held by different governmental agencies. By including
these varigbles, the impact of variable county size and variable ownership should be mitigated within the
regression coefficients of these variables and sheuld not downwardiy bias the wilderness coefficient.

We use a dummy variable to indicate the presence or absence of Wilderness in each county across time,
The Dumimy is coded 1 for the presence of Wilderness within a county and 0 when a county contains no
Wilderness.

June 2011
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH

CENTRAL DIVISION

SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS
ALLIANCE, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
v.
MARCILYNN BURKE, et al,,
Defendanis,
ENDURING RESOURCES, et al.,

Intervenors-Diefendants,

SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS
ALLIANCE, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
V.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR, et al.,

Defendants,
KANE COUNTY, UTAH, et al.,

Intervenors-Defendanis,

MEMORANDUM DECISION
AND ORDER

Consolidated Case No. 2:12CV257DAK

Judge Dale A, Kimball

This matter is before the court on Plaintiffs Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, Natural

Resources Defense Council, Wilderness Society, National Parks Conservation Association,
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Grand Canyon Trust, Sierra Club, National Trust for Historic Preservation, Center for Native
Ecosystems, Utah Rivers Council, and Great Old Broads for Wilderness's challenge to the
Bureau of Land Management’s (“"BLM”) Richfield Resource Management Plan ("RMP”) and
Travel Plan. On July 2, 2013, the court held a hearing on the matter. At the hearing, Plaintiffs
were represented by Stephen H.M. Bloch, David T. Garbett, Robin Cooley, and Heidi J.
Meintosh, the BLM Defendants were represented by Michael Thorpe, Intervenors-Defendants
Trails Preservation Alliance, Colorado Off Highway Vehicle Coalition, and Blue Ribbon
Coalition were represented Paul A. Turcke, Intervenor-Defendant XTO Energy was represented
by William E. Sparks, Intervenor-Defendant Enduring Resources I was represented by Kathleen
Corr Schroder, Intervenors-Defendants State of Utah, Carbon County, Uintah County, Duchesne
County, Daggett County, Emery County, and Grand County were represented by Kathy Davis,
Intervenor-Defendant San Juan County was represented by Shawn T, Welch, and Intervenor-
Defendant SITLA was represented by Thomas Mitchell. The court took the matter under
advisement, Having fully considered the briefs submitted by the parties, the administrative
record, and the relevant facts and law, the court issues the foillowing Memorandum Decision and
Order.
BACKGROUND

Before the court is an appeal of the BL.M’s 2008 Richfield RMP and Travel Plan. The
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (“FLPMA™) directs the BLM to prepare land use plans
0 govern the management of public lands. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(a). FLPMA reguires the BLM
to manage public lands “under principles of multiple use and sustained yield” and “in a manner

-

that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and
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atmospheric, water resource, and archacological values.” 14 § 1732(a), § 1701 {(a)8). FLPMA
also requires the BLM to “develop, maintain, and, when appropriate, revise land use plans” to
govern its management of the public lands. 43 ULS.C, § 1712(a). Accordingly, the BLM is
charged with implementing planning decisions that balance various interests and uses.

“‘Multiple use management’ ig a deceptively simple term that describes the enormously
complicated task of striking a balance among the many competing uses to which land can be
put.” Norton v. Seuthern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 542 U.8. 55, 58 (2004). “Sustained vield”
refers to the BLM's duty “to control depleting uses over time, so as to ensure & high level of
valuable uses in the future.” 4.

The 2008 Richfield RMP govems the management of 2.1 million acres of BLM land in
south-central Utah, most of which is located between Capitol Reef National Park, Canyonlands
National Park, and the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. The area includes the Henry
Mountains and the Dirty Devil region. The BLM has recognized that more than half of the 2.1
million acres i the planning area are “wildermness-quality” lands, meaning that they are natural
areas with “outstanding opportunitics for solitude or primitive and uncenfined recreation.” The
area also contains thousands of archagological sites.

The BLM conducted public scoping for the Richfield RMP in 2002 and released its draft
RMP ("DRMP”) and environmental impact statement (“EIS”) in October 2007, The proposed
RMP and final EIS followed in August 2008, After resolving all protests, the BLM issued its
Record of Decision (“ROD™) and Approved RMP on October 31, 2008. The ROD approves
final BLM decisions regarding off-highway vehicles ("OHVs”), areas of critical environmental

concern {(“ACECs”), and wild and scenic rivers.
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In each land use plan it prepares, the BLM must consider OHV use as one of the
multiple uses and designate all public lands covered by the plan as either open, limited, or closed
to OHV use. 43 C.F.R. Subpart 8340, 8342. Accordingly, the ROD in this case designates lands
within the planning area as open, closed, or limited. Within the 9,980 acres designated as open,
(OHVs can drive anywhere, No OHY can travel in the 209,900 acres designated as closed. And,
within the 1.9 million acres designated as limited, OHVs may only drive on designated routes.
Within the 1.9 million limited use acres, the ROD approves the BLM’s final decision to
designate 4,277 miles of dirt roads and trails crossing the area. The BLM also authorized
vehicles to be driven and parked anywhere up to fifty feet on either side of the designated routes
and up to 150 feet on either side of routes leading to existing campsites. The route designations
are known as the “Travel Plan.”

Prior to finalization of the Travel Plan, the majority of the Richfield planning area was
open to cross-country travel and generaily lacked designated routes. Leading up to the planning
process, OHV use significanily increased within the planning area. The result was a network of
user-created routes. The Travel Plan formalized these user-created routes by officially
designating them for OHV use,

The ROD also approves final designation of two ACECs totaling 2,530 acres. Prior to
adoption of the Richfield RMP, the planning area included four ACECs, totaling 14,780 acres.
BIL.M designated these ACECs to protect important values, such as unique badland topography
and relict vegetation. During the planning process, the BLM studied an additional sixteen areas
totaling 886,810 acres that had important resource values. However, of the more than 960,000

-

acres of potential and existing ACECs, the BLM ultimately designated only 2 ACECs, consisting
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of 2,530 acres.

The ROD also includes recommendations for Congress to designate one river segment,
the Fremont Gorge on the Fremont River, for consideration as a “wild and scenic river” under the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. There arc numerous desert streams that wind their way through the
canyens of the Richfield planning area, including the Dirty Devil and its tributaries. The BLM
sought instruction from the BLM national office with respect to the designation of intermittent
and ephemeral streams. After receiving an instruction memorandum from the national office, the
BLM excluded most of the desert streams that were under consideration based on its definition of
ephemeral. Therefore, the desert streams were considered ineligible as wild and scenic rivers
based on their ephemeral flows.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Under Section 704 of the APA, this court has jurisdiction to review “final agency action.”
SUS.C. § 704, The final agency action at issue in this case is the BLM’s ROD approving the
Richfield RMF and Travel Plan. Under Seciion 706 of the APA, this couri must determine
whether the BLMs decision was “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not
in accordance with law.” 5 U.5.C. § 706(2MA); see also Utah Environmental Congress v.
Zeivoth, 190 F. Supp. 2d 1265, 1267-68 (D). Utah 2002). In applying the arbitrary and capricious
standard, this court must determine whether the “decision was based on a consideration of the
relevant factors and whether there has been a clear error of judgment.” Citizens o Preserve
Overton Park v. Volpe, 401 1.8, 402, 416 (1971}, An “agency’s decision 1s entifled to a
presumption of regularity.” Olenhouse v. Commodity Credit Corp., 42 T.3d 1560, 1574 (10" Cir.

-

1994). .
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DISCUSSION

Plaintiffs allege that the BLM violated several laws when it finalized the Richfield RMP
and fravel Plan. Specifically, Plaintiffs contend: (1) the BLM violated its own OHV
minimization criteria by authorizing OHV routes without minimizing the impacts on soils,
vegetation, wildlife, air, water, and cultural resources, 43 C.F.R. § 8342.1(a)-{¢); (2) the BLM
violated the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA™) by failing to take a “hard look” at the
environmental impacts of OHVs, 42 U.8.C. § 4332(2)<); (3) the BLM violated the National
Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA™) by failing to take into account the impact of OHV routes on
archeological sites, 16 U.8.C. § 470f; (4) the BLM violated Secretarial Order 3226 and NEPA by
failing to consider OHV damage in the context of climate change; (5) the BLM violated FLFMA
by failing to ensure compliance with federal and state air quality standards, 43 U.S.C. §
1712(c)(8Y; (6) the BLM violated FLPMA by failing to prioritize designation of ACECs, id. §
1712{c)}3); and (7) the BLM violated the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by eliminating streams
from consideration based on ifs new definition of ephemeral flows, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1273(b),
1286(h).
1. Minimization Criteria

Plaintiffs argue that the BLM failed to apply the required minimization criteria in its
preparation of the Travel Plan. BLM regulations require the BLM to minimize the impacts of
designated routes on resources such as soils, watersheds, vegetation, air, wildlife, and cultural
resources. 43 C.F.R. § 8342.1(a)-{¢). However, Plaintiffs contend that the BLM’s decision
documents identify only general impacis that may occur and include no discussion or analysis of

the specific impacts the designated routes will have 1o any of the resources 1dentified in the
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regulations.
In 1978, the BLM promulgated 43 C.F.R. § 8342.1, which governs the opening of OHV
routes within public lands. The regulation provides:

The authorized officer shall designate all public lands as cither
epen, limited, or closed to off-road vehicles. All designations shall
be based on the protection of the resources of the public lands, the
promotion of the safety of all the users of the pubiic lands, and the
minimization of conflicts among various uses of the public lands;
and in accordance with the following criteria:

{a) Arcas and trails shall be located to minimize damage to soil,
watershed, vegetation, air, or other resources of the public lands,
and to prevent impairment of wilderness suitability.
{b) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize harassment of
wildlife or significant disruption of wildlife habitats. Special
attention will be given to protect endangered or threatened species
and their habitats.
{c) Areas and traifs shall be located to minimize conflicts between
off-road vehicle use and other existing or proposed recreational
uses of the same or neighboring public lands, and to ensure the
compatibility of such uses with existing conditions in populated
areas, taking into account noise and other factors.

43 C.F.R. § 8342.1(a)-{c). These criterta are referred to as the “minimization criteria.”

Several courts have recognized that the BLM must apply the minimization criteria when
designating routes and provide a discussion of the basis for the cenclusion that the route
designations at issue minimize impacts in accordance with the regulation. See, eg., Wildlands
CPR, Inc. v. United States Forest Serv,, (1. Mont. 2012); Idaho Conservation League v,
Guzman, 766 F. Supp. 2d 1056, 1068 (. Idaho 2011 Ctr. for Biviogical Diversity v. Bureau of
Land Mgmz., 746 F. Supp. 2d 1055, 1080 {N.D, Cal. 2009}.

In designating 4,277 miles of routes n this case, the BLM did not discuss the
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minimization criteria in the ROD, RMP, or any other travel planning documents.
Acknowledging the minimization standards is not the same as applying them. In fact, with
respect to impacts to soil, watershed, vegetation, air, and cultural resources, the ROD states that
the BLM decided to “[d]esignate routes for motorized use unless significant, undue damage to or
disturbance of the soil, wildlife habitat, improvemenis, cultural or vegetative resources, or other
authorized uses of the public land 15 imminent.” ROD at 123, Allowing routes unless
“significant, undue damage” was “imminent” is not the standard required by the minimization
criterta. Therefore, there is no evidence in the ROD that the minimization criteria was applied or
applied correctly.

Appendix 9 to the RMP, entitled “Travel Management/Route Designation Process,”
contains the BLM’s specific designations of routes for OHV use. The document states that the
BIM and county employees who worked on the route designations would “[diesignate existing
routes for motorized use unless closed or restricted . . . as appropriate to address specific resource
concerns.” PRMP at A9-1. The specific minimization criteriz 13 not listed. And, although
Appendix 9 states that various factors were considered, it provides no infermation about how
those factors were used to designate routes or minimize impacts to those resources. As the
BEM’s sole discussion of how it designated motorized routes, the Appendix fails to provide any
kind of analysis or explanation with respect to the requirement to minimize impacts.

The analysis of the minimization criteria must take place at the route specific level, not in
some general sense. Wildlands CPR, 2012 WL 1072351, at *14. In this case, the cryptic
spreadsheet for each route segment provides inadequate information standing alone and is not

discussed or elaborated upon anywhere in the decision documents. There is no way te know how
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the BLM used or considered the information it listed on the spreadsheet. Contrary to the BLM’s
assertion, this is not a case where there appears to be a mere disagreement about which routes
were chosen. Rather, the case represents a failure to provide enough information or analysis for
someone other than the BLM to know why or how the routes were chosen,

The BLM argues that it complied with the minimization cntena because it closed 345
miles of routes and seasonally closed or imposed width restrictions on 538 miles of routes.
However, the discussion of closing these routes does not explain why they were closed or that the
closures were to mimimize impacts. There is no apphcation of the minimization criteria in
connection with the route closures. In addition, the mere fact that there were some route closures
does not demonstrate that the mmimization créie;ia was applied. “*Minimize’ as uscd in the
regulation doeg not refer to the number of routes, nor their overall mileage, It refers to the effects
of route designations, 1.e. the BLM 18 required to place routes specifically to minimize ‘damage’
to public resources, ‘harassment’ and ‘disruption” of wildlife and its habitat, and minimize
‘conflicts” of uses. Thus, simply because the BLM closed . . . routes evaluated does not, on its
own, compel the conclusion that the minimization criteria were applied.” Cw for Biological
Diversity, 746 F, Supp. 2d at 1080-81.

The court has reviewed other cases addressing the same issue as is present in this case.
Other courts have found efforts by ageneies that provided more information and more analysis of
the minimization criteria than was done in this case o be insufficient. See e g, Ctr for
Biological Diversity, 746 F. Supp. 2d at 1078-79; ldahe Conservation League, 766 F. Supp. 2d
at 1071-72. The cases are directly on point and are persuasive to this court. In this case, because

there is no indication that the BLM actually considered or applied the minimization criteria to the
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designation of OHV routes, the BLM has failed to meet its regulatory requirements to implement
the minfmization criteria by examining “the relevant data and articulating a satisfactory
explanation for its action.” See Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n, 463 U.S. at 43. The BLM is required
to demonstrate proper application of the minimization criteria. Accordingly, the court reverses
the BLM’s route designations and finds them contrary to the applicable law.

2. NEPA

Next, Plaintiffs argue that the BLM violated NEPA by failing to take a “hard look™ at the
full impaets of designating 4,277 miles of motorized routes, NEPA requires the BLM to take a
“hard look™ at the environmental consequences of its proposed actions. Rebertson v. Methow
Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989). NEPA, however, does not mandate particular
resulis, nor does it impose substantive environmental obligations. Id. at 350-51. “Although
labeled an ‘environmental” statute, NEPA is in essence a procedural statute; it does "not require
agencics to elevate environmental concerns over other appropriate considerations.”” Park Cnty.
Res. Council, Inc. v. US. Dep’t of Agri., 817 F.2d 609, 620 (10" Cir. 1987), overruled on other
grounds, 956 F.2d 970 (10" Cir. 1992).

Plaintiffs assert that although the BLM generally discusses the sort of theoretical impacts
that ¢can result from OHV use at any place and at any time, the BLM has not specifically applied
this information to the resources of the Richfield planning area, In Center for Biological
Diversity, the court held that “what is lacking from the fenvironmental analysis] is a discussion
of how soils wounld be impacted by the proposed . . . route network. A general discussion of
how soils are affected by OHV use . . . does not provide the public with information about how

1o assess the particular itﬁpz;ct of the proposed project.” 746 F. Supp. 2d at 1094. In this case,

10
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the PRMP states rather generally that “the more arca open to OHV use, the greater the potential
for adverse impacts to soil resources from trampling of vegetation and biological sotl crusts,
which leads to compaction and accelerated eroston.” The EIS also states that limiting OHVs to
existing routes “confines the impacts to areas already disturbed or hardened for vehicle use.”
Therefore, the EIS concludes that due to the reduction of some routes, soil impacts under the
selected alternative will be reduced from the no action alternative.

The BLM responds, however, that, unlike the minimization criteria, NEPA dees not
require an individualized route-by-route analysis. Biodiversity Conservation Alliance v. BLM,
404 F. Supp. 24 212, 218 {D.D.C. 2005). Plaintiffs do not contend that NEPA requires a route-
by-route analysis, But they do contend that the environmental analysis “should contain some
discussion of the particular impacts on soils of the proposed Plan, both with regard to the
designated OHYV route network, and hivestock grazing.” Cwr. for Biological Diversity, TA6 F,
Supp. 2d at 1094,

“‘NEPA requires federal agencies to examine the environmental effects of a proposed
project and, for those actions that will significantly affect the environment, to inform the public
m an EIS of the relevant factors that were considered in the decision-making process.” /4.
{quoting Natural Res. Def. Council v. U.S. Forest Serv., 421 F3d 797, 811 (9" Cir. 2005)). In
this case, the EIS generally discusses the potential impacts of OHV use on the environmental
resources in the Richfield area. While the BLM’s discussion of impacis ‘ta aoils, streams, and
cultural resources as a result of OHV use is fairly cursory and fails 10 explain why such impacts
are acceptable, NEPA only reguires the BLM to consider the impacts. The discussion

sufficiently discusses impacts. NEPA does not mandate 2 specific outcome and the court finds

11
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no apparent procedural errors. In many respects, the BLMs alleged shortcomings under NEPA
echo those Plaintiffs raised under the minimization criteria. The court agrees that the while the
BLM identifies significant nmpacts to resources, its only response is that fewer routes are allowed
under the new system than the old. The BLM fails to address how those significant impacts to
resources will be mitigated in any way other than the fact that some routes are being Hrmited.

This shorteoming, however, is better remedied through a proper application of the minimization
criteria than it is under the procedural dictates of NEPA. Under NEPA, the BLM addressed the
altemnatives, discussed the impacts of cach altemative, and chose the altemative it deemed most
appropriate.

Plaintiffs take specific issue with whether the proper procedure was followed with respect
to the 50/150 foot allowances for parking and campsite access. Plaintiffs question whether any
analysis was done in connection with these allowances. However, the BLM s evaluation process
states that it analyzed the “environmental sensitivity of the areas surrounding the route.”
Therefore, the court concludes that the BLM's process was sufficient ander NEPA.

3. NHPA

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act ("NHPA™), federal agencies
are prohibited from approving any federal “undertaking” unless the agency takes into account the
effects of the undertaking on historic properties that are included in or eligible for inclusion in
the National Register of Historic Places. 16 U.S.C. §§ 4708 470w(7). There s no dispute that
the BLM s approval of the Richfield Travel Plan is an undertaking. As such, the NHPA's
implementing regulations require the BLM to “[rJeview existing information on historic

properties within [that] area,” and “rake the steps necessary to ideniify historic properties within

1z
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the area of potential effects.” 36 C.FR. § 8004(a)1)-(2), § 800.4(b). The regulations further
require the BLM, in coordination with the State Historic Preservation Qffice ("SHPQ”) and
Native American tribes, to determine whether the travel plan would have an “adverse effect” on
cultural resources. 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(a).

Plaintiffs argue that the BLM violated the NHPA regulations by failing to make a
“reasonable and good faith effort™ to identify cultural resources and, consequently, making an
unsupported “no adverse impacts™ determination under Section 106, Plaintiffs assert that despite
the wealth of archeological resources within the Richfield planning arca, less than five percent of
this area has been inventoried.

Like NEPA, Section 106 is a “stop, look, and listen provision” that requires federal
agencies to consider the effects of their actions and programs on historic properties and sacred
sites before implementation. Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U8, Forest Serv., 177 F.3d 800, 805
{9% Cir. 1999), Also like NEPA, the NHPA hmposes procedural not substantive requirements.

NHPA regulations require the BLM to make a “reasonable and good faith effort to carry
out appropriate identification efforts, which may include background research, consultation, oral
history interviews, sample field investigation, and field survey” regarding cultural resources. 36
CF.R. § 800.4(b)1). The BLM Manual sets out three types of surveys that may be used to
identify historic and cultural resources. BLM Manual § 8110, A Class [ survey relies on existing
information and is “a professionally prepared study that includes a compilation and analysis of all
reasonably available cultural resource data and literature, and a management-focused,
interpretative, narrative overview, and synthesis of the data.” Id § 8110.2.21.A.1. A Class II

survey mvolves on-the-ground surveying and 1s a “probabilistic field survey” or “statistically

13
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based sample survey” that “aids in charactenizing the probable density, diversity, and distribution
of cultural properties in an area.” Id § 8110.2.21.B.1. A Class I1l survey is an on-the-ground
intensive survey of the entire subject area “intended to locate and record all historic properties”
and “provides managers and cultural resource specialists with a complete record of cultural
properties,” The Class Il survey is the most frequently employed method of inventory, fd. §
8110.2.21.

In this case, the BLM inventoried four areas that the Richfield RMP designated open to
cross-country OHYV travel. The BLM relied on existing inventories for the remaining areas. The
BLM relied on an agency mstruction memorandum to conclude that a Class 1 “existing
information inventory” was sufficient. However, Plaintiffs argue that the BLM’s decision not to
conduct additional inventories in the remaining areas wag inconsistent with the BLM’s obligation
under Secction 106 to conduct a good faith inventory of the cultural resources at risk from OHV
trail designations. And, without that good faith mventory, there is no valid basis for concluding
that the plan had no adverse impacts to cultural resources.

The BLM instruction memorandum “suggests that a Class I survey will suffice when a
transportation plan proposes to maintain the status quo, but that a Class Il inventory should be
used when a plan authorizes new roads or increased traffic on existing roads.” Montana
Wilderness Ass’n v. Connell, Appeal No. 1 1-35818, 2013 WL 3927754, Slip Op. 37 (9" Cir. July
31, 2013). The memorandum states that “‘[plroposed designations that will not change or will
reduce OHV use are unlikely to adversely affect historic properties and will require less intensive
identification efforts.”” /4. However, ““[wlhere there 1s a reasonable expectation that a proposed

designation will shift, concentrate, or expand travel into areas where historic properties are likely

14
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to be adversely affected, Class Il inventory and compliance with section 106 [of the NHPA],
focused on areas where adverse effects are likely to occur, is required prior to designation.’” /d.

Here, the BLM conducted an on-the-ground inventory of the area designated as open.
The open area allowed travel to remain essentially unchanged. But, the BLM relied on only a
Class I inventory for the area in which OHYV use was limited to designated routes. Given that
certain areas were closed and certain routes were limited, the BLM contends that the adverse
effects on these fewer remaming routes were unlikely.

The closure of several other routes, however, would concentrate travel on the remaining
routes and could likely impact cultural resources on the remaining routes. In response to the
Colorado Plateau Archeological Alliance’s protest over the PRMP, the BLM acknowledged that
“there is some potential to affect sites that may be located on designated routes. There are
undoubtedly roads that go through archaeological sites and sometimes there are site features
within the roads that are being damaged. Continuing use on those roads may be an adverse effect
on any sites located therein.”

The instruction manual suggests that an on-the-ground Class 11l survey should have been
conducted for the designated routes in the limited OHV use area because the designation of fewer
routes will shift, concentrate, or expand travel into areas where historic properties exist. The
Montana Wilderness court stmilarly held that the RMP in that case, which limited the areas open
to travel in comparison to the prior system, would necessarily “concentrate pre-RMP traffic on
the remaining designated roads” and, therefore, Class Ill inventories were required. fd. Slip Op.
at 42-43,

In Montana Wilderness, the court rejected the BLM'’s claim that a Class I inventory was

15
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sufficient for an RMP. In that case the court recognized that the Missouri Breaks RMP was not
simply a “general land use plan; it also authorizes specific uses including over 400 miles of roads
and ways.” Id. Slip Op. at 40-41. The same is true here. The Richfield RMP and Travel Plan is
not just a general land use plan, it specifically designates 4,277 miles of roads and trails for OHV
use. However, less than 5% of the planning area has been inventories by the BLM. On-the-
ground surveys of the designated routes in the limited use area are necessary under the BLM’s
instruction memorandum because of the shift and concentration of travel in the area. See id Slip
Op. at 41-43. In addition, the BLM’s promise to conduct more intensive surveys of the
designated routes in the future was an argument similarly raised and rejected by the Montana
Wilderness court because future inventories would not alleviate the “threat to historic sites . . .
posed by existing authorized uses.” /4 Slip Op. at 43,

The BLM contends that it has followed all proper procedures under Section 106 by
enfering inio a programmatic agreement with the Utah SHPO. In 1997, the BLM enfered into a
national programmafic agreement with the Advisory Council and, according to that agreement,
then entered into a State Protocol Agreement with the Utah SHPO for considering cultural
resources on BLM-administered lands in Utah. The BLM has also developed a manual and
internal guidance memorandum on the NHPA Section 106 process. The BLM contends that it
fulfilled its obligations under the NHPA by complying with these regulations, the National
Programmatic Agreement, and guidance memorandum. The BLM cites to the implementing
regulations, to assert that when an agency has entered a programmatic agreement with the
relevant SHPO, that programmatic agreement governs the NHPA Section 106 process and

compliance with the programmatic agreement “satisfies the agency’s section 106

16
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responsibilities.” 36 C.F.R. §3 800.14(b)(2)(ii), 800.3(a)2).

While the NHPA requires the BLM to consult with the Utah SHPO, its consultation with
SHPO merely satisties the procedural requirement of doing such a conseltation. A concurrence
from the SHPO does not satisfy the other procedural requirements of NHPA. There is nothing in
the NHPA or Section 106 that excuses the BLM s failure to comply with the other procedures
based on a concurrence from the SHPO.

As in Montana Wilderness, the court concludes that the BLM s fadlure to conduct a Class
111 survey of the designated routes within the limited OHV use area fails to meet the requirements
of NHPA. Because 1t only conducted a Class [ survey, the BLM has not demonstrated that it
conducted a reasonable and good faith inventory of the cultural resources present on the
designated routes in the limited OHV use area. Therefore, the BLM’s finding that there were
likely no adverse affects as a result of the road and trail designations in the limited OHV use area
was arbitrary and capricious. Accordingly, the court remands the matter to the BLM to conduct a
(lass Il survey of the designated routes in the limited OHY use area.
4. OHYV Impacts and Climate Change

Plaimiffs further argue that the BLM violated NEPA and Secretarial Order 3226 by
failing to consider OHV impacts in the context of climate change. In 2001, the Secretary of the
Interior issued Secretarial Order 3226, stating that “[t]here is a consensus in the intermational
community that global climate change is occurring and that it should be addressed in
governmental decision making.” Secretanal Order 3226 5 1 (Jan. 19, 2001}, Accordingly,
agencies withing the Departrment of the Interior were required 1o “consider and analyze potential

climate change impacts when undertaking long-range planning exercises . . . [and] when
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developing multi-year management plans.” 74 § 3. In addition, under NEPA, the BLM must
take a “hard look™ at the cumnulative impacts of OHV use and climate change. 42 US.C. §
4332(2)c); 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.7, 1508.25(c).

The parties dispute whether Secretarial Order 3226 is enforceable against an agency in
this context, The BLM claims that the order is not a substantive rule, whereas Plaintiffs argue
that the order has the same force and effect as other rules and regulations issued by the Secretary
of the Interior,

However, assuming that the order is enforceable, there 1s sufficient evidence in the record
demonstrating that the BLM complied with the directive to “consider and apply” climate change
impacts as a result of OHV use. The EIS in this case identifies the climate changing pollutants at
issue, the studies regarding the environmental impacts of those pollutants, and the activities in
the Richfield Planning Ares that may generate emissions of such climate changing pollutants,
The draft EIS and EIS established the existing baseline climate of the Richfield Planning Area.
The EIS also examined the potential long-term emissions impacts associated with OHV use and
determined them to be minimal. The EIS further found OHV impacts to soil, vegetation, and
water resources would be reduced compared te the no-action aliernative.

The EIS® cumulative impacts analysis explains that resource decisions in the RMP
combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions could produce cumulative
impacts in the planning area. With respect to climate change specifically, the EIS recognized
potential impacts to air quality are likely to be varted, that activities in the planning area may
generate emissions of chimate changing pollutants, and that impacts could occur from wind

erosion and fugitive dust. The EIS recognized that management activities in the planning area

1%



Case 2:12-cv-00257-DAK  Document 329 Fiied 11/04/13 Page 18 of 34

may help sequester carbon, such as managing vegetation to favor perennial grasses and increase
vegetative cover, which may help build organic carbon in soils and function as “carbon sinks.”
The court concludes that this discussion of OHV impacts and climate change pollutants is
sufficient for purposes of complying with the directive to consider and analyze the issue of OHV
impacts on climate change.

Plaintiffs further argue that the BLM violated NEPA'g mandate that agencies take a “hard
Iook™ at OV impacts in the context of climate change. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(c}. To satisfy the
“hard look” requirement, an EIS must describe the existing environment that will be affected by
the proposal to provide a baseline for comparison. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.15. The EIS must then
analyze and disclose any significant impacts of the proposed action and reasonable alternatives.
The agency must gvaluate those impacts through a “cumulative effects” analysis that addresses
“the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
undertakes such other actions.” 40 CF.R. §§ 1508.7, 1508.25(c).

The analysis conducted to comply with Secretarial Order 3226 is also sufficient to comply
with NEPA s “hard look” requirement. The BLM identified the existing environment, the affecis
of the proposal, the alternatives of no change, and conducted a cumulative impacts analysis.
Although Plaintiffs do not like the fact that the State BLM provided information to local BLM
offices, the mformation was nonetheless analyzed and considered, In addition, the BLM is
Emited in its ability to predict specific climate change on a regional and local scale because of a
lack of scientific tools designed for such purposes. Accordingly, the court finds that there was no

NEPA violation with respect to the BLM s analysis of OHV use and climate change.
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5. Air Quality Standards under FLPMA

Plaimtiffs next argue that the Richfigld RMP violates FLPMA because it does not ensure
compliance with federal air quality standards. FLPMA requires the BLM to ensure that its land
use plans “provide for compliance with applicable pollution control laws, including State and
Federal air . . . pollution standards or implementation plans.” 43 LL.8.C. § 1712(c}(8}. Under the
Clean Air Act (“CAA™), the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) establishes
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”} for certain pollutants in order to protect the
public health and welfare. See 42 U.S.C. §§ 7408, 7409." The two pollutants Plaintiffs address
as relevant to this case are fine particulate matter, referred to as “PM2.5" and ground-level ozone
under 40 CF.R. § 50.13 (PM2.5) and § 50.15 (pzone). Plaintiffs argue that the BLM violated
FLPMA’ s requirements by failing to demonstrate that the OHV use anthorized by the RMP and
Travel Plan will not result in violations of the NAAQS,

The BLM asserts that 1t satisfies FLPMA § 1712{c)(8) through its partnership with the
State of Utah Division of Air Quality ("UDAQ™), which has delegated authority from the EPA to
enforce the CAA. When a geographical zone meets the EPA’s NAAQS, it is considered to be an
attainment area. 42 U.S.C. § 7407(d)(1)(A)(ii). Conversely, when a zone fails t0 meef the
NAAQS, it is considered to be a nonattainment area. 7d. § 7404(d)(1)(A)(i). UDAQ applies and
enforces these standards. However, the BLM ensures that all permitted activities in the Richfield
planning area reference ard comply with the applicable NAAQS,

Plaintiffs contend that the record demonstrates an instance where air quality exceeded the

* Utah has incorporated the NAAQS into state law and implements the standards within
the state. Utah Code Admin. R, 207-101-1.
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NAAQS for PM2.5. However, in this instance, the exceedance did not occur within the
Richfield planning area. It occurred in Lindon, Utah, an urban area approximately 40 miles from
the closest county line in the Richfield planning area. Therefore, there is no PM2.5 exceedance
registered in the Richfield planning arca. The BLM also relied on UDAQ’s 2007 annual air
quality report—the last report the BLM could rely on before concluding the RMP planning
process—which indicated that there were no nonattainment areas in Utah for PM2.5. Therefore,
the Richficld planning area 1s in an attainment zone. From this base point, the BLM examined
whether the impacts of the OHV use allowed under the RMP and Travel Plan would cause an
exceedance in the PM2.5 NAAQS. The EIS found that “[g]iven the low ambient concentrations
that exist in the [Richfield planning area] for some pollutants, it is expected that the increase in
emissions of CO, Nox, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 for the Proposed RMP would not cause
concentrations to exceed NAAQS or state ambient air quality standards.” Therefore, Plaintiffs
have failed to establish that the BLM violated FLPMA’s mandate to provide for compliance with
air quality laws.

Plaintiffs also contend that there was a NAAQS exceedance with respect to ozone.
Plaintiffs contend that the three-year average of ozone levels in Canyonlands and Zien National
Park show elevated ozone levels, but the BLM asserts that Plaintiffs’ calculations are incorrect.
The ozone level is not exceeded when applying the applicable NAAQS standard, which looks at
whether the three-year average of the annual fourth-highest daily maximum eight-hour average is
less than or equal to .075 ppm. In addition, while the Zion monitoring station registered an
ozone exceedance, it is 150 miles from the Richfield planning area. Whereas the Canyonlands

monitoring station, which is in the Richfield planning area, never registered an ozone
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exceedance. There is no basis for combining the Zion and Canyonlands data.

Plaintiffs claim that the BLM viclated FLPMA § 1712(c)8) because it acknowledged that
certain emissions in the Richfield planning area will increase over time. However, as found
above, there is no exceedance of air quality standards to date in the Richfield planning area.
Therefore, the question is whether the BLM properly analyzed whether upward trends in
pollutants were adequately analyzed.

In analyzing potential air quality impacts in the EIS, the BLM implemented a qualitative
emission comparison approach to study each proposed alternative. “[Elmissions calculations
were based upon the best available engineering data and assumptions; on air, visibility, and
atmospheric deposition data; on emission inventory procedures; and on professional and
sctentific judgment.” Emissions were calculated for activities such as resource extraction,
grazing, and OHV use using a | 5-year time period. The BLM determined that the “range of total
emissions is minor and the difference between the alternatives is not significant.” Again, the
BLM also concluded, based on its calculations, that “the increase in CO, Nox, SOZ, PMI0, and
PM2.5 emissions from any alternative would not cause the concentrations to exceed NAAQS or
state ambient air quality standards.”

The court concludes that Plaintiffs have not provided any evidence or arguments to refute
the BLM’s conclusion that the Richfield planning area would comply with all air quality
standards. Therefore, the court finds no violation of FLPMA § 1712(c) &) with respect to air
quality.

6. FLPMA and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Plaintiffs further argue that the BLM violated FLPMA by failing to prioritize the
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designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (“"ACE(Cs™). When developing land use
plans, FLPMA requires the BLM to “give priority o the designation and protection of areas of
critical environmental concern.” 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)3). FLPMA defines ACECs as “areas
within public lands where special management attention is required . . | to protect and prevent
irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or
other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and safety from natural hazards.” fd. §
1702(a). A potential ACEC must have: (1) “relevance,” meaning it possesses “a significant
historic, culteral, or scenic value [or] a fish or wildlife resource or other natural system or
process,” and (2} “importance,” meaning the relevant values, resources or processes have
“substantial significance.” 43 C.F.R. § 1610.7-2(a); BLM Manual § 1613.11.

The prionty afforded ACECs reflects Congress” intent to elevate the designation and
protection of ACECs over BLM’s default management for “muitiple use.” id § 1732(a).
However, FLPMA states that the “identification of LACECs] shall not, of itself, change or
prevent change of the managemeﬁt oruse of public lands.” Id. § 1711(a).

In this case, prier to adopting the Richfield RMP, the BLM had previously designated
four ACECs totaling 14,780 acres. During the Richfield RMP planning process, 26 potential
ACECs were nominated for designation and the BLM agsembled a team 1o evaluate those arcas
in accordance with the guidance in 43 C.F.R. § 1616.7-2 and the BLM Manual § 1613, The team
prepared a 150-page report analyzing each area. Based on these evaluations, 16 of the potential
26 ACECs were carried forward for further designation consideration in the EIS. The sixteen
areas, totaling 886,810 acres, were identified as meeting the relevance and importance criteria for

ACEC designation. The BLM, in the EIS, then considered these areas under each proposed
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management alternative in the DRMP. In addition to the EIS, the ROD identified cach ACEC
under consideration and provided an explanation as to how the “relevant and important” values
would be protected under management prescriptions other than ACECs. The BLM ultimately
designated only 2 ACECs covenng just 2,530 acres.

The BLM’s decision, therefore, dramatically cut the acreage of even existing ACECs,
The BLM stated that it did net designate more ACECs because “standard management” under the
RMP would provide adequate protection. Plaintiffs argue that the BLM’s actions demonstrate
that priority was not given to the designation of ACECs. In contrast, the BLM argues that it
prioritized those areas for consideration under the standards and ensured that they were
adequately protected through ACEC designations or other management prescriptions and that is
all that 1s required under FLPMA . The court concludes that the general process the BLM
employed to determine ACECs did not violate FLPMA.

Plaintiffs, however, also specifically challenge whether the BLM complied with
FLPMA’s mandate to provide special management attention under an ACEC for the Henry
Mountains, Badlands, and Dirty Devil potential ACECs. The BLM argues, that these potential
ACECs were analyzed and considered in accordance with FLPMA just like the many other
potential ACECs.

First, the 45% of the potential Henry Mountains ACEC contams land already designated
as a Wilderness Study Area (“WSA”} and 55% of the land is protected by OHV restrictions,
Visual Resource Management Class I desigunation, and other seasonal/spatial resirictions. While
the BLM describes how the WSA management designation will protect all relevant and

important values in that part of the ACEC, it makes no assertion for how the rematning area in
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the potential ACEC is protected by its resource management classifications. The BLM g analysis
of the area actually supports the designation of the area as an ACEC and runs contrary to the
BLM’s ultimate designations.

The BLM also argues that it can mitigate harm caused by potential future coal mining
through the NEPA process. However, the availability of 2 future WEPA review for specific
projects does not relieve the BLM of its current obligation to comply with FLPMA in its
planning process.

The decision not to designate the Henry Mountains as an ACEC appears to be arbitrary
and capricious because it did not result from an application of the standards in FLPMA 10 the
area in question. The BLM’s original preferred alternative in the DRMP included designation of
the Henry Mountains ACEC. However, as a result of the national BLM otfice’s concern that the
counties were not “on board”™ with that designation, the field office received “management
direction” to remove the Henry Mountains ACEC designation. This management decision gave
no analysis in connection with the required FLPMA standards; rather, it appears to be based on
political concerns. Such a basis for the decision does not comply with FLPMA. Accordingly,
the court finds that the BLM's decision with respect to the Henry Mountains ACEC was arbitrary
and capricious and contrary to law.

Next, the potential Badlands ACEC comprises 90,000 acres, including 7,700 acres that
were previously designated as an ACEC. Plaintiffs argue that the BLM decided not to designate
the area as an ACEC out of a desire to keep the area open for OHV use rather than the required
directive to determine whether special management was required. BLM’s chosen alternative,

however, reduced open OHV acres from 40,000 to 8,000. The BLM cxplained its decisions with
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respect to OHV use in connection with the resource values at issue. While Plamntiffs disagree
with whether the BLM’s ultimate determination s proper, the BLM complied with FLPMA by
Emiting OHV use, and tying its decision to the required considerations of the relevant and
important resource values in the area. Therefore, the court finds no FLPMA violation with
respect to the potential Badlands ACEC.

Plaintitfs also object to the BLM’s failure to designate the potential Dirty Devil ACEC
because of the OHV use atlowed in the area. Again, however, the BL.M considered the resource
values of the area and limited OHV use in the arca. The BLM closed 51% of the area to OHV
use and allowed limited designated routes within 49% of the area, Because the BLM considered
the impact of OHV use on the resource values of the area and applied the required FLPMA
criteria, the court finds no FLPMA vicolation in the BLM’s decision not to designate the Dirty
Devilt ACEC.

7. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act Designation

Finally, Plaintiffs contend that the BLM violated the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
(“WSRA”} by eliminating eligible river segments based on their alleged ephemeral flows. The
WSRA protects “free-flowing” rivers and streams with “outstandingly remarkable . . . values . ..
for the benefit and emjoyment of present and future generations.” 16 US.C. § 1271, In
connection with the RMP planning process, the WSRA required the BLM to take a two-step
process to evaluate whether rivers within the planing area qualify as potential wild and scenic
nvers. fd at § 1276(dy(1}. First, the BLM must determine which river segments are “gligible”
for consideration and, then, must determine which “eligible” segments are “suitable” for wild and

scenic designation. Id. §§ 127342), (b), 1275(a). “The BLM is charged with managing eligible
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and suitable rivers to protect their free-flowing nature and outstandingly remarkable values. /d. §
1283(a).

A river segment is “eligible” if it 1s: (1) “free-flowing,” and (2} possesses one or more
“outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish, and wildlife, historic, cultural, or
other similar values.” Id. §§ 1271, 1273(b}). The WSRA defines “frec-flowing™ as “existing or
flowing in natural condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, rip~-rapping, or other
modification of the waterway.” Id. § 1286(b).

In this case, the BLM evaluated 304 drainages and determined that twelve river segments
were “cligible” for inclusion and only one segment was “suitable” for wild and scenic
designation. Plaintiffs argue that the BLM erroneously disqualified several river segments from
being eligible for consideration based solely on the alleged ephemeral nature of their flows,
Specifically, Plaintiffs assert that the BLM recognized that the streams in Happy Canyon, Big
Hollow, Fiddler Cove Canyon, Horseshoe Canyon, and Buck and Pasture Canyon are free of
man-made barricades, exist in their natural condition, and possess outstandingly remarkable
values., The only issue 1s whether these rivers were ineligible for consideration based solely on
the claim that their flows are ephemeral.

The BLM asserts that its preliminary determinations of eligibility were informed by the
BLM Manual § 8351, which it claims does not state whether ephemeral river segments are
cligible for determination. Plaintiffs, however, contend that the BLM Manual demonstrates that
the WSRA imposes no minimum flow requirement for a river to be free-flowing. Plaintiffs rely
on the following guidance in the manual: “A river need not be *hoatable or floatable” in order to

be eligible. . . . [Tlhe volume of flow is sufficient if it is enough to maintain the outstandingly
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remarkable values identified within the segment. Rivers with intermittent flows exist within the
[Nationa] Wild and Scenic River System], and rivers representative of desert ecosystems having
outstanding ecological or other values, should be considered.” BLM Manual § 8351.31(B){1).

Because this guidance refers only to intermitient rivers, the BLM’s Utah State Director
sought clarification from the BLM’s National Landscape Conservation System Director on when
g river is “free-flowing” and whether intermittent or ephemeral water courses are eligible for
WSRA designation. That request resulted in the BLM’s June 2004 issuance of Instruction
Memorandum ("IM”} 2004-196. 1M 2004-196 explains that an eligible river segment “should
contain regular and predictable flows {(even though intermittent, seasonal, or interrupted). This
flow should denive from naturally occurring circumstances, e.g. aquifer, recharge, seasonal
melting from snow or ice, normal precipitation, instream flow from spillways or upstream
facilities.” Furthermore, the IM states “[claution is advised in applying the free-flow criterion to
water courses that only flow during flash floods or unpredictable events. The segment should not
be ephemeral {flow lasting a few days out of a year).”

Based on the eligibility criteria and IM 2004-196, the BLM deemed 6 river segments
ingligible based on its determination that they were ephemeral. The BLM defined ephemeral as a
“[d]ry wash flowing water only during or immediately after a storm with little or no evidence of
riparian vegetation.” By contrast, it defined intermittent streams as having “[f|lowing water in at
least part of the segment most of the year and evidence of riparian vegetation.”

The parties dispute whether the BLM s criteria 1s consistent with the WSRA g statutory
language defining free-flowing. Plaintiffs argue that the BLM’s criteria 18 contrary to the

WSRAs bread definition of free-flowing, which does not speak to how or when the stré;;z’m
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exists. Plaintiffs assert that there is no need to add a mindimum flow requirement when the
statute does not contain one. See (LS. Magnesium, LLC v. EPA, 690 F.3d 1157, 1164 (10" Cir.
2012) (“If the statute is clear, we apply its plain meaning and the inquiry ends.”).

However, the BLM contends that the WSRA is undeniably silent on whether “free
flowing” includes water courses that only flow for a short duration following unpredictable
weather events and there 1s nothing in the plain language of the WSRA’s definition of free-
flowing that requires it to include ephemeral river segments. The Supreme Court has made clear
that when a “stafute is silent or ambiguous with respect to the specific issue, the reviewing court
must defer to the agency’s construction of the statute so long as it is reasonable. Mineral Policy
Cir. v. Norton, 292 F, Supp. 24 30, 37 (D.D.C. 2003) (citing Chevron, U.SA., Ine. v. NRDC, 467
U.S. 837, 843 (1984)).

In this case, because of the silence with respect to ephemeral river segments in both the
WSRA and the BLM Manual, the BLM asked its national headquarters for clarification as to the
inclusion of intermittent and ephemeral river segments. The national headquarters determined
that rivers with infermiittent or seasonal flows should be eligible but ephemeral segments, where
the flow lasts for only a few days out of the year, are not ¢ligible. The court cannot conclude that
this interpretation was unreasonable. “Chevron and its progeny make clear that ‘[wihen a
challenge to an agency construction of a statutory provision, fairly conceptualized, really centers
on the wisdom of the agency’s policy, rather than whether 1t is a reasonable choice within g gap
left open by Congress, the challenge must fail.™ 74 at 37 {quoting Chevron, 467 US. at 866). If
the construction is reasonable, Chevron requires the court o accept the construction, “*even if the

agency’s reading differs from what the court believes is the best statutory interpretation.”
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Rivera-Barrientos v. Holder, 666 F.3d 641, 645 (10" Cir. 2012). Although the court may not
have interpreted free-flowing in the same manmner, it cannot conclude that the BLM’s
interpretation was unreasonable.

Plaintiffs also argue that the BLM’s position on ephemeral river segments 18 not entitled
to deference because it copstitutes a dramatic and unexplained change in policy. However, the
BLM did not change policy with respect to intermittent rivers. It only clarified its policy on
ephemeral rivers. The BLM studied these ephemetal rivers in its process of determining which
segments were eligible for inclusion. This initial effort does not demonstrate a shift in policy.
Rather, the effort caused the local BLM to inquire as to appropriate policy from its national
office. The national BLM issued IM 2004-196 as a “Clarification of Policy” that could be used
as guidance by local BLM offices nationwide. IM 2004-196 specifically states that it is not a
change in policy. The BLM did not have a prior position on the inclusion of ephemeral river
segments. The statement of Doug Thurman—T think things have changed”—is only his opinion.
The statement does not demonstrate that the whole agency made an actual policy change. ltis
also consistent with the fact that the local BLM was now faced with implementing the
clarifications on ephemeral rivers. Therefore, the court finds no basis for concluding that the
BLM inappropriately changed its policy with respect to ephemeral rivers.

Specifically, Plaintiffs also ask this court to review whether the BLM appropriately
applied its definitions of ephemeral and intermittent to the specifically challenged rivers in this
case. Based on the guidance it recetved in IM 2004-196, the local BLM defined an ephemeral
river as a “{diry wash flowing water only during or immediately after a storm with little or no

evidence of riparian vegetation™ and an intermittent stream as having “[f]lowing water in at least
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part of the segment most of the year and evidence of riparian vegetation.”

Plaintiffs point out that while the BLM characterized these specific streams as dry washes
that flow only in response to storms and generally lack riparian vegetation, there is record
evidence to the contrary, Before the BLM madg its final determinations, several detailed
comments were presented to the BLM by Steve Allen, who had traveled the areas on foot. The
French Spring Fork of Happy Canyon is described as having perennial springs that are host to a
diverse number of plants, trees, and flowers. The spring areas in Buck and Pasture Canyons have
substantial riparian habitats near their mouths leading to the Dirty Devil River, lined with reeds,
willows, rushes and cottonwood trees, that are used by ducks in spring migratien. Another
record citation describes the canyons as having “riparian areas that are choked with vegetation.”
Fiddler Cove Canyon has small seeps and ephemeral springs supporting cottonwood tress, and
several large potholes that provide habitat for mammals. Also, duning the spring, the Red
Benches area of Fiddler Cove Canyon is carpeted with sego hilies.

The BLM’s notes of these areas state that Fiddler Cover Canyon has only ephemers]
flows. The evidence provided by Steve Allen, although quite detailed, does not conclusively
show that the Fiddler Cove Canyon has enough flow to be considered intermittent. Therefore,
the court finds no basis for reversing the BLM's decision on Fiddler Cove Canyon.

The BLM’s notes from Happy Canyon state that a member of the staff went up the

* The court questions whether the BLM’s definition of intermittent complies with the
instruction given in IM 2004-196. The requirement that an intermittent river have flowing water
“most of the year” is a higher standard than the IM’s acceptance of a seasonal river. In addition,
the definition appears to leave a “no man’s land” between an ephemeral river that only last fora
fow days after a weather event and a river that runs most of the year. The practical application of_
these divergent definitions with respect to desert streams 1n particular appears unworkable.
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canyon several miles but did not see any riparian vegetation or mtermittent flow. The BLM also
looked at acrial photographs, which it claims shows that the canyon is dry. However,
intermittent flows may only be seasonal, and the BLM does not state what time of vear the
photographs were taken. In addition, the evidence from the BLM and the evidence submitted to
the BLM by 5Steve Allen contrast significantly with respect fo the criteria the BLM used. Inthe
BLM’s Wild and Scenic River Eligibility and Tentative Classification Report, the new evidence
from Steve Allen was referenced by the BLM with respect to Buck and Pasture Canyons but not
with respect to Happy Canyon. See RICH044634-5. The evidence from Steve Allen is based on
his on-the-ground analysis, which the court finds more helpfil than aerial photographs. And, the
evidence specifically states that there are perennial springs. Such information would support &
finding that the springs are intermittent rather than the result of random storms. In addition,
Allen specifically describes riparian vegetation. Both these pieces of information would support
a finding that Happy Canyon i¢ intermittent rather than ephemeral and eligible for consideration
4% a wild and scenic river. The information from Steve Allen, however, does not appear fo have
been analyzed by the BLM in making its final decisions.

Given that the information relates specifically to the criteria developed by the BLM, the
BLM should at least consider and analyze it. The court is not determining that Happy Canyon
qualifies as a wild and scenic river. Rather, the court is requesting the BLM to re-evaluate the
infermation provided to 1t and make a fully informed and reasoned consideration of whether
Happy Canyon is eligible and suitable as a wild and scenic river, Without such analysis and
consideration of information in ifs possession, the present determination appears to be arbatrary

and capricious,
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In addition, with respect to Buck and Pasture Canyon, the BLM’s congideration of Steve
Allen’s comments lacks any substantive analysis. Unlike Happy Canyon, the BLM does
recognize the fact that Steve Allen provided new information. However, the new information it
recognizes 1s only a section where Allen provides his opinion that the BLM “missed the boat
with not recommending these canyons.” The inclusion of only that opinion misses the boat with
respect 1o the substantively important comments Allen provided with respect to whether the
canyons met the eligibility criteria. Both canyons have areas at the mouths of the canyons with
springs and ripanan vegetation such as reeds, willows, and rushes. Ducks also frequent the areas
during spring migration, which supports a conclusion that water is present at least seasonally.
This evidence is not discussed by the BLM. However, such evidence could support a finding that
the spring areas of both canyons qualify as intermittent rather than ephemeral streams. Again,
the court is not determining that the areas, in fact, qualify as wild and scenic rivers. Only that the
record shows a lack of consideration or analysis of information directly relating to the criteria put
m piace by the BLM for determining ephemeral or intermittent streams. As determined above
with respect to Happy Canyon, the court concludes that the BLM should reevaluate the spring
areas of Buck and Pasture Canyons for eligibility and suitability under the WSRA.

CONCLUSION

The court reverses and affirms the Richfield RMP and Travel Plan as discussed above.
The court concludes that: (1) the BLLM’s failed to apply the minimization criteria in its
preparation of the Travel Plan; (2) the BLM complied with NEPA’s “hard look™ requirement
with respect to the impacts of OHVs; (3) the BLM violated the NHPA by failing to take into

account the impact of OHV routes on archeological sites; (4) the BLM sufficiently considered the
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impacts of OHVs in the context of climate change; (5} the BLM complied with FLPMA with
respect to air quality standards; {6) the BLM generally complied with prioritizing ACECs, with
the specific exception of the proposed Henry Mountaing ACEC; (7) the BLM generally complied
with the WSRA in its implementation of eligibility criteria and its determinations of eligible and
suitable rivers, with the specific exceptions of Happy Canyon and Buck and Pasture Canyons
Spring areas.

The court grants the Federal Defendants’ request that the court permit an opportunity for
further briefing on the proper scope of remedies. The parties shall file simultaneous briefs on the
proper remedics as a result of this decision by December 6, 2013. The parties may then file
simultaneous reply memoranda by January 10, 2014. The court does not anticipate holding oral
argument on the remedies issue.

DATED this 4th day of November, 2013.

BY THE COURT:

ot G K s

DALE A. KIMBALL
United States District Judge
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Kat.eigh Welch

From: Pete Gross [orcabay@sisna.com]

Sent; Friday, March 08, 2015 4:05 PM

To: councli@grandeountyutah, net

Subject: Labyrinth Canyon and surrounding areas
Dear Council:

I have done a number of river trips with several different friends who are outfitfers in Labyrinth Canyon. On
one oceasion, we did a canoe trip with a group of underprivileged middle school kids from Los Angeles, some
who had never been out of the city. The last night of the trip, each one shared his/her experience. They spoke
with more elogquence than I've heard in 37 vears of guiding. Mostly, they spoke of the solitude.

One boy spoke about how profoundly moved he was by the incredible silence of the canyons and music that
seemed to emanate from the canyon walls. He spoke about how violated he felt by the noise of a single
motorcycle roaring up and down a dirt road paralleling the river as we floated between Hey Joe and Spring
Canyons. He could sce himself riding such a motorcycle at home in the city, proclaiming to everyone within
earshot how "cool" he was. Now, the irritating whine of one motorcycle echoing off the canyon walls drove him
to anger bordering on rage. He likened it to listening to a chainsaw in a cathedral.

Yet, what he said that night was not a rare reaction to the incredible silence of the canyons. It's a common
refrain. Others may not state it so eloquently, but for more than 35 years, I've heard people speak as frequently
about the sounds as they do of the stunning scenery. Many are amazed when they can hear a conversation one-
quarter mile away. They're stunned when motorcycles, ATVs, and helicopters shatter the solitude.

Atany given time, several groups comprising upwards of a hundred people might float a section of Labyrinth
Canyon, separated from each other by days and miles scarcely aware of each other's presence, sometimes even
floating past another group in camp unnoticed. By conirast, a single motorcyclist can repeatedly roar past and
leave behind its unwelcome audio imprint upon dozens of people in a matter of minutes.

The one thing that universally irritates everyone, the one thing that only a deaf person can ignore, 1s the echoing
crescendo of neise that drowns out the natural sounds of birds and cicadas and gurgling water until it fades into
the distance and the sounds of the canyon refurn to fill the void. One of the most common reasons people call
the police is to complain about a noisy neighbor. Everyone understands the annoyance of a screaming baby in a
theater. Where it's unregulated, motorized use literally drives away non-motorized use as the few expel the
many, and the concept of multiple-use allows the achievement of the lowest common denominator.

Just as responsible smokers can appreciate smoke-free environments as much as non-smekers, responsible
motorized vehicle operators appreciate places where they can enjoy quiet and solitude.

Please support closure to motorized traffic the small percentage of routes that literally amplify their impact in

the Labyrinth Canyon drainages including Tenmile Wash, Hey Joe Canyon, Spring Canyon, Hell Roaring
Canyon, and, most of all, the river corridor itself. Let's say no to chainsaws in cathedrals.

Additionally, please support protection of our irreplaceable, world class scenic resources from temporary =
extraction for short term gain at the expense of our greatest economic engine, tourism.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and all of the work you have put into addressing public lands issues.

Sincerely,



Pete Gross
853 Mountain View Drive
Moab, UT 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: Susan Wheaton [entrada@frontiernet.nef]
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2015 11:13 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Workshop 3 - west of 191

Dear County Council Members,

Please add my name to the list who prefer Alternative 3, with as much additional wilderness and other
protection to the public lands as possible.

I’ve lived here since 1971 Moab is my home. Ihave watched the increasing detrimental use of public lands for
along time. I fear for our future if we allow these areas to be overwheimed by all of us in the name of tourism,
extraction, recreation, multiple use, you name it.

Sincerely,
Susan Wheaton

2215 Munsey Drive
Moab, UT84532



KaLeigh Welch —

Frem: Stella Ann Lightfoot [stellaann@outlook.com]
Sent: Saturday, March 07, 2015 812 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Members of the Grand County Council:

! am writing fo ask you to honor the work of the Big Flat Working group. What they came up with is a balanced plan
that represents hoth recreational interests and mineral interests. Both sides realize that there is no need for any
type of wilderness designation in this area. The working group recommended a more than adequate buffer zone
along the river of one mile with no mineral leasing or development. Nothing in this area qualifies as “wilderness”.
The buffer zone provides peace and quiet for those using the river and allows the county to maintain the mineral
interests that are so economically imporiant to the counly. | don’t want {o see any trails or roads, motorized or non-
motorized, closed down in this area. | would also like to see a significant area identified for a SITLA trade in for
devslopment of oil, gas and potash. This will be of benefit to the county economically.

Respectfully, Stella Lightfoot

Sent from Windows Mail



Kai_eigh Weich

From: walther435 | [nancy.oneal walther@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, March 07, 2015 8:53 PM

To: councili@grandcountyutah.net

Subiject: PROTECT OUR WILDERNESS

PROTECT GUR WILDERNESS and especially our sacred places like the Labyrinth Canyon, such a gift to us. Do NOT allow i {o be
qurt or ruined so few make a buck or take a joy ride. Grand Cly. needs to step up, protect and help our beautifui canyaniands from this
abusel

Sincerely,

Nancy and Ricky Oneal



Kai.eigh Welch

From: Kate Finneran [kaitlinfinneran@gmait.com]
Sent: Saturday, March 07, 2015 6:59 PM

To: council@grandeountyutah.net

Subject: Please protect Labyrinth Canyon

Dear Grand County Council,

Please consider protecting Labyrinth Canyon as Wildemess, and please protect the side canyons from off road
vehicle use.

Thanks for all that you are doing.
Kate Anderson

330 Bowen Circle
Moab UT 84532



Kal.eigh Welch

From: Celia F Alario [celisalario@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, March G7, 2015 10:54 PM

Ta: Council@grandcountyutah net

Subject: PLEASE dg all you can to protect Labrynth Canyon

Greetings again council,

I know you are going to discuss tabrynth Canyon on Monday and ask you do all you can to
maximize protection of that area, for ocur recreation and for the importance of the areal

PLEASE do the right thing!
~Calia Alario

1181 Wagner Avenue
Moab UT 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: Misty Adams [movingwest20088yahoo.com)]

Sent: Saturday, March 07, 2015 1113 PM

To: councii@grandcountyutah. net; Rob.Bishop@mail.house.gov; Jasen.Chafetiz@mail. house.gov
Ce: Fred Ferguson@mail house.gov; Scott. Parker@mail. house.gov,

Melissa. Subbotin@mail house.gov, Wade.Garrett@mail house.gov;
Jennifer. Scott@mail.house.gov; Casey Snyder@mail house gov,
Colton. Miles@mail. house.gov, garyherberi@utah.gov, jasonharding@uiah.goy,
mikemower@utah.gov, kathleenclarke@utah.gov; codystewart@utah gov;
aslanmatheson@utah.gov; dhinkins@le.utah. gov

Subject: Recommendations for Big Flat arga, Grand Counly, Utah

Dear Grand County Councit and Representative Bob Bishop and Jason Chafettz,

We are writing to you to give our opinions on the upcoming County Council meeting regarding the
counties proposals focusing on the Big Flat area of Grand County.

First and foremost we would request that you honor the work of the Big Flat Working Group. It was
composed of a wide variety of the vested stakeholders in the area that worked very hard to craft a
balanced plan for the area that worked for preservation, recreation, and mineral interests.

Secondly, please do not designate any wilderness in this section as this is an area of our most
popular front country with large amounts of recreation and mineral development, and in all reality
contains no wilderness type lands. One point that we would like to make is just because an area is
beautiful, scenic, or out of the way, should not necessarily qualify it as a Wilderness Area. A perfect
example of this is the Green River Corridor. There are several roads along the banks of the Green
River including Hey Joe Canyon Trail, 10 Mile Wash, and Mineral Bottom. All these roads should be
left open to allow others, besides rafters, to be able to access, and enjoy this area.

When you choose to designate Wildermness you take away the opportunity for those unable to hike,
walk, or successfully navigate a multi-day rafting trip from seeing these areas; this essentially
disallows an entire segment of our population from enjoying their public iands. Also, those people
seeking “solitude” will have ample opportunity once they get downstream from mineral bottom, at that
point they will essentially be completely on their own until they reach Lake Powell. We can't see how
seeing an occasional off road vehicle or Mountain Bike could, or would be a detriment to their trip. We
do support the Working Groups Recommendation to include a one mile buffer zone of no mineral
leasing or development. This should provide more than adequate protection of scenery, and the
desired quiet of river users.

Third, the BLMs 2008 Resource Management Plan does an excellent job of providing guidance on
what types of activities are appropriate for this area, and as a result ne new Wilderness, National
Conservation Areas, or even Nation Recreation Area should be designated. Current BLM regulations
are more than sufficient in this heavily visited area. Under no circumstances do we support any
motorized or non-motorized roads or trails being shut down in this area.

Lastly, we want {o see a significant area identified for a SITLA trade to provide for development of oil,
gas, and potash resources. These will provided needed, full-time, year round, benefited positions
that will promote the local economy, and provide good jobs for cur local citizens. We feel that the ol
and gas industry, as well as the potash extraction companies have proven they can exiract their
resources with minimal fong term impact upon the environment while still being able to be profitable.

Thank you for your time and consideration,



David and Misty Adams, Moab - Utah



KaLeigh Weich

From: Susie Harrington [susie@withgaia com]
Sent: Sunday, March 08, 2015 5:18 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Bishop Planning process

Pear Grand County Council,

In your upcoming recommendations, please reguest that that Labyrinth canyon be designated as
wilderness!!

This stretch of canvon is on par with our National Parks. T alternate river trips on this
section and the lower Stillwater section. in addition to local use, many pecple come form
out of town to specifically float this section of river - it 1s a gem that we need to
protect.

The river corridor is used extensively by many non-motorized recreationists who are there for
the beauty, the silence, and the pristine environment. The river riparian area is a prime and
rare habitat in our dry desert. Please do everything you can to protect thils precious
resource.

That means designating the area as Wilderness and eliminating off-road use in the side
canyons that impact the river experience for people and wildlife: Hey Joe, Ten Mile Wash,
Dead Cow and Hell Rearing Canyons.

Please know these protections mean everything to our economy and to our quality of life, and
even more importantly in the leng run, to the legacy we leave long after we are gone.

Thank you for your work serving our community.
Susie Harrington

992 Kane (reek

Hoab



KaLeigh Welch

From: Ashley Anderson [c.ashley anderson@gmail.com)
Sent: Sunday, March 08, 2015 5:45 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah net

Subject: Lands Bill Recommendations

Dear Councilmembers,

1 encourage you to recommend Labyrinth Canyon be designated as federally protected Wilderness during your
discussion of Bishop's lands bill. And please work to protect Labyrinth's side canyons from off-road vehicle
use.

Yes, I value the solitude and quict of roadless areas. But 1 also love to ride off-road vehicles {especially
motorcycles). T know that I could spend a lifetime exploring areas that are already in use and never see it all.
With growing numbers of engines and motors making their way deeper and deeper into our backyard, its simply
a matter of responsible management that we establish areas that preserve not only the land itself, but the
soundscape as well.

Thank you for your service.
Ashley Anderson

330 Bowen Circle

Moab, UT 84532

*Sent from my phone
B01.652.2971+



KaLeigh Welch

From: Dee Rowland [rowland.dee@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 08, 2015 7:42 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Regarding Labyrinth Canyon

Dear Council Members,

We have had the incredible experience of twice paddling and floating through Labyrinth Canyon with our
children and grandchildren. The last time was to celebrate my 70th birthday. The scenery is breath-taking and
the guiet is to be treasured. The ripple of the water and the occasional bird songs bring such peace.

Thankfully, there were no motorized vessels. And there is no need for them since it is not strenuous to go
downstream. In addition to my 77 year-old husband, we had a couple in their late 80's along on one trip.

Please include this canyon in your wilderness proposal. It is one of Utah's very special places.

Thanks for considering,
Dee (& John) Rowland
2474 Nantucket
SLC, UT 84121



KaLeigh Welch

From: Michael Peck [colorcountry@frontiernet net]
Bent: Sunday, March 08, 2015 7:58 PM

To: Grand County Councll

Subject: Labyrinth canyon

Grand County Council,

I am writing to all of you to ask for you to save one of the most beautiful stretches of boating in Grand
County. Please protect Labyrinth canyon as Wilderness, and protect the side canyons from off road vehicle use, Noise
can ruin the experience of floating on a raft on the water. Ask anyone who goes boating on the daily what the most
distracting part of the whole experience is and they will say the sound of the cars driving on the road.

Michael Peck
Castle Valley



Kaleigh Welch

From: Glen Richardson [gerengr@gmail.com]
Seni: Sunday, March 08, 2015 8:33 PM
Ta: council@grandcountyutah.net; Rob.Bishop@mail. house.gov;

Jason. Chafetiz@mail.house.gov; rguson@mail.house.gov, Scott. Parker@mail. house.gov;
Melissa. Subbotin@mail.house.gov; Wade.Garrati@mail house.gov,
Jennifer Scott@mail. house.gov; Casey.Snyder@mail house.goy,
Coiton.Milesgdmail house gov; garyherbert@utah.gov, jasonharding@utah.gov;
mikemower@utah.gov; kathleenclarke@utah.gov; codystewart@utah.gov;
atanmatheson@utah.gov; dhinkins@le.utah.gov

Subject: Land Use

Dear Council Members and Representatives:

As you consider land use recommendations for the Moab area [ would simply ask that you respect the wishes of
the entire population. We are clearly a diverse community with opinions and desires as diverse as we are as a
people,

In my opinion it would be wrong to represent the wishes of any single faction while ignoring the others. It
appears to me that compromise will be required on all side for the end solution to be equitable. While I am
certain that with compromise will come dissatisfaction, better that conflicting parties each give g little than for
one to "win" while all others "lose".

While the majority has the power to force their position, in our form of government all of the people are to be
represented.

Thank you for your service.

Glen Richardson
A concemned citizen



KaLeigh Welch

From; drtsgri@frontiemet.nat

Sent: Sunday, March 08, 2015 8:37 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Ce Rob.Bishop@mail. house.gov; Jason. Chafetiz@mait house gov
Subject: Public Lands Workshop, Big Flat Area

Dear Grand County Council,

1 would like to express my feelings on how important the 4WD roads and trails in the Big Flat area are to me
and my family, and the thousands of 4WD recreationists that use these routes on an annual basis. Please
honor the countless hours of work put forth by both the recent Big Flat Working Group, and the BLM in
prepatration of the 2008 RMP. The current management plan provides both environmental protection, as well
as access for motorized and non-motorized recreation and resource development. Further restrictions,
especially Wilderness designations, would threaten the recreation experience of many local residents as well
as visitors, and would be a severe blow to the local economy.

Sincerely,

Jeff Stevens

President, Moab Friends-For-Wheeli/
351 E Coronado Lane

Maoab, Utah



KaL.eigh Welch

From: Serena Supplee [serena@serenasuppleg.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 08, 2015 8918 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Protect Labyrinth Canyon!

Please protect Labyrinth Canyon.

Make it wilderness!

Keep it special for generations to come.
Thank-you,

Serena Supplee



KaLéigh Welch

From: afrowland @gmail.com

Sent: Sunday, March Q8, 2015 14:44 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Labyrinth Canyon Wilderness

Dear Commissioners,

Please consider wilderness designation for Labyrinth Canyon and the side canyons surrounding it.

{am a resident of northern Utah, but consider that location one of the most precious of any I have visited in
our state. We made several canoe trips with my family when my son and nieces and nephews were very
small, since the slow-moving shallow water and quiet, sandy beaches were perfect for toddlers and small
children. My senior parents and their friends accompanied us. That was the beginning of our children’s love
of southern Utah and the joy of human-powered recreation.

We still remember seeing a group of college-aged kayakers powering by late at night; doing the stretch of river
we covered in three leisurely days in one high-energy day and night. We also met a group from Spore loading
up their boats for a camping trip with many develepmentally and physically disabled young people.

How amazing that people from such a diverse ranges of ages and physical abilities all found a wonderful place
to enjoy the outdoors far from the commotion of the city.

| can't even imagine how degraded the experience and environment would have been if motorized recreation
were allowed in that area.

Please help preserve that envirenment so future generations can have those memories.

Thank you for all you do.
Amy Rowland

586 N Center 5t.
Salt Lake City, UT 84103



»

KaLeigh Welch

From: Kimberly Call [kebountyboyzd52 @gmail. com]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 6:45 AM

To: undisclosed-recipients:

Subject: PLI Debate

Grand Coundy Council and Uiah Congressmen,

"if there is any backbone at all in Congress, there should be a rush to
repeal the Antiquities Act. President {(Obama) continues

to use i 1o thumb

his nose &t Congress, and ignore the Constitulon. Cur founders had a reason
for specifying that Congress — not the president — manage federal lands.
That reason is to ensure that the consent of the governed empower land
management decisions.” Henry Lamb, 2000

Of course, in Grand County, the PLI argument has never been an 'us against them' debate relative to the recreation industry vs.
the extraction industry. The argument, as | see il, 18 against encroachment by an overreaching administration and our inahility to
create local selutions 1o these debates because we don’t own any land in the county 1o spesk of. Cur fight has been, all along, with
an administration thousands and thousands of miles away whe is holding an gutdated law over our heads as we try 1o have civil
discussions in our county and try to solve problems leocally. My question to the council and our congressmen .....Is the recreation
industry willing to join the batlle against this administration to recover our rights o the land and, subseguently, our rights to solve
our differences in cur own way, on a local level? As it is right now, it doesn't matter how rmuch Grand County talks, argues, fights,
concedes, or dreams it doesn't matter how many meetings we hold or how many maps we look &t because all decisions are
made for us thousands and thousands of miles away. That is the one unifying thought that should molivate everyone in this county,

®{ Ef
LJ 1l can add 2 P.S. fo the above.....what |'ve seen of the recreationfenvironmental industry's behavior in the debates resembles
that of a spoiled child: they are trying 1o save their 'toys’ (recreation amenities) while eveyone else’s are being laken away so they
run fo 'daddy’ {govi} and tell him he needs {o 'protect’ (NCA's, NRA's, wildemess, monumenis) them. Their selfish behavior is going
to hurt our kids and grandkids for generations while they protect their bottom line for today. imo




KaLeigh Welch

From: saxonsharpe [saxonsharpe@frontier.com]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 7:31 AM

To: council@grandeountyutah net

Subject: letter: today's meeting on Public Lands Bill

Grand County Council,

| support the Council’s current actions on reassessing land use designations and extending the public
comment period for Congressman Bishop’s Proposed Public Lands Bill for Southeastern Utah. |
encourage you to protect Labyrinth Canyon. This is a unigue area which includes archaeological sites
and should be designated wilderness. Off-road vehicles should be prohibited in the river corridor as
well as in Labyrinth’s side canyons: Hey Joe, Ten Mile Wash, Dead Cow, and route into Hell Roaring
Canyon,

The greater Big Flat Area is the visual entrance to Island in the Sky and Deadhorse Point. After the
mining boom busts, please make sure that this area can be reclaimed to its former open and wild
look. I firmly believe that Grand County should protect these special places for future generations by
keeping them wild and quiet.

Thank you for your hard work,

Saxon Sharpe
2726 Calle Puentes Rd.
Moab, UT 84532

Saxon Sharpe
saxonsharpe@frontier.com
(435) 259-6839 home
(775) 530-1157 cell




Kal eigh Welch

From: Rolf [rolfom@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:23 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: l.abyrinth Cyn

Plz protect Labyrinth canyon as wilderness & it's side canyeons from off road vehicles. Thank
U very much for all your hard work 1 Relf Hebenstreit

ROLF :}})



KaLeEgh Welch

From: nfpowell@frontiernet.net

Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 9:29 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: LABYRINTH CANYON

PLEASE PROTECT LABYRINTH CANYON AS WILDERNESS & PROTECT ITS SIDE CANYONS FROM OFF ROAD
VEHICLES., THANK YOU , NAN POWELL

Sent from my iPad



KaLejgh Welch

From: Ruth Dillen [rdillon@grandcountyutah.nef]

Sent: Monday, March 09, 20156 2:32 PM

Too Chris Baird; Elizabeth Tubbs; Jaylyn Hawks; Ken Ballantyne ; 'Lynn Jackson'; Mary McGann;
Rory Paxman

Cc; Diana Carroll; Kaleigh Welch

Subject: FW: Labyrinth Letter

Attachments: River Company Letter To Council.pdf

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2015 11:51 AM
To: rdillon@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: PA: Labyrinth Lefter

Hi Ruth,

{ wanted to send this last week but forgot. | hope it can still be included in a future County Council packet.
Thank You,

Don

Don Oblak
Canyon Voyages Adventure Co.
435-258-6007

email: don@canyonvoyages.com

website: hitp:fcanyonvoyages.com/

Living welf requires an adventurous spirit!



March 3, 2015

Grand County Council
125 East Center Strest
Moab, UT 84532

Dear Council Members,

We are writing to urge you 1o protect Labyrinth Canyon as wilderness from Ruby Ranch
¢ the take out at Mineral Bottom.

As owners and operators of river guiding and ouffitting businesses here in Moab, we
interact firsthand with the thousands of visitors who come from across the country and
around the world to float Labyrinth Canyon. There is virtually no other place like it, not
only in Utah, but anywhere in the world — a place where families with young children
can spend a week floating through the deep canyon without encountering a single rapid.

Unfortunately, and increasingly, our clients are encountering the sounds and dust clouds
from off-road vehicles in the canyon. As a matter of balance, and in consideration of the
over 4,000 miles of dirt routes open elsewhere in Grand County, we believe it is
common sense to protect the river corridor from this use.

This conflict between river use and off road vehicles occurs in the three places. Most
problematic is the Hey Joe Canyon route. This 8 mile stretch of ORV route along the
river is incompatible with the quiet, wilderness experience that our customers expect
along the 45-mile stretch of river in Labyrinth. We also recommend protecting the
canyon just upstream from Trin Alcove, where dirt bikes reach the river via the “Dead
Cow/The Tubes” route, and upstream from the Mineral Bottom take out, where the Hell
Roaring Canyon ORYV route follows the river upstream into Hell Roaring Canyon.

Ot the four major canyons entering Labyrinth Canyon on the Grand County side, two
would remain open o motorized use under our recommendation; Mineral Canyon and
Spring Ganyon. The Hey Joe route, as a compromise, could remain open to the river
but not alongside it (and can serve as an alternate take out or put in when needed). ltis
important to note that off road vehicles would still be able to access the river at several
points upstream from Buby Ranch, as well as down stream from Mineral Bottom along
the White Rim Trail, while praserving the wilderness experience for rafters in Labyrinth
Canyon.

On behalf of our clients and our employees, we strongly urge you to protect Labyrinth
Canyon as one of the true wilderness jewels of the American West.

-

Sincerely,



i ;L
t} s T S
L ek i {i s ¥k,
Y

Robert Jones
Tag-A-Long Expeditions
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Theresa Butler
Moab Rafting and Canoe Company

George Wendt
OC.AR.S.

Steve Creech
Ouiward Bound

Dave Montgomery
Operations Manager
Canyonlands Field Institute

Don Cblak

Canycn Voyages Adventure Co.

Becky Van Horsen
Splore

Darren Vaughan
Tex’s Riverways

Ean {:iazzagaﬁ
Red River Advenlures



KaLeigh Welch

From: Audrey Graham [graham4grand@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 5.40 PM

To: Ruth

Subject: Labyrinth Canyon area

Dear County Council, We are writing to thank you for the full and public process (with careful map work and review) regarding the
Bishop Lands Bill.

We wish to support the inclusion of the Labyrinth Canyon area, including various side canyons as wilderness. We have been lucky
enough to make a few trips into this area and found the quiet stunning. If there are roads along the tops of the cliffs which end in
viewpoints in a few areas, that is fine and not too disruptive. What IS unnecessarily disruptive is roads along the river or along the cliff
lines which parallel the river. These result in long, loud, echoing motor vehicles which disturb wildlife and mar the whole area, especially
when large groups of dirt bikes buzz up and down the shoreline. Please take this into consideration when drawing lines on the maps.
We've really noticed this along the Colorado River in Ruby Canyon especially.

In addition, we fully support the areas just East of Moab as wilderness, as well as the areas in the Books and Eastern Grand County.
We feel that forwarding this plan will help all of us move on with management and the ability to plan for the future. Thank you so very
much for taking on this large project with open minds and tons of time!

Respectfully, Tim and Audrey Graham, Moab



KaLeigh Welch

From: Marc & Judi [marc_judi@frontiernet.net]

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 12:04 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Wilderness Designation vs. NSO Stipufation

Attachments: Please Revisit_Designating_Wildemess_for_the Side Canyons_in_the Labyrinth_Area.doc

Dear Council Members,

Atiached please review my comments following Monday's work session on the Bishop Public Lands Initiative.
I ask that you take a second look at designating some wilderness surrounding the four major canyons just north
of Canyonlands National Park rather than creating large tracts of land with NSO stipulations, which contradicts
the original purpese of an NSO,

Sincerely,

Marc Thomas

827 N. Palisade Drive
Moab, UT 84532
435-259-3603 (home)
435-210-0807 {mobile}



March 9, 2015
Dear Council Members,

My ask today is that vou revisit whether or not to designate wilderness areas around the four
major canyons north of Canyonlands National Park feeding into the Green River.

History shows us that "no surface occupancy” (NSO) stipulations are not reliable protection for
sensitive areas. Unfortunately, the managing agency tendency is to scrap the barrier of an NSO
upon request, particularly once a lease has been issued and pressure applied. Furthermore, the
original intent of an NSO stipulation was to prevent disturbances to specific small areas, such as
ranger stations or developed campgrounds, not to set up large, unbroken tracts of land with NSO
restrictions.

In addition, the managing agency can use the cover of an NSO stipulation as a tool to avoid an
environmental impact statement (EIS) when issuing multiple leases in or near wilderness quality
areas. Management in such a manner not only violates the spirit of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), but also bypasses any comprehensive analysis of the cumulative impacts of
oil and gas development activities, fragments the decision-making process to make it easier for a
"finding of no significant impact" (FONSI), and sets the stage for significant and irreversible
mpacts.

Based on comments made on Menday by council members Liz Tubbs and Jaylyn Hawks, their
preference would have been for wilderness to be designated around Ten Mile Canyon, Spring
Canyon, Hell Roaring Canyon, and Mineral Canyon. The notes left behind by council member
Mary McGrann indicated that she too favored the establishment of wilderness areas. 1 believe
that had she been present, the issue of wildemess protection would have been aired more fully.

Council member Chris Baird, while expressing a preference for the stronger protection afforded
by a wilderness designation, felt that an NSO stipulation was a necessary tradeoff to get support
for closing Ten Mile Wash to motorized vehicles. I submit that council members Tubbs, Hawks,
and McGann would have recommended closing the wash as a road even if they had earlier voted
in favor of more wilderness.

The tradeoff was also unnecessary because much of the Labyrinth Canyon area will remain open
to existing and future mineral leasing, the amount of wilderness proposed by the environmental
community was already being scaled back, and wherever wilderness was being recommended
elsewhere in the county, the fate of most lesser roads was tied 1o future negotiations, rather than
being automatically closed.

If you are serious about not triggering the presidential designation of a national monument in the
Labyrinth Canyon area before January 20, 2017, then it behooves you to recommend establishing
wilderness areas around 10 Mile Canyon, Spring Canvon, Hell Roaring Canvon, and Mineral
Canyon. An NSO stipulation is inappropriate for such large tracts of land, for the reasons cited
above, unless you are more interested in taking the easy way out than in confronting energy and
envirenment conflicts directly.



I appreciate that by now all of you are weary of the many hours you've spent gathering mput and
drawing up recommendations for Congressman Bishop's Public Lands Initiative. That being
said, please take the time to look once more at whether or not you believe the lands surrounding
these four sensitive canyons are worthy of wilderness protection rather than a more ambiguous,
less reliable NSO stipulation.

Thank vou.
Marc Thomas

827 Palisade Drive
Moabh, Utah 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: Wayne Bennetf [waynelbennetif@charter.nef]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 2:55 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Seasonal Closure to Hey Joe Canyon Jeep Trail

I understand that you are considering a recommendation to close the Hey Joe Canyon Jeep trail
to motorized traffic from just after Jeep Safari until November 1st.

As a Repular Canyonlands visitor whe travels 888 miles each way just to enjoy your beautiful
scenery from your Jeep trails I strongly oppose this closure. The light 4WD traffic on this
trail will not interfere with rafters enjoyment of their experience anymore than the rafters
will interfere with the 4WD enthusiasts experience. Please leave this and the other Jeep
trails in your beautiful county for everyone to enjoy.

Thanks,

Wayne Bennett
Grand Island, Nebraska



KaLeigh Welch

From: Dean Phelps [dphelps_39@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 10:12 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Land use

I understand that you are considering a recommendation to close the Hey Joe Canyon Jeep traill
to motorized traffic from just after Jeep Safari until November 1st.

As a2 Regular Canyonlands visitor who travels 2085 miles each way just to enjoy your beautiful
scenery from your Jeep trails I strongly oppose this closure. The light 4WD traffic on this
trail will not interfere with rafters enjoyment of their experience anymore than the rafters
will interfere with the 4WD enthusiasts experience. Please leave this and the other Jeep
trails in your beautiful county for everyone to enjoy. I have been coming down there since I
was a teen and now I have a grandkid that enjoys jeeping therefore I want to see this area
remain open so he can enjoy it as much as I have over the years

Thanks,
Dean Phelps

American Fork, Utah

Sent from my iPhone



KaLeigh Welch

From: SPF LLC [uvkills@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 1028 AM
To: councii@grandcountyutah. net
Subject: HEY JOE

Dear Politicians,

On July 4th 2000 our son {Toby} was conceived on a beautiful and special day in Hey Joe. It has been our
right and ritual to visit this sacred place every 4th of July since. Please let us continue our tradition.

Thanks in advance for your consideration

Greg James
(rrand Junction co.



Kal:we_igh Welch

From: Malcolm Plessinger [malcolmpless@amail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 10:31 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Hey Joe Canyon Closure

I understand that you are considering a recommendation to close the Hey Joe Canyon Jeep trail to motorized
traffic from just after Jeep Safari until November Ist.

As a Regular Canyonlands visitor who travels 900 miles each way just to enjoy your beautiful scenery from
your Jeep trails [ strongly oppose this closure. The light 4WD traffic on this trail will not interfere with rafters
enjoyment of their experience anymore than the rafters will interfere with the 4WDD enthusiasts experience.
Please leave this and the other Jeep trails in vour beautiful county for evervone to enjoy.

Thanks,

Malcolm Plessinger
Folsom, CA



KaL@Egh Weich

From: Scott McNamara [scott menamara1{@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 10:58 AM

To: councit@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Hey Joe Canyon

Hello -

I am writing in regards to the proposed closure of Hey Joe Canyon to 4 wheel drive vehicles.

[ make an annual trip to Moab with many friends (from Portland, OR) every year. | know thousands of others
do as well.

Off road travel is just as important an economic value as rafting and other forms of recreation.
Please keep HI canyon open for generations to come

Scott McNamara



KaLeigh Welch

From: Clay Kelly [ckelly7114@amail.com)]
Sent: Tussday, March 10, 2015 11:03 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Hey Jog Canyon

Greetings,

It's my understanding that you may be considering a closure or partial closure to the Hey Joe Canyon area and
the 4x4 trails to motorized vehicles.

My wife, two daughters, and [ thoroughly enjoy the 4 wheel drive roads, the beautiful scenery, and year round
accessibility provided by these areas. My sister who passed away at the age of 40 was handicapped from years
of having Lupus, could not access these and other wildlife areas by foot and therefore relied on her Jeep to
satisfy her love of nature and the outdoors. Closing or restricting access to these areas by motorized vehicles
would severely impact those like her who don't have the ability to hike or walk long distances or over rough
terrain.

My family has been active 4 wheelers for well over 20 years, involved in Jeep clubs, abide by tread-lightly and
have a very high respect for the trails and access to such wonderful areas they provide.

I strongly oppose this closure or partial closure of these areas. I would ask that you allow these trails to remain
open year-round for all to enjoy, not just select groups.

Thank you for your time,

Clay Kelly
Malcolm, Nebraska



KaLaigh Welch

From: Doug Reynolds [doug@reynoldsfamily net]
Sent: Tussday, March 10, 2015 11:18 AM

Ta: council@grandcountyuiah.net

Subject: Hay Joe Canyon

Hi Grand County Council,

I am writing about the issue before you tor temporary closure of Hey Joe Canyon. We visit Moab at least once
every year and this is one of our favorite arcas to visit. We only visit in the warm months, and love it there.

In no way does our being on this trail affect anyone on the river or anywhere ¢lse. We are quiet, and tread
lightly.

Any closure is unnecessary and unfounded. The reasons listed for the consideration are unreasonable and
unfounded. Our right to be on the frail is as strong as those 1o be on the river, and I believe we are less
intrusive. A seasonal closure makes no sense when most can enjoy the trail.

Thank you for hearing my voice and 1 hour to see you soon 1n Hey Joe Canyon

Doug Reynolds

Sent Fam my Verizon Wircless 3G LTE smarphone



KaLeigh Welch

From: Tyler Arter [offroader25@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 12:14 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Land Closure

It has been brought to my attention that there is land use bill being discussed that, if approved, would limit
public access to public lands. Specifically he Hey Joe Canyon Jeep trail. | would be very disappeinted to see any
land access limited to anyone, for any reason. Closing land to certain groups prevents everyone from enjoying
the land. Please fight to keep out access to all the land in Utah.

Thank you for your time
Tyler Arter



KaLeigh Welch

From: Lark Plessinger [apless1@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 12:28 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Hey Joe Canyon

Hello,

I understand you are considering closing motorized access to Hey Joe Canyon from Nov 1
through the week after the Easter Jeep Safari. I live in Pennsylvania and travel the 2,660
miles west at least once a year to ride my fourwheeler on your amazing trails and see the
beautiful scenery. These trips are often after Jeep Safari when the weather is much nicer. I
strongly oppose this change to the access of Hey Joe Canyon. It is one of my favorite trails,
and this new access rule would hinder my ability to visit there.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kind regards,
Lark Plessinger



I(aLeigh Welch

From: Derek Reese [dred327@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 12:32 PM

Ta: council@grandcountyuiah.net

Subject: Limited {rail use in Moab, specifically Hey Joe Canyon

My name is Derek Reese and T have recently joined a four wheel drive chub in Colorado. This has been get to
go out and feel like [ am accomplishing something with working with my vehicle and focusing on something
other than my injuries and getting away from the hustle of ¢ity life which so often triggers my PTSD. I have yet
to make it to Moab, as I said I have just recently started into this hobby, but have heard nothing but great things
of the frails and the people that enjoy the trails. Closing just one trail to limited use or no use will greatly affect
the four wheel drive community. 1 strongly urge you to reconsider any closures, partial or otherwise. These
trails are important to old and young alike. [ am an in-betweener so to speak, and have children that I want to
share my experiences with, and show them the proper way to enjoy the wilderness and trails. Trail closures
take away trom family outings, and also take away from the enjoyment to the outdoors., From what [ have read,
the closure is for Hey Joe Canyon for winter use only so rafters may enjoy this area in the summer. This hardly
secems fair. Possible winter conditions could make this trail impassable for use or even dangerous due to winter
conditions such as snow and/or ice.

As a future user of the trails in Moab, for trails here in my state of Colorado, and use of trails in any state of our
nation, again, I urge you to reconsider closures of any trails open to the public.

Thank you for your time.
Respectfully,

Derck Reese
dred327@omail.com




Kai_eigh Welch

From: Jeff Bates [skyriverranch@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2015 12:46 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.nat
Subject: Hey Joe Canyen Jeep Trail

Grand County Council, ! hear a lot of talk about user conflict, as an excuse to close motorized
routes. The amount of road and trail closure in the Moab area is causing conflict at this point.
People are angry, and it is getting worse. Playing favorites to one group or another, looks bad fo the
public, because they figure there is a money trail leading under the table. | know better, but there is
not a group that is "better” than the others, because we are all just people. Please consider, "no
action” as the right thing to do on Hey Joe Canyon, and keep this historically used trail open to
motorized traffic, year round.

Jeff Bates
VP Grand Mesa Jeep Club
Grand Junction, Co.



KaLeigh Welch

From: Doug Thorson [DThorson@cachesheriff.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 2:26 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Hey Joe Canyon

To the Grand County Council,

As an avid off roader and frequent visitor to the Moab area, I wish to express my concern with a proposal to close the
"Hey Joe Canyon Trail" for the summer months. It is my understanding that the proposal is to leave it open during the
winter months and closed during the summer.

Driving that canyon during the winter months with ice and snow is dangerous and possibly deadly. Accidents during that
time period could prove very costly and hazardous to the rescuers. The trail is very scenic and pleasant to drive when
the weather is warm and I personally do not wish to see it closed at all.

I am asking that any attempts to close the trial be stopped. Alot of the influx of money to the Moab area comes from off
road recreation and if trails start closing down then their will be a negative financial impact to the city and county.

I speak not only for myself but the offroad clubs that I travel with.
Thank you

Douglas Thorson
Cache County Utah



KaLeigh Welch

From: Trena Harrison {trenah@yahoo.com]
Seni: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 7:14 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Land Grab

As a local resident, 1 think its sickening to know that the majority of cur County Councit Members are voting to shut down
our beloved Mogb {Grand County).

if you think your helping to preserve Moab by giving somsthing to the Land Bill, your wrong. So stop.
How do you glesp at night. Do you not guestion anything you are doing. If you continue, Moab will become a ghost fown.

You have basicaily taken ail of our rights away, We attend the workshops, and are asked to not speak or give our opinion.
We are 1old that we can have our voices on the March 17th meeting. My question is....if the majorily of residents oppose
what you have done s0¢ far, are you going o go back o ithe "drawing board” and start over?? You belier s all I can say, it
only fair!

| oppose you giving up any land. Why do yau feel the need to give ANY land lo this bill? What extreme group are you
trying to satisfy? Because from my view, a Grand County Resident, your certainly trying very hard to NOT satisfy what's
goed for me or my family, that live, work, play in this County,

Our beautiful Scenery is what put Moab on the Map. If you think, locking it up in Wilderness will attract many, you are
wrong. Vary wrongi!

Let it be said, that when Moab becomes a ghost town, its on YOUR shoulders. Wake up, and do what is right for the
residents...not whats good for these Environmental Groups.

Have a Great Day!
Sincerely,

Trena Harrison
(435)259-6430



Kamigh Welch

From: Jordan Steele [jordan steele 42@gmail.com]
Sent: Tusesday, March 10, 2015 7:55 PM

To: councii@arandcountyutah.net

Subject: Land closures

My name is Jordan Steele, and I live in Price Utah. As an avid outdoor enthusiast, my family
and I freguent Grand County and surrounding areas for much of our outdoor recreation. I have
heard that the county is proposing to clese hey joe canyon for certain parts of the year. 1
just want to voice my opinion on the matter. The more land that is closed to the users, the
less the users will come to the area. The more off-road trails that are closed, fthe more
impact there will be on the rest of the trails to compensate for the closed trails. If the
remaining trails that are open start to become crowded, the off-road enthusiasts could stop
coming to the area all together, which is not good for the economy of Moab. We also like to
hike, mountain bike, and river raft. I feel it is unfortunate that all land use groups cannot
get along. Why should one group feel that they're experience is any more important that
anyone else’s. We all want to experience the beauties of this land, and who's to say which
way is the correct way to do that. I also fee] that hey joe canyen has a lot of historical
value to the area, and the off-road trail is the best way to access that rich history. That's
how to miners got there, and that's how most people have gotten there who have seen and
experienced the area.

My family loves moab, so let's please keep it copen and accessible.

Jordan Steele
537 Homestead Blvd
Price, Utah 84581
435-650-83605



KaLeigh Welch

From: Van Codner [vancadnermoto@gmail.com]
Sent: Tussday, March 10, 2015 8:01 PM

To: Council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Land bill

PLEASE DO NOT CLOSE 10 MILE WASH!! We have been using that area for many many vears. This is
unacceptable!!1! ENOUGH OF THE LAND GRAB. Multiple use is good for everyone. There is plenty of
wilderness already!!! STOP ITH!



Kai.eigh Welch

From: Brad [bmower777 @hgmail.comy]

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 8:14 PM

To: council@grandeountyutah.net

Subject: Hey Joe Canyon Closure and other potantial closures

To the Grand County Council,

I am writing in disappointment from the recent news that I['ve heard regarding the potential
closure of Hey Joe Canyon, Ten Mile Canyon, and other potential closures. I desire to make
my voice heard that I'm totaslly against this as it certsinly infringes on my right to access
the land using the existing roads and trails., I understand that they Hey Joe {anyon closure
may only be from November to the week after the Jeep rally, however the time it is open is
very cold and undesirable. On the flip side, why don’t we leave this trail open during all
periods other than November to a week aftfer the Jeep rally? How would the rafters like that?
As a rafter alse, I think we know that answer,

FYI, I am an advocate for all types of recreation. I regularly enjoy hiking, mountain
biking, an occasionpal rafting opportunity down the Green River, and also many OHV
recreational opportunities too. I am disappointed to say that some of my friends are anti-
OHV. With this, I get into many discussions about OHVs on the roads and trails.
Disappointing to me, these friends are less tolerant of the OHV folks than any of my OHY
friends are of them. This doesn’t stop me from enjoying every type of recreational
opportunity available to me. However, I would hope the Council can find it reasonable to
leave Moab open to all types of recreation without snubbing anyone., There is room for every
one of us.. As there must be tolerance amengst the Gay/lLesbian and Hetrosexual folks, there
must be tolerance amongst those of every type of recreation,

I'm absolutely serious about @ not snubbing anyone from accessing our lands. Moab and the
surrounding land is deemed incredible by everyome I know. Limiting use to anvone suggests a
bias against the groups that are constrained. As it's unfair to be intolerant of the LGBT
folks, it's unfair to be intolerant of any recreaticnal group.

Moab is a great place to recreate no matter what a persons preference is. Let’s promote all
types of recreation by not limiting how people choose tc do so. I'm tolerant and a lover of
all types of recreation and people. I reguest that the Grand County Council also show their
respect for all types of recreation and people by declining this and any future closure to
ANY specific group. We all live together in a nice way or we don’t. Please show and prove
your tolerance by voting against the closure in question.

Respecttully,

Brad Mower



Kaleigh Welch

From: Jerichokid [jerichokid803x@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 8:52 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah. net
Subject: Enough is enough

Please leave any and all roads and trails in and around djoe canyon and ten mile canyon open
to the public. No one enjoys this area more than the off-road community. Thousands of
families enjoy this area every year. The best memories I have Ffrom my childhood is riding my
dirtbike in this area with my father. I currently live in Alabama. One day I want the
opportunity to come home and take my Z sons down the 18 mile wash. Oon't take this
opportunity from me.. You really have nc right to do so. This is Gods land he gave to all of
us. We deserve to be able to see it and enjoy it.

Sent from my iPhone



KaLeigh Welch

From: robert martin frimartin76@hotmail. com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 12:29 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net; Rob.Bishopi@mail house.gov,

Jason.Chafettz@mail. house.gov; rgusongmail.house.gov, Scott. Parker@mail.house.gov;
Melissa. Subbotin@mail.house.gov; Wade. Garrett@mail. house.gov,
Jennifer.Scott@mail.house. gov; Casey. Snyder@mall house gov,
Colton.Miles@mail.house.gov; garvherberi@utah.gov; jasonharding@ulah. gov;
mikemower@utah.gov; kathleenclarke@utah.gov, codystewari@utah.gov;
alanmatheson@utah gov, dhinkins@le. utah.gov

Subject: Big Flat Area of Grand County

Dear Grand County Council and Representative Bob Bishop and Jason Chafettz,

I am writing to you to provide our opinions on the upcoming County Council meeting regarding the counties
proposals focusing on the Big Flat area of Grand County.

First and foremost, | request that you honor the work of the Big Flat Working Group. The group is composed of
a wide variety of the vested stakeholders in the area that worked very hard to craft a balanced plan for the
area that worked for preservation, recreation, and mineral interests.

Secondly, please do not designate any wilderness in this section as this is an area of our most popular front
country with large amounts of recreation and mineral development, and in all reality contains no wilderness
type characteristics. One point that | would like to make is just because an area is beautiful, scenic, or out of
the way, does not necessarily quality it as a Wilderness Area. A perfect example of this is the Green River
Corridor. There are several roads along the banks of the Green River including Hey Joe Canyon Trail, 10 Mile
Wash, and Mineral Bottom. All these roads should be left open to multiple users and allow others, besides
rafters, to be able to access, and enjoy this area.

wilderness designations take away the opportunity for those unable to hike, walk, or successfully navigate a
multi-day rafting trip from experiencing these areas; this act essentially disallows an entire segment of our
population from enjoying their public lands. Furthermore, those people seeking “solitude” will have ample
opportunity once they get downstream from mineral bottom, at that point they will essentially be completely
on their own until they reach Glen Canyon NRA. I am not able to understand how the glimpse of an occasional
off road vehicle or mountain bike would be a detriment to one's trip. We do support the Working Groups
Recommendation to include a one mile buffer zone of no mineral leasing or development. This should provide
more than adequate protection of scenery, and the desired guiet of river users.

Third, the BLMs 2008 Resource Management Plan does an excellent job of providing guidance on what types
of activities are appropriate for this area, and as a result no new Wilderness, National Conservation Areas, or
even Nation Recreation Area shouid be designated. Current BLM regulations are more than sufficient in this
heavily visited area. Under no drcumstances do | support any motorized or non-motorized roads or trails
being shut down in this area.

Lastly, we want to see a significant area identified for a SITLA trade to provide for development of oil, gas, and
potash resources. These will provided needed, full-time, year round, benefited positions that will promote the
local economy, and provide good jobs for our local citizens. | feel that the oil and gas industry, as well as the
potash extraction companies have proven they can extract their resources with minimal long term impact

1



KalLeigh Welch

From: robert martin [rimartin76@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 12:16 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Hey Joe Canyon

Grand County Council:

I have learned that the council is considering a recommendation to close the Hey Joe Canyon Jeep trail to
motorized traffic from just after Jeep Safari until November 1st.

I am a long-time regular Canyonlands visitor who routinely travels 500 miles each way just to enjoy

the beautiful scenery and amazing driving from Jeep trails. | strongly oppose the proposed closure. This trail
sees very light 4WD traffic and should not interfere with rafters enjoyment of their experience anymore than
the rafters will interfere with the 4WD enthusiasts experience. The road down into Hey Joe Canyon is
covered in snow and ice making the road impassable most years during the months of November-March.
Please leave this and the other Jeep trails in your beautiful county for everyone including future generations

to enjoy.
Thanks,

Robert Martin
Steamboat Springs, CO



upon the environment while still being able to be profitable.
Thank you for your time and consideration,

Robert Martin



KaLeigh Welch

From: Cagle, James C DLA CIV AVIATION [James Cagle@dla.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 6:53 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Proposed closure of Hey Joe Canyon

I am writing in regards to the proposed closure of Hey Joe Canyon to 4 wheel drive vehicles

from April through November.
I think this is a mistake. Such a secluded scenic drive should be the right of all people

willing to make it.
I personally visit the area twice per year with my son (usuzlly in late May and early
October) and Hey Joe Canyon is the first place we like to visit.

Please keep the traill open for future generations to enjoy,

Thank you,
James Cagle,



Kai_eigh Welich

From: ber & charlotte knight [charber@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 8:37 AM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Hey Joe Canyon

Dear Council Members,

| have been alerted to proposals that aim o restrict motorized vehicle access to the "Hey Joe Canyon Trail.” | have led
saveral Jeep Safan trips on that trall over the years, Butitis notonly a Jeep Safari rip. My family and many others have
often driven that road {including work parties to remicve rocks that have fallen from the cliffs}.

The road fravels along the river about eight-and-a-half mies in the bottom of Labyrinth Canyon between Spring Canyon
and Hey Joe Canyon, then runs a short distance up Hey Joe Canyon, | can testify that it is a wonderful trip -- by land, air,
or Tiver {yes,even a power boat). 1t passes views of the pinched “knot” of Bowknot Bend and fascinating cliffs. There is
historic interest. Even before the Powell expeditions, Denis Julien left a (hard-to-find} inscription, and ambitious river
boaters left an optimistic "Launch Marguerite” {1809, 1 believe) painted on a rock wall. More recently, uranium miners left
refics. The carcass of a buldozer that must have built the road is near a mine adit at the mouth of the subject canyon. Up
the canyon are two more obvious adits, a huge junked air compressor, and a Dodge truck. A cabin and shed have since
crumbled away. One can find 2 small concrete pad that anchored a cable that went to the top of the canyon. There is a
foot trail to the canyon rim that hardy bikers caimy their cycles on.

We enjoy waving to the occasionally seen paddiers enjoying the river. We hope they enjoy, or at least tolerate, other
forms of recreation when they occasionally see some of us on the short road, which is about 12 percent of the river
distance between Green River State Park and the Mineral Bottom take-cut. Boaters who want a more secluded
experience can choose to go upstream to float Gray or Desolation Canyon, or go downsfream fo Stiliwater or even
Cataract Canyon,

Ber Knighit, Moabh



Kawigh Welch

From: Jamison Wiggins jwigginsjamison@gmail.com]
Sent: Wadnesday, March 11, 2015 9:35 AM

To: Council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: No road closures!

Dear council,

There ig no need to close down 10 mile wash, nor hey joe, or any road in that fact. My family has been here for
50+ years and we use those trails every vear! 10 mile wash is one of the best trails to use in Moab, let alone the
whole state! You should be ashamed of the decisions of closing roads down. People from all over come to enjoy
and multiple use our lands, what you're doing by shutting down access is making this town lose business. Keep
the roads open the public to enjoy and use. Quit acting like you have to shut something down just because you
magde it into office. [ no longer consider any part of the council {(except Lynn Jackson and Rory)as locals, more
like outsiders trying to do what's best for SUWA. Listen to the local people, we do not want to shut down any
more roads! Another thing, have the council meetings when the working class can aftend instead of 9 in the
moring when we're all at work.

Thank you,
Jamison Wiggins



K:-}Laigh Welch

From: Mary Parsta [mcpareta@gmail. com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:45 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Access to public lands

Hi! I'm writing with concern to proposed changes to public land use. My husband and 1 first traveled to Moab
in 2010 as a "bucket list" trip. We fell in love with the area and have made the 3000 km (one way) trip every
year to take part in Easter Jeep Safari. Our love of the area and the event has led several of our friends to make
the trip with us. We stay in Moeab for 12 days, spending money on hotel, food, gas, souvenirs, jeep parts, efc.
This is the highlight of our year and we start counting down the days to next year’s event the minute we get
home. While I respect the intent of the proposed changes, I fee! this is the wrong way to accomplish your
goals. [ would like o point out how impressed [ am with the Red Rock 4 Wheelers emphasis on preserving the
lands we travel through and their tread lightly commitment. Af the start of each trail we are educated on the
fragility of the environment we are travelling in and how important it ig to respect the land. Every participant is
given a large garbage bag and encouraged to pack out everything, EVERYTHING!, we bring in as well as to
pick up other people's trash while we're at it. They are committed to trail rehabilitation and maintenance and
encourage others to help out.

I am passionate about education versus punishment both in Moab and here at home where we actively take part
in guarding the environment. Closing public roads will not solve the issues you are experiencing.
Dizcriminating against one group for the sake of others encourages divisive behaviour. It's better if we all work
together to protect the environment and leave a legacy for the next generation. Barring motorized vehicles from
these public areas will exclude people like myself from seeing a beautiful, wild country, leaming about your
wonderful area, as [ am not able to hike for long distances or ride a bicycle for any distance. It makes me very
sad to think there are people in Moab who would deny me the experience of being out in the canyons and
mountains. Moab is like no where else | have been and 1 can honestly say I get a wonderful feeling of arriving
home as we drive into town. How sad that there are others who would put their sense of entitlement before
mine. We need to work together to protect, not point {fingers and exclude.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to my opinions and feelings.

Mary Pareta
Morriston, ON, Canada
519-841-1538



KaLeigh Welch

From: Mobad [gomobad@gmail.com)]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 9:34 AM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Labyrinth Canyon

I am writing to urge the council to provide as much protection to Labyrinth Canyon. ATV and
commercial use in that area has diminished the quietness and tranquility we all we all
desire. I encourage the Council to conduct real hearings to get honest input from a diverse
cross section if the residents as to use of these areas. The bottom line though is protection
from increasing development and ATV USE has degraded the deserts quite areas. Please protect
theses areas.

John Hartley

Sent from my iPhone



KaLeigh Welch

From: William Love [scmbra@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 11:25 AM
To: Kaleigh welch

Cc: Lance Porter; Ann Marie

Subject: Ten Mile Canyon Road

Attachments: IMG_0022.JPG

Please Distribute

This is the ATV road in Ten Mile Canyon that needs to be closed by the Bishop Proposal. The riparian area is
fouled by oil and gas. The BLM does not do a good job in protecting their resources.

Bill love






Kai_eigh Welch

From: M.Karen Buchanan [matategirl@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 12:16 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Moab voter

Council you are suppose to be on the citizens sides,not these big box environmental groups such as SUWA,
SEIRRA CLUR, NATURES CONSERVENCY .. No shuiting down 10 MILE CANYON, OR HEY JOE
CANYON... you people have not been here all your lives and now your here vou want to shut it down for any

one else.....



KaLeigh Welch

From: William Love [sombra@frontiernst net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:47 PM
To: Kaleigh welch

Subject: Hells Rearing is Drivan

The last time,six vears ago, I was in Hells Roaring the motorcycles had driven up canyon all
the way to the pour over near Dubinky Wells Rosd. They had created a new road by driving
cross country up the canyon. The canyon has magnificent paintings, arch and nature spring in
the upper pertion., There are two trails from the top into the canyon. Lynn is wrong that
the canyen 1Is not driven.

The



KaLeigh Welch

From: Don [don@canyonvoyages.com
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:50 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Ce: ‘Jane Butter'

Subject: Green River-Labyrinth Cyn use

Dear Council Members,

1 have been asked 1o provide information regarding river use in Labyrinth Canyon. Because of its “wilderness” feel and
‘relatively easy access, Labyrinth has became one of the most popular multi-day river sections in Grand County and the
state. River use happens year round, with light shoulder seasen use occurring in March and Novernber. The main river
season s April through October with thousands of canoeists, kayakers and rafters floating Labyrinth each month. The
spring (April, May, early June and fall {September and October) are the busiest, (The BLM has use figures based on
commercial and private use permits.)

I hope this information is helpful In your planning. Recreational use has grown throughout Grand County, unfortunately
within the walis of a river canyon motar noise is amplified and travels for many miles. By having some basic
limits/restrictions where non-motorized and motorized interact this unique resource can be shared.

Respectfully,

Don Oblak

Don Oblak

Canyon Voyages Adventure Co.
435-259-6007

email don@@cenvyonvoyaces com
website: hitp/fcanyonvovages.com/

Living wefl requires an advanturous spiit!



KaLeigh Welch

From: Steve Jackson [jack@jacksonian.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:25 PM
To: council@grandeountyutah.net
Subject: Hey Joe Canyon Seasonal Ciosure

'm wrriting to you about proposed plans to institute a seasonal closure for motorized access in Hey Joe Canyon. ©'ma
frequent visitor to your county for motorized recreation and have enjoyed this specific route several times. Although |
am not a resident, I'm a Jocal taxpayer through the purchase of food, lodging, fuel, and other items. Please reconsider
changes in access to this historic route. Thanks for reading.

Steve Jackson
Pleasant Grove, UT 840&2
801-376-3332



KaLeiﬁh Welch

From: Rita [rbb1o32@live.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:31 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Wilderness

Please designate labyrinth canyon as wildernessi

Protect arches view of la sal mts & designate as wilderness!

Designate ropadless areas within NCAI

Close infrequently used roads in grand county!

Tourists come to ut for the views & quite! Pleasse remember money that is generated through
tourist industry is money that stays in Utahl

Rita b booth

Huntsville ut

Sent from my iPhone



Kal.eigh Welch —

From: John Tudor [jmt1308@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:38 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Labyrinth Canyon

Please help eto protect the river and canyon from noise and trash poliution by keeping it wild and wilderness
designation. We need places to get away from the rat race and enjoy some nature. Dor’t forget tourists and
naturalists are significant income producers.

John M. Tudor, Ir., M.D,

508-563-5505



Kaleigh Weich

From: nicolec@xmission.com

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:43 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Please protect Labyrinth Canyon

Dear Grand County Council,

I am a resident of Escalante, Utah and have been traveling fto Moab for over 2@ years with my
family to enjoy the rivers, canyons, parks {and grocery storel}. On behalf of the millions
of visitors like me that come for the guiet beauty, I ask you to protect Labyrinth Canyon.

Please designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness. Please reconsider you recommendation of
no wilderness for Labyrinth Canyon.

Please keep the river corridor in Labyrinth gquiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that
run down to the river: Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and ?Dead Cow/The Tubes.? River rafters in
Labyrinth shouldn?t have to listen to the whine of motorcycles along the banks of the Green
Riverl

please protect the Arches view shed by expanding the proposed National Conservation Area
{NCA) 4 miles east of Arches National Park.

Please designate areas to be managed as roadless areas within the NCA, following the "Daggett
County” model that has already been zpproved by our (ongressionsl delegation.

Please close infrequently used routes in all proposed wilderness in Grand County, especially
in the Westwater-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness on the eastern side of the county. There
should be places where Moab visitors can find quiet and get away from roads and the sounds of
ATvs!

Please designate wilderness in the La Sal mountains. Every other county in the PLI process
has recommended new Forest Service Wilderness, but the Grand County Council has recommended
zero, The couricil should recommended protecting the mountains that frame Delicate Arch as
wilderness.

Sincerely,
Nicole Croft
Escalante, Utah
435-281-0693



KaLeigh Welch

From: Ann Pelo [annpelo@msn.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:53 PM
To: councit@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Public Lands Initiative

Dear Grand County Courncilmembers,

llive outside Seattle, in the land of grey skies, abundant rain, and lush green growth. I love it here, but my
heart's home is the red rock desert. | first visited Utah ten years ago, for the Canyonlands Half Marathon in
Moab; that's when my heart cracked open to the red-walled canyons and the eternal sky over them. Since
that first visit, I've spent many months in Southeast Utah, using Moab as my jumping off point for
backpacking and river running. I'm in Moab three or four times a year, and relish it for the beauty of the
wild lands surrounding it.

As you make your recommendations to Representative Bishop as part of the Public Lands Initiative, | urge
you to act on behalf of the wilderness around Moab, including Labyrinth Canyon. Please designate
Labyrinth Canyon as wilderness —it's a gem of a wild place. Close the Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and Dead Cow
ATV/jeep trails that run along the Green River. Consider expanding the National Conservation Area outside
of Arches, and managing areas within it as roadless areas. And please - designate wilderness in the
glorious La Sal mountains, which grace the view fram Delicate Arch.

It's crass to talk about money in a conversation about wild lands and wild rivers, but I'll do it. People like
me visit Moab and spend a lot of money there (and in Monticello, and Bluff, and other places where we
provision ourselves for our outdoors journeys). That'l stop if the region becomes even more damaged by
ATV use, resource extraction, and industrial development. We just won't go to your region. We'll move our
recreation and our dollars elsewhere.

Please act on behalf of the wild lands and the people who tum to them, now and in the future, for
recreation and solace. The Bishop Public Lands Initiative is a prire opportunity to act solidly and with
vision.

Thank you,
Ann Pelo

410 N. First Street
Montesano, WA 98563



Kai_eigh Welch

From: Fran Sheets [fran.sheets@Colorado.EDU]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 313 PM
To: councit@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Grand Guich

Dear Council members,
1 know I am not from your area but I LOVE your corner of the country. 1am proudest of being an American

when 1 see how we protect our special areas unlike so much of the world [ have seen. | hope you, too,
understand how special your area is and [ hope you preserve it so your grand children and mine can enjoy it as
well.

Think of the future and let's leave some of the wilderness for the coming generations to know and love as we
do.

Thank vou for your time,

Fran Sheets

Boulder, Co.



KaLeigh Welch

From: Steve Skinner [steve@kdnk.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2015 3:17 PM
To: councii@grandeountyutah.net
Subject: Green River and Colorado River

Dear Council - Thank you so much for your service to the community.

I am & very big proponent and supporter of protecting Labyrinth and Stillwater on the Green.,
These areas are sacred to me and many others,
There is no other experience like visiting this silent, magical, unique sanctuary.

If it could be preserved as it is or even improved upon by keeping the motorized vehicles
away, I and all the other wildiife down there would greatly appreciate it.

It takes courage to resist encroachment. Please be bravel
Thanks very much for your consideration.

Steve Skinner

Steve Skinner

General Manager, KDNK
P.O. Box 1388
Carbondale, €O 81623
{(87@) 963-0139

www . kdnk , org
Please consider membership in KDNK.




KaLeigh Welch

From: Art Lipson [ant@wifunds.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 318 FM
To: councit@grandcountyutah net
Subject: I'm a Moab visitor

I've visited Moab a number of times. Most recently last rnonth,
Fstrongly sunport SUWA's positions on quiet and wilderness and believe that the Council should follow them including:

. Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness, At last week’s Council meeting, the Councit recommended no
wildarness for Labyrinth — despite it being one of the crown lewels of wilderness in the American West.

. Keep the river corridor in Labyrinth guiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run down to the river: Hey Joe,
Hell Roaring, and “Dead Cow/The Tubes,” River rafters in Labyrinth shouldn't have to listen o the whine of motorcycles
along the banks of the Green River!

. Close infrequently used routes in all proposed wilderness in Grand County, especially in the Westwater-Beaver
Creek proposed wilderness on the eastern side of Grand County. The Council has already recommended protecting
these areas as wilderness, but they need to close routes within the boundaries, There should be places where Meoab
visitors can find gquiet and get away from roads and the sounds of ATVs!

Thank you,
Art Lipson

8011 Dazzling View Circle
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121



Kai.eigh Welch

From: Maura Hahnenberger [maurahahn@gmail.com]
Sent: Wedneasday, March 11, 2015 3:18 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Labyrinth Canyen Area

Dear council members,

I am a multi-recreationalist who cherishes the areas around the Green River for their beauty, geologic wonder,
and cultaral heritage. As you move forward with recommendations for lands around the Green River and
Labyrinth Canyon, I hope that you do all you can to protect and maintain the wilderness character of these
lands.

[ am a scientist, artist, and recreationist, and there are few areas of our country left that have the type of unique
resources that the Green River and Labyrinth Canyon have. | have boated, hiked, and been educated in these
lands, and T would like this wilderness experience o be conserved for people in the future.

1 hope that you will do all you can to preserve the wilderness characteristics and impressive recreational and
spiritual resources of these lands as you move forward with your recommendations.

Thanks,
Maura Hahnenberger, PhD

Maura Hahnenberger, PhD
Geosciences Department

Salt Lake Community College
htto://hahnenberger.weeblyv.com
@DrMaura_Science




KaLeigh Weich

From: Chyako Hashimolo [¢chyakopot@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 320 PM

To: council@grandoouniyutah.net

Subject: Wildermness protection for Labyrinth Canyon

Dear Council,

Moab and Labyrinth Canyan in particular needs true wilderness protection and that quiet places need to be
protected now and for future generations.
In your meeting on Monday, please consider the following:

« Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wiidernass. It is one of the crown jewels of wilderness in the
American West,

« Keep the river ¢cormridor in Labyrinth quiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run down to the
river: Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and “Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters in Labyrinth shouldn't
have to listen to the whine of motorcycles along the banks of the Green River!

» Close infrequently used routes in all proposed wilderness in Grand County, especially in the
Westwater-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness on the eastern side of Grand County. The Council
has already recommended protecting these areas as wilderness, but they need to close routes
within the boundaries. There should be places where Moab visitors can find quiet and get
away from roads and the sounds of ATVs!

Thank vou for your consideration.
Best Regards,

Chyako Hashimoto



Kal.eigh Welch

From: Jarvis, Nancy [nancy jarvis@arupiab.cormn]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:21 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Labyrinth Canyon wilderness

Hello,

Fam asking the council to please designate Labyrinth Canyon as a Wilderness areq, and close ATV and jeep trails that
are near the river. Good stewardship of land requires ideals of Balance and Vision, where Jems like Labyrinth are
protected and reserved for all generations, while other more cpen areas can be used for ATV trails. So much of our
beautiful Utah and the ancient heritage spots are in precarious positions of being lost or disrupted by the oil and gas
industry and ORV use. Please take this marvelous canyon area and preserve It forever from these fates.

Thank you for protecting rmy beautiful Utah.

Best Regards,
Nancy

Nangy larvis / Client Relation Training/ ARUP Loboratories/ Nancy larvis@aruplab.com/ Phone: 800-242-2787 x2859



KaLeigh Welch

From: Kathleen Metcalf [krmetcalf@me.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:21 PM

To: coundil@@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness
Grand County Council-

Please designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness!
Keep the river corridor guiet by closing the ATV and jeep trails that run down the river.

I believe that Labyrinth Canyon needs true wilderness protection by closing the routes within the
boundaries of the Westwater-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness area on the eastern side of Grand

County.

Please create some balance and close these routes fo protect the quiet areas around the Moab area,

thank you-
Kathleen Metealf

krmetealf@me.com



KaLeEgh Welch

From: Les Holden [holden.ies@gmail.com]
Sent: Waednesday, March 11, 2015 3:21 PM
To: councik@grandcountyutah net

Subject: Designate Labyrinth Canyon wildemess.

Please designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderpess. Keep the river corridor in Labyrinth
quiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run down to the river: Hey Joe, Hell Roaring,

and “Dead Cow/The Tubses

Fair Winds and Following Seas
Les Holden

435-251-9475(W)
435-773-8962{C)
801-601-9163(F)
holden.lesfiomail, com
K&7BOL




KaLeigh Welch

From; James Ratzloff [james.ratzleff@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:23 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Wildemess for Labyrinth Canyon

Please designate Labyrinth Canyon as Wilderness.
I visit the Moab area every year and like wilderness without the sound of ATV's and Metoreyeles.
‘Thank You.

James Ratzloff
Wheat Ridge, Colorade



Kal..eigh Welch

From: KWUEFFERY [kwisffery@comeast.net]
Sent: Wadnesday, March 11, 2015 3:24 PM
To: council@grandeountyutah net
Subject: Noisy ATVs

Greetings!

When t come to visit Moab, | stay in Greenriver because Moab is too noisy! Don't make it worse.

Kirk W. Jeffery
Salt Lake City, Utah



KaLeigh Welch

From: fred goodsell [fgoodsell@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:25 Ph
To: councl@grandcountyutah net
Subject: Land use plan

As a lover of Utah and visitor {0 your area | request that you make Labyrinth Canyon a Wilderness
area. It is more than worthy of that protection and will draw tourists for generations if preserved.
Thank you for your consideration.

Fred Goodsel!



KaLeigh Welch

From: Beth Blattenberger [bblatteng®aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:25 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: labyrinth canyon

Dear Council,

Labyrinth Canyon is one of the most special places in the entire U.5. Please protect it by giving it wilderness
designation and by closing Hey Joe, Hell Roaring and Dead Cow/The Tubes to motorized use. Infrequently used
routes in the Westwatler-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness should also be closed to ATVs. | love to experience
wilderness with only the sounds of nature. Pigase protect this treasure.

Thank you for your attention.
Beth Blallenberger

981 Windsor 5t
Salt Lake City, UT 84105



Kai.eigh Welch

From: Lee Sheppard [leesheppard@ag.comj
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:26 PM
Tao: councit@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Labyrinth Canyon

s Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness. At last week’s Council meeting, the Council
recomunended no wildemness for Labyrinth — despite it being one of the crown jewels of wilderness in
the American West.

« Keep the river corridor in Labyrinth guiet by elosing three ATV and jeep trails that run down 1o the
river: Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and “Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters in Labyrinth shouldn’t have
to listen to the whine of motorcycles along the banks of the Green River!

» Close infrequently used routes in all proposed wilderness in Grand County, especially in the Westwater-
Beaver Creek proposed wilderness on the eastern side of Grand County. The Council bas abeady
recommended protecting these areas as wilderness, but they need to close routes within the
boundaries. There should be places where Moab visitors can find quiet and get away from roads
and the sounds of ATVSs!

Sent from my iPhone




KaLeigh Welch

From: rubrpoet@infowast.com

Sent; Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:28 PM
Ta: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: “Public Lands Initiative” bill comments

Dear Grand County Council,
Please enter the below cornments into the record of the “Public Lands Initiative” bill hearings.

Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness. At last week’s Council meeting, the Council
recommended no wilderness for Labyrinth — despite it being one of the crown jewels of
wilderness in the American West.

« Keep the river corridor in Labyrinth quiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run
down to the river: Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and “Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters in
Labyrinth shouldn’t have to listen to the whine of motorcycles along the banks of the

Green River!

= Close infrequently used routes in all proposed wilderness In Grand County, especlally in
the Westwater-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness on the eastern side of Grand County.
The Council has already recommended protecting these areas as wilderness, but they
need to close routes within the boundaries. There should be places where Moab visitors
can find quiet and get away from roads and the sounds of ATVs!

I thank you for your time and efforts on behalf of the land.

Sincerely,
Barry Sochat
PO Box 1011

Rockyille, Ut 84763



KaLeigh Welch

From: Roval Laybourn [royal@roaringforkbuilding.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:28 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Wilderness Designation for Labyrinth Canyon

Please add my families volce to designate the ENTIRE Labyrinth Canyon as Wilderness
Thanks Royal

Roval Lavbourn

Roaring Fork Building Specialties
40 Sunset Drive Sulte #2

Basalt Co 81621

970-927-9847



KaLeEgh Welch

From: tc b [canyonraven@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:.31 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Councll Support for Grean River

As a LONG time user (40+ vears) of the Green River, Colorado "Grand” River waterways with non-powered boats, | urge
the Council to:

+  Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness .. it being one of the crown jewels of wilderness in the American West.

+  Keep the nver corridor in Labyrinth guiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run down o the river. Hey Jos, Hell
Roaring, and "Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters in Labyrinth should not have to listen to motorcycles along

the bhanks of the Green River.

o Cloge infrequently used routes it all proposed wilderness in Grand County, especially in the Waestwater-Beaver Creek
proposed wildernass on the eastern side of Grand County. The Council has already recommended protecting these
areas as wildemess, but they need to close roules within the boundaries. There should be places where Moab
visitors can fing quiel and get sway from roads and the sounds of ATVs,

Thank vou for your consideration and MY pledge of continued patronage of Grand County businesses.

Tom Bunn
Utsh Resident



KaLeig_}h Weich

From: Nick Landrum [desiredhome@yahoo.com]
Sent: Woednesday, March 11, 2015 3:31 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.nat

Subject: Labrynth Canyaon

| am a frequent visitor fo the areas around Moab and have floated the Green River Labrynth/Stillwater
canyons. | feel a deep respect for the land and the quiet solitude of floating through this unigue and
spectacular piece of God's creation is a great gift. | think areas should be set aside for motorized
recreation while fossil fuels are stili viable, but please please not in this river corridor. It's not just Utah
or the United States, but worldwide, there is no comparable float trip. 1t needs your protection. Please
don't exploit it for short term gain.

Thank you,

Nick Landrum

2525 8. Washington St

Denver CO. 80210



Kai.eigh Welch

——
From: Valerie Merges [merges@gmail.com]
Sent: Woednesday, March 11, 2015 3:31 PM
To: council@grandeountyutah net
Subject: Public lands Initiative Bill

¢ [ live in Northern Utah, but every chance [ get I come down to southern Utab to hike and climb. 1 do not use
ATVs or other off road motorized vehicles, although T sometimes enjoy biking.

» » 1 want to add my voice to those urging vou to protect Labyrinth Canyon as wilderness, The off road
vehicles seem to be everywhere these days. The negative changes I've seen in the landscape due to ORV in the
Iast 20 vears is staggering. We need some areas where we can still enjoy quiet and solitude without ATV frails.
s » Thank vou for your consideration.

Valerie Merges
Layton Utah



KaLeigh Welch

From: Coley Phyllis [p.coley@utah.edu]
Sent; Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:32 PM
To: councii@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Pubilic Lands Initiative

every year ny family comes from around the country to enjoy our beautiful scenery. Labyrinth
Canyon is one of our favorites. It is clearly deserving of wilderness status!

In addition to the scenery, the quiet is part of the magic of our wild places. ATV access
ruins this. tabyrinth and other proposed wilderness sites should be closed to ATV access.
There are thousands of miles of access, so0 closing key ones for wilderness seem like a
reasonable compromise,

Phyllis Coley, Distinguished Professor

Department of Biology, University of uUtah

257 South 1488 East, 5alt Lake City, UT 84112 colev@biclogy.utsh,edu; 881-581-7888;
wend, biolopy.utsh.edu/coley/




Kaieigh Welch

From: Wayne Roberts [rebertsw@emeriti.suu.eduj
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:38 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah. net

Subject: Labyrinth Canyon

1, for one, feel that it is important te designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness, and to keep it in as pristine
condition as possible. This world is getting overrun with people and their machines, and once the pristine nature
is lost it is nigh impossible to restore it: Besides damage to the physical environment, inferest groups develop
that rely on access to the area, And unfortunately, it takes a small percentage of users to destroy what needs to
be protected.

I enjoy Moab and the environs, and visit it at least a couple times per year, and really wish to see the area
protected.

Thank you.

Wayne A Roberts, Jr,, PhD
Cedar City, UT 84720



KaLeigh Weich

From:
Sent:
Ta:
Subject:

landrovie@yahoo.com

Woednesday, March 11, 2015 3:38 PM
council@grandcountyutah.net
Labyrinth Canyon

Please consider the following points:

Designate Labyrinth Canyon ¢ rue wilderness. At last week's Council meeting, the Council
recommeanded no wildemess for Labyrinth — daspile it being one of the crown jewels of
wilderness in the American West.

Keap the river corridor in Labyrinth guiet by closing three ATV and jeep tralls that run down to
tha river: Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and "Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters in Labyrinth
shouldi™t have to fisten to the whine of motorgycles alenyg the banks of the Green
River!

Closa infrequently used routes in all proposed wildermess in Grand County, espacially in the
Westwater-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness on the sastern side of Grand County. The
Council has already recommended protecting these areas as wildemess, but they need o
close routes within the boundarias, There should be places where Moab visitors can find
quiet and get away from roads and the sounds of ATvs!

Thank you, Connor Hanseil

Sent from my Verizan Witetess 4G TTE Samriphonn



KaLeigh Welch

From: Dan Miller [dmiller@brwoouncil. org)
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:40 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah net
Subject: Public Lands Initiative

Dear Grand County Council,

I can only guess how contenticus public lands issues are in vour county and how this Public
Ltands Initiative process must have brought out strong emctions from all sides. I want to
thank you for your willingness to review the issues and consider my comments.

I currently volunteer for the Bear River Watershed Council and in the past our organization
has documented motorized impacts to the US National Forest in Northern Utah. After reviewing
local conditions it was evident that natural resources were being seriously impacted. Water
and soil degradation along with lmpacts to wildlife habitat were obvious and the problem
growing.

with this in mind, protection for pristine areas and an active and aggressive effort to roll
back off road use where inappropriste is essential for the future of our public lands.
Especially sensitive areas which there are many in Grand County. As our culture speeds off
into the future, we all need places to find peace and guiet. With the growing population and
interest in public lands, these special places are becoming less and less available. We look
to you to protect these places for cur future and our sanity.

Please take a serious lock at the proposals and use these tools to help preserve what remains
from our past and save for our future.

With regards,

Han Millep

283 East Main St,
Richmond, UT 84332



Kai_eigh Welch

From: Lauren Wood [lauren.holidayriver@gmail.com)
Sent; Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:41 PM

ToO! council@arandcountyutah.net

Subject: Pretections for Labrinth Canyon

Dear Grand County Council Members,

Holiday River Expeditions would like to strongly recommend that Grand County designate wilderness
protections around the Green River through Labyrinth Canyon and close all jeep and ATV trails that impact its
view and sound-shed. As a rating outfitter running this canyon, it is imperative for us to have such wild
qualities for our guest who are a renewable source of economic stimulus and revenue assuming we keep the
places they love to visit free from intrugion.

For these same reasons we believe our guests, who place a premium on un-inhibited wilderness, deserve a
myriad of places to go and explore wildness without the intrusion of ATV's and Off Road Vehicles. We
therefore ask that all infrequently used routs in current proposed wildemness be closed.

Thank you for your attention and please consider protecting this and other wild places as you look towards
finalizing plans in the Bishop Process.

~ Holiday River Expeditions

Lauren Wood

Trip Director

Holiday River Expeditions
www. BikeRaft.com
800-624-6323 Fax 801-266-1448




KaLeigh Welch

From: Kirk Nichols [Kirk.Nichols@health.utah.edu}
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:42 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Land Use Planning

Good day Grand County Council,

F come from an old Liah family, my brother was born in 5an Juan County though my parents moved north before | was
born., | resided in MOAR in the late 1970's. | currently sit on the Big Cottonwood Community Council where | cope with
wilderness designations within our boundaries. Wilderness protection does make it harder to develop water sources,
fight Tires near our homes, and to develop our private properties, Over all though, the Wilderness designation has been
heneficial for the hunting, fishing, hiking residents and visitors, and to our property values.

1 return often to our southern counties as well. Labyrinth Canyon is a favorite canoeing location for my family; please
include wilderness designation in your Public Lands Initiative recommendations with Representative Rob Bishop, A few
salect places like Labyrinth Canyon should be visited without the mechanical noise of ATV engines,

Thanks for the designations,

Kirk Nichols

Kirk Nichols, #hD.c.
kirk.nichols@health.utah edu

College of Health, Unlversity of Utah
Department of Farks, Recreation, and Tourism

Big Cottonwood Community Council
President Lvergreen HOA



KaLeigh Welch

From: Steve [sleve@roosiersbrewingco.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:42 PM
To: council@grandcountyuiah.net
Subject: ATVs

Dear Council,

As a trall runner and outdoor enthusiast who visits Moab regularly, | urge you to designate more rather than less area
devoted to motorless access. | go to Moab to get away from the noise of the world, and nothing kills that like the
whining of an ATV/ORY.

Thank you for time and attention,

Sincerely,

Steve Kirkland

Ogden, UT



KaLeigh Welch

From: aurelie kapusta@gmail.com on behalf of Aurelie K [4urelie K@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednasday, March 11, 2015 3:44 PM

To: councii@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: *Public L.ands initiative” bill ~ for Monday 16th

Dear Grand Council,

1 am living in Salt Lake City, and absolutely adore the fact that there are so many breathtaking areas around it.
However, these areas need to be protected from us imprinting on it the debris of our civilisation, and classified
as wilderness.

I wish that the Labyrinth Canyon would be classified as true wilderness, as it is one the crown jewel of
wilderness in the American West.

1 wish that people enjoying this area could do it without hearing motorcycles or cars whining along the river.

Thanks you for reading this,

Hopefully the voice of people willing to protect such heautiful areas can be heard and represented at this
meeting,

Best regards,

Aurelie Kapusta



KaLeigh Weich

From: vocabuiarious@xmission.com

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:45 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Request for protection of Labyrinth Canyon
Attachments: the folks at Sandune arch.jpg

Dear Grand County Council Members,

My name is Ellen Parrish and | live in Salt Lake City, Utah. | vacation in Grand County and stay in
and around Moab every single year. And so do hundreds of my best friends and relatives. I've been
visiting the area my whole life and my 90-year-old parents (see attached photo of them from Arches
National Park last spring) have both spent their favorite vacations in the area. | was raised believing
that the wild areas of Utah were precious, scarce resources. | stilt think so.

Wilderness is the gift that keeps on giving. Grand County should do everything in its power to
preserve the pristine lands within your borders. Faor that reason, | strongly urge, even beg you to

« Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness.

+ Keep the river corridor in Labyrinth quiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run down to
the river: Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and "Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters in Labyrinth
shouldn’t have to listen to the whine of motorcycles along the banks of the Green River!

» Close infrequently used routes in all proposed wilderness in Grand County, especially in the
Westwater-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness on the eastern side of Grand County. There
should be places where Moab visitors can find quiet and get away from roads and the
sounds of ATVs!

I am heading your way in May with a dozen of my favorite, desert-loving, desert-protecting, quiet-
craving hiking friends for a week of blissful nature encounters and hiking. We will be bringing our

tourist dollars with us.

Thank you for making the right choices that protect our precious natural resources.
Respectfully,
Ellen Parrish

751 Browning Ave
SLC, UT 84105






KaLeigh Weich

From: Chad Bradferd [chadibradford@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:47 PM

Tor council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Moab and ATVS

Council,

Soiry to be so brief about something that concerns me greatly. Please consider the protection of the
wild, quiet areas around Moab. So much of the area is already inundated with ATVs. Reduction in
the amount of area that is currently off limits would detract from the wonderful experiences my family
has had in the region.

Thank you for your consideration,
Chad Bradford
Salt Lake City



KaLaEgb Weich

From. Liz Lewis [lizzielewis@comcast. net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3.48 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Moab and Labyrinth Ganyon

Dear Councilars-

From the neighboring state of Colorade | am pleading with you to preserve these areas for now and the fiure. Thers is
nothing else like them, nothing else that cornes close to deserving the name "Planet Moab™ in ail its uniqueness and
beauty. Close frails to motor {fraffic, keep oll and gas interests away, designate Labyrinth Canyon a wilderness area and
you will earn the earth's gratitude and mine.

Thank you,

Elizabeth Lewls

Colo. Spgs, CO

Green River canoer and Mogh fan



KaLeigh Welch

From: Ashley Bembenek [ebembenek@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:50 PM

To: councit@garandcountyutah.net

Cc: SUWA -- Ray Bloxham; SUWA - Mathew Gross
Subject: Public Lands Initiative Bill

Council Persons,

I would like to submit my comments on the Public Lands Initiative Bill. As a neighbor from western
Colorado and a native to northern Utah, the Moab area is near and dear to my heart. | love recreating
in the southern Utah desert, my passions include biking, climbing, rafting, and hiking. While | support
motorized use in certain areas, | feel that motorized use is beginning to change the character of the
Moab area. Therefore | urge you 1o increase the amount of area designated for quiet uses and
wilderness. In particular, please preserve the outstanding beauty and solitude of Labyrinth Canyon by
designating it as a wilderness area.

Thank you for considering my comments. Respectiully,
Ashley Bembenek

Ashley Bembenek

Soil and Water Scientist

Alpine Environmental Consultants LLC
abembenek@yahoo.com

(970) 251-0029




KaLeigh Welich

From: Jordan Harmer [harmsdg@gmall.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:50 PM
To: courcit@grandcountyutah net
Subject: Labyrinth Canyon

Dear Councii,

As a lover of wilderness, Moab, and a resident of Utah, I urge vou to do the following:

= Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness. At last week’s Council meeting, the
Council recommended no wilderness for Labyrinth — despite it being one of the crown
jewels of wilderness in the American West.

»  Keep the river corridar in Labyrinth guiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run
down to the river: Hey Joe, Mell Roaring, and "Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters in
Labyrinth shouldn’t have to listen to the whine of motorcycles along the banks of the
Green River!

« Close infrequently used routes in ail proposed wilderness In Grand County, especially
in the Westwater-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness on the eastern side of Grand
County. The Council has already recommended protecting these areas as wilderness,
but they need to close routes within the boundarias. There should be placas where
Moab visitors can fina guiet and get away from roads and the sounds of ATVs!

Thank you!



KaLeigh Welch

From: Steve Mciniosh [steve@stevemcintosh.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:50 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Cc: Tehya Mcintosh

Subject: Protect Grand County from ORVs!

Dear Grand County Council,

We live in Castle Valley most of the time. Wilderness protection is our greatest political
concern,

We urge you to take the recommendations of SUWA and restrict motorized ORV use wherever
possible.

The oil development on The Island in the Sky is something we also oppose,
Grand County should be preserved as is.
Thank you

Steve and Tehya Mclntosh
346 Taylor Lane, Castle Valley UT 84532



KaLeigh Welch

From: Waid [grannygear@waidreynolds.com)
Sent: Woednesday, March 11, 2015 3:51 PM
To: council@grandcountyutah.net
Subject: Public lands recommendations

Dear Grand County Council Members:

There has already been far too much environmental degradation caused by rampant off-road
activity in the Moab region. Labyrinth Canyon and the Moab area badly need protection from the
overwhelming masses of noisy, polluting, dust-raising, erosion-causing off-road vehicles -- primarily
ATVs and motorcycles — that will eventually ruin virtually every square inch of territory they are
allowed to access.

| strongly urge you to make the following important recommendations...

Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness;

Keep the river corridor in Labyrinth guiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run down to the
river. Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and “Dead Cow/The Tubes.” (River rafters in Labyrinth shouldn’t have to
be bombarded by the roar of ATVs and dirt bikes speeding along the banks of the Green River);
Close infrequently used routes in all proposed wilderness in Grand County, especially in the
Westwater-Beaver Creek proposed wilderness on the eastemn side of Grand County. The Council has
already recommended protecting these areas as wilderness, but they need 1o close routes within the
boundaries. There should be places where Moab visitors ¢an find quiet and get away from roads and
the sounds of ATVs!

Thank you for your consideration of these important issues.

Sincerely,

Waid Reynolds

4983 Bonita Bay Drive
St. George, Utah 84790



Kai_eigh Weich .

From: Nancy Pitblado [npitblado@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 20158 3:53 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Labyrinth Canyon and Moab sifes protection

Dear Grand County Council Members:

Moab — and Labyrinth Canyon 1n particular — needs true wilderness protection and that quiet places need to
be protected now and for future gencrations.

Here’s what I hope you will recommend on Monday:

Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness. At last week’s Council meeting, the Council recommended no
wilderness for Labyrinth — despite it being one of the crown jewels of wilderness in the American West.

Keep the river corridor in Labyrinth quiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run down (o the river: Hey
Joe, Hell Roaring, and “Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters in Labyrinth shouldn’t have to listen to the whine
of motorcycles along the banks of the Green River!

Close infrequently used routes in all proposed wilderness in Grand County, especially in the Westwater-Beaver
Creek proposed wilderness on the eastern side of Grand County. You have already recommended protecting
these arcas as wiiderness, but they need to clese routes within the boundaries. There should be piaces where
Moab visitors can find quiet and get away from roads and the sounds of ATVs.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Nancy Pitblado

1807 N 2050 E

North Logan, UT 84341
Npitblado@gmail.com




Kal,,eigh Welch

From: Marion Lennberg [nmiennberg@grail.com)
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:53 PM

To: council@grandcountyutah.net

Subject: Labyrinth Ganyon

Moab — and Labyrinth Canyon in particular — needs true wilderness protection and
that guiet places need to be protected now and for future generations.

Here’s what the Grand County Council should do on Monday:

= Designate Labyrinth Canyon as true wilderness.

+ Keep the river corridor in Labyrinth guiet by closing three ATV and jeep trails that run
down to the river: Hey Joe, Hell Roaring, and "Dead Cow/The Tubes.” River rafters
in Labyrinth s