Attachment 1:  BLM Utah Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Planning Policies

I. 
Pre-Planning Considerations
A. Public Outreach
43 CFR 8342.2(a) mandates that the route designation process be completed in consultation “with interested user groups, Federal, State, county and local agencies, local landowners, and other parties in a manner that provides an opportunity for the public to express itself and have its views given consideration.”  Consequently, a public outreach plan to fully engage all interested stakeholders should be incorporated into all travel management planning efforts.  Field offices should reach out to all interested stakeholders, such as federal, state, county, and local agencies, permitted and authorized users with valid pre-existing rights, recreational clubs and organizations, special interest groups, and any other interested individuals during all phases of the travel management planning process.  Public outreach requirements for each phase of the travel management planning process are found throughout this guidance.  

B. Route Inventory
Compiling an accurate baseline route inventory is critical to the long term success of a travel planning effort and the resulting designated route network.  A focused assessment of the accuracy and completeness of an office’s existing route inventory should be a key factor for deciding whether or not to designate travel routes concurrently or subsequently from a Resource Management Plan (RMP).  Field offices that decide to entirely or partially defer route designations until after an RMP process should note that the BLM’s national Travel and Transportation Manual (MS-1626; http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_manual.Par.38105.File.dat/1626.pdf) requires field office RMPs to produce a map of a preliminary road and trail network; define short-term management guidance for motorized access where route designations have not been made; and outline additional data needs and a strategy to collect needed information.  Route inventory data must be verified in conformance with BLM Technical Reference 9113-1: Travel and Transportation Management, Planning and Conducting Route Inventories  (http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Planning_and_Renewable_Resources/recreation_images/national_programs/travel_management/cttm_guidance___tech.Par.16249.File.dat/TR9113-1.pdf). BLM Travel and Transportation Handbook (H-8342 http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_handbook.Par.34786.File.dat/8342.pdf)
BLM Utah-specific policies related to route inventory efforts are as follows:

· All inventoried routes should be given a unique identification number that can be queried in Global Information Systems (GIS) software for accurate referencing throughout the planning process.  

· Field offices should compile route inventories using the best available technology, such as GPS, GIS analysis of satellite/photo imagery and/or U.S. Geological Survey maps.  Field offices are also strongly encouraged to utilize GPS/GIS linked photo documentation technology.  All inventoried routes should be displayed on at least one of the planning effort’s alternative maps.
Reaching out to stakeholders during the public scoping phase of the travel management planning process is critical to establishing a credible route inventory.  During the public scoping phase of travel management planning efforts, field offices should provide interested stakeholders with a minimum of 30 days to submit route inventory data and/or identify specific routes to be evaluated and potentially designated as open to off-highway vehicle (OHV) travel.  For each route submitted, stakeholders should provide an accompanying purpose and need statement (e.g., access to trailheads, campsites, range improvements, private property, etc.), any known user conflicts (e.g., conflicts between mountain biking or OHV use), and any known resource conflicts (e.g., damage to surrounding vegetation or archeological sites).   

· Field offices should verify all route inventory data collected from stakeholders prior to incorporating it into the BLM’s official route inventory network.  All route inventory data ultimately included on BLM maps must meet the BLM’s national data standards for Ground Transportation Linear Features and must be accompanied with the necessary metadata describing how the data was created.  In addition to the national data standard, field offices are encouraged to add any additional data about route conditions that should be considered when evaluating routes for potential designation.
· Field offices must maintain communication with the Utah State Office Trails and Travel Management and GIS Leads when formulating a route inventory/verification strategy to ensure consistent methods are being utilized across the state. 

C. Interdisciplinary Analysis
Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Planning is an interdisciplinary process.  To properly plan for the different travel needs on BLM lands across Utah, travel planning efforts should involve all potentially affected resource disciplines.  Every travel management planning effort in Utah should assign the following duties/responsibilities for the duration of the planning process: 

1) Project lead 

2) GIS specialist

3) Administrative record keeper 

4) Renewable resource specialist(s)

5) Non-Renewable resource specialist(s)

If staff turnover or duties shift with any of these critical positions, it is essential that those duties be reassigned before the interdisciplinary analysis continues.  Doing so is essential to maintain the quality and defensibility of resulting travel management planning decisions.
II.
Land Use Planning Decisions and Considerations
A. Designating Off-Highway Vehicle Management Areas 

The BLM’s national Travel and Transportation Manual (MS-1626; http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_manual.Par.38105.File.dat/1626.pdf) establishes the minimum travel management planning requirements that must be met in Resource Management Plans (RMP), including the requirement to designate all public lands in the planning area as Open, Closed, or Limited Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Management Areas.  
BLM Utah-specific policies related to OHV Management Area designations are as follows:
· An interdisciplinary team must establish designation criteria for all Open, Closed and Limited OHV Area proposals.  For all RMP-level efforts, the evaluation criteria that must be considered for each OHV area include, but are not limited to:

· The designation criteria outlined in 43 CFR 8342.1; 
· Any resources that must be considered under applicable statutes, regulations, or executive orders;

· The goals and objectives for resource values and uses established in the applicable RMP;

· Any objects or values the BLM is required to manage/protect under statute or proclamation; 

· Any acknowledged or documented purpose and need of the area, including, but not limited to, recreational, administrative, and/or authorized motorized travel; and

· Any other local issues identified through internal and external scoping that should be addressed.

· Field offices must document what criteria were considered for each OHV area proposed under each RMP alternative.  Attachment 2 provides an RMP OHV Area Alternative Development Documentation Form.  Attachment 2 should be tailored to meet the needs of the individual planning area but must encompass  all of the components included in Attachment 2
· Field offices must formulate a reasonable range of OHV area alternatives which correspond to the resource management goals and objectives identified across each RMP alternative.  A “reasonable alternative” must meet the purpose and need of the project and can be feasibly carried out based on estimated cost, logistics, technology, and social, and environmental factors.  
· All reasonable citizens’ proposals for OHV area designations must be considered under at least one RMP alternative.  
· At least one RMP alternative must consider Closed OHV Area designations in Wilderness Study Areas and in other areas inventoried by the BLM and found to have wilderness characteristics.  At least one RMP alternative must also consider Closed OHV Area designations that correspond to public lands proposed as “Wild” segments suitable for inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic River System.  Closed OHV Area designations should also be considered in proposed areas of critical environmental concern as needed to provide special management attention to protect any relevant and important features of the area.  Wilderness Study Areas may not be proposed as an Open OHV Area under any RMP alternative, unless open sand dune or snow areas were designated as such prior to October 21, 1976.

· Improper placement of OHV area boundaries could result in substantial on-the-ground management issues.  All proposed OHV area boundaries must be verified and formatted to conform to the BLM’s data standards, including metadata that describes how the boundary was created.  Verification methods such as satellite imagery and on the ground field verification should be utilized to the extent necessary.  Wherever possible, OHV area boundaries should logically coincide with natural, man-made, or topographic features so they can be easily identified by the public.
· Limited OHV Areas:
· In accordance with national guidance, all Limited OHV Areas in Utah must eventually be classified as Limited to Designated Routes, and travel management plans created designating an approved travel networks for all Limited OHV Areas.  A timeline to complete travel planning efforts must be identified, prioritized at the state and national levels and updated annually in compliance with W.O. Data Call for Travel Management Planning Accomplishments and Future Planning Timeline Development (IM 2010-082; http://web.blm.gov/internal/wo-500/directives/dir-10/im2010-082.html).  
· Limited OHV Area language may specify limitations in vehicle type, number, season, snow-depth, or other conditions as described in 43 CFR 8340.0-5.  Designating two different types of OHV areas for the public lands based on seasonal conditions is an acceptable approach for designating OHV areas.  Examples may include instances where seasonal closures may be appropriate to protect important periods of wildlife life processes or where cross-country motorized over-the-snow travel may be acceptable.  The specific limitations associated with each OHV area designation should be clearly identified in the RMP.
· Within Limited OHV Areas, RMPs should analyze within their range of alternatives whether allowing off-route travel a certain distance from designated routes for camping is appropriate.  Alternatives could include, but are not limited to, continuing present management prescriptions; allowing or prohibiting this use within an entire planning area; and identifying specific sensitive landscapes where this use would not be allowed, such as areas of critical environmental concern, high priority cultural areas, Wilderness Study Areas, lands where wilderness characteristics would be maintained, and suitable Wild & Scenic River segments.  The RMP analysis of impacts from off-route camping setbacks must address all of the designation criteria outlined in 43 CFR 8342.1 and describe the differences in anticipated impacts from each alternative.   The BLM law enforcement should be consulted in the development of possible alternatives.
· Motorized cross-country travel for game retrieval or antler gathering in Limited OHV Areas will not be allowed and should be addressed at the land use planning level.  Field Offices should consider when exceptions may be appropriate, such as how to address requests by persons with disabilities to travel cross-country for the purposes of gaining access to public lands for recreational purposes. 
B. Delineating Travel Management Areas

National guidance on delineating Travel Management Areas (TMA) can be found in the BLM’s national Travel and Transportation Manual (MS-1626; http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_manual.Par.38105.File.dat/1626.pdf), BLM Travel and Transportation Handbook (H-8342 http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_handbook.Par.34786.File.dat/8342.pdf) and BLM Technical Reference 9113-1: Travel and Transportation Management, Planning and Conducting Route Inventories (http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Planning_and_Renewable_Resources/recreation_images/national_programs/travel_management/cttm_guidance___tech.Par.16249.File.dat/TR9113-1.pdf).  The delineation of TMAs are not land use planning allocations; rather, they are a tool that may be used during or separate from planning efforts to allow the BLM to better frame and prioritize future travel management planning efforts.  When determining TMA boundaries, field offices should consider creating boundaries which foster consistent analysis of resource and recreation management objectives, and work to prioritize areas with sensitive resources (e.g., sensitive species habitat, sensitive cultural areas, areas of critical environmental concern, etc.).  TMA boundaries are not land use planning decisions and may be altered at any time to reflect the most effective travel planning approach.

III.
Implementation-Level Planning Decisions and Considerations

A. Evaluating and Designating Travel Routes 
Because routes designations are classified as implementation-level planning decisions, whereas OHV area designations are classified as land use planning decisions; field offices must ensure travel planning NEPA documents clearly define what types of decisions are being proposed.  For additional guidance refer to pages 17-18 of the BLM Travel and Transportation Handbook (H-8342 http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_handbook.Par.34786.File.dat/8342.pdf). Field Offices may choose to designate route networks as implementation-level planning decisions in an RMP and associated decision documents; or may choose to partially or fully defer the designation of route networks until after the completion of an RMP. Field offices are strongly encouraged to establish designated route networks subsequent to the approval of their RMPs. 
The BLM’s national Travel and Transportation Manual (MS-1626; http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_manual.Par.38105.File.dat/1626.pdf) provides guidance on developing evaluation criteria that should be considered by an interdisciplinary team prior to designating routes for OHV travel.  Evaluation criteria to consider for each route includes the purpose and need of the route, known or potential user conflicts, and direct and indirect resource impacts.  In order to ensure that all aspects of the BLM’s multiple-use mission are considered and that route designation decisions remain defensible, interdisciplinary teams should collaborate both internally and externally early in the planning process to develop a comprehensive list of criteria that should be considered prior to designating routes.    

BLM Utah-specific policies related to route evaluation efforts are as follows:

· These policies do not apply to routes that are identified by the Utah Department of Transportation as State Highways.  State Highways will be clearly identified on all BLM route designation maps.  
· An interdisciplinary team must establish evaluation criteria that will be considered when developing all route designation proposals.  The evaluation criteria that MUST be considered for EACH route include, but are not limited to:

· The designation criteria outlined in 43 CFR 8342.1; 
· Any resources that must be considered under applicable statutes, regulations, or executive orders;

· The goals and objectives for resource values and uses established in the applicable RMP;

· Any objects or values the BLM is required to manage/protect under statute or proclamation; 

· Any recognized purpose and need of each route, including, but not limited to, recreational, administrative, and/or authorized motorized travel; and

· Any other local issues identified through internal and external scoping that should be addressed.
· Field offices must document what criteria were considered for each proposed route designation.  Attachment 3 provides an Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Route Analysis.  Attachment 3 should be tailored to meet the needs of the individual planning area but must encompass all of the components included in Attachment 3
· Spur routes leading to facilities, campsites, and other points of interest must also undergo the interdisciplinary evaluation process prior to designation.  

· Whenever possible, evaluation criteria should be included as a GIS layer and overlaid with the route inventory during the evaluation process.  This will ensure that evaluation criteria, such as wildlife habitat, Visual Resource Management classes, and inventoried cultural resources, are considered consistently for each route.  

· The determination of whether a purpose and need exists for each route MUST be documented.  Examples of purposes and needs for routes, include but are not limited to, recreational access, authorized grazing facilities, mining and mineral/material access needs, rights-of-way, approved energy projects, and administrative uses by the BLM or its partners.  Sources of information regarding the purpose and need for each route include, but are not limited to, stakeholder comments, case files, and the LR2000 database.

· When determining OHV route designations, interdisciplinary teams and the authorized officers are expected to use the best available data and their best professional judgment when weighing the purpose and need of a route against resource and user conflicts.  The national mandate to minimize resource and user conflicts does not mean that these conflicts must be eliminated.    

· In addition to proposing route designations, field offices should also document how any known or potential resource and user conflicts will be minimized.  Mitigation techniques could include, but are not limited to, monitoring, re-routing portions of a route around sensitive resources, vehicle limitations, and/or seasonal limitations.   

· All travel management plans proposing to establish designated route networks must provide a minimum 30-day public comment period on an Environmental Assessment and accompanying unsigned Finding of No Significant Impact.  Additional public outreach requirements for RMP amendment-level travel management plans are found at 43 CFR 1610.  

· Identifying a Range of Reasonable Route Designation Alternatives:

· Field offices should consider a wide range of reasonable designated route network alternatives for all travel management planning efforts.  A “reasonable alternative” must meet the purpose and need of the project and can be feasibly carried out based on estimated cost, logistics, technology, and social, and environmental factors.  
· Route designation proposals should correspond to the stated goals and objectives established for the planning area.  If the route network is being established concurrently with an RMP, route designations should correspond to the stated goals and objectives for each RMP alternative.  

· Field offices should consider all reasonable stakeholder input when developing a full range of alternatives.  All routes with an acknowledged or documented purpose and need should be proposed for an open designation under at least one alternative.  This includes all Class D Roads recognized by the State of Utah (http://le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE72/htm/72_03_010500.htm) and submitted by local counties.   
· All routes with no identified purpose and need should not be part of the proposed designated route network across all alternatives except the No Action Alternative.
· Route Designations Common to All Alternatives:

· Routes maintained under agreements with the BLM, routes with current rights-of-way that have already undergone National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis, or routes classified and maintained as official Class B roads by the State of Utah (http://le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE72/htm/72_03_010300.htm) do not need to be considered for closure under any alternative.  To ensure compliance with applicable BLM statutes, regulations, policies, and land use plans, field offices must include the title and dates of applicable maps and other documents verifying that these types of routes do not need to be considered for closure in the administrative record.  Field offices are encouraged to collaborate with local counties and other entities very early on in the pre-planning phase to determine the status of route maintenance agreements.

· Impacts from routes maintained under agreements with the BLM, routes with current rights-of-way that have already undergone NEPA analysis, and routes maintained and classified as official Class B roads by the State of Utah must still be documented on a route-by-route basis through a process similar to what is outlined in Attachment 3.  Known impacts from motorized travel on routes excluded from evaluation should be included in the “common to all alternatives” components of the Impact Analysis and Cumulative Impact Analysis sections in the NEPA document.  
· The fact that a route does not need to be considered for closure under a travel management plan alternative does not prevent the BLM from further evaluating any route in a more detailed manner and working with permittees, rights-of-way holders, counties, and other stakeholders as needed to develop potential solutions to minimize any known resource impacts or user conflicts in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 
· Cultural Resource Considerations: Field offices must formally consult with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office to fulfill their responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act when proposing to designate route networks.  To assist with Section 106 consultation, Utah BLM will develop a Programmatic Agreement with the Utah State Historic Preservation office and consulting parties.  Among other aspects, the Programmatic Agreement will outline appropriate methods and conditions of cultural inventory; how identified issues and concerns will be addressed, and recommend suitable mitigation steps.  To participate in the Programmatic Agreement, field offices will identify priority areas for future cultural resource inventories and develop mechanisms to respond to the discovery of affected cultural resources.
· Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477 Considerations:  R.S. 2477 claims will not be considered in the route evaluation process; that is to say, R.S. 2477 claims cannot be criteria for route evaluation for possible designation.  Route designations do not signify a recognition or rejection of R.S. 2477 assertions. The following language should be included in all Utah travel management plans in order to satisfy the requirements of the BLM’s national Travel and Transportation Manual (MS-1626; http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_manual.Par.38105.File.dat/1626.pdf):

“The State of Utah and counties may hold valid existing rights-of-way in the planning area pursuant to Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477, Act of July 28 1866, Chapter 262, 8,14; Stat. 252, 253, codified at 43 USC 932. Congress repealed R.S. 2477 through passage of the Federal Lands Policy and Management Act of 1976. R.S. 2477 rights are determined through a process that is entirely independent of the BLM's travel management planning process.  This travel management plan is founded on an independently determined purpose and need that is based on resource uses and associated access to public lands and waters.  This travel management plan is not intended to provide any evidence bearing on or addressing the validity of any R.S. 2477 assertions and does not adjudicate, analyze, or otherwise determine the validity of claimed rights-of-way.  Nothing in this travel management plan extinguishes any valid right-of-way, or alters in any way the legal rights the state and counties have to assert and protect R.S. 2477 rights or to challenge in federal court or other appropriate venue any use restrictions imposed by the travel management plan that they believe are inconsistent with their rights.  At such time as an administrative determination acknowledges a right-of-way or a binding judicial decision confirms a right-of-way, the BLM will adjust its travel management plan accordingly if necessary.” 

IV.
Modifying Travel Management Planning Decisions

43 CFR 8342.3 requires the BLM to monitor the effects of OHV use and to amend, revise, or revoke travel management designations as deemed necessary.  Whether involved in a new land use planning effort or managing motorized travel under an existing land use plan, field offices should respond to additional travel management needs as necessary to minimize resource and user conflicts.  Field offices should not delay initiating travel planning efforts in anticipation of a land use planning process; and should expect to make changes and adjustments to designated travel management plans over time.  Implementation of this guidance does not require field offices to reanalyze existing BLM travel management decisions.  Field offices should utilize this guidance for all future travel planning efforts; including situations that would require making changes to existing travel management decisions where it is determined those changes would require additional NEPA analysis.  Changes may be necessary as a result of monitoring data, changing conditions, or new information.  
Changes to Open, Limited, and Closed OHV Area designations are land use planning-level decisions and may only be accomplished through an RMP or RMP amendment.  RMPs and RMP amendments must clearly identify the process leading from the interim designation of ”limited to existing roads, primitive roads and trails” to the development of a designated network of roads, primitive roads and trails to prevent the need for an RMP amendment to make the transition.  For more guidance refer to page 12 of the BLM Travel and Transportation Handbook (H-8342 http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_handbook.Par.34786.File.dat/8342.pdf).
The incorporation of eligible roads, primitive roads and trails into a travel management plan when no new construction or upgrading is needed may be categorically excluded from further NEPA review pursuant to 516 Departmental Manual 11.9.G.1.  This process may be used unless any extraordinary circumstances preclude the use of a Categorical Exclusion or the decision-maker determines that an Environmental Assessment would be helpful in planning or decision-making (40 CFR 1501.3).  New route construction commonly requires Environmental Assessment-level NEPA analysis.
Permanent route closures commonly require Environmental Assessment-level NEPA analysis. However, field offices always maintain the authority to temporarily close routes under 43 CFR 8364 to protect persons, property, or public land resources.  In these situations, field offices should follow national policy included in Instruction Memorandum 2010-028, Change 1: Requirements for Processing and Approving Temporary Public Land Closure and Restriction Orders (http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/Instruction_Memos_and_Bulletins/national_instruction/2010/IM_2010-028_ch1.html).  

BLM Utah-specific policies related to updating designated route networks are as follows:

· Consideration of New Data: Field offices should anticipate making adjustments to designated route networks as management needs arise.  RMPs and/or implementation-level travel management plans should address how future changes to designated route networks will be prioritized and considered.  The following situations are examples of when new data should prompt field offices to consider adding, removing, or realigning routes from designated travel management plans: 

· An administrative determination or binding judicial decision confirms a right-of-way;
· Future changes in the Utah Department of Transportation’s Class B Road System should be reviewed by the BLM to determine if: (1) the elimination of a Class B System road requires re-evaluation and/or re-designation, or (2) the addition of a new Class B System road is no longer subject to BLM Utah’s travel management planning policies;

· Routes that help resolve land ownership issues, including reasonable access to state or private inholdings.  Access to inholdings should be provided via existing, inventoried, routes wherever possible;

· Routes where continued OHV travel would impact sensitive natural and cultural resources; 

· Routes that pose serious threats to public safety or reduce threats to public safety;

· Routes that are necessary to satisfy valid existing rights; and

· Routes authorized as a part of permitted use such as rights-of-way, mining claims, range improvements, applications for Permits to Drill, or other approved energy projects.  Field offices should consider whether these routes should be designated as limited to these administrative uses only.
· Field offices should include language in travel management plans describing when immediate reclamation or closure of unauthorized routes after the designation of the approved route network is appropriate.  
· If a designated route does not actually exist on the ground, it may be treated as a data error and removed from the travel management plan without NEPA documentation.  However, before removing erroneously designated routes, field offices should coordinate with local government agencies and other stakeholders as appropriate.  The formal removal of a route from the transportation network also requires the preparation of a report with a detailed narrative, photographs, maps, and approval by the field office manager.  Field offices should also concurrently consider whether any nearby routes not included as part of the designated route network should be re-evaluated for possible designation to ensure that the purpose and need of motorized travel in that particular area will still be provided.  
· Cultural Resource Considerations: A future Programmatic Agreement with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office and other consulting parties will address procedure field offices should follow to address the discovery of affected cultural resources during subsequent inventory efforts.  
V.
Travel Planning Documentation 

Legal challenges to BLM’s travel management planning decisions are common, as made apparent by recent decisions in other states and clearly demonstrate that the agency’s decision-making process must be documented as part of the administrative record.  Adapting Attachments 2 and 3 for the specific planning area and documenting the evaluation process for each OHV area and each OHV route will provide field offices with more defensible travel management planning decisions.  Examples of other things to include in the administrative record include, but are not limited to:

· Outline of the planning criteria used to evaluate routes and areas;
· Rationale used to formulate alternatives;
· Purpose and need determination process;
· Process for applying the 43 CFR 8342.1 designation criteria; 

· Public meetings;
· Public input;
· Citizens proposals;
· Changes in policy or direction;
· Reference materials; and

· Field monitoring documents.
BLM Utah-specific policies related to travel management planning documentation are as follows:

· The evaluation of all OHV areas and routes must be documented in a manner to allow for the transparent review of the BLM’s decision-making process.  Field offices should reference the evaluation forms included as Attachments 2 and 3 to ensure proper documentation methods are being used.  These forms should be altered to meet the needs of the individual planning area but must encompass all necessary elements identified in this guidance.
· Field offices must also document public meetings, scoping efforts, correspondence, citizen’s requests, and critical conversations in the administrative record. 
· Use of conversation record forms, planning bulletin formats and other bureau forms or forms designed by the field office which help document aspects of the planning process should be used.
As approved travel management plans are implemented, it is critical that field offices supplement the administrative record with the necessary documentation such as communications, maps, GIS data, etc. that document why changes have been made or were considered.  Examples include additions and deletions to designated route networks proposed by groups, counties, agencies, and other public land stakeholders; minor route changes and corrections; restrictions and temporary closures; and data errors.
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