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Session Overview

ï Introduce Panelists (S. Stewart)

ï 2009 Survey Results (D. Batts)

ï Moderated Discussion (S. Stewart)



Panelists

Å Cathy Humphrey, NEPA/Planning/ADR Training Coordinator, 
National Training Center, BLM

Å Peg Sorensen, Senior NEPA Specialist, Division of Decision 
Support, Planning and NEPA, Washington Office, BLM

Å Sandra Meyers, Planning Branch Chief, Division of Decision 
Support, Planning and NEPA, Washington Office, BLM

Å Howard Parman, Planning/NEPA Coordinator, Roswell Field 
Office, NM, BLM

Å David Batts, Environmental Management and Planning 
Solutions, Inc. (EMPSi)



Resource Management Planning 

and Lessons Learned Survey

David Batts, EMPSi

Kate Wynant, EMPSi



Survey Methods 

ÅE-mailed survey to about 300 BLM staff and 

contractors

ïSurvey period: 1/28/09 ð2/6/09

Å65 surveys completed (~22% response)

Å32 questions

ï26 multiple choice questions (open-ended options) 

ï6 open-ended questions

ÅVoluntary and anonymous

ÅInformational survey 

ÅSurvey results:  www.empsi.com



Demographics

RMP PM: Percentage of 

time allocated to the 

RMP?

95 ð100% 50.0%

80 ð94% 31.3%

50 ð79% 12.5%

<50% 6.3%

Role in the RMP process

RMP project manager 25%

Other 23%

Reviewer e.g., SO/WO 25%

Resource specialist / IDT 19%

Contractor 6%

Writer/editor 1%

District or Field Manager 1%



Survey Results

Survey focused on 5 elements of RMPs 

and RMP Amendments:

1. Schedule

2. Budget

3. Quality

4. Alternative Development

5. Lessons Learned ðways to improve the 

process



Schedule 

EMPSi Research on EISs



EMPSi NEPA Surveys (2003,2004,2006)

ÅòWhat percent of your projects were delayed?ó
ïBLM  42%

ïBOR 54%

ïFS  67%

ïNPS  52%

ÅTop Reasons? 

ïDecision-makers changed project 

ïProject was challenged in court  

ïPoor document; needed to be re-done 

ïAlternatives changed or added 

ïCoordination with ESA & other natural resource 
regulations



ÅConsidering anything you deem relevant, 

which of the following is more likely to 

account for a delay in a project?

32%  NEPA process

68%  Factors outside of the NEPA 

process

ÅRelevant solutions: 

ïDedicated project manager

ïManagement support

EMPSi NEPA Surveys (2003,2004,2006)



45%

15%

11%

6%
4%

19%

Not sure

Over by >$300K

Over by $50K - $100K

Yes

Over by up to $50K

Over by $100K - $300K

47%17%

9%
7%

20%

Delayed >1 yr

Yes

Delayed 6 months - 1 yr

Delayed 2 - 6 months

Delayed by up to 2 months



Factors Delay Rank Cost Rank 

Multiple review cycles (e.g., SO/WO/SOL) 1 4

Other non-RMP job commitments of IDT 2 15

Need to complete or update GIS data 3 5

Issues with quality of analysis/deliverables 4 2

Changes in policy or guidance 5 3

Contracting problems 6 1

Changes in the alternatives 7 6

Ineffective communication 8 7

Involvement of Cooperating Agencies 9 9

Need for specific studies or modeling * 10 10

Lack of management support 11 11

Coordination with federal, state and local 
regulatory agencies 12 14

Additional public involvement 13 13

Inconsistency: laws, regulations or policy 14 12

Non-RMP job commitments of RMP PM 15 8



Studies that have resulted in 

delays or costs
Delay Cost

Air quality 20% 31%

Route inventory 20% 19%

Wilderness characteristics & 

other special designation

20% 19%

RFDs 10% 0%

Other studies* 30% 31%

* Other studies:  Vegetation modeling, VRM, cultural, 

socioeconomic report, sage grouse, and GIS related. 



Cost Recovery

About 21% found ways to save money or reduce 

costs  

ïDistribute CDs instead of paper copies of document

ïFocus on principle issues and keep things simple

ïUse ePlanning

ïHave BLM conduct AMS 

ïHave BLM assume most of alternatives development 

work

ïReduce the number of people working on a project



Schedule Management

About 29% found ways to make up time or 

accelerate the schedule  

ïCoordinated protest resolution with WO

ïUsing active schedule management with critical paths

ïOverlapping review of deliverables or components

ïProduce CDs instead of hard-copies of document

ïCompressing non-critical path tasks

ïBypass or streamline WO/SO review

ïMOU with USFWS that included schedule so 

consultation stuck to schedule



61%

24%

11%

4% Average

Quality

High Quality

Low Quality

Unknown

Inadequate

Findings - Quality



Factors Impacting Quality

1. Changing direction

2. Time constraints

3. Expertise of contractor staff

4. Inadequate flow of information from SO or WO

5. Expertise of BLM staff

6. Budget constraints

7. Inaccurate information

8. Lack of SO or WO involvement

9. Low priority at the FO or SO



Factors Impacting Quality

ÅFO Manager involvement is critical 

ï83%  felt that FOM involvement directly or 

indirectly affected the timeline, quality, and 

progress of the RMP

ÅFlexibility ðunforeseen challenges will 

occur

ÅCommunication, communication, 

communication



Alternative Development
How long did alternatives 

development take for your RMP or 

RMP Amendment?

6 months to 1 year 33%

3 months to 6 months 30%

1 to 3 months 12%

1 year to 18 months 12%

18 months to 2 years 10%

More than 2 years 3%



Alternative Development

How Could Alternatives Development 

Process be Improved?
ÅDedicating a block of time to focus only on alternative 

development

ÅLeadership (from RMP PM and Field Manager)

ÅIncreased interdisciplinary team dedication

ÅTraining/guidance

ÅBetter communication

ÅAllow for more time

ÅReduce review times

ÅNeed for more direction for WO/SO or contractor


