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To: District Managers and Field Managers 

Attention:  District and Field Office Planning and Environmental Coordinators 

 

From: Acting Deputy State Director, Renewable Resources and Planning Division 

 

Subject: Resource Management Plan 5-Year Evaluations 

 

Purpose:  This Instruction Memorandum (IM) provides additional guidance for completing a 

Land Use Plan Evaluation in accordance with the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook 

(H-1601-1), and Washington Office IM No. 2010-101 “Process for Reporting on the 

Performance Measure to Assess the Effectiveness of Resource Management Plans Using 

Riparian Condition as an Indicator.” 

 

Policy/Action:  The BLM land use planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.4-9) require that BLM 

land use plans establish intervals and standards for monitoring and evaluation, and the planning 

handbook requires that BLM’s existing plans be evaluated every 5 years at a minimum.  For 

Resource Management Plans (RMPs) being evaluated, the Field Manager will identify an 

interdisciplinary (ID) team to complete a comprehensive assessment of the current RMP and any 

subsequent Plan Amendments.  The ID team should represent the major resources and programs 

present in the planning area.  The Field Office may invite participants from other Federal 

agencies, Tribes, State and local Governments, and the public to participate in the evaluation 

process. 

 

The process requirements include:  the ID team, manager, and other participating parties 

answering both general and program specific questions; the District Planning and Environmental 

Coordinator (P&EC) completing an evaluation report, with input from the ID team, 

Field Manager, and State Office Planning Lead; and the completion by appropriate Field Office 

staff of a Worksheet for RMP Effectiveness Performance Measure as directed in 

IM No. 2010-101.  Additional details are provided in the attachments to this IM. 

 

http://web.blm.gov/internal/wo-500/directives/dir-10/im2010-101.html


2 

 

Once the evaluation documentation is finalized, the Evaluation Report and attached Worksheet 

for RMP Effectiveness Performance Measure will be transmitted from the Field Manager to the 

Deputy State Director (DSD) for Renewable Resources and Planning for approval.  In 

accordance with BLM Handbook H-1601-1, the State Director should concur with evaluations.  

The signed report and worksheet will be submitted by the DSD for Renewable Resources and 

Planning to the Washington Office Branch Chief for Planning and National Environmental 

Policy Act per IM No. 2010-101.  

 

Timeframe:  This IM is effective upon receipt and will remain in effect until the expiration date, 

unless formally modified. 

 

Budget Impact:  This evaluation process will require staff time for RMP review, question 

response, and discussion.  The budget impact is likely to be small for any individual office. 

 

Background:  Land Use Plans are evaluated every 5 years at a minimum to assess their 

capability to meet current requirements.  The results of the evaluation process are used to 

determine whether plan maintenance, amendment, or revision is needed. 

 

Directives Affected:  None at this time.  This is supplemental guidance to the Land Use 

Planning Handbook (H-1601-1). 

 

Coordination:  Coordination between the District/Field Office and State Office Planning and 

Environmental Coordinator and Riparian Resource leads is necessary for effective RMP 

evaluations.  

 

Contact:  If there are questions, please contact Jackie Neckels, Planning and Environmental 

Coordinator at 602-417-9262, or email at jneckels@blm.gov. 

 

SIGNED BY: AUTHENTICATED BY: 

June E. Shoemaker Susan Williams 

Acting Deputy State Director Staff Assistant 

 

4 Attachments: 

1 - Guidance for Completing a RMP 

Evaluation (2 pp) 

2 - Program Specific and General RMP 

Evaluation Questions (10 pp) 

3 - RMP Evaluation Report Outline (3 pp) 

4 - Instruction Memorandum No. 2010-101 

(3 pp) 
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Guidance for Completing a Land Use Plan Evaluation 

 

Background:  The purpose of Land Use Plan (LUP) evaluations is to determine whether the 

land use plan decisions and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis are still valid 

and whether the plan is being implemented.  The LUPs are evaluated to: 

 Determine if decisions are relevant to current issues. 

 Identify any decisions that need to be revised. 

 List decisions that need to be dropped from further consideration. 

 Determine if decisions are effective in achieving (or making progress toward achieving) 

desired outcomes. 

 Identify areas that require new decisions. 

 Determine if the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is managing according to the 

approved Resource Management Plan (RMP).  For example, are decisions used when 

preparing annual work plans and associated budgets?  Are all project proposals checked 

for conformance with plan decisions? 

 Identify if the issues in the current LUP have been resolved (or progress is being made 

towards resolution).  If issues were not resolved, identify why e.g., were the issue-

specific decisions implemented?  If the decisions were implemented were they effective?  

Are other/additional decisions needed to resolve an issue? 

 Determine the level of new planning needed (Amendment versus Revision), and identify 

anticipated issues and associated data needs for any future planning activity. 

 

Instructions:   

 

The State Office Planning Lead will work with the District and Field Office Planning and 

Environmental Coordinators (P&ECs) to finalize the list of program specific questions to tailor 

them to the RMP being evaluated.  See Attachment 2 for initial program questions.  

 

The District or Field Office P&EC will distribute finalized questions to the evaluation 

Interdisciplinary (ID) team, managers, and any participating agency, Tribe, or interested public.  

The questionnaire should be completed as accurately and objectively as possible based on 

personal knowledge and experiences.  The responses should be typed into the questionnaire and 

the file saved with the respondents name or initials.  It is suggested the District and Field Office 

P&ECs and ID team review results of the previous RMP evaluations, if any, prior to responding 

to the current questionnaire. Doing so could reduce work by carrying forward the results from an 

earlier evaluation, if they are determined to still be valid.  The completed questionnaires will be 

provided to the Field and District P&ECs, and State Office Planning Lead.   

 

The District P&EC will work with the Field Office to schedule time over a 2 to 3-day period for 

the ID team to report out their evaluation findings and allow for follow-up questions and 

discussion.  This effort should be attended by the Field and District P&ECs, the State Office 

Planning Lead, and Field Office management, if available. 
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The questionnaire responses, along with information from follow-up discussions, will be 

compiled and summarized in the RMP evaluation report by the District, and/or Field Office 

P&EC, with support and review by the State Office Planning Lead.  See Attachment 3 for the 

evaluation report format. 

 

Staff assigned by the Field Manager will complete the “Worksheet for RMP Effectiveness 

Performance Measure,” (required by Instruction Memorandum (IM) No. 2010-101) in 

coordination with the State Office Planning and Riparian Resource Leads.  The worksheet will 

be attached as an appendix to the Evaluation Report and signed by the Field Manager and State 

Riparian Lead.  See attachment 4 for the IM and associated worksheet. 

 

The completed reporting documents will be transmitted from the Field Manager to the 

State Office for approval by the Deputy State Director (DSD) for Renewable Resources and 

Planning.  The State Director should then concur with the evaluation.  The DSD for Renewable 

Resources and Planning will then submit the signed evaluation report and riparian worksheet to 

the Washington Office, Division of Decision Support, Planning, and NEPA per IM 

No. 2010-101. 
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Program Specific and General Resource Management Plans Evaluation Questions 

 

Air Quality: 

1. Does the Resource Management Plan (RMP) identify air quality standards and provide 

management practices to achieve them? 

2. Based upon the information available have air quality standards being met?  If not, what 

management actions or mitigation measures are prescribed? 

3. Does the RMP recognize the authority of the State of Arizona, or other delegated 

authority to regulate air quality impacts and establish emission standards? 

4. Does the RMP identify existing non-attainment areas, State Implementation Plans (SIPs), 

and measures/actions to meet general conformity requirements with SIPs? 

 

Climate Change: 

1. If approved after January 2009, does the RMP recognize the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) Air Quality Manual (MS7300) and adequately assess climate 

change as required by Secretarial Order 3289-1 and Departmental Manual 523 DM1?  If 

not, explain. 

2. Does the RMP analysis address climate change effects on natural resources? Explain. 

3. Does the RMP analysis address greenhouse gas emissions for affected resource 

programs? 

4. Does the RMP address Regional Mitigation or identify a mitigation strategy as it pertains 

to climate change adaptation (SO 3330 October 2013)? 

 

Soils: 
1. Are problem areas in which uses are restricted by low soil productivity, limited water 

quality, etc. identified in the RMP?  

2. Are soil survey data described and used to assess the suitability/capability of landscapes 

to achieve RMP objectives? 

3. Are soil survey data used to set priorities for restoration/rehabilitation and to guide 

development of site-specific prescriptions? 

4. Are soil survey data used to identify erosion hazards or erodible classes throughout the 

planning area? 

 

Water Resources: 

1. Does the RMP discuss water quality, water quantity, and current or foreseeable beneficial 

uses in the planning area? 

2. Do inventoried water sources demonstrate available water for proposed uses (wildlife, 

recreation, wild horse and burros, etc.)? 

3. Are there any impaired water bodies in the planning area identified on the State of 

Arizona’s list (303d)?  Are any impaired water bodies linked to public land use? 

4. Does the RMP identify area wide use restrictions and/or Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) to meet water quality requirements? 

5. Does the RMP set objectives for the restoration of identified impaired waters? 

6. Does the RMP identify BLM water rights policy, voluntary conformance with State water 

law, and provisions to perfect sufficient water rights to meet land management activities 

(BLM Manual 7250)? 
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Vegetation: 

1. Does the RMP identify appropriate desired future conditions (or goals and objectives) for 

important vegetation communities? 

2. Does the RMP identify characteristics of healthy vegetation communities?  Are these 

characteristics used to design monitoring to assess health of those communities? 

3. Does the RMP adequately identify areas where commercial and/or non-commercial 

vegetation product harvesting is open, restricted or closed? 

4. Does the RMP contain strategies to conserve threatened or endangered and special status 

plant species, including listed species and species proposed for listing?  Are there new 

species that need to be considered since the RMP was completed? 

5. Are the RMP decisions consistent with objectives and recommended actions in recovery 

plans, conservation agreements, and applicable biological opinions for threatened and 

endangered species? 

6. Do RMP decisions support Healthy Landscapes, or similar landscape restoration 

activities? 

7. Are there new RMP decisions, or changes to current decisions that would improve 

management of vegetation? 

8. Does the RMP adequately provide management direction to address the introduction and 

spread of noxious and invasive species? 

 

Riparian: 

1. Are riparian Desired Future Conditions (DFCs) or goals and objectives being achieved as   

shown by PFC surveys? 

2. Are management actions prescribed in the RMP sufficient to meet DFCs (Actions may 

also be described under other management areas such as vegetation, soils, sensitive 

species, etc.)? 

3. Are there new RMP decisions, or changes to current decisions that would improve 

management of riparian areas? 

 

Fish and Wildlife, and Threatened/Endangered and Special Status Species: 

1. Does the plan designate priority species and habitats?  Are those designations still 

appropriate?  If not, explain. 

2. Does the plan provide for Special Areas such as Area of Critical Environmental Concern  

(ACECs), etc.? 

3. Are there management plans or prescriptions in place for priority habitats? 

4. Are there adequate decisions and management actions in the RMP to maintain habitat 

continuity (minimize fragmentation) and connectivity (maintain movement between 

habitat areas)? 

5. Does the RMP identify appropriate management actions and area-wide use restrictions 

needed to achieve desired population and habitat conditions while maintaining a thriving 

natural ecological balance?  If not, explain. 

6. Are RMP decisions consistent with the supporting Biological Assessments, Biological 

Opinions, and Recovery Plans?  If not, explain. 
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7. Are there activity plans (be they Habitat Management Plans or ACEC plans, for example) 

relating to Threatened and Endangered (T&E) species that have not been implemented?  

If so, explain why. 

8. Have new species been listed, or new critical habitat for listed species been designated 

since development of the RMP?  If so, has consultation been completed on these species? 

9. Have the results of Section 7 consultations, such as mandatory terms and conditions, been 

implemented? 

10. Has plan conformance been completed on any conservation measures or terms and 

conditions resulting from Section 7 consultations? 

11. Have recovery plans been completed for T&E species since finalization of the RMP? 

12. Are there impacts to T&E species on public lands not anticipated when the RMP was 

finalized? 

13. Are other management plans/strategies such as the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan and 

Arizona Implementation Strategy being implemented through the RMP?  

14. Are prescriptions or objectives identified in RMP for special status species being 

implemented?  If not, explain. 

15. Are there impacts to special status species on public lands not anticipated at the time of 

RMP finalization? 

16. Does the RMP provide adequate direction to protect migratory birds? 

17. Are desired plant community objectives adequately described to meet the habitat needs of 

listed and special status species? 

18. Is management direction contained in current guidance documents adequately addressed 

in the RMP (e.g. Migratory Bird Treaty Act Executive Order 13186, Bald and Golden 

Eagle Protection Act, Revised 6840 Manual)? 

19. Are there new RMP decisions, or changes to current decisions that would improve 

wildlife management?  

 

Wild Horses and Burros: 
1. Are Herd Area boundaries identified in the RMP?  If so, are they still adequate (does the 

boundary correctly portray where wild horses and burros were found in 1971)? 

2. Are the boundaries of the Herd Management Areas identified in the RMP appropriate? 

3. Does the RMP identify an initial estimated herd size that could be managed to achieve a 

thriving ecological balance and allow multiple use of the area?  Does the RMP contain 

guidelines and criteria for adjusting herd size when needed? 

4. Does the RMP identify the need to prepare Herd Management Plans (HMPs) that will 

establish Appropriate Management Levels and a population range within which the herd 

size may fluctuate?  Have HMPs been completed? 

5. Does the RMP identify area-wide restrictions needed to achieve objectives?  Have these 

been implemented?  Are they effective? 
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Native American Concerns and Coordination: 
1. Have Native Americans identified new issues or concerns that need to be addressed 

through land use plan decisions, e.g., (a) protection of sacred sites or needs for access to 

them, (b) need for protection or use of areas for gathering plants for traditional purposes 

such as medicinal plants or basketry materials, (c) restricting certain kinds of land uses 

adjacent to reservation boundaries that may be incompatible with existing or proposed 

tribal land uses or tribal land use plans. If so, explain. 

2. Are places of traditional cultural importance to Native Americans, including sacred sites, 

adequately addressed?  Does the RMP discuss such areas, or state that none have been 

identified by tribes?  If such places have been identified, does the plan prescribe actions 

appropriate to their protection and use?  Are the prescribed actions achieving their 

objectives? 

3. Have new issues or resources been identified, especially in newly acquired lands, that call 

for additional potential ACECs to be evaluated for possible designation through RMP 

amendment, e.g., new discoveries of important cultural resources; or Native American 

traditional use areas such as plant gathering locations? 

 

Indian Trust Resources: 
1. Does the RMP/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) adequately address impacts on 

Indian trust resources through one of the following: (a) by explaining what Indian trust 

resources are and clearly stating that they were considered, but would not be affected by 

any actions analyzed in the plan, or (b) by containing a separate analysis of impacts to 

Indian trust resources that identifies any potential effects on them, explicitly addresses 

those effects, states the rationale for the recommended decision, and explains how the 

decision will be consistent with the Department’s trust responsibility. 

 

Cultural Resources: 
1. Are all classes of cultural properties, both known and projected to occur, allocated to one 

or more of the use categories defined in Manual 8110? 

2. Are management decisions about individual cultural properties being made in reference 

to, and consistent with, the uses to which the properties have been allocated? 

3. Is there a need to change any use allocations based on new information, public demand, 

or research needs?  

4. Have new opportunities come to light for using cultural properties for scientific, 

educational, recreational, traditional, or experimental purposes, or for conserving unique 

properties for the future, that are not addressed in the RMP? 

5. Are there areas containing important cultural resources that should be considered for 

special designation, i.e., National Register, National Historic Landmark, or ACEC, that 

were not adequately considered in the RMP? 

6. Is there new information indicating areas of important cultural resources that should be 

considered for acquisition? 

7. Is there any cultural property that should be identified in the RMP as not suitable for 

disposal; not subject to uses which would alter its setting, integrity, or present use; and/or 

not subject to mitigation through destructive means (e.g., data recovery)? 

8. Are additional inventories or consultations needed to provide the data necessary to 

address these questions? 
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9. Does the RMP contain a separate section on managing National Historic Trails (NHT) as 

specified by Manual 6280? 

10. Does the RMP establish NHT management corridors or address how such corridors will 

be established in the future? 

11. Does the RMP fully address land use applications that may affect cultural resources? 

12. Do area or route designations in the RMP address cultural resource needs and protection? 

 

Paleontological Resources: 
1. Does the RMP identify area-wide criteria or site-specific use restrictions to ensure that: 

a) Areas containing, or likely to contain, vertebrate or noteworthy occurrences of 

invertebrate or plant fossils are identified and evaluated prior to authorizing surface 

disturbing activities; (b) management recommendations are developed to promote the 

scientific, educational, and recreational uses of fossils; and (c) threats to paleontological 

resources are identified and mitigated as appropriate. 

2. Does the RMP identify appropriate protection measures and scientific, educational and 

recreational use opportunities for paleontological localities? 

3. Do area or route designations in the RMP address paleontological resource needs and 

protection? 

Visual Resource Management: 

1. Were VRM classes allocated in the RMP?  Do they reflect current resource demand and 

public sensitivity to visual change? 

2.  Are the constraints imposed by the VRM classes appropriate for protecting visual values 

while managing development?  Explain. 

3.  Are the VRM data/maps from the RMP easily accessed and readily available to assist 

with questions of RMP conformance? 

4.  If the VRI and VRM data are in GIS, do they conform to the national data standard? 

5. Are there new RMP decisions, or changes to current decisions that would improve 

management of visual resources management? 

 

Fire & Fuels: 

1. Was the “Arizona LUP Amendment for Fire, Fuels, and Air Quality Management” 

incorporated into the RMP?  This Amendment was completed in 2004 and amended 6 

RMPs (Phoenix, Kingman, Arizona Strip, Safford, Yuma and Lower Gila South) and one 

MFP (Lower Gila North). 

2. Do the current RMP decisions meet the requirements of the National Wildland Fire 

Policy?  If not, explain. 

3. Do the fire management decisions consider firefighter and public safety, benefits and 

values to be protected, strategies that result in minimum suppression costs? 

4. Does the RMP provide appropriate objectives and management actions for use of 

unplanned ignitions and hazardous fuel treatments? 

5. Does the RMP identify geographic areas suitable and unsuitable for the use of wildland 

fire from unplanned ignitions to meet resource objectives?  If so, are these areas still 

appropriate? 

6. Do the management actions to achieve the fire management goals and objectives, conflict 

with the goals and objectives for vegetation, wildlife and other resources?  If so, explain. 
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7. Are there new RMP decisions, or changes to current decisions that would improve 

management of the Arizona fire program? 

 

Special Area Designations (ACECs, Back Country Byways, Wild and Scenic Rivers, 

National Historic Trails, National Landmarks, Lands with Wilderness Characteristics): 
1 Does the RMP set appropriate Desired Future Conditions (DFC) or goals and objectives 

for Special Area Designations?  If not, explain. 

2. Are monitoring studies and adaptive management practices and triggers in place to assess 

and respond to changing conditions in areas with special designations? 

3. Where there is overlap between special management designations and other management 

allocations, are the management objectives consistent?  This could include an ACEC 

overlapping an SRMA, or other various management allocations within a single 

management area. 

4. Since the Statewide Wild and Scenic River Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was 

completed, has new information or changes in stream condition changed what should be 

recommended? 

5. Are there other streams or tributaries that should be reviewed for eligibility?  

6. For public lands along streams identified as potentially suitable for inclusion the National 

Wild and Scenic Rivers System, have interim management measures been established 

and implemented?  If not, explain.  If so, are they adequately protecting the WSR 

suitability? 

7. If the RMP says that activity plans will be developed for Wild and Scenic Rivers, Lands 

with Wilderness Characteristics, SRMAs, Back Country Byways, National Historic or 

Scenic Trails, etc., have these plans been completed?  If so list the name of the plan and 

date it was completed.  

 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern: 

1. If the RMP calls for the preparation of separate ACEC management plans, have these 

plans been written and are the management prescriptions being implemented? 

2. Are existing ACEC management prescriptions adequately protecting the resources for 

which the areas were designated? 

3. Have new issues or resources been identified, especially in newly acquired lands, that call 

for additional potential ACECs to be evaluated for possible designation through an RMP 

amendment, e.g., new discoveries of important cultural resources; or Native American 

traditional use areas such as plant gathering locations? 

 
Wilderness and Lands with Wilderness Characteristics:  

1. Does the RMP set appropriate DFC or clear goals and objectives for designated 

Wilderness and lands with wilderness characteristics? If not, explain. Are the goals and 

objectives being met? Explain. 

2. Are monitoring studies and adaptive management practices and triggers in place to assess 

and respond to changing conditions in designated Wilderness and lands with wilderness 

characteristics? 

3. Has the wilderness characteristics inventory been updated since the original inventory? If 

so, are there new areas that exhibit characteristics of wilderness where it would be 

appropriate to manage for those characteristics? 
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4. Are there new RMP decisions, or changes to current RMP decisions that would improve 

management of wilderness or areas exhibiting characteristics of wilderness? 

5. Is there designated wilderness in the planning area? If so, has a wilderness management 

plan been completed? 

 

Forestry: 
1. Does the RMP identify desired future conditions for health and distribution of forest and 

woodland types found in the planning area? 

2. Are the management actions and best management practices appropriate for meeting the 

goals and objectives? 

3. Does the RMP identify resources available for woodland product harvest and identify 

appropriate sustainable harvest levels?  

4. Does the RMP identify areas where commercial and/or non-commercial harvesting is 

open, restricted or withdrawn from commercial activities? 

 

Livestock Grazing Management: 

1. Does the RMP identify lands available or not available for livestock grazing?  Have 

changes occurred, or are changes needed, in the identification of these lands since the 

RMP was completed?  If so, explain. 

2. For areas identified as available for grazing, does the RMP identify the amount of 

existing forage available for livestock (expressed in animal unit months)? 

3. Is the classification for allotments appropriate? (perennial-ephemeral, ephemeral only)? 

4. Does the RMP identify selective management categories (Improve, Maintain, and 

Custodial)?  If so, do the selective management categories still reflect current resource 

conditions?  For instance do recent designations of Critical Habitat for T&E species now 

include allotments that are classified as custodial? 

5. Are modifications to existing management actions or new management actions needed to 

support land health standards? 

6. Does the RMP incorporate the Standards for Healthy Public Lands and Guidelines for 

Livestock Grazing Management?  If so, does the RMP apply the standards to all resource 

programs?  

 

Recreation:  

1. Are all public lands clearly designated as SRMAs, ERMAs, or public lands not designated 

as recreation management areas?  Are those designations still valid?  List the RMAs. 

2. Does the RMP identify recreation opportunity spectrum classes or setting characteristics 

and/or recreation management zones?  If so, are those still valid? 

3. Does the RMP include adequate management objectives for the specific recreation 

opportunities to be produced? 

4. Does the RMP identify the allowable types and level of land uses to sustain recreational 

values?  List any limitations or restrictions on land uses to maintain recreational values. 

Are these restrictions still appropriate? 

5. Does the RMP identify the allowable kinds and levels of recreational use to sustain other 

resource values in the planning area?  List any limitations or restrictions on recreational 

activities to sustain other resource values? Are these restrictions still appropriate? 
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6. Have the Recreation Management issues changed since the RMP was completed?  If yes, 

how are those issues being handled? 

7. Are there significant cave resources present in the planning area?  If so, are specific 

management goals outlined for the preservation or protection of significant cave 

resources? 

 

Travel and Transportation: 
1. Does the RMP identify all public lands as: open, limited, or closed to off-highway-

vehicle use? 

2. Are the OHV designations still meeting resource objectives? 

3. Does the RMP outline travel prescriptions under each designation? 

4. Have implementation level travel plans been completed?  If not, does the RMP provide a 

mechanism to complete implementation plans?  Explain. 

5. Are there designated Trails in the RMP? If so, are they meeting Designed Use 

objectives/Trail Management Objectives with respect to resource objectives? 

6. Are travel management objectives clearly stated for the various Travel Management 

Areas? 

7. If the RMP designates travel as "limited to existing roads and trails", then there should be 

a map, at a minimum, of existing roads and trails at the time the RMP ROD was signed. 

Is this true?  

 

 Lands and Realty: 

1. Does the RMP identify areas as potentially suitable for retention, disposal, and/or 

acquisition?  Do these areas reflect current priorities for landownership adjustments?  Are 

the land tenure decisions in RMP still valid?  List any new areas for disposal not 

described in the RMP.  

2. Does the RMP identify lands available for disposal by parcel or by specific areas on a 

map or by legal description?   

3. How are planning decisions in the RMP applied to newly acquired lands?  Does the RMP 

adequately address management of acquired land? 

4. Does the RMP address the criteria outlined in Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

(FLPMA) (Sections 203 and 206) for land available for disposal by sale or exchange? 

5. Do the Land Tenure decisions in the plan conform to the BLM State Land Tenure 

Strategy? 

6. Does the RMP properly identify lands which are potentially suitable for Recreation and 

Public Purposes (R&PP) leases and patents?  Is the discussion in the Land Use Plan clear 

that R&PP is a disposal authority, not merely a leasing authority? 

7. Does the RMP identify lands currently under withdrawal and any proposed or new 

withdrawals?  Have proposed withdrawals been pursued and implemented? 

8. How are planning decisions applied to lands returned to the public domain from 

relinquished withdrawals, where administrative jurisdiction is returned to the BLM? 

9. Does the RMP clearly identify right-of-way corridor locations?  Are the designated 

corridors in conflict with other resource management decisions?  If so, explain.  If 

corridors extend beyond the boundary of the RMP into the jurisdiction of another 

Field Office RMP, are they consistent across boundaries with respect to corridor width, 

management requirements etc.? 
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10. Does the RMP identify avoidance areas, and exclusion areas along with any general 

terms and conditions that may apply? 

11. Are there new RMP decisions or changes to current decisions that would improve 

management of the Lands and Realty program?  If so, explain. 

 

Wind, Solar, and Geothermal Energy: 

1.  Does the RMP adequately address current demand for energy facilities, including 

renewable energy?  Does it identify existing and potential development areas for 

renewable energy projects, communication sites, and other facilities? 

2. Was the RMP amended by the Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy Development, the AZ. 

Restoration Design Energy Project, and the Solar Energy Development in Six 

Southwestern States?  If not, how is wind and solar energy being addressed? 

3. Does the RMP address or incorporate the Fish and Wildlife Service Bald and Golden 

Eagle Guidelines with respect to renewable energy development?  If not, how are these 

guidelines being addressed? 

 

Minerals: 
1. Does the RMP identify areas open or closed to mineral leasing or disposal and identify 

constraints necessary to meet resource protection objectives?  Are these still valid? 

2. Are Reasonable Foreseeable Development (RFD) scenarios for mineral exploration and 

development in the planning area appropriate for the level of activity occurring now, and 

projected in the near term (3-5 years)? 

3. Does the RMP address how RFD scenarios will be kept up to date? 

4. Are there restrictions that should be eliminated or modified because they no longer are 

needed or appropriate, or are there industry technological changes that make the 

restriction(s) unnecessary? 

5. Are there areas recommended for closure to the mining laws for locatable exploration or 

development? If so, have those areas been withdrawn? 

6. Does the RMP incorporate sustainable development concepts or objectives relative to 

post-mining uses (example: BMPs, reclamation)? 

7. Can issues associated with Split-Estate be better addressed through the RMP? 

8.  Are there new decisions, or changes to current decisions that would improve management 

of the minerals program? 

 

Hazardous Materials: 

1. Does the RMP address identification, inventory and closure actions for abandoned mine 

lands? 

2. Does the RMP identify an inventory of hazardous material sites, including Formerly Used 

Defense sites, and outline objectives for management and disposal of known or potential 

future hazardous material sites? 

 

Geospatial Data: 

1. Does Field Office/District Office geospatial data conform to State and BLM data 

standards? 

2. Is the RMP geospatial data incorporated into the corporate data for the District, State, and 

the BLM? 
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3. Does the geospatial data for the RMP have metadata?  If so, is this metadata up to date 

and maintained? 

 

New Management Considerations: 

1. Regional Mitigation: Does the RMP address mitigation and monitoring in such a way to 

meet the Regional Mitigation objectives identified in Draft BLM 1794 Manual and 

Instruction Memorandum No. 2013-142 on regional mitigation?  If not, does the plan 

require maintenance to incorporate the new 1794 Manual? 

2. Rapid Ecoregional/Landscape Assessments: Does the RMP consider relevant data and 

information from Rapid Ecoregional Assessments (REA) or other landscape-level 

assessments per Instruction Memorandum No. 2014-125?  If not, does the plan require 

maintenance to incorporate the REA data and information (update inventory data and 

geospatial extent of resources)? 

 

General Questions to be answered by all participants: 

1. Are management actions outlined in the plan being implemented? 

2. Does the plan establish desired outcomes (goals and objectives)? 

3. Are the allocations, constraints, or mitigation measures effective in achieving, or making 

progress towards achieving, the desired outcomes? 

4. Have there been significant changes in the related plans of Indian Tribes, state or local 

governments, or other Federal agencies? 

5. Are there new data or analyses that significantly affect the planning decisions or the 

validity of the NEPA analysis? 

6. Are there unmet needs or new opportunities that can best be met through a plan 

amendment or revision, or will current management practices be sufficient? 

7. Are new inventories warranted pursuant to the BLM’s duty to maintain inventories on a 

continuous basis (FLPMA, Section 201)? 

8. Are there new legal or policy mandates as a result of new statutes, proclamations, 

executive orders, or court orders not addressed in the plan? 

9. Does the RMP have an implementation schedule?  Is the implementation schedule kept 

current?  If not, why? 
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NAME TITLE 

 District Planning and Environmental Coordinator 

District Office: 
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Planning and Environmental Coordinator (if any) 
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Field Manager: 

 

Field Office: 

Signature: Date: 
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Acting Deputy State Director, 
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Planning 

Signature: Date: 

Concurrence: 

 

Raymond Suazo, 

State Director 

Signature: Date: 
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[NAME] RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP) 

 

Five Year Monitoring and Evaluation Report 

 

I. SUMMARY INFORMATION 

 

A. Plan Name and Type (RMP): 

 

B. Record of Decision Date: 

 

C. Five Year Evaluation Number (I, II, III, IV): 

 

D. List all completed amendments by name. Include amendment purpose, program area, and 

decision date: 

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

E. List all program-specific or integrated activity level plans (Herd Management Plans, 

Habitat Management Plans, Recreation Area Management Plans, Cultural Resources 

Management Plans) which have been completed under this plan with the decision date: 

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

II. EVALUATION 

 

A. Introduction 

 

B. Purpose of Evaluation 

 

C. Evaluation Methodology and Scope (attach list of participants) 

 

D. Background (Provide brief summary of the RMP - when it was approved, how 

many times it was amended since the Record of Decision was signed) 

 

E. Previous Evaluation and Assessment Summary (if any) 

 

F. Conclusions from Previous Evaluations (if any) 
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G. Results and Recommendations from Current Evaluation (by resource) 

Provide conclusions regarding achievement of desired outcomes and goals and 

objectives for individual resource programs.  Identify any issues with implementing 

management actions. Identify any new legal or policy mandates not addressed in 

the plan.  Identify decisions to be carried forward, modified, or dropped.  Identify 

new decisions needed.  Provide recommendations based on these findings possible 

plan maintenance or amendments 

 

III. RMP IMPLEMENTATION (Discuss implementation schedule, explain if it’s current, does 

the rate of implementation allow you to meet the goals and objectives in the RMP). 

 

IV. CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER PLANS OF OTHER AGENCIES OR TRIBES 

(Discuss any issues with RMP consistency with other agency, Tribal, State and County 

plans.) 

 

V. PLAN CONFORMANCE 

(Discuss any actions you could not consider because of conformance issues.) 

 

VI. IS A PLAN AMENDMENT OR REVISION NECESSARY? 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

http://www.blm.gov 
 

April 9, 2010 

In Reply Refer To: 

1610 (210) I 

 

EMS TRANSMISSION 04/14/2010 

Instruction Memorandum No. 2010-101 

Expires: 09/30/2011 

 

To: All Field Office Officials 

 

From: Assistant Director, Renewable Resources and Planning 

 

Subject: Process for Reporting on the Performance Measure to Assess the Effectiveness of 

Resource Management Plans Using Riparian Condition as an Indicator 

 

Program Area: Land Use Planning, Riparian. 

 

Purpose: This Instruction Memorandum (IM) provides the policy, guidance, and process for 

reporting on the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) new performance measure: Percent of 

Resource Management Plans (RMP) evaluated by the BLM Director as making significant 

progress toward achieving riparian condition goals. This performance measure gauges the 

BLM’s effectiveness in meeting or making progress toward the goals, objectives, and/or 

management actions identified in BLM RMPs signed since initiation of the National Land Use 

Planning Initiative in 2001. 

 

This performance measure determines the percent of BLM RMPs that meet or are making 

significant progress toward achieving their defined riparian condition goals (see Attachment 1). 

Recognizing the critical importance of riparian areas to watersheds, the BLM has targeted 

riparian resources and condition for this performance measure process. Therefore, for the 

purpose of this performance measure, riparian condition is used as the selected indicator of RMP 

implementation effectiveness. 

 

Policy/Action: The land use plan (LUP) evaluation process includes a comprehensive review of 

the LUP to determine if planning decisions and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

analysis are still valid (LUP Handbook, H- 1601-1). Field offices scheduled to complete a plan 

evaluation will enter a program element workload target and accomplishment of “DJ” (e.g., 

evaluate LUP) in the Performance Measure Database System (PMDS) for the fiscal year. Each 

fiscal year, approximately 20 percent of the BLM’s RMPs will be assessed through this process. 

All RMPs will have reported on this performance measure by 2015. 

 

http://www.blm.gov/
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Field offices will incorporate, where possible, this process for reporting on this performance 

measure into their existing plans to evaluate RMPs. As an evaluation of the goals, objectives, and 

management actions relative to riparian resources already occurs during the existing plan 

evaluation process, the attached worksheet will augment the existing evaluation process and 

alleviate duplicative workloads. If the opportunity to combine this performance measure 

assessment into the existing plan evaluation process does not exist, field offices will utilize an 

interdisciplinary approach to complete the worksheet assessment (Attachment 2). 

 

During the plan evaluation process, field offices will use an interdisciplinary team to complete the 

“Worksheet for RMP Effectiveness Performance Measure” (see Attachment 2). Evaluations must 

be coordinated with the appropriate Field and/or State Office Riparian Resource Lead(s) and 

Planning and Environmental Coordinator(s). The worksheet contains questions in five sections: 

Background, RMP Eligibility, Riparian Goals/Objectives, Implementation Effectiveness, and 

Summary. Space is provided within the worksheet to summarize and record the findings for each 

question posed within the assessment. Upon completion, the performance measure worksheet will 

be certified by the State Director for the appropriate state in compliance with IM No. 2009-040, 

Fiscal Year (FY) 2009 Performance Reporting Requirements. Certified worksheets must be 

submitted by the Deputy State Director to the Washington Office, Division of Decision Support, 

Planning, and NEPA, Branch Chief for Planning and NEPA within 30 days of completion so that 

they may be validated and concurred with by the Assistant Director for Renewable Resources and 

Planning (AD-200). 

 

Timeframe: This IM is effective upon issuance. 

 

Budget Impact: None. 

 

Background: Each BLM RMP is evaluated every 5 years or prior to any plan revision or major 

plan amendment. The LUP evaluation typically identifies resource needs and means of correcting 

RMP deficiencies as well as addresses issues through plan maintenance, amendments, or revisions. 

 

The Government Performance Results Act of 1993 requires all agencies to describe the means by 

which performance data will be collected, validated, and verified in annual performance plans. 

The BLM uses a validation and verification checklist to ensure that the standards are being met. 

 

Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: The interim policy contained in this IM will be 

incorporated into Land Use Plan Handbook, H-1601-1, during the next revision. 

 

Coordination: This IM affects the reporting of performance at all levels of the organization. 

Close coordination between the Washington Office, state offices, and field offices is necessary to 

improve the overall performance reporting for the BLM. Preparation of this process, policy, and 

worksheet was coordinated with the Washington Office Riparian Program (WO-220), the State 

Planning and Environmental Coordinators, the State Riparian Leads, and the Deputy State 

Directors. 
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Contact: For any policy questions, please contact Marci Todd, Division Chief, Planning and 

NEPA, at 202-912-7292. If you have any general questions pertaining to submitting program 

element or performance measure information, please contact Sandra Meyers, Senior 

Management Analyst at 202-912-7278. 

 

Signed by: Authenticated by: 

Edwin L. Roberson Robert M. Williams Assistant Director Renewable 

Resources and Planning Division of IRM Governance,WO-560 

 

 

2 Attachments 

1 - Performance Measure Definition (3 pp) 

2 - Worksheet for RMP Effectiveness 

Performance Measure (7 pp) 

http://web.blm.gov/internal/wo-500/directives/dir-10/im2010-101_a1.pdf
http://web.blm.gov/internal/wo-500/directives/dir-10/im2010-101_a2.xlsx
http://web.blm.gov/internal/wo-500/directives/dir-10/im2010-101_a2.xlsx



