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245 million acres
~ 700 million acres of subsurface mineral estate
More than 140 Resource Management Plans
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Over 12 million acres of public land in Arizona
17.5 million acres of subsurface mineral estate

RMP/EIS:  establishes goals and objectives (desired outcomes by program and established allowable uses and management actions anticipated to achieve desired outcomes

15 yr life span

Geographic extent of the planning area (planning area boundary)
Desired future conditions for water quantity
Desired future conditions for riparian and upland plant communities
Management of riparian vegetation, when present
Areas open and closed to grazing
Areas open or closed to particular kinds of mining
Areas managed to protect wilderness characteristics
Places that should be designated as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Objectives for Visual Resources Management
Management of recreation uses
Management of wild horses or burros
Management of wildlife and fish habitat, especially those considered Sensitive Species
Management of travel, especially a motorized travel network
Use restrictions for resource protection
Management of resources near the urban interface
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FLPMA:  Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 – requires land use planning with  public involvement
NEPA:  National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 – requires federal agencies to incorporate environmental considerations in their planning and decision-making through a systematic interdisciplinary approach.


FLPMA and NEPA provide BLM managers with complementary directives regarding coordination and cooperation with other agencies and governments.
FLPMA emphasizes the need to insure coordination and consistency with the plans and policies of other relevant jurisdictions.
NEPA provides for what is essentially a cooperative relationship between a lead agency and cooperating agencies in the NEPA process.

Also requires, to the extent practical, that BLM keep itself informed of other Federal agency, state and local land use plans, assure consideration is given to those plans that are germane to the development of the BLM LUP decisions and assist in resolving inconsistencies between Federal and non-Federal plans.
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Planning is an inherently public process
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Coordination:  
Required by FLPMA
On-going communication between BLM managers and state, local, and Tribal governments to ensure that BLM considers pertinent provisions of non-BLM plans in managing public lands; seeks to resolve inconsistencies between such plans; and provides ample opportunities for state, local, and Tribal government representatives to comment in the development of RMPs. 

FACA does not apply to meetings with other governmental entities.
May be formalized through MOU – points of contact and communication protocols
60 day Governor’s consistency review required for all LUPs, including amendments and revisions prior to approval by BLM

Cooperation:
Goes beyond coordination requirement of FLPMA.  It’s the process by which another governmental entity works with BLM in LUP development and NEPA analysis; provided by CEQ’s NEPA regs.  Cooperating agency roles should be formalized through agreement

Formal framework

Responsibilities of cooperating agency:
Formal involvement in scoping and sharing the responsibility for defining and framing the issues to be examined in the NEPA process
Developing information and analysis for which the agency has particular expertise
Contributing staff to enhance the interdisciplinary team’s capabilities
Bearing the costs of its own participation

BLM’s goals for the cooperating agency relationship:
Incorporating local knowledge of economic, social and political conditions
Addressing intergovernmental issues
Avoiding duplication of effort
Enhancing the local credibility of the review process
Building relationships of trust and collaboration for long-term mutual gain

CEQ qualifications for cooperating agency status:
Jurisdiction by law – agency authority to approve, veto or finance all or part of the proposal
Special expertise – statutory responsibility, agency mission or related program expertise



Consultation:
Formal effort to obtain advice or opinion of another agency.  Ex. ESA consultation with US FWS and NOAA for fisheries related issues.

Collaboration:
Process for interested parties often of widely varies interests to work together to seek solutions with broad support for managing public and other lands.  Mandates methods, not outcomes and doesn’t imply achievement of consensus.





	Laying the Groundwork for Coordination between State and Federal Partners – BLM Perspective
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Foundation for Coordinated Planning
	Planning:  an Inherently Public Process
	Guidance for Coordinated Planning
	Forms of Public & Intergovernmental Involvement
	Recent Coordination Efforts�ASLD & AZ BLM

