
 

 

 

November 10, 2025 

Re: Rescission of Conservation and Landscape Health Rule 

Dear Secretary Burgum and Principal Deputy Director Groffy, 

While the Property and Environment Research Center does not support most of the Conservation 
and Landscape Health Rule, it urges the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to retain the rule’s 
conservation leasing provisions. Conservation leasing is a free-market alternative to regulatory and legal 
conflict that facilitates much needed voluntary, private investment in public-land conservation.  

Rescinding these provisions would set back conservation and the President’s agenda. In July, President 
Trump issued the “Make America Beautiful Again” executive order articulating his conservation 
policy. In it, the President directed the BLM to “encourage responsible, voluntary conservation efforts” 
and to “cut bureaucratic delays that hinder effective environmental management.”  

Disallowing conservation leasing discourages voluntary conservation. For example, a conservation lease 
allows a private entity to invest in cheatgrass removal and protect that investment with measures to 
prevent the return of this destructive threat to native grasslands. The BLM should be encouraging such 
voluntary investments in public lands. Instead, it rejects them as unnecessary, holding up 
administrative withdrawals and regulations as the preferred means of conserving public lands.1 These 
are the very sources of bureaucratic delays that the President has directed the BLM to cut.  

As explained in PERC’s comment, the BLM’s reasons for rescinding the rule are specious. 
Conservation is a lawful use of land under FLPMA; conservation leasing is fully consistent with the 
“multiple use” mandate; and it is not an end-run around the withdrawal process.  The BLM is rejecting 
a long-held consensus that conservation is not preservation, but preferable to it. Conservation is the 
active management of land to produce environmental benefits—and for that reason a “use” of land. 

That said, PERC acknowledges concerns raised about conservation leasing and suggests reforms to 
better protect existing users’ rights, to prevent conservation leases from being effectively given away to 
favored groups, and to hold conservation lessees accountable for managing leased land. But to simply 
discard conservation leasing undermines this administration’s policies, while increasing wildfire risks, 
contributing to habitat degradation, and worsening rangeland health. 

1 See Rescission of Conservation and Landscape Health Rule, 90 Fed. Reg. 43990, 43991 (proposed Sept. 11, 2025) 
(“[T]he BLM has determined that it has sufficient tools to manage the public lands . . . . For example, Interior may 
withdraw land under 43 U.S.C. 1714 . . . .”). 

 


