
To: Rodman, Anthony[anthony.rodman@bia.gov]
Cc: Walters, Sarah[sarah_walters@ios.doi.gov]; Black, Michael[mike.black@bia.gov]
From: Appel, Elizabeth
Sent: 2017-06-08T12:06:41-04:00
Importance: Normal
Subject: Re: 2 Monument review documents for review, deadline 2 pm Thursday June 8
Received: 2017-06-08T12:08:54-04:00
Draft Interim report on Monument Review Process AMR IA RACA.docx
Bears Ears Review draft_06_07_17_2 AMR_IA RACA.docx

Hi Sarah, Mike, and Morgan-
Attached are my suggested edits.  Please let me know if you have any additional edits or

concerns with my edits by 2:30pm so that I can send over our input by the 3pm deadline.

Among other things, I note that the documents lack any content on what the ultimate decision

will be with regard to Bears Ears or even how they are analyzing the 7 factors identified in the

EO.

Thank you!

Liz

On Thu, Jun 8, 2017 at 10:51 AM, Appel, Elizabeth <elizabeth.appel@bia.gov> wrote:

Just talked to Randy...  The first, all text, document is intended to be the interim report.  The

second Bears Ears-specific document is an economic study.  Nothing in the E.O. requires an
economic study, but apparently the Secretary wants one developed for each monument being

reviewed, so this is the first of many.

The E.O. does require examination of 6 specific factors... none of which are specifically
examined in either document, but the E.O. also allows the Secretary to review "other factors

as the Secretary deems appropriate."  So the economic considerations would fall into that

"other factors" category.
 

They are currently unsure whether the economic studies will be made publicly available.

Am still hoping to get you specific edits soon, but wanted to get you an update in the meantime.

On Thu, Jun 8, 2017 at 8:44 AM, Appel, Elizabeth <elizabeth.appel@bia.gov> wrote:

Hi Morgan et al.-
Thank you so much for reviewing.  It looks like the Bears Ears report is the draft of the

report due to the President by June 10 summarizing the findings of the review with respect

to the Proclamation on Establishment of the Bears Ears National Monument.

I'm not sure why the process is in a separate section.

I think your highlights and edits are good.  Also, there currently isn't any "conclusion" section,
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so I want to add some language about the fact that Interior is still reviewing input from
Tribes and others.  I'll try to edit and get back to you all for review this morning.

Liz

On Wed, Jun 7, 2017 at 9:16 PM, Rodman, Anthony <anthony.rodman@bia.gov> wrote:

Hi all,

Randy sent the attached draft reports earlier this evening. One report primarily outlines the
process USG is using for the Monumen Reviews and the number of submissions to date,

and the other report is on the economic impact surrounding Bears Ears.  Randy asks for

comments by 3pm tomorrow.

I'm unclear if these reports will be public and when they will be released if so. Liz, any ideas? I

attached the reports with my internal to AS-IA comments for your review and thoughts. I
highlighted some areas that drew my attention too. I'll be at the listening session tomorrow

morning in Rapid City and then will be flying back to DC in the pm. I'll have my phone

with me.

Regards,

Morgan
---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Bowman, Randal <randal bowman@ios.doi.gov>

Date: Wed, Jun 7, 2017 at 5:49 PM
Subject: 2 Monument review documents for review, deadline 2 pm Thursday June 8

To: "Boone, Whitney" <whitney boone@nps.gov>, Aaron Moody

<aaron.moody@sol.doi.gov>, Ann Navaro <ann.navaro@sol.doi.gov>, Herbert Frost
<bert frost@nps.gov>, Benjamin Simon <benjamin simon@ios.doi.gov>, Betsy

Hildebrandt <betsy hildebrandt@fws.gov>, "Maucieri, Mathew" <mmaucieri@usbr.gov>,

Tanya Joshua <tanya joshua@ios.doi.gov>, "Appel, Elizabeth"
<elizabeth.appel@bia.gov>, "McAlear, Christopher" <cmcalear@blm.gov>, Jeff Rupert

<Jeff Rupert@fws.gov>, Randal Bowman <randal bowman@ios.doi.gov>, Nikki Moore

<nmoore@blm.gov>, Sally Butts <sbutts@blm.gov>, Anthony Rodman
<anthony.rodman@bia.gov>, "Schmidt, Jaime T -FS" <jtschmidt@fs.fed.us>, Laura Brown

<laura.brown@sol.doi.gov>, Timothy <tjfisher@blm.gov>, "Powell, Christine"

<chris powell@nps.gov>, Kaiini Kaloi <kaiini kaloi@ios.doi.gov>, "Van Houten,
William" <william vanhouten@ios.doi.gov>

Attached are drafts of the interim report on the monument review process and the economic

report on the Bears Ears monument. Please review and have any comments back to me by 3
pm tomorrow, June 8.

Due to late edits to the draft economic report there are some formatting issues there that will be
corrected; no need to comment on those.
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I regret the short turn-around, but that is likely to be the norm for this process.

--

Anthony Morgan Rodman
Office of the Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs

1849 C. St. NW, Mailstop 4146

Washington, DC 20240
202-208-6346 (office)

202-573-2740 (cell)

anthony.rodman@bia.gov
www.bia.gov

--

Elizabeth K. Appel

Office of Regulatory Affairs & Collaborative Action

Office of the Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs

(202) 273-4680 - office

(202) 738-6065 - cell

--

Elizabeth K. Appel

Office of Regulatory Affairs & Collaborative Action

Office of the Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs

(202) 273-4680 - office

(202) 738-6065 - cell

--

Elizabeth K. Appel

Office of Regulatory Affairs & Collaborative Action

Office of the Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs

(202) 273-4680 - office

(202) 738-6065 - cell
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Bears Ears National Monument

 
Location: San Juan County, UT
Managing agencies: BLM, USFS
Adjacent cities/counties/reservations: 

 Counties: San Juan County, UT

 Reservations: Navajo Nation

 Cities: Bluff, UT; Blanding, UT;
Monticello, UT; Navajo Nation
Reservation

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to provide information on the

economic values and economic contributions of the

activities and resources associated with Bears Ears

National Monument (BENM) as well as to provide a brief

economic profile of San Juan County.

Background

The Bears Ears National Monument encompasses 1.4 million acres in San Juan County, UT and was

established in 2016 for the purposes of protecting lands that contained cultural, prehistoric, historic, and

scientific resources, including objects of archaeological significance, as well as providing access to

outdoor recreation activities that serve a growing travel and tourism industry in the area.  Prior to

establishment of the monument, all lands within the monument boundaries were Federal lands managed

by BLM (Monticello Field Office) and the USFS (Manti-La Sal National Forest), with the exception of

over 100,000 acres of land owned by the State of Utah and managed by the Utah School and Institutional

Trust Lands Administration (SITLA).1  Economic activities occurring on SITLA land in the area are

similar to those on adjacent Federal land, including visitation to prominent cultural resource sites and

grazing.2 Of the federal acreage, 57% was protected under other BLM land use designations (i.e.

Wilderness Study Area, Natural Area, Area of Critical Environmental Concern, Special Recreation

Management Area).

Proposals to protect land in the Bears Ears area date back over 80 years.  More recently, in 2015, the

“Inter-Tribal Coalition for Bears Ears” proposed establishing a 1.9 million acre national monument.3

Utah Congressmen Rob Bishop and Jason Chaffetz proposed establishing two National Conservation

Areas (NCAs) -- Bears Ears and Indian Creek -- totaling 1.3 million acres as part of their Public Lands

Initiative (PLI).4

                                               
1 SITLA serves as fiduciary of Utah’s 3.4 million acres of trust lands, parcels of land held in trust to support 12 state
institutions, primarily the K-12 public education system. SITLA is constitutionally mandated to generate revenue
from trust lands to build and grow permanent endowments for these institutions, which were designated by Congress
in 1894. Utah’s public school system is the largest beneficiary, holding 96% of all Utah trust lands.
2 Different rules apply to grazing on SITLA land versus Federal land, such as allowing SITLA to post expiring
permits on the agency’s website, establish 15 years as the maximum length for grazing permits, and set a fee of
$10/AUM when permits are assigned.  The Federal grazing fee in 2017 is $2.11/AUM.  
3 The Inter-Tribal coalition consists of representatives from the Hopi Tribe, Navajo Nation, Uintah and Ouray Ute

Tribe, Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, and Zuni Tribe.
4 National Conservation Areas are designated by Congress.  In contrast to the Inter-Tribal Coalition’s proposal, the

PLI did not specify that all areas were to be withdrawn from future mineral development, places a restriction on
decreasing grazing permits in one of the proposed NCAs, and places restrictions on Federal negotiations with the
State of Utah for land exchanges for State-owned land within the proposed boundaries.  In addition, the PLI also
included greater local government and community involvement in the development and administration of the
management plan through a committee that included Federal, State, local government, tribal, and community
interest representatives.
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proposed San Juan Master Leasing Plan.  Approximately 63,600 acres within the

proposed San Juan Master Leasing Plan area have been nominated for leasing

since 2014.  All of these lease nominations were deferred due to existing land use

plan decisions and potential adverse impacts on cultural resources. 

■ There are currently 25 existing federal oil and gas leases that are partially or

wholly contained within the monument boundaries, with lease authorizations

spanning the period from 1972 to 2012.  Valid existing rights are protected under

the proclamation, so development on these existing leases could occur if

development is found to be economic.  Currently, there are no authorized or

pending applications for permit to drill (APDs) associated with these leases. No

oil and gas wells have been drilled on existing leases since 1993 and all wells

within monument boundaries have been plugged.  Of the 250 wells that have

been drilled since 1920, only three wells have produced economical quantities of

oil and gas.  The last producing well was drilled in 1984 and ceased production in

1992.

● Non -fuel minerals.

○ Sand and gravel. There is one commercial minerals materials mining site within

monument boundaries that produces sand and gravel.  The permit for this site was

renewed in March, 2016 for a 10-year period.  Production is limited to a maximum of

200,000 cubic yards over the life of the 10-year permit, and designation of the monument

does not affect the limits on production.10

○ Potash. While USGS surveys have assessed potential for potash in the northeastern

panhandle of BENM (an area within the boundaries of the Moab Master Leasing Plan

prior to designation), no sites in this area were identified as Potash Leasing Areas in the

most recent Moab Master Leasing Plan (2016).  BLM has denied all potash prospecting

permit applications received from 2008 to 2015, primarily because they were inconsistent

with protection of multiple resource values use (such as natural  or cultural use) in the

area.11 

○ Uranium. While there are no active mining operations on USFS-managed land, there are

78 active unpatented mining claims for uranium.  There are no mining claims for uranium

on BLM-managed land.  The uranium ore in the Manti-La Sal National Forest is low

grade, affecting the ability of the local industry to compete economically on the world

market.12  Uranium prices are volatile and, though currently higher than historical prices,

have been trending downward since peaking in 2008.13  

                                               

10 Supply and demand conditions determine how much is produced annually within the overall limit on overall
production.  BLM receives a royalty of $1.08 per cubic yard ($0.66 per ton) of mineral production. The national
average price for sand and gravel used in construction was $8.80/metric ton
(https://minerals.usgs.gov/minerals/pubs/commodity/sand_&_gravel_construction/mcs-2017-sandc.pdf.
11 Potash production depends largely on market forces.  U.S. consumption of potash was down in 2016 owing to a
drop in agricultural use in the first half of the year and lower industrial usage, primarily in oil well-drilling mud
additives. The world potash market in 2016 was marked by weak demand in the first half of the year, mainly in
China and India, the largest consumers of potash. This excess supply resulted in lower prices, and reduced
production. The average price of potash in 2016 was $360 per ton.
12 Manti-La Sal National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, 1986.
13 https://www.eia.gov/uranium/marketing/.
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Likewise, in considering the trade-offs, it is not just economic values that is relevant to decision-making.

While the focus of this report is on economic values, the Federal Government must also consider the

potential effects on tribal cultural resources in accordance with the Federal trust relationship to Indian

tribes.

In the 2008 update to the Resource Management Plan for the Monticello Field Office, 60% of which is

now BENM, an alternative emphasizing commodity development was considered but not selected due to

its adverse impacts on wildlife and recreation opportunities, which includes visits for cultural purposes.

This alternative was determined to be insufficient to protect all the important and sensitive resources

within the planning area.  Likewise, an alternative emphasizing protection of the area’s natural and

biological values was not selected in part due to the restrictions it placed on recreation permits and

opportunities, which would have resulted in negative economic impacts on local businesses. 
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