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Hey Ben,

There is still more work to be done on the BE paper but I have incorporated comments from both

FS and BIA and left comments where further edits need to be made.  I'd like to have some of my
questions to FS answered before I incorporate some of their edits.  I took most of BIA's changes,

or at least left comments where I think we should consider making changes but don't have the

language for them at the moment.

Regarding some trend info for the SE section... I did pull some Census data for 2000 and 2010-

2015 in terms of population (total and AIAN pop.) and median HH income (total, white, and
AIAN).  The picture that I see emerging is that 2000-2015 saw a fall in the NA population

(which is more or less offset by an increase in the white population, there aren't really other races

out there).  In that same time period, median HH income for both NA and whites rose but for NA
they only rose from 2000-2010, and then fell from 2010-2015, whereas for whites they rose

slightly from 2000-2010 and then rose a lot from 2010-2015.  There are huge disparities in

median incomes between the two races, with the white median income consistently at least
double the NA median income.  (Actually the median income of the whites in SJ county is only a

few thousand less than the median income of the total state population, so the fact that the

median income of SJ county is much lower than that of the state is really driven by the low
median income of the NA HHs).  This is just a long-winded way of saying that just presenting

trend information for the county fails to address that there are two very distinct populations

within the county who have had very different economic experiences, and likely have different
economic opportunities.  I think a case could be made that higher unemployment and lower

median income in SJ county stem not from lack of economic development resulting from the

presence of Federal land but from having a high population of people who historically have
struggled economically.  From some of the previous work PPA as done on NA issues, are there

any statements we can make around this?  Not to imply causation but to present information to

support a correlation.

Anyways, I'm attaching the paper as it stands now. We can talk more about this tomorrow.

Ann

--
Ann Miller

Office of Policy Analysis

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C St. NW

Washington, DC

p: 202.208.5004
ann miller@ios.doi.gov
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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 1.35 million acres of land in San Juan County, UT and

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

geologic, 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 (managed by the Utah School and

Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA)) and smaller private parcels.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 livestock grazing.2 Of the BLM and Forest Service acreage, 57%

was managed with some level of protective designation under the existing land use plans as Natural

Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and Special Recreation Management Areas; or as

designated Wilderness Study Areas. 

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 2016 BLM grazing fee was $2.11/AUM.  The Forest Service grazing fee
was $2.11 per Head Month.
3 The Inter-Tribal coalition consists of representatives from the Hopi Tribe, Navajo Nation, Ute Indian Tribe of the

Uintah Ouray, 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.
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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.9

○ 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.10 

○ 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.11  Uranium prices are volatile and, though currently higher than historical prices,

have been trending downward since peaking in 2008.12  

● Timber. Laws, regulations, and policies followed by USFS or BLM in issuing and administering

the timber program before the Proclamation continue to apply. Timber harvest activities such as

non-commercial Christmas tree cutting and collection of wood for posts and firewood are allowed

by permit on both BLM and USFS-managed land.  For BLM-managed lands, no information is

available on the level of magnitude of these activities strictly within Monument boundaries,

however within the boundaries of the Monticello Field Office the total estimated value of

harvested firewood, wooded posts, and Christmas trees was about $12,000 in FY 2016.  In

addition to selling permits for Christmas trees, firewood, and wood for posts, there were about

736,000 cubic feet of forest products produced within the USFS-managed land within the

Monument boundaries between 2012 and 2015. The Monument proclamation allows for the

continuation of all pre-designation timber activities. 

                                               

9 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)
10 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.
11 Manti-La Sal National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, 1986.
12 https://www.eia.gov/uranium/marketing/.
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