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Ini Adakai . Acting. Névujo Regional Director, 56 1 104 (2013), we concluded
that it was arbitrary and capricious for the Acting Navajo Regional Director (Regional
Director), Bureau of- Indian Affairs (BIA), to rely on a life tenant to achieve the required
majority consent to grant Western Refining Southwest, Inc.; an unqualified 20-year
renewed righ t-of-way (ROW), across Navajo Allotment No 2073 (Allotmcnt) On
remand, in an April 8, 2014, decision (Decision), the Regional Dl[‘CCtOl‘ dcmed the
renewed ROW in its cnnrcty for lack of sufficient landowner consent.

On appcal ”Wcstcm Rcﬁnmg Southwcst Inc. and Wcstcrn R g Pipeline;.
(collcctlvcly, Westerit). contcnd that the Board of Indian Appeals (Boa ) mAdakm
Reégional Director, on remand, erred because the deeds creating life estates in the -
nt reserved for the life tenants the authotity to encumber the land beyond their:
llfcumcs with an unqualified 20-year ROW., Western also contends that the purported
withdrawal of consent by one life tenant, Tom Morgan, following the Board’s decision in
Adakai, was invalid, and that even if sufficient consent for an unqualified 20- -year ROW was
lacking, the Regional: Director erred in failing to grant a qualified ROW based on consent
obtained from the life tenants.

We disagree with Western that the deeds creating the life estates reserved for the life
tenants the authority to consent to an ROW extending beyond their lifetimes. But we arc
persuaded that the Board’s previous order vacating the Regional Director’s initial approval
of the ROW, on grounds unrelated to the sufficiency of consent for an ROW encumbering
present possessory interests, should not be construed to have permitted Tom Morgan to
revoke his previous consent to the ROW without returning the consideration he accepted
for that consent. Thus, we conclude that there was sufficient landowner consent to support
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Caléﬁlé.tlon (Adukm AR 305).: In calculatmg_t_» at 5011scnt BIA mcluded thc consent of

! The administrative record in this case incorporates the administrative record before the
Board in‘Adakii, 56 TBIA 104. We refer to that portion of the record as the “Adakai
Administrative Re¢ord,” or “Adakai AR.” The Adakai AR is organized by tabs and each
page is also Bates- -stamped with an “ADAK” prcﬁx anda page number. We cite to the
Bates number withouit the prefix: ‘

2 A rod is a unit

_ length equal to 16.5 feet, The ROW crosses 2,746 fect of the Allounent
and covers fewer

wafi 4 acres of the 160-acie allotment.
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a 42, 5% life estate mterest in the Allotment See zd
Aa’nkm AR 341) Adalem Answer Brlef (Br ),

abphcatlon siétmg that é ma10r1ty of Lmdowncr interests had conscntcd to the ROW on-
th allotmcnts at 1ssuc ___Rccommcndatlon Mcmo Iuly 29, 2010 (Adakai AR 127-

2010 (Adukm ARJZZ < 19) (no- ces'to: andowncrs)

| _. Pa.trlck Adakzu (Adakax) ‘who owns__a_O 0038461 (O 38461%) mtcrcst m thc

Openti ., Lm 5, 2011 at 1- -4 Adakm Statcmcnt of Reasons at 2- 3 In rcspondmg to
Adakap’s arguments, the- Regloml Director asserted that the record contained sufficient
evidence of landowner consent for BIA to grant the ROW renewal. Adakai Answer Br.,
Mar. 24, 2011, at 6-9. In discussing Morgan’s consent, which was necessary to achiev'e
majority consent, the Regional Ditector stated that Morgan had “conveyed his undivided
interest in the allotment to his: eight (8) children but retained his authority and the income
from the land holdings for the remainder of his life.” Id. at 6 n.4. The chmnal Dircctor

* In 2008, when Morgan’s consent was obtained, he was 80 years old. Adakai, 56 IBIA at
109 n.7.

* We identify the briefs filed with the Board in the prior proceedings, in Adakai, 56 IBIA
104, by the prefix, “Adakai.”

63 IBIA 43




Case 1_»:‘16'-0\/_.-09442__:39H-GBW Document 1-1 Filed 05/13/16, . Page 4 of 17.

":Valso dcfcndcd the amount of compcnsauon offe
Morgan d1d not- appcal from thc Grant of E

¢ urat1on of: hrs hfe Id. at
COntcgrlpn and the

.Board’s order usmg a
Apr. 8 2013 (AR 170)

5 The: chlonal Director-also provided the Allotmcnt OWT pporrumty to’ provrde any
evidence or argument regarding the fair market value of land on thc Allotmeént. Letter from
Regional Directorto Landowners, Nov. 15, 2013 (AR 58- ;107) ‘In esponse to a
Noveimber 27, 2013, letter from Tom Morgan and Lawrence Morgan, see AR 47, the”
Regional Director invited the two to meét with the Office of Appraisal Services to discuss
the appraisal process. Letter from Regional Director to Tom Morgan’ and Lawrence’
Morgan, Jan. 14, 2014 (AR 17). No one attended the proposed meeting. See Lettet from
Regional Director to Frank Adakai, ez al., Feb. 20, 2014 (AR 9). Further correspondence
between the Regional Director and the landowncrs followed;, but no evidence or further
argumient was submitted to BIA from the landowners on the valuation issue. See Email”
from Patrick Adakai to Sharon Pinto, ez #l., Mar. 9, 2014 (AR 4); Email from Patrick
Adakai to Sharon Pinto, et al., Mar. 7, 2014 (AR 5); Letter from Regional Director to -
(continued...)
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-scrtam othcr conccmcd 1nd1v1duals on April 30, 2013,
T _vothcr landowncrs and mtcrestcd mcmbcrs of thc

chlonal Dlrector 1dcnt ed Morg__, and Mary Tom (T om.
A et m Reglonal Dn'cctor to Blooxp, Aug 26, 2013 atl (AR

,_ rmen ectir g': See Letter from Bloom to
) :rcctor Oct 30 2013 (AR 110), Lctter from Bloom to chlonal Dxrcctor

'__}_'umbcred) Morgan and h1s remam' 'rmcn did not-attend the mcctmg
0. The' ch1onal Director a.lso invited Morgan s rcmamdcrmcn to an

O aito yan .

: : di 4i to’ R.egxonal Dxrector, May 10 2013 at 1 (AR 168), Emall from
Patrick Adakal to Ryan Hunter, ¢ al., May 11, 2013 (AR 167); Email from Patrick Adakai
to Ryan Hunter, ¢# al., May 19, 2013 (AR 166); Email from Patrick Adakai to Ryan
Hunter, ¢¢ al., May 24,2013 (AR 165), Letter from Regional Director to Leonard Bloom,
June 7, 2013 (AR 163); Letter from chlonal Director to Frank Adakai, Aug. 30, 2013
(AR 149).

7 Tom holds a 14.16% life estate and conscntcd to the ROW in 2008. At that time her
interest was counted as a full interest, rather than as a life estate, because the deed creating
her life tenancy had not yet been approved and recorded. Ses Mary Tom Gift Deed,

Nov. 16, 2007, at 1 (AR 187, Ex. B), Title Status Report (Adakai AR 342). Thus,
although the Board in Adakai only focused on Motgan’s consent, it subsequently became
clear that Tom, as a life tenant, was similarly situated to Morgan.

63 IBIA 45




. Case 1:16-cv-00442-JCH-GBW Document 1-1 Filed 05/13/16 Page 60f.17 .

maindérman C
man Consent, Jan. 9

, 2014 Westcrn notlﬁed thc chlonal DerCtOI‘:
: ' s in the Allotme

the gift'deeds through whlch Morgan and Tom rcscrvcd their life” estates. We
that‘:.-the‘dceds; "Whiﬂch‘Werc-:r'i(.'_);t' in the Adﬂkdé’”'a“ppcal record, sh'o'\’ﬁcd‘_that c’ontra

) 2 .
Eascment”for thc Allotmcnt to hmn: the term to 20 years, or the life of Morgan )
whichever is ‘the shortest period. Id. at 1. Western also argued that none of the:
landowners had appealed from BIA’s original Grant of Easement; that the Board:had held
that Adakai-lacked standing to challenge other landowners’ consents, and thus the consents
prcvxously obtained, e.g., Morgan’s, could not be revoked. Id. at 11.

Issumg her decision on.remand, the Regional Director concluded that Westcm had
not obtained consent to the ROW renewal from a majority of the interests in the Allotment
and therefore she denied the renewal. Decision, Apr. 8, 2014, at 3 (AR 1). In reachmg
that conclusion, she noted that Morgan had informed BIA that he had withdrawn his
consent, while also noting that Western had advised BIA that Morgan had not returned the
compensation he received for his consent. I4. at 3 & n.3.

On appeal to the Board, Western filed a statement of reasons, opening brief, and
reply brief. The Regional Director filéd an answer brief. Four individuals with ownershxp
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Discussioﬁ". "

"c-’extcnt that she dcrucd )

ument that the. languagc of
the right to. -encumber

ore, sufficient consent of

Wc aﬁirm thc chxonal Dxrcctor’s dcc1sxon in Pa"t .to

of: thc hfc tcnanacs We agrec with W ' crn that 01_1 of¢ nAdakm wh1ch was
based on an issue we raised sua sponte, and without solicitir fing from interested
parties, need not and should not have been applied more broadly than the context required.
Mortgan and the other owners who originally consented to the ROW did not appeal from
the Grant of Easement. And-in Adakai we did not purport to set aside o invalidate
Morgan’s consent, nor did we question the ROW to the extent the duration was consistent

8 Patrick and Frank Adakai own full (i.e., present and future) interests in the allotment;
Lawrence and Anselm Morgan own future interests as remaindermen to Morgan’s life
tenancy. '

63 IBIA 47



LS

Case 1:16-cv-00442-JCH-GBW Document 1-1 Filed 05/13/16 Page 8of17

irrelevant to the issues that are: relevant to thls appeal and the Decision.

II.  TheA th_or_ity of Life Tena'nts Morgan and Tom

the‘""" _ ration of his of her life.” 56 lBIA it 108 “We concluded 'based on that general rule
and the record before the Board that the hfe estate holders of the Allotment lacked the

the general rulc regardlng 1fe'estates because the spec1ﬁc deeds 1nvolved in the present

* In Adakai, we noted that, whrle the grant renewmg the ROW, the appraisal, and the
consent forins descr "ed the ROW as 60 fect in wxdth the envrronmental assessment (EA)
described the ROW as 40 feet in width. 56 IBIA at 105 n.2. On remand, Western agreed
to have the ROW renewal limmited to 40 feet in width, thus mooting this issue with respect
to a potential deficiency in the EA. AR 6 at 2.

' Artached to the brief is a letter from Garcia asserting that the Task Force represents

20 landowners, as evideniced by a sheet containing 20 signatures. Task Force Br., Exhibit
16. The sheet containing the signatures is simply entitled “Sign In ‘Sheet,” with no
authorizing language whatsoever, Id.
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muttedly n forc the Board in Adakai-
he estate beyond the d eit

.24 72 (1lL. 195]
ster Drilling Co.;13

Opening Br., June 30, 2014, at 5 (citing Steger v. Mucr

_(Tex. Cx. App. 2003); Click ». Crocker, 1987 Tenn. App. LEXIS 2869 (Aug. 18, 1987);
Givensv. Givens, 387 S.W.2d 851 (Ky. Cr:-App. 1965)).

‘We do fiot dispute:the general proposition- instrument creating a life estate
can grant or-eserve to the life tenant the authority to encumber or dispose of an estate in a
manger not limited to the duration of the life tenant. See SOR at 18-19. But we disagtee
with Westetn’s iriterpretation of the deeds creating the life estates of Morgan and Tomyand . .
e finl the cases selcd upon by Western di e et :

The two-deeds creating life estates for the Allotment contain identical language
granting Morgan’s and Tom’s “entire undivided interest,” while providing that a “Life
Estate is to be reserved for the Grantor for all income including surface, subsurface leases
and any other sources.” Tom Morgan Gift Deed, Aug. 28, 2003, at 1 (AR 187, Ex. A);
Mary Tom Gift Deed, Nov. 16, 2007, at 1 (AR 187, Ex. B). Western interprets this
provision as “impliedly réserv[ing] unto [Morgan and Tom)] the authority to consent to [an
ROW] for a fixed term that might extenid beyond their lifetimes.” SOR at 19. Western
states that the “purpose” of the life estate is to receive income from the property. Id.
(emphasis omitted). It reasons that if the life estate holders do not have an “unqualified”
power to consent to leas¢s and ROWs, the life estate holders cannot fulfill this “purpose.”
I4. For, Western states, if the consent of remaindermen were required to renew a 20-year
ROW, the life estate holders cannot be assured of receiving “all income” from the property.
Id, '
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We disagree. While the languagc in the deeds undoubtcdly FEServes to- Morgan and
Tom the authority to ericumber their iritérests in the Allotment during their lifetimes, and
to collect “all income” from‘such encumbrances, that language is insufficient; in our view, "
to impliedly feserve the: authorxty to ehicutnber” cfcstatc bcyond thc1r hfcumcs and-collect -
“all ificome™ attributable to‘what would otherwise ndef i
As Westcrn mtcrprcts thc decd languagc Mo

hfeumcs and collcctmg thc combmed value of the present posscssory and future interests as
“income.” We are not convinced that the languagc of the deeds is suﬂ'iacnt to carry the
meaning ascribed to it by Western. - :

creatihg" the life
mcomc ” For

y, the life tetiant”
lop,- managc unprovc or

-‘scll or’ lease but not to

erd; the 1anguagc of the
ating. wed invits: cnurcty, L

evidenced a clear intent by the grantor to authorlzc thc ‘tenant to encumbcr thc estatc

beyond- the’ duration of the life tcnancy, at least: m certain espects

The lang'u'agc in the Morgan a‘nd"Tom "dé‘cd's“allowsx"the hfc. tenarits to receive “all
income” from their interests in the Allotment from “any .- .. source” in a “life estate.” The
any-source language relates to the source of the i income, not the nature of the encumbrance
gcncrally We are not convinced:that language resérving a- nght to income from:any source
is sufficient to reserve the broad authority that Westeri1 contends is present-here. While the
deeds grant Morgan and Tom the authority to'lease their intefests in the Allotment for
income, the deeds contain no language that expréssly or'impliedly reserved, for the'life .
tenants, the authority to grant an interest beyond their lifetimes."" Having examined the

I Even to the extent that Morgan’s and Tom’s reservation of the right to execute subsurface
leases may have impliedly reserved to them thc authority to execute mineral leases that
(continued...)
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Maty Tom gift deeds, we conclude that our statements in Adakai remain
d Tom lack authority to, consent to an ROW for a duration.beyond - -
' n in Adakai that it was arbitrary and capricious . <
.gad"f'é:""conscnt for his 42.5% life estate interest to -
V “for a fixed and unqualified duration-of o

Tom Morgan

ML Morgar’s Withdrawal of Consent

Western next contends that anrallottee may only withdraw consent to an ROW
ROW] document.” SOR at 12. According to
‘the Regional Director’s decision giving notice of -

oke-his co
¢ oard. SORat’
that Morgan’s attempted ‘revocati

at 6-7. Westernaddss . -

ocation of consent was invalid because he never perfected that

revocation by retutning the compensation he received for. granting consent. Supplemental
Opéning Br:at7, = - ' ' :

ent ofl ccausc the Gran £ set
'+ see also-Supplemental Opening Br.

We have-explained that a landowner may withdraw their consent to an ROW before
it is-approved by BIA. Nemont Telephone Cooperavive, Inc. v. Acting Rocky Mountain Regional
Director, 55 IBIA 75, 82 (2012). And ordinarily, an order vacating BIA’s approval of or
granting-an ROW may reopen the right of landowners to revoke their prior consent,

(...continued) _

 encroached upon the corpus, it does not follow that they intended to reserve authority to
destroy the value of the corpus for the remaindermen, i.e., by entering into a long-term
miperal lease in which the full value is paid to the life tenant. The language reserving to
themselves “all income” from surface and subsurface leases, and other sotirces, is simply not
analogous to the suthority at issue in Click or Givens, in which the life tenants had the
authority to permanently convey the entire interest to another party.

12 For the first time in its reply brief, Western argues that “[p]erhaps the best evidence” that
Morgan intended his life estate to reserve for himself full authority to encumber the
remainder interest is the fact that Morgan retained “100% of the compensation for his share
of the full 20-year term renewal, even after the Board said in Adakas that he could not
consent to a full 20-year term.” Reply Br., Aug. 20, 2014, at 4. As a general rule, the
Board does not consider arguments raised for the first time in a reply brief. See, eg., Hunter
y. Acting Navajo Regional Director, 40 IBIA 61, 68 n.5 (2004). Inany case, landowners are
free to accept compensation that is above fair market value for ROWs, and we are not
convinced that Morgan’s unwillingness to return the compensation to Western was
indicative of his understanding of his intent when he executed the deed.
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]

though it nevct 1ssucd But contcxt is st111 1mportant~~
coticlu : ight to revoke hl

did 1 not find. that Morgan s conscnt was mval" 1;an mdccd ‘we hel
1 terests of othcr landow_

respect to the conscnts obtamcd we did not que:
duratton of Morgan 5 hfctlmc 1 Instcad we concludcd that BIA’s action t' grant an

In that context, and considering that Morgan did ot return thc considera
red when he granted consent, we are persuadcd that Morgan’s attempt to, rcvokc hlS
corisénit was without effect. Thus, his original consent to the ROW; which supportcd the
grari"""of a qua ﬁcd ROW 1s still effective. “See Consent Form, Aug. 25,2008 (Adskni AR
- there was sufficient consent:to support the Grant of Easement, as quahﬁed '
We Teverse th ¢ Regional Director’s-decision in‘part and reifistate thie Grant of Easement to -
the extént consistent w1th the authority of the life tenants to consent.

IV. Consent -Requirements

B_IA may renew “[ROWS] over and across 1nd1v1dually owned lands wi

consent’ of the individual-Indian ownerswk . . [t]he land:is-owned b - ;
person, and the owners or.owner of 2 majo ity of the interests therein cofisent to the grant
25 C.ER. § 169.19, incorporating id. § 169.3(c)(2). Western suggests-that the Board in-
Adakai, and the Regional Director on remand, required Western to obtain the consent of

'¥ We are not convmced by Western’s attempt to distinguish between the chlonal
Director’s action approvmg the Grant of Easement and the notice of decision she issued for
that action: ‘The notice may have triggered the appeal period, se¢ 25 C.F.R. § 2.7, but it
was the-underlying action that the Board reviewed in Adakai, and upon which we issued
our order in that case.

1t We did raise the issue of environmental comphance but as noted supra note 9, that issuc
was rendered moot by Western’s agreemerit to have the ROW limited to-a’ 40-foot width.
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Both Wcstcrn and the chlonal DerCtOl' overcomplicate thc tallymg of consents.
4Thc life tenants- hold only a present mtcrcsc in th Allotm¢nt and BIA may not rcly upon

as both present and. firtiir f ‘
to obtain the ncccssary consent. But it docs not foll w'that we may excuse the law’s
requirement for ma]orlty conscnt with respect to. both the prcscnt and furure estates.

Morgan and Tom -":_hfc tenants, and six other landowncrs in the-Allotment granted
' ' nt rccntage Calculatlon (Adakai AR

ma)orn:y of thc prcsent interests conscnted to ‘the ROW renewal, and we concludc that i 1t
was within the Regional Du‘cctox’s discretion and. authority to grant a quahﬁcd ROW for
20 years, i.e., for a term to 20 years, or the life of Morgan or Tom, whichever is the shortest
period. Alr_hough we refrained in Adwkai from addressing the issues of environmental
compliance and the sufficiency of compensatxon, leaving those for the remand, the first issue
was rendered moot, see supra note 9. As to the second issue, the record provxdcs no basis
for us to invalidate thé Grant of Easement on the ground that the compcnsatlon paid by
Western was below fair market value. Adakai did not produce such evidence in the prior
appeal, nor did the landowners on remand, after being provided an opportumty to do so.

See supra note 5.

With respect to an ROW for a duration beyond the lifetimes of the life tenants,
Tom’s three living remaindermen consented to the renewal, and her fourth remaindermen is
deceased. Summing the interests of Tom’s three surv1v1ng remaindermen, the four
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Sccrctary"""f tﬁe' ntcrlor 43 CE. R § 4 l thc Board afﬁrms the Reglonal Dlrector’s
' art; nd remands ‘n rcmand thc-‘- '

- I concur:

4&&36/\

Thomas A. Blaser
Admxr_nstratwc Judge

18 Rcmamderman Consent Jan. 9, 2014 (AR 22) (Consent of Bertma Rae Morgan, Tom
Morgan remamdcrman), Remainderman Consent, Jan. 9, 2014 (AR 23) (Consent of
Philbert Morgan ‘Tom Morgan rcmamdcrman), Remainderman Consent, Jan. 9, 2014
(AR 24) (Consent. of Wilbert Ray Morgan, Tom Morgan remainderman); Remamdcrman
Consent, Jan. 17, 2014 (AR 25) (Consent of Dugan Morgan, Tom Morgan
remainderman); Consent to. Grant, Oct. 23,2013 (AR 113) (Mary Tom Consent);
Remainderman Consent, Oct. 23, 2013 (AR 114) (Consent of Travis Tom, Mary Tom
rcmamderman), Remainderman Consent, Oct. 23, 2013 (AR 115) (Consent of Karen
Yazzie, Mary Tom remainderman); Remainderman Consent, Oct. 24, 2013 (AR 116)
(Consent of Roderick Martinez, Mary Tom remainderman).
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Western Refining Southwest, Inc. and Frank Adakai’ _

Western Refining Pipeline; LLC v. 9816 Academy i’\oad NW. .
Acting Navajo Regional Director; Bureau Albuquerque NM 871 14 4104
of Indian ‘Affairs . ,

Docket No, IBIA 14-101° |

Order Afﬁrmmg Decision i in Part, Revmsmg

in Part, and Remandmg
Issued: May 4,2016
63 IBIA 41

William G. Myers III, Esq.
for Appellant
Holland 8& Hart LLP
P.O.Box 2527 ..
Boise, ID 83701- 2527

BY CERTIFIED MAIL

Tom A. Morgan
P.0O. Bo'x'60’7'
Churchrock, NM 87311-0607

Mary B. Tom
P.O. Box 1179
Churchrock, NM 87311-1179

Roberta Tovar
809 Kevin Drive
Gallup?:_NM 87301-4631

Pauline K. Frank
P.0. Box 152
Churchrock, NM 87311

Lorraine F. Tom
P.O. Box 152
Churchrock, NM 87311

Sarah Mae Frank
P.O. Box 95
Fort Wingate, NM 87316-2471

Patrick Adak _

Rosc Austm

Cortez‘ 0. 81321-0729"" |

Bessie IOhhson
902 Spring Lake Drive
Garland, TX 75043-5235

Jerry Adakai <
HCR 57 Box 9180
Gallup, NM 87301

Pauline Myers
3518 Kayenta Drive
Farmington, NM 87402-5232

Louise Lucero
HCR 57 Box 9001
Gallup, NM 87 301-9601

Estate of Anita Adakai
c/o Superintendent
Bastérn Navajo Agency
P.O. Box 328
Crownpoint, NM 87313

Marie F. Desiderio
P.O. Box 1640
Crownpoint, NM 87313-1640

Charles Irving
P.O. Box 675
Churchrock, NM 87311



Distribution: continued - page 2

Lorrame Tdm

Justin Adakai
HCR 57 Box 9121
Gallup, NM 8730,__1—9.6_05_:

__._urchrock NM. 87311

Alvin: Adakai
HCR 57 Box 9060
Gallup, NM 87 301 9601

Jerry L. Frank
P.O. Box 152
Churchrock, NM 87311

Louise M. Mariano
P.O..Box 543
Churchrock, NM 87311

Lawrence; :Tom Morgan
PO Box 871
Churchrock, NM 87311

Anslem Morgan
P.O. Box 291
Crownpoint, NM 87313-0291

Arthur M. Frank
P.O. Box 152
Churchrock, NM 87311-2471

. Case 1:16-cv-00442-JCH-GBW Document 1-1 Filed 05/13/16 Page 16 of 17 .. ...

Ann M. Aarseth

4260 Northrise Drive, Apt. 712

Las Cruces; NM 88011-7304

David L. Frank
P.O. Box 152
Churchrock, NM 87311

Esther M. Frank

. P.O.Box 3 34
_ Churchrock ‘NM 87311

| Ruby'ffﬁ.' R-'andolp'h' -

P.O. Box 5122
Gallup, NM:87305-5122

Paul F. Adakai
HCR 57 Box 9006

Gallup, NM 87301-9601

Helen C. Frank
P.O. Box 1167
Churchrock, NM 87311-1167

'V;:'Patrish;% Stenberg (Stenburg)
P.O.Box 9591

Tulsa, OK 74157-0591

Lavera T. Morgan
P.O. Box 607
Churchrock, NM 87311

Bertha Irving
P.O. Box 675
Churchrock, NM 87311



Karen Yazz1c
P.O. Bo:

Wilbert R. Morgan
P.O. Box 2493
Gaﬂup?__NM 87305-2493

Roderick Martinez
P.O. Box 3850
Canoncito, NM 87026-3850

Andrea Starks
809 Kevin Drive
Gallup, NM 87301-4631

Stephanie P. Kiger, Esq.
Southwest.Regional Solicitor's Office
U.S. Department of the- Interior

505 Marquétte Ave. , NW, Suite 1800
Albuquerque, NM, 871 02



