
   

United States Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and 
Gunnison National Forests 
REVISED DRAFT Forest Assessments: 
Areas of Tribal Importance 
March 2018 

 
Ute Leaders at the Ute Indian Museum Grand-reopening, Montrose, CO, June 2017. 

  



 

In accordance with Federal civil rights law and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) civil 
rights regulations and policies, the USDA, its Agencies, offices, and employees, and 
institutions participating in or administering USDA programs are prohibited from 
discriminating based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, gender identity (including 
gender expression), sexual orientation, disability, age, marital status, family/parental status, 
income derived from a public assistance program, political beliefs, or reprisal or retaliation for 
prior civil rights activity, in any program or activity conducted or funded by USDA (not all 
bases apply to all programs). Remedies and complaint filing deadlines vary by program or 
incident. 
Persons with disabilities who require alternative means of communication for program 
information (e.g., Braille, large print, audiotape, American Sign Language, etc.) should contact 
the responsible Agency or USDA’s TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TTY) or 
contact USDA through the Federal Relay Service at (800) 877-8339. Additionally, program 
information may be made available in languages other than English. 
To file a program discrimination complaint, complete the USDA Program Discrimination 
Complaint Form, AD-3027, found online at 
http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html and at any USDA office or write a letter 
addressed to USDA and provide in the letter all of the information requested in the form. To 
request a copy of the complaint form, call (866) 632-9992. Submit your completed form or 
letter to USDA by: (1) mail: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of the Assistant Secretary 
for Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410; (2) fax: 
(202) 690-7442; or (3) email: program.intake@usda.gov (link sends e-mail). 
USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer, and lender. 

http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html
mailto:program.intake@usda.gov


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
REVISED DRAFT Forest Plan Assessments: Areas of Tribal Importance 

 

i 

Contents 
Contents ........................................................................................................................................................ i 

Chapter 1. Areas of Tribal Importance ...................................................................................................... 1 
Existing Tribal Rights and Trust Responsibility ..................................................................................... 2 
Key Issues for Areas of Tribal Importance ............................................................................................ 3 
Cultural and Natural Resources ............................................................................................................. 4 
Previous Treaties ................................................................................................................................... 4 
The Brunot Agreement and Hunting Rights ........................................................................................... 5 

Use of Best Available Science .................................................................................................................. 6 
Scale ...................................................................................................................................................... 6 

Tribes Affiliated with the Plan Area ........................................................................................................... 6 
Summary of Tribal Input ............................................................................................................................ 7 

Chapter 2. Conditions and Trends ............................................................................................................ 8 
Areas of Known Tribal Importance Affected by Management of the Plan Area ........................................ 8 
Traditional Cultural Properties and Sacred Sites ...................................................................................... 8 

Existing Condition .................................................................................................................................. 9 
Spiritual Rights .......................................................................................................................................... 9 
Collection Rights ........................................................................................................................................ 9 

Chapter 3. Existing Forest Plan Direction .............................................................................................. 10 
Resources at Risk ................................................................................................................................... 10 

Traditional Plants and Trees ................................................................................................................ 10 
Oshá .................................................................................................................................................... 10 
Landscape Features ............................................................................................................................ 11 
Fire-sensitive Archaeological Features................................................................................................ 11 

Chapter 4. Sustainability .......................................................................................................................... 12 
Economic, Social, and Environmental Sustainability .............................................................................. 12 

Key Benefits to People ........................................................................................................................ 12 
Trends and Drivers .............................................................................................................................. 12 

Chapter 5. Potential Need for Plan Changes to Respond to Areas of Tribal Importance Issues ..... 15 
References Cited ....................................................................................................................................... 16 
Appendix A: Ute Overview: From “Perspectives on Ute Ethnohistory in West Central Colorado” 
(DARG 2010) .............................................................................................................................................. 21 

The Ute Agencies .................................................................................................................................... 22 

List of Figures 
Figure 1. Location of Brunot Treaty area ........................................................................................................................ 6 
Figure 2. Location of current Ute Reservations in relation to the GMUG National Forests ............................................ 7 





Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
REVISED DRAFT Forest Plan Assessments: Areas of Tribal Importance 

 

1 

Chapter 1. Areas of Tribal Importance 
This assessment provides information about areas of tribal importance, existing tribal rights, and 
the conditions and trends of these areas on the GMUG National Forests as required by the 2012 
planning rule (36CFR 219.6(b)) and the Forest Service handbook (FSH) 1909.12, chapter 10 
section 13.7., including: 

• Indian tribes associated with the plan area; 
• Existing tribal rights, including those involving hunting, fishing, gathering, and protecting 

cultural and spiritual sites; 
• Areas of known tribal importance that are in the plan area or affected by management of the 

plan area; and 
• Conditions and trends of resources that affect areas of tribal importance and tribal rights. 
The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre & Gunnison (GMUG) National Forests hold in public trust a 
great diversity of landscapes and sites, including many areas held culturally significant by Indian 
Tribes. The Forest Service’s responsibility to protect tribal cultural and natural resources and 
sacred sites is codified in treaties, executive orders, legislation, regulation and other statutory 
authorities. Some authorities relate to cultural resources as sites of historical importance and 
other authorities relate to sites as places held sacred because of religious or spiritual importance. 
The GMUG currently maintains a government to government relationship with three federally 
recognized Indian tribes that have aboriginal territories and traditional ties to the lands now 
administered by the GMUG National Forests. The planning area is entirely within the ancestral 
homeland of the Utes who, despite their removal in the 1870s, have maintained deep cultural ties 
to the area. Several other American Indian tribes and communities may also have cultural ties to 
the plan area including the Navajo, Pueblos, and Jicarilla Apache, and possibly Paiute and 
Eastern Shoshone. It is generally accepted by researchers that the Utes were the primary 
occupants of the mountains and western portion of the state for at least the last 500 years. As a 
result the vast majority of archaeological sites in the planning area are attributed to Ute 
occupation. Several cultural areas exist on the periphery of plan area, including Ancestral 
Puebloan and Fremont (roughly contemporaneous but distinctive group which lived in what is 
now Utah and western Colorado from about AD 1 – 1300), which have received relatively more 
attention archaeologically than has the plan area. 
Significant numbers of culturally important sites and landscapes exist within the planning area 
including sites associated with seasonal hunting, resource procurement and Ute travel corridors 
(trails). Many of these sites contain a wealth of scientific information and are eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
The GMUG regularly consults with the three Ute tribes on policy development, proposed plans, 
projects, programs, and Forest activities that have the potential to affect Tribal interests, 
including natural and cultural resources of importance. The GMUG continues to build and 
enhance its government to government relationships and working partnerships with these Tribes. 
The GMUG carries out its government-to-government trust responsibilities afforded under a 
variety of federal authorities. Tribal rights and interests are honored and protected in Forest 
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operations on the basis of treaty obligations, trust relationships, mandates in laws and Executive 
orders, and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
There is a renewed opportunity during this planning process to better understand the effects of 
removal and to manage programs with respect to the tribes whose homelands are now managed 
by the Forests. This requires extra effort in implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA), the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA), and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). The 
assessment process can assist in looking for new ways to make the lands and programs we 
manage relevant to the tribes now living far away from their ancestral lands. These tribes are 
showing a renewed interest in the homeland-related traditions of their people and are looking for 
opportunities to re-establish their connection to their ancestral landscape (USDA 2015). 
Certain geographical areas and resource types have particular meaning to tribes affiliated to the 
planning area, including wickiups (conical pole structures), hunting blinds, game drives within 
the planning area that are of tribal importance, especially to Utes. Most if not all tribes consider 
prehistoric archaeological sites as significant ancestral sites. 
The distinction between cultural and natural resources is often tribally subjective and the two 
categories are not mutually exclusive. Tribes have commonly held this perspective for years, but 
only in the last decade or so has this perspective gained understanding and acknowledgment 
within the agency. For example, resources that are commonly classified as natural resources may 
also have value to certain groups as cultural resources, including certain plants, animals, water, 
or even landscapes. An integrated or holistic management perspective (including the integration 
of Traditional Ecological Knowledge) is consistent with modern federal ecosystem-based land 
management. In addition, it is also scientifically appropriate and necessary in order to recognize 
where these distinctions overlap and to gain better mutual understanding of resource concerns 
and improve long-term planning and decision making. This approach is necessary in order to 
understand past and ongoing human-environment interactions, current conditions and threats, 
and can provide valuable information regarding future ecological sustainability. After all, 
humans, specifically American Indian, have been an integral part of the planning area’s 
ecosystems for more than 13,000 years. 

Existing Tribal Rights and Trust Responsibility 
A unique legal relationship exists between federally recognized tribes and the federal 
government which evolved from this recognition of tribal sovereignty. This relationship is the 
basis of the "government-to-government" consultation requirement. The treaties in which many 
tribes ceded lands to the United States in exchange for protection and provisions for their tribal 
citizens were based on the premise of two sovereign governments interacting on an equal basis, 
just as foreign governments negotiate and sign treaties with the United States today. This 
relationship is incorporated in the Constitution, and has been expressed through numerous 
treaties, statutes, executive directives and court decisions as well as political, legal, moral, and 
ethical principles. 
The USDA Policy on Tribal Consultation is particularly linked to a series of directives from U.S. 
Presidents, specifically Presidential Memoranda and Executive Orders. 
For example, on April 29, 1994, a Presidential Memorandum was issued reaffirming the federal 
government's commitment to operate within a government-to-government relationship with 
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federally recognized American Indian and Alaska Native tribes, and to respect self-governance 
for such tribes. This Presidential Memorandum directs each executive department and agency to 
consult with tribal governments prior to taking actions that would affect them. It stated that in 
order to ensure that the rights of sovereign tribal governments are fully respected, all such 
consultations were to be open and candid so that tribal governments could evaluate for 
themselves the potential impact of relevant proposals. 
Applicable laws, policy, direction and regulation provide the management direction for tribal 
relations and issues, and are set forth in the March 2016 update to Forest Service Manual 1500, 
Chapter 1560 – State, Tribal, County and Local Agencies, Public and Private Organizations. The 
following list, taken from the Manual, are the pertinent laws and regulations, some of which 
came into being after the 1991 GMUG forest plan: 

• Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), 43 U.S.C. § 1701-1784 (1976)  
• American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) (42 U.S.C. 1996) 
• Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA) (16 U.S.C. 470cc et seq.) as 

amended 
• Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites of 1996 
• USDA Policy and Procedures Review and Recommendations: Indian Sacred Sites (2012 

accepted by Secretary of Agriculture) 
• National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) (54 U.S.C. 300101 et seq.) as amended 

in 1992 
• Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA), 25 U.S.C. 

3001 et seq.), amended in 1992 
• Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 42 U.S. Code § 

2000cc(a)) 
• Executive Order 13175—Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribes, November 6, 

2000 
• Tribal Forest Protection Act (TFPA), 25 U.S.C. § 3115a (2004) 
• Title VIII, Subtitle B of the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (Farm Bill). 

Codified as the Cultural and Heritage Cooperation Authority (25 U.S.C. 32A) 
• Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 219 (2012 Planning Rule) 
• Issuance by the National Park Service of Technical Bulletin 38 “Guidelines for Evaluating 

and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties, 1990 

Key Issues for Areas of Tribal Importance 
Lands within the GMUG NF are of traditional cultural importance to a number of tribes. These 
lands contribute to the enhancement of quality of life and support historic and culturally 
important plants, cultural sites and cultural landscapes, help sustain traditional cultural values 
and lifeways, and provide places to engage in traditional cultural practices. Portions of the 
GMUG fall within the boundaries defined by the 1873 Brunot Agreement, which still provides 
Ute tribal members in Colorado hunting and fishing rights on these lands. Tribal uses occur 
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across the GMUG and are impacted by climate change, change in land ownership, changes in 
access to land and resources, forest health issues, changing technology, energy development, 
population growth, expanding recreation use, development of private land, vandalism and theft, 
and management activities on cultural landscapes. 
The GMUG needs updated information regarding the identification of traditional use areas and 
cultural landscapes within the planning area, and further consultation with tribes to identify 
sacred sites and places and other areas of concern. 

Cultural and Natural Resources 
Cultural resource sites and cultural landscapes are among the areas of importance that have been 
identified by tribes. These include individual sites as well as landscapes made up of sites, 
landforms and natural resources that form the world of ancient as well as modern Indian people. 
For example the Uncompahgre Plateau has been identified by the Utes as an important cultural 
landscape, and specific landforms have also been identified as integral parts of that landscape. 
Specific issues that have been identified by the Utes include: 

• Landscape/ ecosystem restoration, particularly addressing beetle-killed trees across the Forest 
and specifically on the Uncompahgre Plateau 

• Increase risk of wildfire, particularly on the Uncompahgre Plateau 
• Preservation of Ute cultural heritage on GMUG lands 
• Preservation of perishable wooden archaeological features of aboriginal origin (including 

Ute) 
• Hunting and fishing rights (Brunot Treaty) 
• GMUG is a part of a broad cultural landscape 
• Integration of Ute cultural and natural resource concerns into FS planning 
The Tribal Forest Protection Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-278) allows tribes to propose projects 
on National Forest System lands to protect their own trust resources. The Tribal Forest Protection 
Act (TFPA) authorizes the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior to give special consideration to 
tribally proposed Stewardship Contracting or other projects on Forest Service or Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) land bordering or adjacent to Indian trust land to protect the Indian trust 
resources from fire, disease, or other threat coming off of that Forest Service or BLM land. The 
GMUG met with the Ute Mountain Utes in 2016 regarding several opportunities to collaborate 
on fuels reduction projects funded through the Tribal Forest Protection Act, including areas on 
the Uncompahgre Plateau. 

Previous Treaties 
It is important to note that a series of treaties with the Utes existed within the planning area that 
were violated by the United States government just before the current reservation system was 
enacted. These include the Treaty with the Tabeguache (1863), the Treaty with the Utes (1868) 
and the Brunot Treaty (1874). 
While the Utes lost their last vast tract of land within their Colorado territory, part of the Brunot 
Treaty would be recognized by the United States and the State of Colorado late in the 20th 
century. 
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The Brunot Agreement and Hunting Rights 
The Brunot Agreement, ratified by Congress in 1874, withdrew over 5,000 square miles in the 
mountains of southwest Colorado from the 1868 Ute Reservation. The agreement, entered into 
between the United States (as represented by Felix Brunot) and the Ute Indians in Colorado, was 
passed into law by the House of Representatives and the Senate of the U.S. Congress on April 
29, 1874. Under the “reserved rights doctrine,” hunting rights on reservation lands relinquished 
by the Utes were retained; that is, the tribes retained such rights as part of their status as prior and 
continuing sovereigns. Article II of the Brunot Agreement specified that “the United States shall 
permit the Ute Indians to hunt upon said lands so long as the game lasts and the Indians are at 
peace with the white people.” The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe’s hunting rights were acknowledged 
when the tribe sued the State of Colorado for their historical hunting rights in 1978. The rights 
were granted to the tribe under a consent decree that gave enrolled members of the Ute Mountain 
Ute Tribe the right to hunt deer and elk in the Brunot area for subsistence, religious, or 
ceremonial purposes. The consent decree specified that tribal members may hunt deer and elk 
without a state license year-round, providing that they obtain a tribal hunting permit. In 2013, the 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe re-negotiated this agreement with the State of Colorado to include the 
Tribe’s fishing rights and the right to hunt a certain number of black bears, moose, mountain 
goats, bighorn sheep and mountain lions, in addition to the existing take of elk and mule deer 
within the Brunot area. Other game animals may be hunted without a license and without bag 
limits, but only during hunting seasons established by Colorado Parks and Wildlife. In 2008, the 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe signed an agreement with the State of Colorado which legally 
acknowledged their hunting and fishing rights within the Brunot area. 
The GMUG will continue to ensure that the hunting and fishing rights of the 1874 Brunot 
Agreement are upheld on National Forest System lands under our management jurisdictions. In 
exercising their Brunot hunting rights, the Ute Mountain Ute and Southern Ute tribal members 
adhere to federal policy and regulations designed to protect natural and cultural resources, and 
enrolled members of the Ute Tribe can access their treaty area to exercise hunting rights. The 
Brunot Agreement tract contains parts of the present-day counties of Ouray, San Miguel and 
Hinsdale within the planning area (Figure 1). 
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Location of Brunot treaty area (outlined in black) in relation to the GMUG National Forests (in green). 

Figure 1. Location of Brunot Treaty area 

Use of Best Available Science 
Sources of information used to assemble this assessment include treaties for the tribes 
surrounding the GMUG; the 1983 GMUG Forest Plan, as amended; cultural resource records; 
tribal web sites; past and recent tribal consultation meetings; environmental impact statements; 
and a number of ethnographic studies, cultural histories, archaeological research, overviews and 
historic contexts, and collaborative research involving Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK). 

Scale 
The geographic scale is primarily related to the resources on the GMUG. For context, Figure 2 
displays the Indian tribes associated with the GMUG and their current reservations. Three tribes 
with interests within the planning area are the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, Southern Ute Tribe, and 
Northern Ute Tribe (Uintah and Ouray). 

Tribes Affiliated with the Plan Area 
At the time of Euro-American contact, most notably the 1859 gold rush, numerous Ute bands 
inhabited most of what is now Western Colorado and specifically the plan area. Other American 
Indian groups that have traditional territories near or adjacent to the plan area or that may overlap 



Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
REVISED DRAFT Forest Plan Assessments: Areas of Tribal Importance 

 

7 

include Athabaskans (Navajo and Jicarilla Apache), Paiute, and Eastern Shoshone. The far 
western edge of the GMUG also contains cultural sites likely associated with Puebloan groups 
including Hopi. The earliest written references to the Utes in what is now Colorado were made 
by Fray Pasados around 1686 and Fray Escalante in 1776 (Buckles 1968). By the 1860s the Utes 
claimed most of Colorado as their territory. 

 
Figure 2. Location of current Ute Reservations in relation to the GMUG National Forests 

Summary of Tribal Input 
The GMUG notified the three Ute tribes of the plan revision process in a letter dated May 15, 
2017. The tribes were also invited to meet in person in June, 2017. The Northern Ute tribe 
responded that they were not available. The other two tribes did not respond to the email request. 
Additional emails were sent on June 23, 2017 to verify the letters were received and whether the 
tribes had any questions or concerns about the plan revision process. In a letter dated December 
19, 2017, the GMUG provided the three Ute tribes with a process update. As of February 2018, 
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the Southern Ute had requested a presentation on the plan revision process, scheduled for late 
March 2018. The GMUG has not received any response from the other two tribes. 

Chapter 2. Conditions and Trends 
Areas of Known Tribal Importance Affected by Management 
of the Plan Area 
Land use decisions made by forest plan revision have the potential to affect traditional cultural 
resources and landscapes, sacred sites and places, and locations of traditional use. Lands 
currently administered by the GMUG contain many areas and landmarks that are part of complex 
traditional cultural landscapes developed within the homelands of the tribal groups which 
occupied the lands prior to European arrival. Sacred and culturally important places fall under 
the purview of the National Historic Preservation Act, American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, and the Sacred Sites Executive Order (Executive 
Order 13007). American Indian graves are protected under the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act. 
After more than 130 years since their forced removal, some physical connections between the 
tribes and the GMUG have been lost, yet many still remain in stories and traditions tied to the 
landscape. Many tribes are now reconnecting to locations and traditional cultural places known 
only through oral histories and stories. 
Due in part to a holistic world view held by traditional American Indian groups, physiographic 
landscapes and the natural and cultural resources that they contain are inseparable from 
American Indian culture, traditions, religions, and belief systems. Tribal members depend on an 
array of forest products for a number of traditional uses, and most of the tribes affiliated with the 
GMUG National Forests have treaty rights to hunt and gather these resources within the planning 
area. For a tribe to exercise treaty-reserved rights, the resources they rely on must exist in healthy 
and sustainable populations on the national forest. 
Through previous consultations and meetings, tribes have identified different types of areas of 
importance on the Forest. These include archaeological sites and cultural landscapes, specific 
landforms, landscape features, and plant communities. These places have importance both to 
tribal history and identity as well as to the ritual, social, and economic life of individual tribal 
members. More areas of importance will likely be identified in the future, as deemed appropriate 
by tribes and in relationship to particular projects or activities on the Forest.  

Traditional Cultural Properties and Sacred Sites 
Sacred sites important to federally recognized tribes are managed under Executive Order 13007, 
which defines Indian sacred sites as "any specific, discrete, narrowly delineated location on 
Federal land that is identified by an Indian tribe, or Indian individual determined to be an 
appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian religion, as sacred by virtue of its 
established religious significance to, or ceremonial use by, an Indian religion; provided that the 
tribe or appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian religion has informed the agency 
of the existence of such a site." There is no review of such determinations by a federal agency. 
The executive order requires federal land managing agencies to accommodate access to and 
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ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners and to avoid adversely 
affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites. It also requires agencies to develop 
procedures for reasonable notification of proposed actions or land management policies that may 
restrict access to or ceremonial use of, or adversely affect, sacred sites. 
In 2012 the Secretary of Agriculture directed the Forest Service and the Department of 
Agriculture’s Office of Tribal Relations to review and evaluate existing laws, regulations and 
policies in terms of how well they provide a consistent level of protection for sacred tribal sites 
located on National Forest System lands. The “Report to the Secretary of Agriculture USDA 
Policy Review and Recommendations, Indian Sacred Sites” resulted from that review and the 
Secretary accepted the recommendations, which the Forest Service is now implementing. 
Currently no traditional cultural properties or sacred sites have been formally identified within 
the plan area. According to the San Juan National Forest’s Heritage Program Manager, 
Uncompahgre Peak (the highest peak in the San Juan Mountains) has previously been identified 
as a sacred peak during previous consultations with the Utes. 

Existing Condition 
Existing information regarding these types of properties is based on published sources as well as 
the results of project-level consultation conducted by the Forest. 
Modern tribal groups associated with the GMUG today live primarily on reservations established 
between the late 1860s and 1880s through a number of treaties, land cessions, and executive 
orders. The Forest Service recognizes specific trust relationship with the tribes and administers 
the national forest with these responsibilities in mind. These trust responsibilities are primarily 
defined in Forest Service Manual 1563.03 – Tribal Relations Policy. 
The entire planning area can be considered as an area of tribal importance. The Utes were the 
primary occupants of the planning area at the time of contact (European-aboriginal interaction) 
and presumably during the earlier proto-historic period (ca. AD 1300-1840). Ute bands were 
nomadic and traveled across the landscape on a seasonal basis in order to exploit specific 
resources at various times of year. The Utes remained the primary occupants of the area until 
their expulsion by EuroAmericans. 

Spiritual Rights 
The Ute people are culturally and spiritually affiliated to places within the planning area. These 
include the Uncompahgre Plateau and the San Juan Mountains in general. The Ute consider the 
entire planning area their ancestral homeland, and consider specific areas within the planning 
area as places of cultural importance. Many archaeological sites and features within the planning 
area are affiliated to the Utes, particularly wickiup sites and culturally modified trees dispersed 
throughout the Uncompahgre Plateau and the Cochetopa Hills. 

Collection Rights 
Under the terms of the Farm Bill the GMUG must allow gathering for traditional and cultural 
purposes, and facilitate tribal members in collecting botanical and other special forest products 
from National Forest System lands. The GMUG also collaborates with tribal governments to 
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increase awareness and knowledge of culturally significant plants, and will consider potential 
impacts on culturally significant plants in project design and implementation. Prescribed burn 
plans, noxious weed control, and other management projects should address and consider 
traditional uses and traditional management of culturally significant plants. Of particular note is 
the importance of the ethnobotanically important oshá plant sacred to tribes affiliated with the 
plan area. 
The 2008 Farm Bill, subtitle B authorizes the reburial of Indian tribal human remains and 
cultural items found on national forest lands, temporary closure of national forest lands for 
cultural purposes, a confidentiality provision, and authority to provide to Indian tribes, free of 
charge, forest products for traditional cultural purposes. 

Chapter 3. Existing Forest Plan Direction 
Areas of Tribal Importance was mandated under the 2012 planning rule. The 1991 plan only 
acknowledges the existence of cultural resources and the requirement to protect and preserve 
significant cultural resources for scientific and educational purposes and for public enjoyment, 
but it does not mention the existing legal authorities including the 1966 National Historic 
Preservation Act, the 1979 Archaeological Resources Protection Act, or the 1990 Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. The 1991 plan also directs the GMUG to 
conduct cultural resource surveys only in areas with high probability of cultural resources based 
on a predictive model, which is not consistent with current federal laws and regulations. Current 
research recognizes that cultural resources shouldn’t be managed as isolated dots on a map, but 
rather their distributions are considered across the broader landscape. All too often cultural 
resources are protected (avoided) and forgotten without much consideration for the broader 
landscape in which they are found or future management needs. 

Resources at Risk 
Traditional Plants and Trees 
The health and availability of plant communities are of critical importance to all tribes across the 
planning area. These are seen as important sources of material for traditional ceremonial and 
economic activities. They also serve as a way for modern tribal members to remember traditional 
knowledge, reconnect with traditional lands, and to practice traditional ways. 

Oshá 

Oshá (Ligusticum porteri) is an ethnobotanically significant plant from which roots are harvested 
and used in various forms of medicine. It is known to grow in portions of the forest plan area, 
and is known as “bear root” to some tribal groups. A member of the carrot family, the plant is 
locally abundant but nationally rare, known for its many medicinal properties and considered a 
sacred plant by several Tribes including the Ute, Jicarilla Apache, Navajo and several Pueblo 
Tribes. Oshá is also regionally scarce likely due to the pressures of unauthorized collection and 
climate change. The planning area serves as important refugia for plant populations in the 
southwest and should be managed for sustainable personal use by tribal, Hispano and other 
communities. 
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Culturally Modified Trees (CMTs) 
Culturally modified trees, particularly Ponderosa pine, are also of considerable importance to 
tribes including the Utes. The bark and cambium of these trees was used for medicine, cradle 
boards, food, and an array of other uses. A number of trees on the Forest bear large distinct scars, 
according to some researchers, from the harvest of cambium during the mid to late 1800s. These 
trees are living connections with the ancestors who used them, and are considered by some to be 
sacred. Concentrations of these trees occur on the Uncompahgre Plateau and near Old Agency on 
the Gunnison District. 

Landscape Features 
A broad range of additional landscape features are important to the tribes associated with the 
GMUG Forest. These locations are important as places where ancestral or modern ceremonies 
are known to have occurred, or are places linked to tribal stories. For example, past consultation 
efforts with the Ute Indian Tribe have identified high points including isolated buttes and 
mountain peaks to be of particular importance to the Tribe, particularly those with archaeological 
features like alpine game drives and hunting blinds. 

Fire-sensitive Archaeological Features 
Wooden archaeological features including wickiups and culturally modified trees are regarded as 
among Colorado’s rarest and most fragile American Indian sites (Baker, Carrillom and Spath 
2007:104). Culturally modified trees still exist in concentrations and as single trees within the 
planning area. Culturally modified trees have gained more recognition as features of tribal 
importance as well as having significant archaeological value as chronological markers of land 
use and seasonal migration. These wooden features represent the cultural heritage of the only 
indigenous people to reside within Colorado from prehistory to the present (ibid:29). 
Unfortunately, a preponderance of such sites and features have yet to be fully documented and 
they are increasingly threatened by disintegration from natural processes, climate change, fire, 
and destruction by livestock, wildlife, and human actions, particularly in areas of rapid energy 
development and population growth such as the Western Slope (DARG 2012:1). 
Wickiups were once commonplace in Colorado, particularly throughout the western slope. Most 
of these wooden structures are associated with Utes and are widely thought to be the only 
surviving aboriginal architecture of Colorado's living indigenous people. Recognized for their 
cultural and historic value, many are considered eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. Unfortunately, these perishable structures are rapidly disappearing from the landscape 
due to the effects of natural weathering, climate change, wildfires, and human impacts. They face 
certain decay, disintegration and disappearance. There is clearly an urgent need for focused 
action to fully document these important archaeological resources before they are lost to study 
forever. 
In some cover types on the GMUG, including ponderosa, fire suppression has resulted in fuel 
loading that can result in higher-severity wildfires with a high potential to destroy culturally 
modified trees, wickiups and other wooden archaeological features. Prior to fire suppression, the 
fire regime in ponderosa consisted of low intensity and low severity fires in a more balanced fire 
resilient ecosystem. 
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Some traditional ecological and cultural knowledge has been lost since the majority of 
indigenous peoples were removed from the planning area more than 130 years ago. However, 
traditional American Indians have maintained meaningful connections to their homelands, and 
within the planning area continue to collect traditional materials; conduct ceremonies to ensure 
the well-being of tribal peoples; and generally exercise their rights. The strength of language and 
tradition varies among tribal groups. Where tribes are actively working to maintain their 
traditional culture, the Forests can help by managing areas of tribal importance with greater 
sensitivity to their status as points of connection to ancestral landscapes. There have been 
instances where the renewed efforts by tribes to connect with sacred landscapes led to deep 
divisions between tribal people and the Forest Service when protecting sacred sites conflicted 
with the agency’s multiple use mandate. Executive Order 13007, Bulletin 38 and the new Sacred 
Sites Policy creates a framework for line officers and heritage program managers to recognize 
and strengthen decision space and sensitivity when analyzing for the greatest good. 

Chapter 4. Sustainability 
Economic, Social, and Environmental Sustainability 
The GMUG provides many ecosystem services from its lands that are important to tribes. Among 
them are cultural ecosystem services in the form of opportunities for religious pilgrimages to 
place offerings at sacred sites or other culturally important places. Provisioning services are also 
produced by GMUG lands to tribes in the form of game and fish for sustenance, fresh water for 
drinking, and wood and fiber for heating, cooking and construction. Supporting services 
provided to tribes from GMUG lands include plants for gathering for food and medicine, plant 
pigments, and stone and minerals for tools and agriculture. Tribes also benefit from regulating 
services produced by GMUG lands, including climate regulation, water purification, and flood 
regulation. 

Key Benefits to People 
The GMUG is within the aboriginal territories of a number of present day tribes, including the 
Utes. Many of the tribes retain reserved treaty rights within the planning area to use these lands 
for traditional purposes. Activities such as the right to hunt and gather within the Brunot Treaty 
Area outside of the present day reservation boundaries are examples of these reserved rights, 
including the collection of traditionally used plant materials such as teepee poles and medicines. 
The Forest Service is charged with implementing programs and activities honoring Indian treaty 
rights and fulfilling legally mandated trust responsibilities to the extent that they are determined 
applicable to National Forest System lands (Forest Service Manual 1563). 

Trends and Drivers 
The primary drivers affecting tribally-significant cultural resources are climate change, wildfire, 
increased recreation, landslides and other geologic hazards. These have the potential to adversely 
affect sites through increased erosion of archaeological deposits due to more frequent high 
intensity precipitation, destruction of wooden features from wildfire, increased water and wind 
erosion after a wildfire, and potentially the complete loss of sites and the important cultural and 
scientific information they contain. 
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Stressors affecting cultural resources can be divided into ecological stressors and social/multiple 
use stressors, which have the potential to affect the condition of sites due to destruction of 
features or artifacts (for example, wildfire, illegal road/trail use, and looting), damage to site 
features or artifacts (for example, livestock and big game over-grazing and illegal artifact 
collection), or increases in indirect threats to site condition (for example, increased homes in the 
Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), increased motorized access to sites, and increased mineral 
exploration/development).  
One of the most important recent pieces of legislation providing for American Indian access to 
National Forest System lands and forest products, as well as related authorities, is the Farm Bill 
2008, Forest Title VIII, Subtitle B (Section 8101-81017). The Act specifically addresses reburial 
of human remains and cultural items on National Forest System lands; temporary closure for 
traditional cultural purposes; providing forest products free of charge for traditional and cultural 
purposes; prohibition on disclosure of information pertaining to reburials, sites or resources of 
traditional and cultural importance; and protection of all outstanding rights to use National Forest 
System land or other public land. This legislation along with the Forest Service direction for 
implementation of the Sacred Lands Executive Order 13007, shows a growing trend to more 
fully address American Indian traditional use and concerns on Forest Service-administered lands. 
A number of land management practices and decisions have the potential to affect traditional 
cultural practices on the GMUG and are of concern to the traditional communities. Resource 
conditions and trends that affect areas of tribal importance on the GMUG can be social, 
economic and environmental. As a multiple-use agency, the Forest Service permits a wide 
variety of activities on National Forest System lands that may conflict with traditional cultural 
practices and use by tribal people. 

Climate Change 
To the tribes, climate change is a reality (ACCCNRS 2014). They experience it every day in 
countless ways because of their economic and cultural dependence on place and natural 
resources. For the tribes, the impact of climate change extends beyond the physical environment 
to their responsibilities as government and cultural continuity. Their traditional knowledge of the 
landscape is gained through intimate intergenerational understandings of interconnections 
between people and the environment learned through thousands of years of living with the land, 
learning how to prepare and adapt to change in order to survive. The consequences of climate 
change have the potential to result in a disproportionate effect upon Indian tribes, particularly 
with respect to the maintenance of their traditional cultural life ways and religious and 
ceremonial practices. Working with the tribes is paramount to understanding and addressing 
climate change in the forest plan revision. 

Fire Management 
Broadly speaking, agency fire suppression policies (resulting in forested overgrowth), timber 
harvesting, logging practices, and localized mining practices have all contributed to the condition 
of the watersheds and forest ecosystems that we are managing today. Much of this occurred 
during a period in our agency’s history when output was a top priority, in response to the social 
demands of the time. Ground-disturbing permitted activities and dispersed recreation have also 
contributed to the disturbance and degradation of some plant populations. 
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Fire control measures such as emergency road blading and dozer constructed fire lines can 
destroy culturally sensitive properties. Prescribed burning, however, may increase the 
propagation of certain tree and grass species that have traditional use. 

Land Acquisition and Disposal 
Changing land ownership patterns through land exchanges and other mechanisms have the 
potential to affect traditional cultural practices primarily by changing who has the responsibility 
for National Historic Preservation Act compliance, including the respectful treatments of 
traditional cultural properties and by changing access patterns. The American Indian Religious 
Freedom Act explicitly states that Federal land managing agencies must consider the impacts of 
their actions on access to sacred sites. Land acquisition in and around traditional cultural sites 
and landscapes can improve and facilitate protection, access and use. 

Limiting and Increasing Access to National Forest Lands 

Restricting access to public lands can have both beneficial and adverse effects on traditional 
cultural activities. Restricting access may be beneficial when it protects cultural resources or 
preserves the solitude for ceremonies. It may have a negative effect when it restricts traditional 
practitioners’ ability to collect traditionally important plant, animal, mineral and fossil resources. 

Mineral Development 
Activities such as mineral, coal, oil, and gas exploration and development, construction of 
transmission lines and utility corridors have affected and continue to affect areas of tribal 
importance. Telecommunication towers are often located on high points such as mountain tops 
and plateaus causing ground disturbance and visual intrusions to the traditional cultural 
landscapes and possibly displacing or adversely affecting traditional cultural practices. 

Grazing 
Changing the number of animals to graze on national forest lands has the potential to affect the 
biodiversity of rangeland and affect the distribution of traditionally significant plant species. 
Also, a common activity associated with range management is the development of springs on 
national forest lands. Springs are commonly held as being sacred or at least places of cultural 
importance by American Indians for a variety of reasons. 

Expanding Recreation Use 

Recreation use on the GMUG has seen a marked rise for the last 40 to 50 years. Dispersed 
recreation may impact areas that are of cultural ceremonial significance to tribes that use the 
national forest. Designated road and trail systems are designed to avoid cultural sites and 
traditional use areas, but illegal off-road use has caused damage to cultural sites and other areas 
important to tribes. 

Vandalism and Theft 
Destruction, degradation, neglect, and removal of materials or resources from sites and areas of 
traditional importance by the tribes can diminish the ability of tribes to use these areas for 
traditional practices and can destroy their scientific value. 
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Chapter 5. Potential Need for Plan Changes to 
Respond to Areas of Tribal Importance Issues 
Ensure that implementation of Forest programs and activities is consistent with, and fulfills, the 
Federal Government’s legally mandated trust responsibilities with tribes, including dialogue and 
government-to-government consultation with the tribes. 
Consider providing plan direction regarding opportunities for integrating forest restoration and 
tribal cultural needs and for working across boundaries in partnership with tribes to manage 
landscapes and address threats to adjacent tribal resources through the Tribal Forest Protection 
Act of 2004, to meet common objectives identified in tribe land management plans. 
Consider explicit plan direction that acknowledges that natural resources and cultural resources 
may not be mutually exclusive. For example specific natural resources may also be considered 
cultural resources including geographic features, water, plants and certain animals. 
Consider plan direction that reflects the recommendations of the 2012 Report to the Secretary of 
Agriculture – USDA Policy and Procedures Review and Recommendations: Indian Sacred Sites, 
particularly as it relates to considering the broader concept of “sacred places” in planning efforts. 
Consider updating plan direction regarding implementation of temporary closure orders to ensure 
privacy for tribes engaged in cultural and ceremonial activities. 
Consider addressing traditional collection of oshá plant in the planning area. Consider addressing 
impacts of non-traditional collection on the sustainability of the plant. 
Consider providing updated direction on the stabilization and preservation of historic properties, 
including archeological sites, historic structures, and traditional cultural properties. 
Consider clarifying direction on design, location, installation, maintenance, and abandonment of 
towers, facilities, and alternative infrastructure within electronic communication sites, giving due 
consideration to the value and importance of high places (mountaintops and ridges) that may be 
identified as a sacred site or part of an important cultural landscape by tribes. 
Consider providing management direction for American Indian traditional cultural properties and 
sacred sites, and non-Native traditional cultural properties, while conserving anonymity of such 
sites where appropriate. 
Consider updating plan direction regarding requests for reburial of human remains and cultural 
items on the Forest. 
Consider providing management direction for historic and contemporary cultural uses, including 
both economic and non-economic uses for tribes and for those traditional communities not 
considered under tribal relations (i.e., traditional Hispanic and Anglo communities). 
Consider identification of tribal sensitive areas and species of cultural concern, information 
which would inform the GMUG NF when doing project and management activities. 
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Appendix A: Ute Overview 
Early historic records in the American west and in the state of Colorado in particular provide 
insights into the ethnic affiliations and cultural relationships of the native peoples inhabiting the 
area at the times of earliest contact.  The primary Federally Recognized American Indian tribes 
affiliated with the plan area are the Ute Mountain Ute, Southern Ute, and Northern Ute tribes.  
All three Ute tribes are closely affiliated with the entire planning area and have significant 
resource concerns including landscape restoration, contemporary hunting and fishing rights as 
well as concern for the protection and preservation of the physical remains of Ute cultural 
resources and places important to their cultural history. 
The Utes, distant relatives of the Shoshones and speakers of the Uto-Aztecan language group, 
were the first of the historically recognized tribes or cultural groups to live in Colorado. After 
centuries of migrating eastward from what is now California, Utah, and possibly northern 
Mexico, they arrived in the area approximately 500 to 800 years ago (Crum 1996:128). They 
traditionally followed a hunting and gathering life style, supplemented by limited horticulture, 
living in extended family groups and relying on a wide variety of game animals and wild plant 
foods. They appear to have employed a forager strategy with a relatively high residential 
mobility, following a seasonal movement across annual territories. The Colorado Utes enjoyed 
economic advantages compared to Native people in drier regions to the west. They had a greater 
abundance and wider variety of food resources, and lived in environments that could more easily 
support a horse culture when these animals became available during proto-historic times (ca. AD 
1300-1840). The winter months, when the snow depths were unmanageable in the higher 
regions, were spent at lower elevations, most likely in deer and elk winter ranges, where there 
were trees available for fuel and shelter. In the spring lowland riparian habitats along major 
rivers were exploited, and, as the temperatures rose and the snow melted, groups would disperse 
to the high country, timing their ascent to efficiently exploit maturing food resources. Since 
summers were times of plenty, populations that were relatively dispersed during the winter 
would often aggregate for ceremonial activities, trade, and communal hunts during the summer. 
Occupation of the highlands continued into the fall, until snows began to drive game animals, 
and their hunters, back to the lower elevations. During the fall, berries, seeds, and other late-
maturing resources were exploited and, along with animal products, were prepared for winter 
storage. Among some groups of Utes small plots of corn, beans, and squash were planted in the 
spring and then left untended until in hopes of a harvest upon their return in the fall. 
The Utes were divided into a number of groups or bands, as described by Crum (1996:138-139): 
At one time there were twelve or more bands of Utes scattered throughout Colorado, Utah, and 
northern New Mexico; historic accounts usually mention five or six major bands. The Mouache 
band ranged along the eastern slope of the Rockies, the San Luis Valley, and south almost to 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. They shared the San Luis Valley with the Kapote band, which hunted 
and foraged in the extreme northern and central part of New Mexico, down to the areas near the 
present-day towns of Chama and Tierra Amarilla. The Weenuche occupied southwestern 
Colorado, northwestern New Mexico, the canyon country of southeastern Utah, and the area 
surrounding present-day Mesa Verde National Park. The Mouaches and Kapotes are [now] called 
the Southern Utes; the Weenuches are the Ute Mountain Utes. 
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The largest of the bands lived in west-central Colorado along the Gunnison and Uncompahgre 
river valleys. These were the Tabeguache (Taviwatch) or Uncompahgre Utes. North of them the 
Parianuc (Parusanuch), or Grand Valley Utes, lived along the Colorado River. The Yampa River 
Valley was home to the Yampa band, which also occupied North and Middle parks. When the 
White River Agency was established in Meeker, the Grand Valley and Yampa bands came to be 
known as the White River Utes. In the Uintah Basin near today’s Dinosaur National Monument 
in northeastern Utah and northwestern Colorado, were the Uintah Utes. The Tabeguache, White 
River, and Uintah bands together are now known as the Northern Utes. The Utes were thought to 
have obtained horses almost 30 years before any of the other tribes (Crum 1996:139). As early as 
1640 they were known to be raiding Spanish ranches and by about 1650 they had obtained 
enough horses to adopt an equestrian lifeway. The presence of these animals in their culture 
greatly expanded the Utes’ range, hunting capabilities, and prowess as raiders of other tribes. It 
permitted the expansion of annual territories and increased cultural contacts with other groups, 
particularly the inhabitants of the Great Plains and the Pueblos and Spanish to the south. 
The Colorado Gold Rush of 1859 brought hundreds of trespasser prospectors and unauthorized 
mining camps into Ute Territory. For the next 20 years there was the constant pressure on the 
Utes to relinquish their land by the United States, the State of Colorado, and mining and railroad 
interests. This was done by a series of negotiations and treaties entered into by the United States, 
then disavowed. The Tabeguache Treaty was crafted in Conejos, Colorado, ceding one-fourth of 
Ute Territory, the southern San Luis Valley and other areas in Colorado. It was signed by a leader 
of the Tabeguache Ute, though the leaders of the Moache and Capote Bands (to whom the 
territory belonged) refused to sign. 
The Treaty of 1868 was signed by a Ute delegation in Washington D.C. This time, one third of 
their remaining land base was ceded to the United States. The Utes lost their territory east of the 
Continental Divide but retained the western slope of Colorado. The treaty guaranteed that the 
U.S. government would keep out all non-Indians and no unauthorized person would be allowed 
to cross the 170th parallel. The Utes demanded the government enforce previous treaties and 
objected to the people overrunning their land. The U.S. Government was preparing to use the 
military to expel the squatters from Ute land but the squatters demanded that the Utes be driven 
out of the mine rich mountains instead. The Government solution was to again reduce the size of 
the Ute Reservation. It wasn’t until the Brunot Treaty of 1874 that miners were legitimately 
allowed to work the land by paying the Ute a tribute of 12 cents per acre on disputed lands. This 
arrangement only lasted until 1879, when the Ute were expelled from Colorado, except for the 
Southern Ute Indian Reservation in the southwest corner of the state (Huston 2005). 

The Ute Agencies 
Two separate former Indian Agencies are located outside GMUG boundaries but are important to 
the Ute’s relationship with the area. There are cultural resources and areas of tribal importance 
associated with the agencies on Forest lands within proximity of the agencies, particularly the 
Los Pinos Agency near Cochetopa Pass. 
After the Treaty of 1868 the Los Pinos Indian Agency was established in 1869 near Cochetopa 
Pass south of Gunnison and was associated with the new Ute reservation.  It became the center of 
governmental authority for the Uncompahgre Utes and served as an administrative center where 
rations were distributed and the Utes received instruction on farming and other “useful 
pursuits”(Baker 2004). 
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By the mid-1870s miners and settlers were encroaching on the eastern boundary of the 
reservation and the agency was moved west to the Uncompahgre Valley near the modern 
community of Colona south of Montrose in 1876. This “second” Ute Agency became known as 
the Uncompahgre Agency and primarily served the combined Uncompahgre and Tabeguache 
bands. 
In 1880 Chief Ouray, the Ute’s primary spokesman, died. The year 1881 is commonly listed for 
the “final expulsion” of the Ute peoples from western Colorado to the new reservation in Utah. 
However, it is known that numerous Ute individuals and families remained in western Colorado 
and eastern Utah, off reservation, after this date. Utes are known to have been counted in the 
census records of various communities (for example Collbran, Colorado) in the area as late as the 
1920s, and still living in wickiups. Such off-reservation, post-1881 occupations are referred to as 
“refugee Ute”. Not only did some Utes not succumb to their removal to reservation lands in the 
first place, but also the visitation to non-reservation lands by reservation Utes after 1881 is well 
documented (Mehls 1988 and Simmons 2000). 
The GMUG has worked with the Ute tribes and other neighboring federal agencies on several 
ethnographic studies over the last several decades. These include: 

The Ute relationships to the lands of West Central Colorado: An ethnographic overview. 
Fort Lewis College and National Park Service 2004. This study was initiated in order to inform 
the previous GMUG forest plan revision effort. 
Dominguez Archaeological Research Group 2010. Perspectives on Ute Ethnohistory in West 
Central Colorado. Prepared for Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation, Ute 
Mountain Ute Tribe, and Southern Ute Indian Tribe and Bureau of Land Management Colorado 
State Office Glenwood Springs, Grand Junction and Uncompahgre Field Offices. Prepared by 
Richard Ott, Project Coordinator, DARG. 
Ute Ethnobotany Project (2006-2007) The primary purpose of the project is the re-
establishment of the Ute connection to parts of Western Colorado ancestral homelands by means 
of preserving and documenting traditional plant use and the possible connection of plant 
locations to identified archaeological sites. The project involves four visits from three Ute tribe 
elders and students to the Uncompahgre Plateau and Grand Mesa. Partners include the Grand 
Junction Area Office of the BLM; Colorado National Monument (NPS); the Museum of Western 
Colorado (Grand Junction); and Mesa State College (Grand Junction). (McBeth 2008). 
Ute Ethnobotany Project- 2008. This project was designed to document and transmit plant 
identification skills between living Ute generations. The project involved field visits to plant 
communities associated with archaeological sites on USFS and BLM lands on the Uncompahgre 
Plateau and on Grand Mesa. 
Colorado Wickiup Project- Partnership with Bureau of Land Management, funding in part of 
Colorado Historic Fund. Began 2004-2005. Focused on identification of aboriginal wooden 
strctures. Ongoing collaboration and information sharing with three Ute tribes. 
Ute Trails Project 2010- present. Dominguez Archaeological Research Group. The Southern 
Ute Tribe is leading an effort to protect Ute cultural resources on the Uncompahgre Plateau, 
specifically those located along traditional travel corridors (trails). Several meetings have been 
held between DARG, the three Ute tribes, the GMUG, and BLM Uncompahgre Field Office 
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regarding potential partnerships and collaboration on identification and protection of sensitive 
Ute archaeological features threatened by wildfires and hazardous fuels reduction projects within 
Ute traditional territories. 
Uncompahgre Plateau Archaeological Project- A Research Design and Context. 2004. 
Alpine Archaeological Consultants.
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