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Chapter 1. Introduction 
This document is an assessment of the current known cultural and historic resources and uses on 
the five ranger districts of the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests 
(GMUG), or the “plan area.” 
The plan area contains cultural resources that demonstrate human occupation and use for at least 
the last 13,500 years. American Indians, ancestral to the ethnic affiliations of the Ute people, 
have inhabited or utilized the resources of the area over much of this time span. Occupation and 
use of the plan area by Europeans, Anglo-Americans, and Hispanics has occurred over 
approximately the past 300 years. The plan area has been under the management of the USDA 
Forest Service (FS) beginning in 1892 (Battlement Mesa Forest Reserve, later re-named Grand 
Mesa National Forest) and 1905 (Gunnison/Uncompahgre National Forests). American Indians, 
Hispanic, and Anglo-American traditional communities continue to use the plan area for 
economic-subsistence, as well as social, recreational, and religious purposes. 
Currently, there are 7657 documented cultural resources; 6283 of which have been evaluated for 
their historical significance (i.e. their potential eligibility for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places). These include both historic and prehistoric resources. Of those evaluated, there 
are 773 National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible sites, 16 NRHP listed properties, 
48 Priority Heritage Assets, and one cultural Special Interest Area. 
Cultural and historic resources are managed by federal historic preservation law (National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA), the Archeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA), and others) and FS manual and 
policy direction (FSM 2360). These policies are outlined in the Heritage Program Managed to 
Standard (HPMtS) directives, which provide measures of stewardship for cultural resources, 
enabling resource managers and line officers to assess the health, direction, and management of 
the program. 
This assessment outlines FS standards and guidelines, to protect cultural and historic resources 
within the Forests and GMUG-specific resources, conditions, and trends. 

Key Issues for Cultural and Historic Resources and Uses on 
the GMUG 
Cultural and historic resources and uses in the plan area are important to understanding the 
social, economic, and ecological sustainability of the plan area, the state of Colorado, the Rocky 
Mountain region, and the nation as a whole. Cultural and historic resources within the plan area 
represent the processes and events important to the identity and history of local and tribal 
communities. Contemporary uses of resources and places within the plan area by American 
Indian, Hispanic, and Anglo-American traditional communities are critical to maintaining the 
cultural identity of these communities. 
Archaeological resources may contain a wealth of scientific information regarding social and 
ecological conditions and changes through time, including human successes and failures in 
coping with these transformations over the past thirteen millennia. 
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This information is of value to managers making decisions regarding contemporary and future 
ecological and cultural management as well as educating the public about the complex ecological 
sustainability and historic value of the plan area. 
To ensure that the value of cultural and historic resources on the GMUG is recognized as 
discussed above, there are key issues to address in planning for GMUG cultural resources. These 
include: 

• Implementing the Heritage Program Managed to Standard as the primary management 
program for the GMUG cultural and historic resources. 
In 2011, the FS devised Heritage Program Managed to Standard (HPMtS), which utilize 
seven indicators/measures that correspond to key elements of FSM 2360. The HPMtS and its 
seven measures should be at the forefront of the GMUG Heritage Program and at all times 
direct its cultural resource planning and used to assess the program’s overall health.  

• Utilizing appropriate professionals for cultural resource project work. 
• The GMUG will follow Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications standards and 

guidelines or OPM qualifications regarding Heritage Program work. A need to better 
understand the GMUG comprehensively and as a defined cultural area. 
As the GMUG is on the periphery of several cultural and geographic areas and has been 
evaluated disparately with only survey and research in certain areas, GMUG cultural and 
historic resources are not understood in total. The various areas and their uses on the GMUG 
require comprehensive prehistoric and historic contexts, survey and inventory of non-
evaluated acreage and features, and the completion of data within various web applications 
and GMUG files. 

Summary Public Input 
Those parties interested in the cultural material and its management on the GMUG include the 
public, the historical societies of Mesa, Delta, Garfield, Montrose, San Miguel, Ouray, Gunnison, 
San Juan, Hinsdale, and Saguache Counties, and the Ute Tribes traditionally associated with the 
plan area. As directed by 36CFR 296(a)(2), interested parties who are knowledgeable about the 
plan, cultural and historic resources, and uses of the plan area were contacted to request 
information regarding the plan area. Public engagement opportunities were held in the summer 
of 2017, with additional virtual opportunities held throughout the fall and winter. The Ute Tribes 
have been notified of the plan revision through formal letter and email correspondence. 
As a result of the Public Open Houses, the following comments were submitted: 

• Consider leveraging volunteers and grants to preserve historic sites, 
• People are taking wood from historic structures for campfires, and 
• The Land’s End Observatory needs to be maintained and preserved. 

Use of Best Available Science 
Information used to compile this assessment consisted of GMUG site and report records, 
prehistoric and historic contexts for the GMUG, corporate geographic information system (GIS) 
and NRM databases for the GMUG, Colorado’s Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
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(OAHP) site records, Compass databases, the NPS cultural resource and climate change 
framework, and Traditional Ecological Knowledge. 

Chapter 2. Context 
Context for Prehistoric Occupation and Use 
A comprehensive synthesis of the culture history of this section of southwestern Colorado is 
contained in the Colorado Prehistory: A Context for the Southern Colorado River Basin 
(Colorado Council Professional Archaeologists, Lipe et al 1999), Colorado Prehistory: A Context 
for the Northern Colorado River Basin (Colorado Council of Professional Archaeologists, Reed 
and Metcalf 1999), Colorado History: A Context for Historical Archaeology (Church et al. 2007), 
Historical Archaeology Context (Buckles and Buckles 1984), and West Central Colorado 
Prehistoric Context (Reed 1984). 

The Paleoindian Period (13,500–8,000 B.P.) 
The Paleoindian period, 13,500–8,000 B.P. (Before Present), provides evidence for the earliest 
occupation of West-Central Colorado. This period includes the Clovis, Folsom, and Plano stages, 
and is characterized by the hunting of big game such as mammoth and bison by hunters using 
long, lanceolate projectile points. Settlement and subsistence activities during the Paleoindian 
period are well established in archaeological literature. Within the plan area, this period is poorly 
understood and can only be inferred from the literature base and limited evidence of Paleoindian 
sites, particularly on the Grand Mesa. There are numerous sites across the Forests that have Paleo 
(Folsom) projectile points, particularly around Gunnison and the Grand Mesa. Most 
concentration of sites have been located between Cerro Summit and Gunnison near the Gunnison 
River, suggesting the possibility that the river may have served as a corridor for travel (Reed 
1984). 

The Archaic Period (8,000–AD 1) 
Between 8000 B.P. and 1600 B.P., mammoth and other Ice Age fauna became extinct, probably 
due to a combination of factors including the transition from an Ice Age environment to the 
milder climate of the Holocene (Kelly and Todd 1988). The extinction of the Ice Age fauna 
caused a shift from a reliance on big-game hunting to the hunting of smaller game. An increase 
in the collection and processing of plant foods is also suggested by the greater number of 
pounding and grinding stones found at sites that date to the Archaic period (Cassells 1997). The 
majority of archaeological knowledge regarding Archaic sites in the plan area is based on surface 
materials recorded during inventory projects, including both lithic scatters, open camps and 
isolated projectile points. More widespread are Late Archaic (post–4950 B.P.) point styles, 
including corner-notched with rounded bases, corner-notched, and Elko corner-notched and 
eared. There is a wide gap in knowledge regarding the Archaic Period in the plan area and other 
high elevation locations in the Central, Southern Rocky Mountains, though recent research is 
beginning to change this. While Archaic sites are not uncommon in the plan area, very little 
controlled excavation has been done to provide detailed chronological or geomorphological 
information regarding the use of high elevation sites. 
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Material culture associated with Archaic Stage sites in West-Central Colorado reflects the non-
sedentary, hunting and gathering life-style of these peoples. Habitation structures are rare in this 
period. Brush structures similar to wickiups have been reported east of the region in Gunnison 
County, and it is likely that similar structures may have been common in the plan area. The 
Uncompahgre Plateau has good examples of Archaic sites including open camps and rock 
shelters like Cottonwood Cave and Tabaguache Cave. The Monarch Game Drives on Monarch 
Pass also have an Archaic component—all these resources are Priority Heritage Assets. (Reed 
1984). 

Formative Era (3000 BP- AD1450) 
The Formative Era is defined by the presence of agriculture, or any other subsistence economy of 
comparable effectiveness, and by the successful integration of such an economy in to well-
established sedentary village life. On the Colorado Plateau the Formative Stage is represented 
primarily by the Anasazi and Fremont Tradition. These groups raised corn, beans, and squash to 
supplement foodstuffs procured by hunting and gathering. On the northern Colorado Plateau the 
Formative lifeway appeared at approximately A.D. 1, and flourished until the end of the 13th 
century. Many aspects of the lifeways of Formative Era peoples in West-Central Colorado are 
poorly understood. They manufactured discrete types of ceramics and lived in masonry or jacal 
surface structures or pithouses. The organization and layout of these structures on village sites 
suggests that groups were organized at the band level (Reed 1984). 
This era is poorly understood within the plan area. The shift from hunting and gathering to 
agriculture is seen within the Cottonwood Cave and Tabaguache Cave. Other sites on the 
Uncompahgre Plateau have components resembling Basketmaker and later Puebloan 
(Anasazi)/Fremont Tradition/Gateway Tradition. The western plan area contains some Anasazi 
and Fremont sites that have been identified along the San Miguel River corridor. Most of these 
excavations occurred in the 1930s-40s. 
Formative Era Sites on the GMUG include wickiups, tree platforms, tipi rings, stone alignments 
and walls, circular stone structures, hunting blinds, rock art (Uncompahgre Plateau only), game 
drives, culturally modified trees (CMTs), and lithic procurement sites. Sites are uncommon but 
seem to cluster in western Montrose County near the San Miguel River including the Tabaguache 
Pueblo and Cottonwood Pueblo. Gateway sites featuring small corner-notched projectile points 
found in the plan area and ceramics may indicate trade with Anasazi and Fremont. Short-term 
circular and square surface masonry structures, granaries in rock shelters, and rock art sites 
influenced by Anasazi and Fremont are also found within the plan area. 

Protohistoric Period (AD1300-1840) 
Archaic hunting and gathering subsistence strategies likely continued throughout the Late 
Prehistoric period in the region. Although West Central Colorado in general lacks the hallmark of 
the Formative stage—agriculture or similar economy allowing sedentary village life—many sites 
in the region exhibit Formative period traits from adjacent culture areas, especially the southwest 
(Martorano et al. 1999). 
Late Prehistoric site types in the region are similar to those from the Archaic period: primarily 
lithic scatters and open camps, with a few stone circle sites, rock shelters, and quarry sites. The 
period prior to the apparent immigration of the Ute is poorly understood in West Central 
Colorado (Reed 1984). This is likely the most visible period archaeologically within the plan 



Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
REVISED DRAFT Forest Plan Assessments: Cultural and Historic Resources 

5 

area. There are several wickiup sites, Culturally Modified Trees, and open camp sites across the 
plan area. These sites are mostly attributed to the Utes but may also be associated with 
Athabaskans (Navajo and Apache). 
The Contact-Era Period is understood in the archaeological record by Euro-American trade 
goods such as: guns; metal projectile points; metal knives and cooking pots; flaked glass 
artifacts; glass beads; horse trappings; small side-notched, corner-notched, and un-notched metal 
arrow points; wickiups; peeled trees; Uncompahgre Brown Ware ceramics; and rock art 
exhibiting horses and riders. Documented Spanish visits occurred in the West-Central Colorado 
in the 17th century. The Ute in the area obtained horses from the Spanish around A.D. 1640, 
probably indirectly at first via existing trade relationships with the Pueblo groups of the Rio 
Grande Valley in northern New Mexico. Historical references indicated that several groups 
occupied and/or utilized the area of West-Central Colorado during the Protohistoric period, 
including: Ute, Comanche, Apache, Navajo, Arapaho, Cheyenne, and northern Pueblo (Taos, 
Tewa, and Tesuque). Archaeological and linguistic data suggest that the Numic-speaking Ute 
entered the Colorado Plateau from the southwestern portion of the Great Basin sometime 
between A.D. 1200 and 1400. Although the Ute are generally considered the primary inhabitants 
of the plan area, other groups made seasonal use of the area for hunting and trading purposes. 
Identification of specific cultural groups in the archaeological markers is sketchy at best, but 
brownware ceramics may be one of the most reliable indicators of Numic groups, such as the Ute 
(Martorano et al. 1999). Overall, archaeological data from the Contact-era is limited. 

Context for Historic Occupation and Use 
From 1536 to 1848, most of the western United States, including a majority of the land that was 
later to become Colorado, was under the rule of Spain. The area was sparsely settled and seldom 
explored until 1821, after Mexican independence, when the region experienced an influx of 
Euro-American fur trappers. However, by the mid-1840s the region’s wildlife had been over-
exploited and beaver in the region were near extinction. That drop in supply, in combination with 
a change in demand, led to a swift decline in trapping in the region. 
In 1848, the United States acquired the western territories which led to vigorous territorial 
exploration of the area. In 1868 the United States signed a treaty with the Ute tribe, giving the 
Ute everything west of the 107th meridian and south of a line 15 miles north of the 40th parallel. 
The first prospectors into the area were trespassing on Ute land, and it wasn’t until the Brunot 
Treaty of 1873 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. (Refer to Areas of Tribal Importance chapter for more information). 

Transportation 
The earliest documented travel route through the planning area was the Dominguez Escalante 
Expedition (1776) that followed Ute trails through the plan area. The Old Spanish Trail, 
pioneered by Antonio Armijo in 1829, is another trade route that included several variants that 
ran between Santa Fe and Los Angeles carrying woolens and slaves for trade in Mexico’s 
California territory. The trail, which likely followed much older American Indian trails lost its 
significance in 1848 with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo made the area United States territory. 
The congressionally designated Northern Route of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail 
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(OSNHT) runs through the planning area. This trail was in use from 1829-1848 The GMUG is 
currently conducting on-going surveys beginning in 2016. The Trail is known to have crossed the 
Gunnison NF near Cochetopa Pass. 
With the economic growth of western Colorado driven by the mining and lumber industries, so 
came the demand for the railroad. There are several passes within the plan area, where 
transcontinental and regional transportation networks (which were important in prehistoric times 
as well as historic) were forced to find crossings over the Continental Divide and other major 
mountain barriers. The GMUG saw the construction of railroads, highways, and toll roads 
pioneered by Otto Mears, Dave Wood, and others, at virtually every mountain pass. Prominent 
ones are Marshall Pass (Denver and Rio Grande Railroad crossed there), Alpine Tunnel (Denver 
and South Park Railroad), Monarch Pass (Highway 50 and several older roads and rails), Kebler 
Pass, Ohio Pass, Red Mountain Pass, Cumberland Pass, and Tin Cup Pass. Later in the 1930s the 
CCC was instrumental on developing and expanding roads on the GMUG including the Land’s 
End Road on Grand Mesa. 

Mining 
With the rise of mining expeditions after the California Gold rush in 1849 and the Colorado rush 
of the late 1850s, rumors of placer gold in West-Central Colorado brought the first significant 
influx of Euro-Americans to the area. While gold was sought, the actual result was initial 
exploration and quantification of the San Juan Mountains. Few historic resources clearly 
attributable to the early gold rush likely survive (Mountain States 2015). The first gold 
discovered in the San Juans was near Ouray. The Camp Bird Mine is the most famous and 
productive mine located within the Red Mountain Mining District. 
After the removal of the Ute in the 1880s, Anglo settlement of West-Central Colorado began to 
steadily increase, opening up countless acres of land to mining, livestock, and lumber 
production. Mining was responsible for the initial economic growth and brought in both people 
and money to the region. High in the mountains of the San Juans, the GMUG surrounds some of 
the nation’s richest historical mining districts, and contains sites and mines on claims that for 
whatever reason were never patented, or which in recent times have been “bought back” and 
brought under Forest Service management. In these areas, the Forests manage gold and silver 
and other metal mining sites, coal mining sites, uranium mining, and related activity areas such 
as smelters, residences, railroads and transportation facilities, ore tram lines, prospect pits, coke 
ovens, and portions of boom towns such as Tin Cup, Ophir, Quartz Creek and Gold Creek near 
Pitkin, Sneffels, Lake City, Ruby-Irwin, Gothic, Carson, Red Mountain, Guston, Telluride, 
Ouray, Crested Butte, and numerous modern towns that started as boom camps and railroad 
towns. The history of mining on the GMUG has been thoroughly considered in Archaeological 
Mining Context for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests, Colorado by 
Mountain States Historical, 2015. There are several Priority Heritage Assets related to mining 
within the plan area including Lucky Twenty Mining Cabins, Roosevelt Mine, Mountain King 
Mine/Gold Lion Mine, Atlas Mine/Mill, Neosho Mine, Matterhorn Mill (listed on the NRHP), 
and Colorado Boy Mine. While not on USFS lands, it’s important to mention the Ames Power 
Plant near Ophir. Built in 1890, it’s the earliest Alternating Current (AC) hydroelectric plant in 
the world used for industrial purposes- providing electricity to the Gold King Mine. Associated 
penstocks running from Trout Lake to the plant cross the Uncompahgre NF. 
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Grazing/ Ranching 
The attraction of the area, due to its open, “unused” lands, eventually provided an incentive for 
ranching development. The history of range livestock ranching in southern Colorado began with 
the establishment of the Los Pinos Indian Agency south of Gunnison in 1869 (refer to the Areas 
of Tribal Importance section for additional information). This agency provided supplies to 
several Ute bands including beef, which were driven from the south over Cochetopa Pass. Jim 
Kelly and Alonzo Hartman, names synonymous with Gunnison’s early cattle industry, grazed 
government stock on Tomichi Creek and Taylor Park. Eventually the livestock industry focused 
on service-oriented industry that functioned to supply meat to a growing mining industry. By the 
1880s, the arrival of the railroad in West-Central Colorado insured an increase in demand as 
markets shifted from local to national. Fueled by new markets, hay production, and summer 
grazing in the mountains, the livestock industry began to flourish in West-Central Colorado, 
resulting in increased economic growth of the region. The San Juan Mountains within the plan 
area were used by Hispanic sheep ranchers primarily from the early twentieth century until the 
mid-twentieth century. Cattle grazing made its first appearance near Gunnison. As National 
Forests were established in the early 1900s, grazing activities became controlled through permits 
and fees, across all three forests. Numerous historic cattle grazing cabins still exist, particularly 
on the Uncompahgre Plateau, the Norwood area, and on the Grand Mesa. Raber Cow Camp on 
the Land’s End Road is the most well-known and most visited of these sites. 

Irrigation 
The construction of irrigation systems was of vital importance to agricultural life ways in West-
Central Colorado. Inhabitants had been altering water pathways for habitation and subsistence in 
the plan area as early as the eighteenth century. Prospectors and miners began constructing water 
diversions such as temporary flumes to wash sand and gravel from heavier gold in place mining. 
Hydraulic mining required greater water needs, resulting in the construction of dredges, supply 
ditches, and elevated flumes. Agricultural settlement also required water diversion. Settlers 
constructed what is known as pioneer ditches that ran from valley to valley. Bigger organizations 
like agricultural colonies constructed colony ditch systems. Colonies and later, incorporated 
towns, also created large reservoirs. With so much diversion of water and recurring issues of 
drought, Colorado developed its own distinctive system of water law, which became a prototype 
for most of the other western states. The “Colorado Doctrine’ refers to prior appropriation rights 
together with a system of government administration (Holleran 2005). Many of these structures 
built for water diversion are still in existence on GMUG land, but have yet to be 
surveyed/inventoried. Many historic reservoirs and irrigation ditches across the planning area 
were inventoried and evaluated following the 1986 Colorado Ditch Bill Act. 

Logging 
The discovery of gold in 1848 significantly changed the manufacturing and marketing of lumber 
products in the West. Local demand for timber products increased as mining required massive 
amounts of lumber for tunnels and shafts. During the 1860s with the construction of railroads 
and the opening of new mining frontiers, the lumber market continued to expand. Completion of 
the transcontinental railroad tied the Far West to the Great Basin, Midwest, and East, providing 
an economical means of transporting goods and people over the Rocky Mountains. With the new 
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technology and a growing demand for railroad services, construction proceeded at a rapid rate 
throughout the nation. 
By the turn of the century, timber stands had been depleted in the Northeastern and Eastern 
regions of the United States. At the same time, the national economy was expanding and the 
demand for goods and services diversified and increased. People looked to the West for cheaper, 
more abundant forest products for use in homes, factories, and shipbuilding. Lumber companies 
were limited to harvesting the timber immediately surrounding their mills, and once they had 
depleted this timber, they had to relocate. In order to ensure a continuing supply of harvestable 
timber, companies had to acquire large tracts of land throughout the state. The industry needed an 
economical, efficient means of penetrating forested areas and transporting logs over long 
distances. Waterways had provided transportation in some areas but proved impractical in 
mountainous regions. By the latter part of the nineteenth century, oxen, horses, and mules, wood 
flumes, chutes, steam donkeys, and incline railroads had all been used. Extractive industries such 
as mining had been using railroads for transporting materials long before the lumber industry. 
The first successful attempts to adopt railroad logging in the 1860s were crude, but it soon 
proved to be more economical than other forms of transportation for logging. Just as the railroads 
were dependent upon logging for its timber, the logging industry became dependent upon 
railroads to transport its timber to the markets (Tamez et al 1988). 
Within the plan area, Ponderosa pine were logged on the Uncompahgre Plateau, fir and spruce 
were cut in most of the forested mountain lands, and aspen and cedar (juniper) poles were 
additional products taken from the Forests. The transcontinental railroads and underground 
mines called for cutting of ties and shoring timbers from the plan area in great numbers. The 
expansion of town building in West-Central Colorado required the sawing of lumber in large 
quantities. None of these operations were very permanent nor did they develop large 
transportation structures within the plan area such as logging railroads or flumes, but they did 
create sawmills, ponds, cabins and road networks, and a few created trams or short flume 
systems that are still in existence on the GMUG. Many of these structures built for logging are 
still in existence on GMUG land, but have yet to be surveyed/inventoried. 

GMUG Administrative History 
The GMUG was originally established as the Grand Mesa Forest Reserve in 1892 and Gunnison 
National Forest and Montezuma National Forest in 1905, eventually subsumed by the 
Uncompahgre National Forest in 1929. The Grand Mesa and Uncompahgre were 
administratively combined into one in 1954, and the Gunnison was added in 1973. The three 
forests were administratively combined as the GMUG in 1993. The transfer of the forest reserves 
from the Department of the Interior to the Department of Agriculture in 1905 radically altered 
the management direction of the Forest Service from focusing on forestlands to administratively 
supervising Forest units like the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison. With this new 
culture came emphasis on fire suppression, sustainable resource use, and later, recreation. To 
carry out this management, Forest Service employees during the Custodial Era (1905-1932) 
typically managed their forest areas from a two-room ranger cabin that hosted the office in the 
front of the building and living quarters in the back. Alpine Ranger Station located on the Alpine 
Plateau is an excellent example from this period, as is the Silesca Guard Station on the 
Uncompahgre Plateau. The site was recently rehabilitated and is now a recreation rental property. 
As management of the forests grew exponentially in the 1920s and into the Depression Era 
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(1933-1945), FS administrative sites grew as well with a dedicated ranger/district office, 
supporting buildings, and separate living quarters. The tremendous labor support provided by the 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) from 1933 to 1942 built most of these sites (see following 
section). Following World War II, the Forests saw a tremendous increase again in management 
direction and programs throughout the Mid-Century, 1945-1970. Despite low facilities budgets, 
Forests expanded previous sites with building additions or built new sites using innovative and 
cost-effective materials like aluminum and T-1-11 siding. Ranger district sites and work centers 
continue to be the crux of Forest management. 
In addition to administrative facilities, fire lookout towers have served as an important resource. 
Fire lookouts provided critical support for fire suppression on Forests and the GMUG. The 
Fairview Peak Lookout on the Gunnison is the highest lookout in North America and was 
recently stabilized in 2015. The only other fire lookout on the Forests is Leon Peak located on 
the Grand Mesa. 
A counter to administrative facilities where FS employees primarily work are recreation facilities 
where the public goes to enjoy the Forests. Early recreation areas included small campgrounds 
and picnic areas. The 1915 Term Occupancy Act allowed for private recreation residence and 
resorts to be permitted on designated Forest lands. The CCC dramatically expanded recreation 
opportunities on the Forests by constructing larger campgrounds, picnic areas, boat launching 
areas, trail shelters, and numerous other facility types (see following section). During the Mid-
Century, recreation on the National Forests became a program of its own with the 
implementation of Operation Outdoors, a national directive that expanded recreation facilities for 
a growing recreating public. In addition to typical recreation facilities, the Forests constructed 
winter recreation facilities such as snowmobile trails and ski slopes. Recreation residences 
continued to be built before the program limited new residences in the late 1960s. The GMUG 
has nine recreation residence tracts, including three “isolated” summer home cabins, for a total of 
69 residences, four of which are eligible for the NRHP. 

Civilian Conservation Corps 
The Great Depression was a brutal financial disaster for the United States and marked a turning 
point in American political and economic history. Young people entering the work force were 
most affected by the crisis. Jobs were not available for unskilled laborers and there were limited 
opportunities for people to even gain experience. In 1933 President Roosevelt introduced the 
New Deal program to the American people. The New Deal was a combination of short-term 
strategies designed for immediate relief, and longer-term strategies designed to promote national 
economic recovery. It included work programs like the Works Progress Administration and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC). Workers in the New Deal programs operated under several 
Federal agencies, including the Soil Conservation Service and the National Park Service, but 
more than fifty percent of all the public works projects administered by the New Deal were 
undertaken by the Forest Service (Otis 1986). In the plan area, the CCC was primarily at work. 
The CCC enrollees worked to save areas infested with pine bark beetle, built and maintained 
trails, roads and picnic areas, fought wildfires and engaged in rescue efforts, planted trees, built 
fences and telephone lines, and installed latrines, drinking fountains and signs, and constructed 
extensive erosion control structures throughout the plan area. Of particular note was the work 
camp established at the Land’s End Observatory, Land’s End Road (Grand Mesa NF), 
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Columbine camp on the Uncompahgre Plateau, and Cold Springs Ranger Station (Uncompahgre 
NF).  

Information Gaps 
Prehistoric and historic contexts are critical in determining the significance and eligibility of 
resources and facilities. Prepared comprehensive contexts enable managers to make efficient and 
informed consequential decisions for resources that affect all forest program areas. Information 
gaps within prehistoric and historic contexts include: 

• Prehistoric Alpine sites that helps understand events such as the Monarch game drives. 
• Hispano Sheepherding ca. 1900--1960 that helps understand practices in the San Juans. 
• Cultural Contexts for the seven Wilderness Areas on the GMUG that provide narrative 

descriptions of the Wildernesses, histories of cultural resource uses, and descriptions of 
known site types and their value. 

• GMUG Administrative History 1892-2017 that helps understand the supervisory and 
managerial history of the Forests. 

• GMUG-wide Recreation Context 1892-1970 that helps understand the history of seasonal 
recreation, recreational facilities, recreation-residences, and Operation Outdoors on the 
GMUG. 

• Mid-Century administrative and recreation architecture that helps understand the history of 
administrative, recreation facilities built between 1942 and 1970 on the GMUG. The Mid-
Century category could be broken into two individual studies: administrative, and recreation 
(the latter as part of the comprehensive GMUG Recreation context). Mid-Century structures 
are an understudied resource agency-wide and are in need of attention as the NRHP historic 
period reaches 1970. 

Chapter 3. Current Conditions and Trends of Cultural 
and Historic Resources 
Heritage Program Managed to Standard (HPMtS) 
In 2011, the FS updated its policies and manual to reflect growing national and agency attention 
to managing federal cultural resources. The agency devised a new Heritage Program 
management program based on guidance from FSM 1909.12, Chapter 10 (Assessments) and 
Section 13.8 (Cultural and Historic Resources and Uses), named Heritage Program Managed to 
Standard (HPMtS). This management program replaced the previous Priority Heritage Assets 
Managed to Standard, which "managed [sites] to standard" if there was no deferred maintenance 
and the asset was monitored every five years. The new HPMtS provides seven measures of 
stewardship for the agency’s unique, non-renewable cultural resources, which correspond to key 
elements in FSM 2360 and are a more accurate gauge of the diverse program responsibilities 
than the previous one-dimensional measure. These measures encourage cultural resource 
managers to no longer solely rely on NHPA Section 106 inventory and evaluation for the 
majority of its investigation of resources or site avoidance as a management approach. The 
HPMtS promote an array of evaluation and management tools such as NHPA Sections 106 and 
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110 studies, NRHP designations and official listings, volunteerism and public study, 
interpretation, and condition assessments, among others. 
In short, the Indicators assess: 

1. Presence of a Heritage Program Plan 
2. Inventory of NFS lands 
3. Evaluation for eligibility to National Register 
4. Condition assessments on Priority Heritage Assets 
5. Cultural resource stewardship 
6. Opportunities for study and/or public use 
7. Volunteer hours 
The seven key indicators are further described in Table 1. 
Assessed together, these indicators tell managers whether a forest/grassland Heritage Program is 
managed to meet the objective in FSM 2360.2 - to preserve America's heritage through 
"responsible stewardship activities that recognize, preserve, protect, enhance, and use cultural 
resources for the greatest public benefit." 
While a minimum cumulative score is necessary for a program to meet the minimum stewardship 
level, a score of less than the minimum does not trigger punitive action, but rather indicates 
where attention is needed to bring a program up to standard. Additional focus may be in the form 
of increased budget, but in many cases, an unsatisfactory performance in any area of program 
direction will warrant focus on workforce configuration, marketing, and training. 
Creating a program performance measure that allows managers to monitor progress toward a 
well-balanced Heritage Program as directed in the manual, is essential in FSM 2360 
implementation and assists the field to refine programs and maintain or improve resource 
stewardship. 
In addition to meeting policy objectives, the indicators also ensure that the Heritage Program can 
provide valuable management, data and strategic direction to other NFS resources and staff 
areas. 
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Table 1. Heritage Program managed to standard measures 

Measure Description Goal 

Program Planning 

Includes all the elements listed 
as 1-7 in FSM 2362.3 - 
Heritage Program Planning 

Effective resource management begins 
with a comprehensive and scientifically-
based plan for the resources on a given 
management unit. This indicator 
assesses whether such a plan exists and 
if it is up-to-date and effective in 
protecting cultural resources and 
charting management actions to realize 
the cultural resource benefits most 
important on that unit. 

Cultural Resource Inventory 

Field Survey of National Forest 
System lands where cultural 
resources are most likely to 
occur is conducted on a 
scheduled basis in accordance 
with the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) 
Section 110, the 
Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act (ARPA), and 
Executive Order (E.0.) 11593. 
(FSM 2363.03 -Policy, FSM 
2363.1 - Identification) 

Inherent in the goal of NHPA and explicit 
in Section 110 of the Act, is the 
expectation that we will conduct field 
survey in areas where we know, based 
on training and research, there is the 
greatest likelihood of historic properties. 
The goal of NHPA Section 110 field 
survey is to gain an understanding of the 
prehistoric and historic cultural context of 
the lands we manage so we can protect 
the Priority Heritage Assets and 
maximize their benefits for the public and 
the agency. 

Cultural Resource Evaluation and 
Official Designations 

Legacy cultural resources are 
evaluated for eligibility to the 
National Register of Historic 
Places (National Register). 
Legacy historic properties are 
nominated for listing on the 
National Register or for 
National Historic Landmark, 
National Historic Trail, National 
Monument, or World Heritage 
Site status. (FSM 2363.2 - 
Cultural Resource Evaluation, 
FSM 2364.41 - Official 
Designations to Publicly 
Recognize Cultural Resources) 

Official designations are one of the most 
visible ways to display to the public and 
Congress, the results of historic 
preservation on public lands. This 
indicator assesses a unit's achievements 
in evaluating cultural resources in 
preparation for such designations and in 
successfully pursuing official 
designations. 

Condition Assessment and Allocation 

Condition assessments on 
Priority Heritage Assets 
(including heritage collections) 
are current and include 
allocation to management 
categories to guide the asset's 
protection and use. (FSM 
2362.4 -Historic Property 
Plans, FSM 2363 .3 -Allocation 
of Cultural Resources to 
Management Categories, FSM 
2364.3 - Long Term Protection, 
FSM 2366 -Management of 
Heritage Collections) 

If a historic property meets the criteria for 
a Priority Heritage Asset, then it has or 
should have a current documented 
condition assessment and a 
recommended management use in order 
to realize its agency and public 
benefit(s). This indicator assesses a 
unit's achievements toward having a 
current condition assessment with a 
management use recommendation for 
each Priority Heritage Asset or class of 
similar and/or associated Priority 
Heritage Assets. 
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Measure Description Goal 

Stewardship and Protection 

Cultural resource stewardship 
activities are accomplished to 
protect and maintain Priority 
Heritage Assets. (FSM 2364.36 
- Direct Protection Measures, 
FSM 2364.42 - Conservation 
and Maintenance of Cultural 
Resources) 

This indicator assesses a unit's 
achievements in conducting activities 
that physically protect Priority Heritage 
Assets and prepare them for their 
recommended management use. 

Public Outreach and Benefit 

Opportunities for study and/or 
public use are offered including 
scientific investigation, public 
dissemination of research 
results, adaptive reuse of 
historic properties, traditional 
use, interpretation, or other 
public outreach through 
Windows on the Past projects. 
(FSM 2364.43 - Study and Use 
of Historic Properties, FSM 
2365.2 - Windows on the Past) 

Not every evaluated and protected 
historic property lends itself to study or 
public use, but for those that do we offer 
opportunities to realize the property's 
benefits, which may be scientific data, or 
education through interpretation, use, or 
volunteerism. This indicator assesses a 
unit's achievements in offering 
opportunities for the public to derive 
direct benefits from historic properties. 

Heritage Volunteerism 

Volunteer hours are 
contributed to activities that 
enhance cultural resource 
stewardship and conservation 
and expand the capacity, 
visibility, and delivery of the 
Heritage Program. (FSM 2365. 
l - Criteria for Heritage Public 
Education and Outreach, FSM 
2365.2 - Windows on the Past) 

Direct involvement of volunteers 
promotes public ownership in the 
responsible care of non-renewable 
resources and fosters a stewardship 
ethic. This indicator tracks the unit's 
employment of volunteers in all aspects 
of Heritage Program Management. 

Status of GMUG Resources Inventory 
Since the 1991 Forest Plan was finalized, a significant number of cultural resource inventories 
have been conducted and a significant number of sites have been documented and evaluated for 
eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Table 2). It should be noted that 
cultural resource inventories conducted pre-1985 are often suspect in terms of the inflated 
number of acres surveyed, usually by limited field crews, and the less sophisticated tools in 
tracking survey acres and site locations. To address this data gap, archaeologists now conduct 
sample surveys of older survey areas during new projects to assess accuracy of past surveys, high 
potential areas and to identify newly exposed sites. The GMUG Heritage Program also 
coordinates with BLM archaeologists, Colorado Archaeological Society volunteers, and other 
interested parties when conducting field surveys and other activities involving cultural resources 
including those that cross administrative boundaries. More sophisticated tools such as GPS units 
with sub-meter accuracy and GIS location and site mapping has made site documentation more 
accurate and by extension, management more effective in the long term. The GMUG Heritage 
Program staff also developed a forest-wide GIS predictive model that incorporates satellite 
imagery from NASA as well as other important datasets (e.g. LiDAR) and is continuously 
refined as surveys are completed. Refer to Appendix for Site Types. As of 2017 approximately 
217,000 acres across all three forests have been surveyed for cultural resources, or about 7%. 
The vast majority of these surveys have been in response to proposed timber sales, which are, of 
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course, in heavily vegetated areas with poor ground visibility, and therefore conserved to be low-
probability for the presence of cultural resources. 

Table 2. Current status of cultural resources 
[Site type, evaluation comparison, and totals. Please see appendix for site types.] 

Prehistoric Historic Undetermined Eligible 
Sites 

Non-
eligible 
Sites 

Evaluated 
Resources 

Unevaluated 
Resources Total 

4,125 2,428 919 773 5,437 6,283 1,374 7,657 

National Register Listed Properties and Priority Heritage Assets 
There are 16 historic properties listed in the National Register of Historic Places and 48 Priority 
Heritage Assets on the GMUG (Table 3 and Table 4). As part of HPMtS Measure 4, condition 
assessment and allocation, the Heritage Program is expected to designate the Priority Heritage 
Assets (PHAs) on the unit. PHAs represent the best-seen identified examples of the eligible 
historic properties that require consistent monitoring within the planning area. 

Table 3. Properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places 

FS Number Smithsonian Number Description 
02040006743 5GN1735 Alpine Ranger Station 
02040006614 5GN3374 Tunnel Gulch Water Tank 
02040006330 5GN3375 Coaling Platform 
02040006202 5GN3378 Alpine Telegraph Office 
02040006333 5GN3379 Alpine Reconstructed 2-Hole Privy 
02040006534 5GN3380 Alpine Enginehouse 
02040006901 5GN3383 Tunnel Turntable 
02040004234 5SM0751 Bridal Veil Hydro Power Plant - Smuggler Union Co 
02040006603 5OR0759 Fort Peabody, 5SM3805, 50R1377 Also 5OR759 
02040003123 5ME4936 Land’s End Observatory 
02040006203 5GN3381 Alpine Section House Ruin 
02040006615 5GN2598 Alpine Tunnel Historic District 
02040006331 5GN3376 Stone Root Cellar - Alpine Tunnel 
02040006204 5GN3382 Water Tank Base Alpine Tunnel 
02040003063 5OR60 Silesca Ranger Station 
02040003780 5GN3373 Midway Water Tank - Alpine Tunnel District 
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Table 4. Priority Heritage Assets 

FS Number Smithsonian Number Description 
02040006810 5ME15851 Kannah Creek Upper Rock Art Site 
02040006952 5SH3960 Razor Dome Game Drive 
02040006803 5ME18609 Indian Creek Shelter 
02040006814 5OR1540 Lucky Twenty Mining Cabins 
02040006997 5MN3462 Jeff Lick Stone Circles 
02040006614 5GN3374  Tunnel Gulch Water Tank 
02040006332 5GN3377  Boarding House 
02040006202 5GN3378 Alpine Telegraph Office 
02040006534 5GN3380 Alpine Enginehouse 
02040006144 5SM0951 Vance Junction~Coal Chutes~Coal Tipple 
02040003589 5ME11427 Dominguez Rockshelter 
02040000320 5GN0307 Roosevelt Mine 
02040006145 5SM2030 14 Rgs Bridge 51a Trout Lake Trestle 
02040005658 5GN1934 Monarch Game Drive 
02040006813 5OR0581 Mountain King Mine/Gold Lion Mine 
02040002637 5GN1707  Pieplant Town Site 
02040006381 5ME00864 Leon Peak Fire Lookout 
02040006268 5MN6129 Tab. Rock Art 
02040006603 5SM3805, 50R1377, 5OR.759 Fort Peabody 
02040006806 5GN0012 Raven Mesa Coal Creek Canyon Rockshelter 
02040006812 5OR0064 Ptarmigan Lake Pump 
02040001147 5OR0834 Atlas Mine 
02040006203 5GN3381 Alpine Section House Ruin 
02040006839 5MN0519 Cottonwood Cave 

02040006668 5GN0363.2 Ohio Pass Rr Grade Unfinished Palisade & 
Culverts 

02040006948 5GN4055 Abbeyville Smelter/ Charcoal Complex 
02040006807 5ME01057 Land’s End Rockshelter 
02040005934 5OR0081 Atlas Mill 
02040005313 5MN7110 Cottonwood Tower 
02040003051 5ME06918 Raber Cow Camp 
02040006739 5OR1411 Neosho Mine Neosha Laundry Cabin 
02040006815 5OR1545 Saratoga Smelter 
02040004762 5OR0982 Colorado Boy Mine 
02040005315 5MN7112 Rock Circle 
02040005318 5MN7115 Rock Circle 
02040005320 5MN7118 Wall 
02040006817 5SH2253 Sanderson Stage Station 
02040006809 5ME15828 Kannah Creek Petroglyphs 
02040003396 5SM2738 Matterhorn Mill Site 
02040006331 5GN3376 Stone Root Cellar - Alpine Tunnel 
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FS Number Smithsonian Number Description 
02040006267 5MN0868 Tabeguache Cave 
02040006816 5SH0049 Ute Fort - Old Agency 
02040006808 5ME11424 Dominguez Village 
02040006961 5GN2129 Fairview Peak Look Out 
02040006818 5SM2817 Black Face Blind 
02040003780 5GN3373 Midway Water Tank - Alpine Tunnel District 
02040006811 5ME17190 Calamity Overhang 
02040006388 5ME17031 Dominguez Creek Overhang 

Traditional Cultural Properties 
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) are those areas of cultural significance identified by 
extant American Indian tribes and other groups such as Hispano communities. These can include 
but are not limited to mountains, hills, springs, collecting areas, burial grounds or other unique 
landscape features. The GMUG contains no identified sacred sites that are managed as 
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) in relation to National Register Bulletin 38 (DOI 1990  
See the Area of Tribal Importance section for more information. 
A series of hispano sheepherder sites near Lone Cone on the Norwood District has been 
identified as a potential Traditional Cultural Property.  Researchers from Fort Lewis College and 
the San Juan Mountains Association in Durango in collaboration with the GMUG Heritage 
Program are currently working with descendants of the sheepherders who used this area to 
document and evaluate these sites. 

Special Interest Areas 
Currently there is one Special Interest Area (SIA) designated based on cultural and historic 
values within the current Plan Area: the Alpine Tunnel Historic District (National Register 
District). A potential or recommended SIA is the Red Mountain Mining District (not a National 
Register District yet). See also the Designated Areas assessment. 

Resource Conditions 
As of 2017, the NRM Heritage Application is the clearinghouse for site and survey data and the 
means by which targets are tracked within the Heritage Program Managed to Standard (HPMtS) 
framework. A concerted effort occurred in the late 1990s to input legacy data into the database, 
however, not all data sets are entirely or accurately recorded. The new Heritage module allows 
for better tracking of site condition, but only if it is accurately input from the field. Table 5 
portrays a significant data gap in terms of the lack of information on site condition relative to 
total number of sites, as well as subjective and inconsistent condition measures used over time 
due to lack of or unclear definitions. In fact, over 63% of total known cultural resources have no 
condition information.  
The 1991 Forest Plan requires monitoring of eligible historic properties in relation to project 
proposal and implementation. Monitoring is based on the evaluation of protection measures for 
resources discovered during project proposal evaluations, during implementation, or after the 
implementation of the project. In addition, monitoring of selected significant heritage resources, 
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like Priority Heritage Assets (PHAs), not associated with specific project proposals, is 
implemented and reported. Consultation efforts with recognized American Indian Tribes 
demonstrating concern for areas of cultural importance is also to be monitored and reported. 

Table 5. Site condition data 

Condition Number 
of Sites 

No Data 4858 
Excellent 30 
Undisturbed 167 
Light Disturbance 623 
Good 325 
Moderate Disturbance 489 
Fair 195 
Poor/Deteriorated 89 
Ruins 242 
Heavy Disturbance 413 
Destroyed/Total Disturbance 50 
Disturbed Extent Unknown 133 
51-75% Intact 2 
Unknown 41 

Vandalism is the most obvious and increasing threat to cultural resources along with increased 
recreation. Historic mining, ranching, and homesteading sites with standing architecture are 
particularly vulnerable, especially in the San Juan Mountains and areas near Gunnison where off-
road recreation is very popular. Historic cow camps and homesteads on the Uncompahgre 
Plateau and Grand Mesa are also suffering increased vandalism. Unauthorized collection of 
surface artifacts (e.g. projectile points/ arrowheads) are also an on-going problem. There is a 
common misconception that the collection of these artifacts is legal or merely a recreational 
endeavor. It has been reported that the public is increasingly using wood from historic structures 
as firewood, particularly in the San Juan Mountains around Telluride. 

Artifact Assemblage 
In 2016, all GMUG artifact collections housed at the Supervisor’s Office were transferred to the 
Museum of the West in Grand Junction, CO and to the Anasazi Heritage Center in Dolores, CO 
through cooperative agreements. Currently all GMUG artifact collections are located in five 
curation facilities meeting 36 CFR 79 requirements including: 

• Museum of the West, Grand Junction, CO- 26 cu. ft. 
• Anasazi Heritage Center, Dolores, CO- 28 cu. ft. 
• Western Colorado State University, Gunnison, CO- 15 cu. ft. 
• Colorado National Monument, Fruita, CO- 3 cu. ft. 
• Denver Museum of Nature and Science, Denver, CO- 1 cu. ft. 
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Trends 
The current condition of cultural and historic resources can be characterized by examining the 
numbers of historic properties that have been placed or have been determined eligible to the 
National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) and by examining data and other information 
on impacts to historic properties and other resources. If a historic property is listed or is eligible 
to the NRHP, this reflects that it retains the integrity of the characteristics that make it significant 
to American history, and thus implies that the property is not in poor condition. Other properties 
may be found not to be eligible to the NRHP because they are in poor condition, but such a 
determination may also be made because the property has no intrinsic significant historic value. 
The evaluation of the condition of cultural resources, including historic properties, is 
problematic. For historic properties, objective criteria such as the evaluation of impacts from 
natural and human forces can be used to generate statements regarding their condition. However, 
the nature, intensity, and quality of the evaluation of impacts to properties have changed over the 
past half-century. Basic monitoring data indicate that most archaeological sites are in stable 
condition and most historic sites with standing architecture are in deteriorating condition. 
Vandalism and unauthorized collection of surface artifacts is increasing, particular involving sites 
close to roads and trails. 

Information Gaps 
Information gaps for cultural resource inventories and evaluations include the fact that more than 
90% of the GMUG has yet to receive cultural resource surveys. Pre-2000 inventories may be 
suspect in terms of their adequacy of information and fulfillment of the NRHP process; some of 
these inventories require further and updated surveys. This is determined on a case-by-case basis 
through consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office and tribes when appropriate. A 
major issue in the surveying of the plan area is that the GMUG is on the periphery of several 
cultural and geographic areas. This has resulted in an ambiguous cultural area with no clear 
defining features or comprehensive cultural context. The various areas and their uses on the 
GMUG require further survey in order for resource managers and the public to understand and 
study the diverse area. Due to a lack of survey and inventory, there is relatively little scientific 
archaeological research across the plan area. Most previous archaeological research has focused 
on Ancestral Puebloan (Anasazi) and Fremont sites on the periphery of the western part of the 
plan area, most notably rock shelter sites. Additionally, the majority of cultural resource surveys 
have been for timber projects where ground visibility is low and site potential is low. Due to this 
survey focus, data representing the entirety of the plan area are much skewed. Specifically, 
Alpine areas are poorly understood, including all Wilderness Areas on the Forests. The 
Uncompahgre Wilderness has received some archaeological inventory and many significant 
prehistoric sites were identified. Because of the limited use of Wilderness Areas, prehistoric and 
historic sites are highly likely to be remain intact due to limited impacts. It is likely the other 
Wilderness Areas on the GMUG could potentially yield archaeological material and data as well. 
Of the known resources within the plan area, 18% or 1374 of 7657 resources have not been 
evaluated for their National Register eligibility, representing a backlog that makes it difficult to 
adequately manage significant sites. Most National Register evaluations have also been on 
historic standing architecture, especially mining and ranching sites, and are not representative of 
the entirety of resource types within the plan area. 
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In addition to limited survey, over 63% of total known cultural resources have no condition 
information for the plan area, resulting in a significant data gap of site condition status that could 
have critical and negative impacts on resources. Moreover, condition categories are not 
adequately defined within the new Heritage module or on the GMUG but are subjective terms 
from previous management. Conditions categories should be clearly defined for GMUG 
resources and applied within the data set to ensure condition information is current and 
meaningful. 
These information gaps, in addition to the lack of prehistoric and historic contexts, inhibits 
managers in making efficient and critical conclusions for cultural and historic resources during 
evaluations. It further demonstrates the limited information known about the plan area such as 
inhabitation and uses. Finally, there is limited understanding in how specific cultural resources 
respond to climate change impacts. Having full awareness of resources, contexts, and federal 
requirements will be beneficial for management direction. 

Chapter 4. Sustainability 
Economic, Social and Environmental Sustainability of 
Cultural and Historic Resources 
Cultural and historic resources are an integral part of the public’s identity and relationship to 
their heritage. Access to these resources through the landscape and material culture provide 
tangible connections for Americans to the people and events that have shaped their communities 
and collective histories. Cultural resources further reveal how identities are inextricably tied with 
local communities, state, region, and nation. Archaeological and historic preservation has 
become a fundamental tool for strengthening American communities. Cultural Resource 
Management has proven to be an effective tool for a wide range of public goals including small 
business incubation, affordable housing, sustainable development, neighborhood stabilization, 
center city revitalization, job creation, promotion of the arts and culture, small town renewal, 
heritage tourism, economic development, and others. 
Cultural connections not only bolster communities but are also vital to the local and state 
economy. The National Trust for Historic Preservation defines “cultural heritage tourism” as 
traveling to experience the places, artifacts, and activities that authentically represent the stories 
and people of the past and present. While cultural tourism can potentially threaten ecosystems 
and resources if not carefully managed, such tourism has tremendous benefits for the local and 
state economy by contributing to lodging, eating and drinking, retail, and 
recreation/entertainment economic sectors. Furthermore, cultural tourism, historic designations, 
and historic rehabilitation create jobs and businesses, increase tax revenues, diversify the local 
economy, and create opportunities for economic partnerships. Heritage tourism spending in 
Colorado in 2015 amounted to $7.2 billion and $15.8 million in overnight heritage tourism. 
Cultural tourism is a significant component of the economy of the plan area. Tourists are 
attracted by the nature and significance of historic properties, and by the historic character of 
local communities, and character maintained by the resources and uses of the plan area (CPI 
2017). 
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Beyond the economy, heritage tourism fosters greater connections between public and cultural 
resources by increasing local traditions and culture, generating local investment in historic 
resources, building community pride in heritage, and increasing the awareness of the site or 
area’s significance (CPI 2017). 
Historic Preservation/rehabilitation is a further option for environmental, economic, and social 
sustainability. Preservation and reuse of historic buildings reduces resource and material 
consumption, puts less waste in landfills, and consumes less energy than demolishing buildings 
and constructing new ones. Over the past decade, advances in high performance or “green” 
buildings have been numerous, but primarily have focused on new construction. As a result, the 
preservation and adaptability of historic and older buildings has not always been at the forefront 
of the ‘green’ movement agenda. However, this is changing as historic buildings, often energy 
efficient from inherent characteristics, can be upgraded with new technologies to maximize 
energy performance with little to no adverse effects to historic properties (National Park Service, 
Sustainability 2017). 
Cultural resources provide an essential ecosystem service that enhance heritage values and 
identity by providing “non-material benefits people obtain from ecosystems” (MA 2005). The 
ecosystem services provided by the cultural and historic resources and uses of the plan area are 
by definition cultural services, in that these resources and uses provide social, psychological, 
spiritual, recreational, and emotional connections between people and the land. However, many 
of these cultural services are derived from provisioning services, regulating services, and 
supporting services. For example, fuelwood gathering is a provisioning service, but for many 
members of traditional communities within and adjacent to the plan area, both the act of 
gathering and the wood itself provides emotional and spiritual experiences that service as a 
cultural service. Likewise, the belief systems of many of those in traditional communities that 
utilize ecosystem services do not allow for the distinction between cultural services and other 
types of services. For example, within the world view of the American Indian tribes affiliated 
with the plan area, primary services such as water quality and quantity are by definition cultural 
services, as in this worldview these two are inseparable. Effects on water quality and quantity, 
even if they do not significantly affect regulating and provisioning services, will affect the ability 
of the ecosystem to provide cultural services. 
Another significant aspect of cultural resources is that they serve as primary sources of data and 
contain important scientific information on past ecological conditions and human-environmental 
interactions over a broad time scale. Studying these resources can inform other disciplines and 
resource managers on current ecological conditions. These studies and data from cultural 
resources are vital for decision makers to make culturally-sensitive or sustainable decisions and 
are important for the general public in making economic or value judgments that can impact 
communities. Historic properties within the plan area contain a wealth of information for 
scientific researchers regarding ecological conditions and changes over the past 13 millennia, 
and human successes and failures in coping with these changes. 
Cultural resources, historic buildings, archeological sites, and cultural landscapes experience 
similar effects from climate change as the natural resources that are located in the same area. 
Cultural resources are individually unique and non-renewable. Much of their meaning is tied to 
their specific location on the land. Even some plants used for cultural purposes are tied to a 
specific view or place. Weathering, sunlight, moisture, wind, and other natural factors have 
always posed challenges for protecting cultural resources. Current trends suggest that the rates, 
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combinations, and intensity of these factors are already increasing. Climate change projections 
indicate that these irreplaceable resources are likely to be altered, deteriorated, or removed at 
faster rates or in ways not previously observed. Unlike natural systems, cultural resources are 
utterly dependent upon people to help them withstand and remain sustainable within climate 
change (National Park Service, Climate Change 2017). 
Many societies place high value on maintenance of historically important landscapes (cultural 
landscapes) or culturally significant species. Heritage values, mainly as special or historic 
features within a landscape, remind us of our collective and individual roots. These provide for a 
sense of continuity and understanding of our place in our natural and cultural environment. 
Cultural and historic resources and uses in the plan area are critical to the social, economic, and 
ecological sustainability of the plan area, the Rocky Mountain region, and the nation. 
Contemporary uses of resources and characteristics of the plan area by Native American, 
Hispanic, and Anglo-American traditional communities are critical to maintaining the identity of 
these communities. This information is of value to managers making decisions regarding the 
contemporary ecological management of the plan area. This information is also of value for 
educating the public about ecological sustainability. See Table 6 for the contribution of cultural 
and historic resources to sustainability in the plan area. 

Table 6. The contribution of the use and enjoyment of cultural and historic resources to 
social, economic, and ecological sustainability 

Use or Enjoyment of Resources 
Sustainability Contribution 

Social Economic Ecological 
Tourism (historical sites)  X  
Forest permits  X X 
Grazing and ranching X X X 
Understanding of importance for conservation and preservation X  X 

Chapter 5. Current Forest Plan and its Context within 
the Broader Landscape 
Existing Forest Plan Management Direction for Cultural and 
Historic Resources 
The 1991 Forest plan directed the Heritage Program and cultural resources with the following: 
“The Plan will protect significant cultural resources by avoidance and/or study. Cultural resource 
sensitivity areas will be determined by use of a predictive model. Areas of high sensitivity for 
cultural resources will be surveyed prior to ground disturbance.” 
“Protect, find an adaptive use for, or interpret all cultural resources on National Forest System 
(NFS) lands which are listed on the National Register of Historic Places, the National Register of 
Historic Landmarks, or have been determined to be eligible for the National Registers.” 
“Nominate or recommend cultural resource sites to the National Register of Historic Places by 
1990 in the following priority; a. sites representing multiple themes, b. sites representing themes 



Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
REVISED DRAFT Forest Plan Assessments: Cultural and Historic Resources 

23 

which are not currently on the National Register within the State, or c. sites representing themes 
which are currently represented by single sites.” 
“Protect and foster public use and enjoyment of cultural resources. A. complete cultural resource 
surveys prior to any ground-disturbing project, b. avoid ground disturbance to known cultural 
resources until evaluated and determined not significant, c. collect and record information from 
sites where there is no other way to protect the properties, d. issue antiquities permits to 
qualifying academic institutions or other organizations for the study and research of sites.” 
“Evaluate for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) all cultural resources 
located on NFS lands. Eligible cultural resources will be nominated to NRHP.” 
“Maintain NRHP eligible or listed historic resources to prevent deterioration or damage from 
weather or other natural, animal, or human intrusions.” 

Potential Need for Plan Changes to Respond to Cultural and 
Historic Issues 
Key components of the 1991 Forest Plan directed that “cultural resources will be protected by 
avoidance and/or study”; only “high sensitivity” areas will be surveyed; must protect, use, or 
interpret all historic properties; prevent deterioration of all eligible or listed historic structures; 
and nominate all eligible resources to the NRHP. 
Many of these directives from the 1991 Plan are no longer current under the revised FSM 2360 
direction and the new Heritage Program Managed to Standard (HPMtS) measures, or are not 
required by any other law or regulation. Moreover, the 1991 Plan offered a dualistic approach to 
managing resources: emphasizing avoidance yet unspecified management for all eligible 
resources. 
To respond to cultural and historic issues, the Forest and Heritage Program should align with the 
new Heritage Program Managed to Standard (HPMtS) measures, which require management of 
cultural resources beyond avoidance and encourage innovative and sustainable approaches to 
preserving, conserving, reusing, and managing cultural resources. Programmatic planning for 
cultural resources should espouse the following needs, and may constitute a management 
approach to consider for the revised Forest Plan: 

• Recognize that cultural resources contain important scientific information on past human-
environment interactions and may have much to contribute to ecosystem evolution- European 
contact is not a useful baseline. 

• Place greater importance on the consultation of stakeholders. 
• Acknowledge historic perspective on human use of landscapes.  
• Respect the co-existence of various cultural values, involving conflicts of interests and the 

co-management of cultural and natural significance of the same place. 
• Recognize that the distinction between the cultural and natural values is often separated for 

management purposes, but has proven inseparable especially within the context of 
indigenous/aboriginal issues. 
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• Recognize that cultural resources determined to be “not eligible” may also be protected as 
they may have value in interpretation of prehistoric/historic occupation and use of plan area. 
Acknowledge how they can be considered in management issues. 

• Historic properties need to be considered for recreation rentals, adaptive re-use.  
• Consider how adverse effects can be allowed and mitigated in various ways to fulfill NHPA 

Section 106.  
• Complete Section 110 surveys in Wilderness. 
• Consider using HPMtS measures innovatively to fill in information gaps, produce needed 

prehistoric and historic contexts, evaluate and survey under-represented areas and sites, 
integrate more interpretation of significant sites, and involve the public through volunteerism 
and education. 

Specific to potential direction in the revised Forest Plan: 
• Consider plan components aimed at managing for Native American traditional cultural 

properties and scared sites, and non-Native American traditional cultural properties, while 
conserving anonymity of such sites where appropriate. 

• Consider plan components that protect historic properties and tribal use areas at risk of 
damage or destruction during non-prescribed/ unplanned fire. 

• Consider updating plan components to protect areas that may be identified as a sacred site or 
part of an important cultural landscape by a tribe. 

• Consider desired conditions in the plan that address the alignment of heritage resources 
management objectives (e.g., the management of historic properties and landscapes, sacred 
sites, contemporary uses, etc.) with other resource management objectives (e.g., ecosystem 
restoration, rangeland management, recreation, etc.) 

Many of the documented significant cultural resources (Priority Heritage Assets) within the plan 
area are in stable condition and are easily avoided by most project activities implemented by the 
GMUG (keeping in mind that more than 90% of the plan area has not been surveyed). However 
there are a few classes of resources that are at risk. The GMUG hopes to prioritize historic 
structures by stabilization/maintenance needs by producing a Historic Structures Management 
Plan. Wooden archaeological features including wickiups and Culturally Modified Trees are 
extremely threatened by increased wildfire risk and vegetation management. Probably the most 
visited historic site on the GMUG, the Alpine Tunnel Historic District, experienced a 
rockslide/avalanche in the winter of 2016, which heavily damaged a significant feature of the RR 
grade/access road. This has significantly impacted the public’s ability to access the area, which 
several local communities depend on for tourism. The GMUG is currently working with SHPO 
on options for stabilizing and reconstructing the damaged road and features. 
Since the last plan revision, much has occurred in terms of the management of cultural resources 
in the planning area. The Heritage Program has made great progress in refining archaeological 
predictive models and testing them; assuring that all undertakings receive review under NHPA 
Section 106; accomplishing annual Section 110 survey goals; training new employees on NHPA 
and Tribal Relations requirements; and monitoring Priority Heritage Assets (PHAs). The 
Program has also been successful in transferring rehabilitated historic properties (e.g., historic 
Ranger Stations, Guard Stations, cabins, etc.) to the Recreation Rental Program; having a fully-
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staffed Heritage Program since 2014 (One zone archaeologist on each forest and one Heritage 
Program Manager); and utilizing several Programmatic Agreements and coordinating with CO 
SHPO. 
Scientific information generated from the study of cultural resource can generate, and has 
generated, a wealth of information germane to the ecological sustainability of the plan area. 
Places of past human settlement and use contain faunal remains, macrobotanical materials, soils, 
pollen, and other remains relevant to the reconstruction of patterns of ecological change over the 
past 13,500 years, and have been vital for reconstructing patterns of environmental change 
within the plan area and the region. Scientific investigation of historic properties can also 
provide an understanding of how humans have successfully adapted to a changing environment, 
or when they have failed to do so. Understanding past patterns of human land use also informs 
on the forces that have contributed to current ecological conditions, as practices such as farming 
and logging can affect the subsequent health of ecosystems for hundreds of years. As such, 
information about past environmental change and human land use is critical for making decisions 
about maintaining ecological sustainability in future land management. The interpretation of 
historic properties also creates opportunities to educate the public about environmental change 
and human adaptation in the past, and ecological sustainability in the future. Continuing the 
successes of the Heritage Program and addressing the outlined needs by implementing the 
HPMtS measures will continue to ensure the ecological sustainability and historic significance of 
the GMUG’s cultural resources. 
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Appendix A: Site Types 
The following is a list of Site Types that occur or could potentially occur on the GMUG as 
referenced in Table 2: 

• Prehistoric Open Lithic Sites: Located in open topographic situations containing waste flakes 
and chipped stone tools which can include culturally and temporally diagnostic projectile 
points. 

• Prehistoric Open Camp Sites: Located in open topographic situations, these open camp sites 
consist of features or artifacts that indicate domestic activity. They are defined by the 
presence of grinding stones, ceramics, or fire-hearths. In addition, waste flakes and chipped 
stone tools are usually found on these sites. 

• Prehistoric Sheltered Architectural Sites: Located in rock overhangs, alcoves, and rock 
shelters, sheltered architectural sites have architectural features such as stone walls and stone 
structures. 

• Prehistoric Open Architectural Sites: Located in open topographic situations, open 
architectural sites contain architectural features such as dry laid stone structures, simple stone 
alignments, and stone fortifications. Chipped stone tools and grinding stones also have the 
potential to be found. 

• Wickiups: Contact-era sites that consist of expedient conical-shaped habitation structures 
made of tree poles, often free standing or built against larger trees. Known to have been 
constructed by Utes and Jicarilla Apaches; sometimes solitary and other times in groups.  
The wickiup reports by Dominguez Archaeological Research Group (DARG) have excellent 
descriptions of these features and about how they are the most rare and fragile archaeological 
features in CO. These reports are available on their web site. 

• Culturally Modified Trees (CMTs): Trees that exhibit peels, axe cuts, delimbing, wood 
removal, and other cultural modifications. Numerous CMTs are found in the foothills and 
mountains of Colorado. Research has shown that these trees are artifacts reflecting cultural 
utilization of trees by Native Americans and other people from the seventeenth century 
through the early twentieth century. 

• Rock Art: Rock art sites vary in age from several thousand years to as late as 1890. There 
also are a number of Hispanic based rock images, probably done by sheepherders, that date 
from the late 1800s to the 1930s. Rock art can come predominantly in the form of pecked 
figures (petroglyphs) but some painted figures have also been identified (pictographs). 

• Stone Cairns: These stone structures are thought to be prehistoric or historic boundary 
markers or navigational features throughout the watershed area. 

• Historic Homesteads: Located near permanent water sources with good access to major 
roads. Cultural material can include historic habitation items such as stove parts, purple and 
aqua glass, window glass, cans, shoes, bed parts, milled lumber, and cabin structures. 

• Grazing and Ranching Improvements: These features can include fences, stock watering 
areas, stock driveways and small cabins located virtually anywhere but often near permanent 
water sources. Hispano sheepherding sites are also known to exist on the GMUG but are 
poorly understood and are an underrepresented aspect of GMUG forest history. 
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• Prospecting/Mining: Prospecting pits and/or small mining adits can be found virtually 
anywhere, depending on the rock out crops. From very steep slopes to open meadows. 
Mining tools and equipment, along with habitation diagnostics/artifacts may also be present. 

• Logging/Tie-hacking: Historic logging/tie-hack sites can include habitation structures and 
artifacts, staging areas, decks, sawdust piles, and logging equipment. These sites are located 
within or on the edge of timber stands with decent access. 

• Historic Roads, Stock Driveways, Railroad Beds and Trails: These features are found 
virtually everywhere, and often follow aboriginal trails. Often over more easily navigated 
terrain (valleys/drainages, ridges, passes and saddles). 

• Historic Irrigation Ditches: Historic irrigation systems in communities throughout the West 
have potential as vital cultural resources. In Colorado, most of the land is semi-arid, and, like 
the rest of the interior West, its settlement depended upon irrigation. The development of 
water resources is central to Colorado's history, and individual ditches and canals were 
essential to the development of particular communities and regions. Associated property 
types occur mainly as components of ditch or canal systems or can be associated with such 
systems. These include diversion structures, water conduits, protective and cleaning features, 
water storage, control and measurement features, and associated properties. Detailed 
information regarding historic irrigation and water supply can be found in Michael 
Holleran’s Historic Context for Irrigation and Water Supply Ditches and Canals in Colorado 
(2005).  
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