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Bears Ears National Monument Advisory Committee 

Meeting Notes 
August 8, 2024 

 
This meeting will be held in-person at the Hideout Community Center at 648 South Hideout Way, 
Monticello, UT 84535, with a virtual participation option. 
 

TIME  TOPIC  PRESENTER  
9:00 a.m.  Meeting logistics  Anna Rehkopf (assistance from Emilee 

with Zoom) – Bureau of Land 
Management Canyon Country District 
Public Affairs Officer  

9:05 a.m.  Welcome and Introductions  
  
Management Updates  

Jacob Palma – BLM Monticello Field 
Manager  
  
Michael Engelhart – USDA Forest 
Service District Ranger  

  Brief overview of the process (public 
meetings, how that went, solicit suggestions 
from the MAC on improvements)  
  

Jacob Palma – BLM Monticello Field 
Manager  
Michael Engelhart – USDA Forest 
Service District Ranger   

9:45 a.m.  Comment response, highlight some 
comments received/themes  

BLM and USDA Forest Service 
Planning Team  

11:30 - 1 
p.m.   

Lunch    

1:15 p.m.  Public Comment Period  Members of the public  

2 p.m.  Break    

2:15 p.m.  Discuss public comments received.  MAC Members  

2:45 p.m.   Discussion of proposed RMP process 
including the protest period and governor 
consistency review.  

BLM and USDA Forest Service 
Planning Team  

3:45 p.m.  Action Items/Input on next meeting time, 
date, and agenda  
(Proposed plan)  

Anna Rehkopf – BLM Canyon Country 
District Public Affairs Officer  

4:00 p.m.   Adjourn  All  
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Attendees:  

• Bureau of Land Management (BLM): Anna Rehkopf, Caleb Meyer, Rachel Wootton, Jake Palma, 
Jill Stephenson, Emilee Helton  

• US Department of Agriculture Forest Service (USDA FS): Micheal Engelhart, Holly Shryer, 
Orlando Cortez 

• Monument Advisory Committee (MAC): Dallin Tait, Mark Boshell, Shawn Ivins, Angelo Baca, 
Eve Tallman, Jamie Harvey, Denyce White 

• Other: Shawn Ketchum (100 Years of Silence), Emma Clinton (SWCA), Judi Brawer (Southern 
Utah Wilderness Alliance) 

 

Meeting Notes 

• Welcome and Introductions  
o Anna Rehkopf kicked off the meeting. The MAC and agencies staff went through a round 

of introductions.  
o MAC Composition Updates 

 Jake Palma noted that today will be largely an informational meeting. Jake 
advised that currently there are nine MAC members on a 15-member 
committee, and 10 members are needed for formal recommendations. Several 
representatives have recently stepped down. On April 13, 2025, several MAC 
positions will expire, so some positions need to be filled before April. The 
agencies created a package for the Bears Ears Commission (BEC) call for 
nominations, in order to fill the existing six vacancies and look for applicants to 
fill the five upcoming vacancies in April. The Federal Register notice is moving 
through the publication process currently. The agencies did include the April 
positions in the Federal Register notice. Jake noted that anyone in an expiring 
commission position is encouraged to reapply. A MAC member inquired if there 
will not be appointments until next April. Jake explained that all nominations 
must go through the Secretary, who has the nominations from the last round. A 
MAC member asked if this is a national call for nominations. Jake confirmed and 
noted that there are a lot of Advisory Committees across Utah, and all BLM 
groups came together to put in a Federal Register notice for all Advisory 
Committees. A MAC member noted that there may be a year-long gap between 
when they reapply and when they are reappointed. Jake advised that the group 
is trying to get ahead of this via this Federal Register notice, but it could be a 
while before these nomination processes are finalized.  
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 Jake advised that the BLM State Director has taken a position with the Mule Deer 
Foundation, so BLM will be taking on a new State Director.  

• Management Updates  
o Fire 

 Michael Engelhart noted that the first major wildfire broke out on the 
Monument after the publication of Proclamation 10285. The fire was near 
Steamboat Point, west of Blanding, UT in San Juan County, and to the east of 
Dark Canyon. This fire was likely caused by lightning. The agencies dispatched 11 
smokejumpers. The fire initially grew to 16 acres, and the weekend after 7/5, the 
USDA FS took an indirect approach on this fire with natural barriers, minimal 
improvements, and light suppression tactics to box in the fire. The following 
Wednesday, the lines were strengthened. The fire primarily burned understory 
but torched some aging aspen stands and oak underbrush. The fire was stopped 
around 200 acres, as targeted. This was a good example of allowing fire to play 
its natural role. No public closures were required. One line of slurry was required 
to the southwest, which was not preferred, but was necessary, and one incorrect 
north-south line was also laid down. The firefighters enjoyed learning about 
BENM and understood the low-impact approach. Local cooperators, local 
government, and Public Lands Policy Coordination Office were all contacted and 
the BEC was briefed, and the MAC received an email update. The USDA FS 
received many messages of support. A MAC member [Angelo Baca] expressed 
gratitude for the outreach and noted that this is a very good practice for building 
trust and maintaining communication. 

o BLM Internships 
 Jake explained that the BLM hosted a number of short internships this summer. 

Jake noted it is hard to recruit interns in some of these areas due to 
housing/costs and controversial history in this area. This program was therefore 
developed with a lot of factors in mind. The internship was intended to teach 
kids in the area about opportunities available to them and potentially begin 
creating a succession plan. The BLM hosted 19 internships, each lasting up to five 
days, with various resource staff (fire, recreation, wildlife, archaeology, range), 
funded by Canyonlands Natural History Association. The BLM did outreach to 
school districts to recruit these interns. Jake expressed that it was fun to have 
these high schoolers in the office and exciting to teach them about the work the 
BLM does. Jake asked about thoughts on this program from the MAC. A MAC 
member [Angelo] asked about outreach to kids from Tribal Nations for a similar 
program. Jake advised that this is definitely a possibility and noted that there is a 
lot of overlap with these communities through these schools.  
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• Brief overview of the process (public meetings, how that went, solicit suggestions from the 
MAC on improvements)  

o Jake advised that a lot of public feedback has been received and now the agencies need 
to decide, alongside the MAC and BEC and cooperating agencies, what the plan will 
really look like for Bears Ears National Monument to allow for protection of monument 
objects while continuing to allow important uses of the landscape. Jake expressed his 
appreciation for these conversations.  

o Michael noted that the public meeting period was a great period of engagement. It was 
great to hear the public’s feedback and experience the various dialogues at these 
meetings. The virtual meetings were well-attended, and people had a lot of questions, 
both pre-submitted and submitted during the meeting. The Salt Lake City meeting had 
high backcountry flier representation and people from all over the country in 
attendance. The Blanding meeting had great turnout as well with a lot of local 
representation, as well as representation from rural citizens, agriculturists, mining 
interests, and Tribal Nations. The second virtual meeting presentation was shortened to 
allow more time for questions. The Twin Arrows meeting was the smallest, prompting 
the agencies to consider venues closer to population centers in the future. However, 
conversations at this meeting were very in-depth. The Albuquerque meeting venue was 
chosen for the proximity to the Puebloan community. The Monument Valley meeting, 
despite a last-minute venue change, was well-attended with congressional 
representation and strong attendance from Tribal Nations. The in-person meetings 
involved two rounds of a 15 to  20-minute presentation, with an open-house style setup, 
with poster stations and agency staff on hand to discuss with people. Court reporters 
were also there to capture public comments. Members of the BEC were always present 
to assist with the presentation and mingle with the public and typically hosted an 
informal roundtable to discuss the Tribal perspective on management.  

o In addition to those outreach events, the City of Blanding generously hosted a dialogue 
between the agencies and members of the public, with the Blanding City Manager 
presiding. This was more of a question-and-answer format. The agencies also had similar 
events with various Tribal Nations.  

o The agencies opened the conversation for feedback from the MAC. Michael noted that 
the MAC represents diverse interests and inquired if the MAC has feedback from their 
constituents.  
 Eve Tallman suggested a meeting in Moab, due to the outfitters, business 

owners, and recreationists invested in the Monument. Michael noted that this 
was strongly considered and balance across a limited number of meetings ended 
up being the deciding factor. Michael noted that the diversity of locations and 
interest groups was attained, and the virtual meetings did provide a platform for 
attendance for people not local to the in-person meeting locations. Michael 
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noted that the agencies informed Grand County Commission that they could 
host a meeting, but these discussions may not have gone anywhere after they 
were raised.  

 A MAC member [Shawn Ivins] noted that the in-person meeting format was 
troublesome and asked about the challenges. Michael noted that the in-person 
meetings were generally well-received, but specifically in Blanding, it was 
conveyed during and after the meeting that this format might not have worked 
for this group of people and the agencies responded to a request to hold a new 
meeting in a different format. Michael explained that the online meetings 
allowed questions to be submitted online and the agencies worked to provide 
real time answers or written responses to comments that were not responded to 
in time during the meeting. In the in-person meetings, questions are discussed in 
a more conversational format and there are opportunities to present public 
comments. A MAC member noted that the public comment period appeared to 
be geared towards those savvy to submitting comments online. Michael noted 
that during the town hall meeting, those conversations shaped the management 
conversations. The court reporter was provided at in-person meetings to allow 
citizens to provide comments in a form that was not online. Jill Stephenson 
noted that citizens could also submit comments via mail and via delivery to the 
Monticello Field Office.  

 Another MAC member noted that though the open house format was good for 
engagement, the public comment period is geared towards the more tech savvy, 
and it would be better to communicate more and encourage commenting 
through the court reporter at these meetings. It is difficult for people to go 
online later and spell out substantive comments online. More education to help 
people make comments would be beneficial. Michael noted that they tried to 
stress that the comments received provide a pulse on concerns that the public 
have, but the informal conversations at public meetings also provide feedback 
that, although not formal comments, are also heard and considered by the 
agencies when designing management. Shawn questioned this and noted that he 
walked out thinking the meeting was educational but not a lot of formal 
comments were provided. Jill and Michael noted that the agencies take a lot into 
account when designing management and although the comment period is 
stressed as important, consultation, MAC meetings, community engagement and 
cooperating agency input are also considered and have an effect throughout the 
planning process. Shawn noted that it is important to educate the public about 
land management planning and the public comment process, and this is 
important for rural communities. It makes sense to have these conversations as 
an option. Shawn noted appreciation for providing these opportunities. Michael 
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acknowledged the importance of having conversations with these constituencies 
to try and reach understanding.  

10-minute break (10:00 – 10:10) 

o Public Comments 
 Jill explained that there was a 90-day public comment period, during which over 

18,000 comment letters were received (over 16,000 were largely duplicates of 
11 form letter formats submitted by members of organizations, and roughly 
1,800 were unique letters). The agencies read these comment letters to parse 
out comments, with the contractor flagging comment themes. Each comment 
tends to be coded to a theme and may then be sub-coded to a more specific 
issue (e.g., grazing comments could be sub-coded to acres available or 
unavailable, or to range improvements). A MAC member inquired about the 
nature of the 11 form letters. Jill advised that this information could be brought 
up. These form letters are often high level — for example, a form letter could be 
in support of Alternative E or could be about a specific issue, like a letter from an 
off-highway vehicle (OHV) group advocating for a specific area’s OHV 
designation. The form letter submittals may have additional text added to the 
duplicate form text. A MAC member asked if these letters are all weighted the 
same. Jill advised that letters are not weighted. The form letters are viewed 
more as the 11 unique letter formats rather than as the 16,000 form letters. The 
agencies are merely viewing and categorizing unique comments; however, this is 
not a count or a vote. Michael added that the agencies do get questions about 
the weighting of comments a lot. This planning process is somewhat of a 
democratic process, but this comment process is not a voting process and 
volume of sentiment does not determine outcomes.  

o Public Comment Process 
 Jill explained that of the 18,000 letters, the letters are then coded to divide 

substantive comments (which are more specific, provide new data to the 
agencies for the analysis, provide suggestions for new alternatives or alternative 
modifications, or overall provide some input that may change the document) 
and non-substantive comments (comments expressing opinion or preference 
with no rationale). A MAC member asked about the percent of comments that 
were substantive. Emilee Helton explained that each letter is parsed to pull out 
the substantive content, and that content becomes a comment, so non-
substantive parts of letters are not coded or counted. Michael noted that these 
substantive comments are the parts of the letter that bear a response from the 
agencies; for example, a 300-page letter may contain only one substantive 
comment. Michael noted that many non-substantive comments are only non-
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substantive due to their being out of the scope of the planning process (an 
opinion on local or federal government processes, for example) and not being 
germane to the document. A MAC member asked about [inaudible]. Jill 
explained that as these comments are pulled out of the letters, they are also 
tagged with a code or theme. There were roughly 50 comment code themes, 
encompassing data, methodology, specific resources, etc., assigned to these 
comments. This helps the agencies review the comments and understand to 
which point(s) of the Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
Statement (RMP/EIS) these comments are directed. 

o Reviewing Comments 
 Jill explained that as the agencies review comments, they are developing the 

proposed plan. This plan will be generally developed around the preferred 
alternative, which must be identified prior to the publication of the Draft 
RMP/EIS, but this preferred alternative does not constitute a decision by any 
means. While developing the proposed plan the agencies are considering 
numerous feedback types from numerous parties and discussing how to 
formulate the proposed plan based on recombining the range of alternatives. 
Public comments may also recommend ways to recombine the alternatives. The 
agencies are also considering what changes should be made to the Final EIS. The 
agencies also must respond to all substantive comments. These responses will be 
considered in the Final EIS in the form of an appendix, which will be quite 
lengthy. The responses to comments will point to changes in the proposed plan 
related to the comments, where applicable.  

o Example Comments 
 The agencies shared a comment coded to Modification of Existing Alternatives 

that discusses recreation zones under Alternative E and suggests 
 using zones in the Proposed Plan. The agencies considered this recommendation 
and the rationale behind it in development of the proposed plan and discussed 
how to tailor this approach to account for management of other resources.  

 The agencies shared a comment coded to the Travel code about route 
maintenance and improvement. The agencies, when reviewing, discussed if this 
language needs to be clarified in the proposed plan.  

 The agencies shared a comment in support of Alternative E providing 
suggestions for changes to Alternative E. Jill noted that there is a lot of 
management in the plan for collaboration with Tribal Nations and the agencies 
have reviewed the language to determine if further language around 
collaboration with Tribal Nations is needed, based on the comment’s 
suggestions.  
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 The agencies shared comments coded to Grazing (one for more/continued 
grazing and one against it). The agencies see conflicting comments like these 
frequently, and this is where the agencies will look at the analysis in the Draft EIS 
for the different management options in the range of alternatives and try to find 
a balance between protecting BENM objects and providing opportunities for 
grazing.  

 A MAC member inquired how substantive comments are parsed. Jill explained 
that the contractor reads every single line of every single letter to pull out and 
code comments then and enters and sorts comments in a database. Michael 
noted that it is a huge effort to respond to all these comments as well, and 
leadership is looking at every response to these comments. A MAC member 
asked about the process of responding. Michael explained that these responses 
are captured in the project record and will be included in the Final EIS as an 
appendix. Jake noted that there is currently a large excel spreadsheet including 
all comments and all responses and all required edits to the document based on 
those comments, if needed, that the agencies are working in. Jill added that in 
that appendix, these comments will be split out by code. Michael noted that this 
is a very human process, with the contractor drafting a response to the 
comments but then agency resource specialists reviewing and tweaking these 
responses, and then agency leadership reviewing and tweaking all those 
responses as necessary. The agencies intend to make sure that all substantive 
comments are thoroughly responded to.  

 Shawn asked about the socioeconomic situations that haven’t been addressed in 
the plan, especially impacts in Blanding, Monticello, and San Juan County. Shawn 
asked if there has been consideration of these impacts, economic and social, to 
these communities, and if not, why not, and if so, what did the agencies come up 
with? Jill noted that there is a socioeconomics impact section that reviews the 
impacts of all the alternatives and the proposed plan on socioeconomic 
resources. Several comments were received saying that the agencies need to 
consider the economic impacts of making areas unavailable to grazing, and in the 
comment spreadsheet, the comment response is flagged requiring a double-
check of this analysis. The agencies’ specialists ran models and looked at impacts 
on the local and county scale. The public comments could question this analysis, 
which could require the agencies to re-evaluate and change the analysis if 
justified. Michael added that they had good conversations with grazers and 
outfitters and local businesspeople about these impacts, and Cooperating 
Agencies have been bringing this up. Those substantive comments about 
economic impacts must be rationalized when they are responded to, because to 
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move forward without considering an analysis someone is presenting is not best 
practice. This response and this analysis is a careful process.  

 Another MAC member inquired about San Juan County Search and Rescue (SAR) 
and that cost to the community. The MAC member asked if that kind of 
economic impact is under consideration, as it appears to be rather granular. The 
MAC member asked if this analysis is part of another planning process that 
comes in later and asked about federal support for these programs. Michael 
noted that he remembered this point from the Blanding meetings, and roads and 
road access for SAR was also a concern. These conversations have impacted the 
planning process to ensure moving forward in good partnership with the 
counties. There will be subsequent partnerships and implementation level 
planning and efforts to make sure that the agencies are doing their part to 
support these partnerships. Jake noted that the impacts of SAR are considered in 
the context of greater recreation on the Monument. This management plan is 
not intended to increase visitation. Shawn noted that this Monument will likely 
lead to increased visitation. Jake noted that the plan itself is not intended to 
invite more visitation. This will happen due to outside forces like the press or 
local promotion efforts. The agencies’ intent is to protect Monument objects, 
and not the uses that are not listed as Monument objects, such as recreation. A 
focus of the management plan is the understanding that more recreation and 
potentially less experienced recreationists will come to recreate, and the 
agencies will work on education and promotion of smarter visitation to 
ameliorate SAR impacts.  

 Denyce White commented on the coding process. Denyce noted that Bears Ears 
is so unique and asked how the cultural and spiritual impacts are being coded in 
this process. She has experience with coding for interviews on other projects and 
asked about incorporating an Indigenous worldview, considering the leading 
software, Nvivo. Denyce also has an academic paper recently published that 
could be used as a resource, which she shared in the chat. Jill explained that the 
contractor uses a software developed in house, but the practice is that the 
contractors themselves are reading every comment and applying the codes 
themselves, including codes related to Traditional Indigenous Knowledge (TIK). 
As the contractors read through the comments and came across TIK themes, 
these comments would have been coded as such. There is no automated process 
in the reading and coding of these comments. Emilee noted that a comment can 
also have multiple codes, and the coding is really just an organizational tool at 
the end of the day, but comments will be considered and responded to based on 
their content.  
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 Dallin Tait noted that the size of this undertaking is monumental and 
understands the intentions of the agencies. Dallin noted that the comments 
from the public seem to indicate that the public do not understand what they 
are commenting on, exactly, or don’t understand the scope of the Monument. 
Dallin noted that protecting individual cultural resources sites is different than 
protecting the entire landscape. Dallin noted that there is room to keep the 
grazing, to keep the OHV use as is and not shut down Arch Canyon due to the 
volume of use and the lack of OHV trails and noted that this process should not 
be entirely data-driven and the agencies should keep in mind that a lot of people 
making these comments are not actually those familiar with the area.  

 Denyce asked about recreation in BENM and a question that was asked before 
she made her comment. The group confirmed that the question was about SAR.  

• Discussion of proposed RMP process including the protest period and governor consistency 
review.  

o The agencies noted that the progress is winding down and the agencies are developing 
the proposed RMP and final EIS and the goal is to release this to the public by this 
October. This release will be on ePlanning and will mark the beginning of the 30-day 
protest period and 60-day governor’s consistency review, which will begin on the same 
date. After this, the agencies will work to reconcile any inconsistencies or protests and 
publish the Records of Decision (RODs) in January 2025. The governor’s review will be a 
review by the Utah governor. Essentially, the governor and state agencies will review 
the plan for consistency with state and local plans, which may result in changes to the 
RMP/EIS. The protest period is for anyone who participated in the public involvement 
process. The reconciliation of protests comes after the protest period ends. Michael 
noted that the reconciliation involves a team reviewing and responding to all these 
protests. Michael noted that the USDA FS and BLM have different requirements for the 
Draft ROD, such as the governor’s consistency review. One point of confusion is that 
USDA FS, when publishing a Proposed RMP, must publish a draft ROD, which BLM does 
not have to do until the final ROD is issued. There will be two RODs, one for BLM and 
one for USDA FS, issued at the end of the planning process, but only the USDA FS will 
issue a draft ROD, which can subsequently be edited, once the Proposed RMP/Final EIS 
is issued.  
 A MAC member asked how BEC fits into this timeline. Jill advised that the 

agencies are working with BEC currently on responses to comments and 
developing the Proposed RMP. Jake noted that with the MAC meetings being 
scheduled far in advance, the group will have another MAC meeting on 12/9/24. 
That will be after the 30-day protest period. When the Proposed Plan is released, 
the MAC will be notified and can reach out to the agencies at any time. Michael 
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reiterated that those conversations after the publication of the ROD with the 
MAC will continue through step-down planning and continued partnership.  

o Anna asked if anyone won’t be back after lunch and may want to raise anything now. 
o Jake noted that scheduling of future MAC meetings will need to be arranged soon. 
o Mark Boshell asked about the proposed communications tower on Trust Lands 

Administration lands. This communication tower is on State lands, so the agencies don’t 
have say on this development. The Federal Communications Commission may have 
jurisdiction. This falls outside of the MAC’s responsibility and jurisdiction as well. Mark 
noted that it’s not really a relevant point right now but wanted to raise this project as a 
possible discussion next year.  

• Jake advised that there will be a public comment period after lunch, starting at 1:15 pm.  

Lunch (11:30 – 1:00) 

• Public Comment Period  
o The agencies opened the public comment period.  
o Shawn Ketchum (100 Years of Silence project) commented that cattle on Tribal lands are 

always around, even in hunting season, and they seem to be roaming the areas where 
deer and elk would be laying. It makes things complicated. Sometimes they see 
cattlemen come in and dig into the ground. That is a concern for a hunter and a person 
on Tribal lands. They don’t try to stop them but let them know they’re not allowed on 
Tribal land. [Inaudible.] They are starting to feel the movement of good waves with this 
work and establishing the trail and this funding and good marks on the history as they 
go out there, just so the cattlemen and farmers know their cows are on Ute land which 
is not good for the Ute hunters who cannot travel on their land and connect with their 
history. Having the agencies support the Indigenous People is important, and there are 
not many elders in the Ute community, so it means a lot to be able to teach the past and 
preserve the future.  
 In response, briefly, Angelo noted that the same concerns are seen elsewhere 

and thinking about cattle and looting and jurisdictional cooperation in certain 
areas is important. It sounds like this is something that the community wants 
and feels like a natural inroad at a good time and with good context, with all 
parties involved and on the same page.  

 Jake advised that the agencies [inaudible]. Emilee explained that Jake was asking 
if the MAC had any recommendations related to Shawn’s project. Eve noted the 
work the 100 Years of Silence project is investing in the recognition of the history 
and storytelling and the event at Edge of the Cedars and said it would be 
interesting to have this effort incorporated into the interpretive program of 
BENM. This could be a great partnership. Another MAC member echoed those 
sentiments that this is a missing history for San Juan County and for the 
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Monument. The narrative currently has been outside-in from Tribal leaders and 
the BEC, which is great, but bringing forward the other stories from other groups 
and historical trauma as a model for other management areas would be great to 
provide a space to discuss that historical trauma and reconciliation processes. 
Just taking those steps forward to serve as a role model experience is valuable. It 
seems like something that people are really wanting.  

 Denyce missed the field trip but wanted to say that what Angelo shared is that 
these stories are really important and she would like to see more of these stories 
incorporated with National Parks and National Monuments and have more detail 
with those stories, including the Indigenous perspective and worldview and 
significance of culture to places. She hopes to check out this project and thanked 
the group for putting this on the agenda. Stories like this can be shared for a 
place like BENM to provide more critical thought to history and are shared at 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization sites. Sharing 
impacts on histories and people can be done for BENM.  

o Judi Brawer commented that it was wonderful to learn about Shawn’s project and it 
sounds like a great addition to the monument and a great project. Judi hopes this can be 
incorporated into planning on the Monument.  
 Denyce noted that a National Monument in Hawaii was designated under 

Obama and they touch time and the cultural significance of that area, and this is 
a registered historical place as well as a monument. This is one National 
Monument that not many people talk about that is more of a marine National 
Monument. This is a good one to look at that has incorporated the Polynesian 
community and cooperating agencies.  

o The group will monitor participants until the comment period ends at 2:00.  
o Denyce asked a question about the field trip. She brought up the agenda from 

yesterday. She was curious about how the discussions for Doll House Parking Area went 
because the topics were about the kiosk and site interpretation.  
 Michael noted that the group went out on a fairly direct field trip out to Doll 

House and on the way drove through and discussed areas representative of 
recreation management zones. At Doll House, the group discussed the Bears 
Ears Partnership and CNHA funding. When you come into the space, there is a 
mildly improved, native surface parking area. This space has been delineated 
with buck and rail fencing to make sure parking impacts are contained. There is a 
kiosk with no interpretive material yet, but a sign will be installed through 
cooperation with BEC and Bears Ears Partnership to include visit with respect 
messaging and basic descriptions of the Doll House site. This exemplifies a more 
remote but well-known site where there has been an uptick of use from a few 
dozen cars per year to about 500 cars per year in some cases. This shows light-
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on-the-land tactics for defining hardened spaces to help manage visitation 
without causing an attractant for visitation or going overboard for the relatively 
low amount of visitation received. There is no signage off a main road leading to 
this site, no paving, no boardwalks, etc. Anna asked if the group knew what buck 
and rail fencing is and showed a picture. This fencing can be used in more 
remote areas as low-impact infrastructure. Michael noted that in general people 
understood the approach and wanted to ensure respectful visitation without 
bringing in large numbers of people.  

 Denyce asked about the increase in visitation, which is likely to continue. She 
asked if the agencies have seen impact on the landscape in that area and asked 
what those impacts look like. Michael noted that in addition to more people 
driving to Doll House, one thing is the creation of social trails for instance at easy 
areas to park or to features visible on the landscape. The agencies did not 
develop a trail, but through design and development, the multiple trails have 
been reduced through techniques such as movement of rocks, logs, etc., they 
have reshaped travel. In other areas, management of social trails has been more 
necessary due to impacts to archaeology sites, soils, waterways, and other 
resources, but the agencies are still trying to manage in the lightest way possible. 
The Doll House trail is now discrete but is not an official trail; it has just been 
manipulated to make it the easiest way to travel.  

 Denyce asked about social trails and what they look like. Michael explained that 
generally, at a promontory point, an overlook, an archaeology site, or similar site 
with no signs or trails officially designed, a braiding of duplicative trails will often 
arise. People will get the cue that any one of these paths will suffice, and then 
the trails get more developed but only one trail or way is truly needed. To 
manage, the agencies try to give mild cues that one trail is the best or easiest 
way, and from there, only that one trail is developed. Denyce asked about trail 
maintenance and how often the agencies see, when going in to maintain a trail, 
that one of the braided trails that is discouraged comes back into use. Michael 
noted that it is important for the newly manipulated trail to be monitored to 
ensure maintenance. If maintenance is not done, social trails may reemerge. As 
long as monitoring and maintenance remains, it is uncommon for social trailing 
to reemerge. Michael noted that when they do see social trailing, it is more often 
at sites that are becoming more popular, like through social media. That is when 
the agencies need to take action to take a step in the direction of more hardened 
or developed management if subtle cues are not working. Anna added that the 
agencies try to educate people about social trails and inform them about what a 
social trail may look like. The agencies need to consider how to make a trail no 
longer look usable.  
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 Angelo noted that regarding Shawn’s presentation, close to the Posey Trail in 
Comb Wash Area, the group was thinking about other topics that should be 
discussed among the MAC. The group has a good idea of topics on USDA FS-
managed land with the forest, wood, and fire, and fuels and how management is 
starting to play out. Angelo asked about doing more with the community and 
Tribes and outside groups about handling, storing, and distributing wood. 
Michael noted that these conversations will be carried forward for step-down 
planning. Orlando Cortez has been working on a program called Wood for Life 
with Tribal entities and BEC and federal agencies involved. Orlando explained 
that USDA FS has partnered with BLM on collecting wood. This year, the first 
deliverables will be provided. The agencies are still working on the delivery side, 
which the state originally volunteered to do but have come up against 
jurisdictional complications. For future wood harvesting efforts, agencies will do 
NEPA or make sure that NEPA is still current, and then start re-harvesting wood. 
Near Devil’s Canyon, wood has been harvested and the remainder of the wood 
will be taken out this year. Once the group finishes up, new areas to harvest 
must be identified. New NEPA east of Monticello will be needed to harvest wood 
and create a polygon on the south side near the Bears Ears to create gathering 
areas for the public and provide wood for Wood for Life. This firewood goes to 
the elderly, mostly, and others unable to harvest wood on their own. The wood 
is provided to Tribes in Utah, Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, and Idaho. Michael 
advised that the agencies plan to continue this workflow. State DNR is involved 
as well. The USDA FS wants to determine areas and projects where wood can be 
taken to local wood banks and to Native lands. The USDA FS is still working out 
the details of this engagement and working on a cohort of multiple National 
Forests to make it part of the USDA FS mission. Jake noted that BLM participates 
in that program as well, and in campgrounds where there are hazardous trees, 
the BLM has inventoried these trees and when trimming or cutting down 
dangerous trees, BLM works with Tribal Nations to distribute that wood. Every 
opportunity BLM has, they do reach out to Tribal Nations to work to distribute 
these resources, including fuels reduction processes. Fire and Fuels team 
contracting efforts often include opportunity for Native crews to bid on these 
opportunities. The cost rate has been reduced for this wood as well. Jake noted 
that there are many possibilities to provide these resources and the agencies will 
continue to work on this and partner with these groups. Anna noted that a story 
that will soon go to publication about this topic can be shared with the MAC.  

• Denyce has been to seminars for starting the wood bank. There is a 
process to starting a wood bank for locals and one of the major topics is 
creating places in the area where fuels can be stored and dried and 
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distributed. Denyce noted that in a previous discussion, the issue was 
where to store the firewood. She asked, since that discussion, have the 
agencies had better communications with community members in this 
area about starting wood banks and is there any assistance for starting a 
wood bank. Denyce noted that to create a broader way of operating, this 
tends to be a longer process and is different for every state. Orlando 
noted that USDA FS has helped establish at least 5 wood banks with 
several in Monticello. There is another one in Bluff and one in White 
Mesa that will be used as more wood is gathered. As more wood is 
gathered and new NEPA is done, hopefully all wood banks will be filled 
but currently the USDA FS has enough wood banks for the amount of 
product they have.  

• Angelo noted that in the discussions from yesterday it came up that 
scientific and Western knowledge may be helpful in identifying 
management concerns, and TIK and Environmental Justice perspectives 
must be balanced. There is also the question of how other research 
projects will be incorporated. A good example of this is consensus around 
firewood and thinking about that in terms of other issues like OHV use, 
the skies, and the canyons. Angelo understands wanting multiple use but 
they have discussed rotating allocations, with Arch Canyon open some 
years and closed others. Angelo noted that the Bears Ears meadow is a 
good example of periodic rest allowing restoration. Angelo noted that 
maybe it is not an all-or-nothing conversation, with an area either open 
or closed to certain uses. Angelo wanted to hear the rest of the MAC’s 
thoughts on this concept, as that is the kind of conversation he is hoping 
they will have when a quorum is attained, as these issues will likely only 
be magnified after the ROD. Doing what is best for the land may involve 
some less conventional thinking. Thinking about Arch Canyon in a holistic 
way should be considered and the conversation on this item should be 
continued. These concepts can be discussed again in December. Angelo 
expressed appreciation for all the hard work the agencies are doing and 
acknowledged that this is a difficult process but there is gratitude and 
there is significant movement. 

• Denyce commented that she was looking forward to more public 
comments.  

 Jake asked for more topics for discussion, if there are any, for the future 
meetings, such as having representatives for Hole in the Rock trail or Tribal 
Nations coming to discuss the importance of certain features.  



16 

• Denyce noted that at the last meeting the group talked about water and 
a recent partnership between BLM and other non-governmental 
organizations for protection of water in southeastern Utah would be 
interesting to hear about, in addition to studies and research on water 
conservation in BENM and the surrounding areas. Denyce noted that 
water is a deep issue, and it would be interesting to discuss with the 
MAC. Angelo agreed and noted the change in water levels at Lake Powell 
and noted the importance of water management across boundaries. 
Denyce noted that water systems are not defined by political boundaries 
and said that this is a good topic.  

• Angelo noted that Paiute ancestry groups who were not invited to be in 
the BEC would be good to invite to have their perspectives and fill in 
another missing piece of history. Jake noted that this is a whole other 
topic and an ethnographic study has been undergoing in the Monticello 
Field Office, taking Tribal members out on the land and recording their 
histories. There are so many other Tribes besides those of the BEC 
interested in helping manage this landscape, and the BLM has been 
working with those other groups. BLM is wondering how better to 
engage with those other Tribes who don’t have the formalized pathway 
of the BEC. A Tribal summit once or twice a year could be a good 
strategy. Michael asked if the MAC would like to consider other speakers 
like from the grazing constituency and others that care about BENM at 
other future meetings. Michael wants to ensure a well-rounded 
representation. Eve noted that the Access Fund would be interested in 
explaining their stewardship. They have invested in infrastructure, 
education, and visiting with respect for years. She could ask if they’d 
want to attend a future meeting.  

• Shawn agreed that a diversity of representation would be preferable. 
Michael asked if Mark Boshell has any recommendations. Mark likes the 
idea of access groups coming to present. OHV and access groups could 
come, as could a Farm Bureau representative. Jared noted that the 
agencies can work with Angelo as the Chairman to discuss who to invite 
and for how long they could speak, although a lot of discussion at the 
December meeting will likely be about the Proposed Plan. Denyce added 
that she’s curious about farming in southeastern Utah and local farm 
productions like food and feed and meat and the related economic 
contributions. Mark added that it is interesting to know how connected 
the farms are to grazing allotments and grazing opportunities and how 
allotments prop up private land holdings and their value.  
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o Michael expressed gratitude for the field trip and conversations yesterday and the 
diverse viewpoints represented by the MAC. Michael noted that the different MAC 
representatives have been supporting one another and empathizing and working on 
reconciliation, trust, and making space for a diversity of stories. Michael thanked the 
group.  

o Angelo thanked the MAC members for their involvement and dedication. He noted that 
it was a good sign that storms were coming in as they left the monument yesterday.  

Meeting Adjourned 




