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Mission: As the Nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility
for most of our nationally owned public lands and natural and cultural resources. This includes fostering
wise use of our land and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental
and cultural values of our national parks and historical places, and providing for the enjoyment of life
through outdoor recreation. The Department also promotes the goals of the Take Pride in America
campaign by encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility for the public lands and promoting citizen
participation in their care. The Department also has a major responsibility for American Indian
reservation communities and for the people who live in Island Territories under U.S. administration.

Bruce Babbitt
U.S. Department of the Interior Secretary

Copies available from the Publication Specialist, Archeology and Ethnography Program, National Park
Service, P.O. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013-7127 (Phone 202-343-4101, Fax 202-523-1547).



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Public Education and Participation. The Forest Service "Passport in Time," and the Bureau
of Land Management "Adventures in the Past" were established as outstanding volunteer programs.
Private citizens were provided more opportunities to take part in professionally supervised investigations
on Federal lands. Land management agencies actively participated in State-based programs such as the

Arizona Site Stewards and Alaska Archeology Week.
Recommendations

sx Federal programs should, as part of fulfilling their mandate, establish national education
initiatives and activities, particularly to increase participation by avocationals’ and the general

public’s awareness of archeological protection needs in public project planning.

w& Private citizens need more nontechnical publications that display the information values retained
in sites, and that provide information about techniques for the physical and legal protection of

privately owned archeological sites.
w Build private-public partnerships to increase private participation in Federal outreach programs.

Efforts to Fight Looting and Preserve the Archeological Record in Place. Between $1 million
to $2 million was spent in archeological law enforcement annually increasing the identification of looting
incidents, site monitoring and surveillance. Over 900 incidents of archeological looting violations were
documented on Federal and Indian lands in 1990, a 30% increase from 1988 and twice that from 1985.
The number of arrests and prosecutions for violations are declining, while convictions were relatively

constant.
Recommendations

= Train law enforcement and prosecution professionals how to complete archeological enforcement

casework.
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s Coordinate law enforcement efforts between land management agencies to develop regional

strategies to combat looting.

Interagency Cooperation in Information Exchange. Federal agencies utilized partnerships and
cost-share programs to leverage more resources for research and public outreach activities. The National
Archeological Database administered by NPS was being made available as an online system to disseminate
information on archeology reports. Notification to Tribes of proposed archeological work that could harm
sites of religious or cultural significance increased approximately 40%-50% and is over 5 times more

notifications than had been reported in 1985.

Recommendations

wImprove interagency use of computerized databases’ for research and public information and
share this information with other nations, Tribes, States, Certified Local Governments, and

private organizations and individuals.

w Utilize archeological information from Federal, Tribal, State, local, and private sectors to
design and implement the most appropriate management program for Federal and Indian lands

and for federally authorized projects.

= Complete regional overviews of archeological programs, making better use of scarce Federal,

Tribal, State, local, and private funds to manage resources.

Site Inventories and Investigations. Compliance-related archeological investigations costing
roughly $50 million per year were reported. An estimated 55,000 Federally authorized archeological
investigations were conducted annually which is triple the number reported in 1985. About 25 million
acres, less than 4% of the Federal and Indian lands, has been inventoried thoroughly enough to identify
all of the archeological properties evident on these lands. Only 4.7% of the estimated 9 million
archeological sites on Federal and Indian lands have been identified and about 6% have been formally
evaluated for the National Register. Under ARPA Section 14, added in 1988 (P.L. 100-555), 6 of the
13 key Federal agencies have begun the process of agency-wide planning for systematic inventories of

their lands.
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Recommendations

== Review the current status of archeological inventories with resource overviews and predictive
models to design and implement cost-effective and well directed field inventories and plans for

dealing with unexpected discoveries of buried archeological materials.

= Evaluate the backlog of known archeological sites for listing in the National Register.

wr]dentify archeological sites on public or private lands as National Historic Landmarks and
World Heritage sites, and to monitor the condition of designated Landmarks and protect their

long-term integrity.

Curation of Collections and Records. Publication of the 36 CFR 79 regulations about the
management of collections from Federal and Indian lands focused agency attention on these issues.
Agencies initiated training courses in archeological curation and collections management, specifically

oriented to implementation of the 36 CFR 79 regulations.

Recommendations
s Begin a comprehensive inventory of collections, records, and reports from Federal and Indian
lands and projects, including both those in public repositories and those in private collections to
preserve better the remnants of the archeological record that have already been removed from

their original context.

¥ Provide adequate curatorial facilities that meet the requirements of 36 CFR 79, and to train

curatorial staff in appropriate curation skills, methods, and techniques.
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THE FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGY PROGRAM

Since archeological remains are the traces and remnants of peoples’ past, with proper
investigation, analysis, and preservation these remains give us unique information about the human past.
They allow us, for example, to appreciate the superb wood-working skills of the Makah Indians on the
shores of the Olympic Peninsula 800 years ago, the extensive trade systems of the mid-continent centuries
ago, and the habits and Old World ties of Chinese miners in the Northern Rockies in the 1880s. Some
archeological sites may be as important to some for their spiritual value as for the information they

contain.

Many archeological sites contain artifacts and materials for which there are no contemporary
written observations. Descriptions and interpretations of the manufacture, use, and distinctive
characteristics of these artifacts and materials require archeological investigations. Archeological resources
may be "prehistoric" or "historic" as those terms are generally used to denote periods before and after
the common use of written records. They may be found in or on the ground ("terrestrial” remains) or
underwater ("submerged" remains). They include movable artifacts, such as tools, clothing, jewelry,
pottery, and furniture, as well as prehistoric structures such as houses, temples, trails, hunting blinds,
fish weirs, and the partial remnants of these and other kinds of structures. Historic period shipwrecks are
archeological resources, as are prehistoric and historic period food remains and paleoenvironmental
remains such as pollen, insects, soils, landforms, and volcanic ash. All of these materials reflect patterns
of the past from which can be derived information about people and the natural and social world in which
they lived, and in which the cultures that we have inherited today developed. The protection and prudent

use of these archeological resources are part of the Federal government’s public trust responsibilities.

Program Scope
Authorities
The authorities for the Federal archeology program are listed in Figure 1.1. The program had
its statutory origins in the Antiquities Act of 1906, which applied to "lands owned or controlled by the

Government of the United States" (Section 1). The Departments of Interior, Agriculture, and War were



Figure 1.1. Federal archeology program authorizations, regulations, guidelines.

Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987: P.L. 100-298, 102 Stat. 432, 43 USC 2101 et seq.

Abandoned Shipwreck Act Final Guidelines, 55 FR 50116 (1990). ‘

American Indian Religious Freedom Act: P.L. 95-341 (1978), 92 Stat. 469, 42 USC 1996.

Antiquities Act: P.L. 59-209 approved June 8, 1906 (59th Cong. 1st sess. Senate Doc. Ch. 3060, p. 225 [1906]), 34 Stat. 225, 16 USC
431433,

43 CFR 3: Uniform Rules and Regulations Prescribed by the Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and War to Carry
Out the Provisions of the "Act for the Preservation of American Antiquities," approved June 8, 1906 (59th Cong. 2d sess., Senate
Doc. No. 396, Pt. 1, pp. 320-322 [1907]).

Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA): P.L. 96-95 [October 31, 1979] as amended by P.L. 100-555 [October 18, 1988] and
P.L. 100-588 [November 3, 1988], 93 Stat. 721, 16 USC 470aa et seq.

ARPA Uniform Regulations 18 CFR 1312 (Tennessee Valley Authority), 32 CFR 229 (Defense), 36 CFR 296
(Agriculture), and 43 CFR 7 (Department of the Interior) as all were amended [52 FR 47721}; additional amendments to these
Uniform Regulations were proposed in 1991 (56 FR 46259). The Department of the Interior also has Supplemental Regulations to
43 CFR 7(7) [52 FR 9165; 1987] in response to ARPA Section 10(b).

36 CFR 79: Curation of Federally-Owned and Administered Archeological Collections (55 FR 37616). This rule, written
by the National Park Service (NPS), Department of the Interior, is issued under the authority of Section 101(a)(7)(A) of the National
Historic Preservation Act and Section 5 of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act.

Archeological and Historic Preservation Act: P.L. 93-291 (1974, 88 Stat. 174), amending the Reservoir Salvage Act, 16 USC 469.
Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 Statement of Program Approach (44 FR 18117)

Department of Transportation Act of 1976, 49 USC 1653(f), generally known as §4(f); codified at 49 USC 303 ( 1982)

Historic Sites Act: P.L. 74-292 (1935) as amended by P.L. 89-665 (1966) and P.L. 94-422 (1976), 49 Stat. 666, 16 USC 461-467. .
National Environmental Policy Act NEPA): P.L. 91-190 (1970), 80 Stat. 852, as amended; 42 USC 4321 et seq.

40 CFR 1500: Preparation of Environmental Impact Statements: Guidelines (43 FR 55990, corrected by 44 FR 7788)
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA): P.L. 89-665 [1966], 80 Stat. 915 as amended by the National Historic Preservation Act
Amendments (P.L. 96-515 [1980], 94 Stat. 2987; P.L. 102-575 Title 40 [1992], 106 Stat. 4600), 16 USC 470. P.L. 96-515 Section 208
authorized a mechanism for waiving the 1% limits in the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act. Sec. 110 codified E.O. 11593,

36 CFR 60: National Register of Historic Places (48 FR 46306). NPS’s National Register of Historic Places regulations

that include (Section 60.4) criteria for evaluating a property’s eligibility for the National Register; "significance” criteria. These

criteria are not involved in ARPA protection of archeological resources, which themselves may or may not be Register-eligible.

36 CFR 800: Protection of Historic Properties (51 FR 31115). Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulation
on compliance with NHPA’s Section 106.

Secretary of the Interior Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716).

Guidelines for Federal Agency Responsibilities, Under Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (53 FR 4727).
These were issued by the Secretary of the Interior in consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

National Trust for Historic Preservation Act: P.L. 81-408 (1949), 63 Stat. 927, 16 USC 461.

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA): [HR 5237] P.L. 101-601 (1990), 104 Stat. 3048, 25 USC 3000-
3013, 18 USC 1170.

Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act: P.L. 83-212 (1953), 67 Stat. 462, 16 USC 1331-1356.

Reservoir Salvage Act: P.L. 86-523 (1960, 74 Stat. 220) as amended by the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 93- ’
291, 88 Stat. 174), 16 USC 469.



authorized by this statute to issue permits regulating archeological activities on public and Indian lands,
but there was no coordination of overall government archeological activities (Lee 1970; Lister and Lister
1981, 1983). The statute also provided a basis for setting aside and protecting areas as National
Monuments (Rothman 1989). Several other statutes authorize various elements of the Federal archeology
program, especially the Historic Sites Act, National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA), Archaeological
Resources Protection Act (ARPA), and Abandoned Shipwreck Act.

The Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Lands Act authorizes geological exploration of the OCS only
if such exploration "will not...disturb any site, structure, or object of historical or archeological
significance" (43 USC 1340(g)(3)). The Department of Transportation Act "4(f)" provision requires the
protection of archeological and other historic properties if it is "prudent and feasible" to do so. The
American Indian Religious Freedom Act directs Federal agencies to take American Indian religious values
into consideration in all agency activities, including their archeology programs. The Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act identifies certain kinds of archeological remains for special

consideration and treatment.

The Historic Sites Act of 1935 declared that preservation of antiquities and other historic sites
and objects for their public use was a natjonal policy and delegated the responsibility for implementing
that policy to the Secretary of the Interior, who was to act through the National Park Service (NPS). The
NPS was empowered to survey, collect data, research, acquire, use, manage, and provide technical advice
and public education about archeological sites (and other historic sites and objects), and to cooperate with
any Federal agency to do this. It is this general authority that was used in the late 1940s to develop the
River Basin Surveys program under the joint direction of the National Park Service and the Smithsonian

Institution (Jennings 1986:57).

In 1960, the Reservoir Salvage Act specifically provided for the preservation of archeological data
that might be "irreparably lost or destroyed” as the result of "alterations of the terrain [by] any agency
of the United States, or by any private person or corporation holding a license issued by any such
agency." The Secretary of the Interior was given the responsibility to implement this national program,

which the Secretary in turn delegated to the NPS.



NHPA, as amended, is a very important authority for the Federal archeology program. NHPA
established the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), whose "historic properties” include
prehistoric and historic archeological resources, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, which
advises the President and Congress about the national historic preservation program and reviews all
Federal projects that may affect registered historic properties. It authorized the appointment of State
Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO) in each State, Territory, and District of Columbia, the
establishment of Tribal preservation programs, and the approval of Certified Local Governments (CLG).
It also outlined the historic preservation responsibilities of Federal agencies to locate, inventory, and
nominate to the Register all historic properties on their lands or affected by their actions; to use historic
properties available to the agency; to exercise caution in all their actions so as not to inadvertently
damage or destroy unidentified historic properties; and to record (e.g., excavate, analyze) significant

historic properties that were going to be altered or destroyed.

NEPA also is an important law for archeological preservation. Although archeological resources
are not specifically listed in the text of NEPA or its regulations (40 CFR 1500), the law authorizes the
preservation of "important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage" (Sec.
101(b)(4)). The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA require the
integration of archeological protection issues within a comprehensive multidisciplinary evaluation of
environmental management issues, which supports both archeological site identification and evaluation
and site protection through the selection of less harmful development alternatives (CEQ 1990:210-211).
Nowhere in either of these documents are the components of the "environment" specified beyond the
Section 101 Declaration of National Environmental Policy. It is standard practice for all Federal
environmental assessments and impact statements to address the presence or absence of potential impact
to archeological as well as other cultural resources. Most often, this requirement is met through

compliance with section 106 of NHPA and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800.

The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (AHPA; "Moss-Bennett," P.L. 93-291)
amended the Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 and authorized (Sec. 1):

. . . the preservation of historical and archeological data (including relics and
specimens) which might otherwise be irreparably lost or destroyed as the result of (1)

flooding, the building of access roads, the erection of workmen’s communities, the




relocation of railroads and highways, and other alterations or the terrain caused by the
construction of a dam by any agency of the United States, or by any private person or
corporation holding a license issued by any such agency or (2) any alteration of the
terrain caused as a result of any Federal construction project or federally licensed activity

or program.

The Secretary of the Interior was given the responsibility to implement and coordinate this national
program, and again, the Secretary delegated this responsibility to NPS. Like the 1935 Historic Sites Act,
the 1960 Reservoir Salvage Act gave the Secretairy a leadership role for Federal archeology without also
specifying a coordination function. The 1974 Act, with its requirement of a Secretarial report to Congress

on the law’s implementation by all Federal agencies, authorized a complementary coordination role.

The 1979 Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) was intended to protect
"archaeological resources and sites which are on public lands and Indian lands, to foster increased
cooperation and exchange of information between governmental authorities, the professional
archaeological community, and private individuals..." (Sec. 1(b)). To do so, it authorized an
archeological permit program, criminal and/or civil penalties for unpermitted disturbance of protected
archeological materials, and intergovernmental coordination of programs implementing the Act. ARPA
authorized each Federal agency to protect the archeological resources on that agency’s lands. The
Secretaries of the Interior, Defense, and Agriculture, and the Chairman of the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA) were responsible together for developing uniform regulations (Figure 1.1) implementing ARPA.
The Secretary of the Interior was directed to expand the scope of the AHPA-required report to Congress

to include information about ARPA activities, implementation, and additional needs or recommendations.

In early 1988 the U.S. Government Accounting Office (USGAO 1987) reported that looting of
archeological sites in the Four Corners of the southwestern United States (AZ, CO, NM, UT) remained
a serious problem, that knowledge and protection of the archeological resources there were limited, and
that curation of artifacts from the Federal lands was inadequate. In February 1988, the U.S. House of
Representatives (1988) Subcommittee on General Oversight and Investigations within the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs reported that looting and destruction of prehistoric archeological sites was a
serious problem and recommended that Congress amend ARPA to strengthen the law. Later that year,

P.L. 100-555 added Section 14 to ARPA, requiring plans and schedules for archeological survey of all



Federal and Indian lands, and the systematic documentation of all ARPA violations. At the same time,
P.L. 100-588 amended ARPA to include attempted violations as prohibited acts, lowered the threshhold
for felony prosecutions, and required Federal land managers to develop archeological public awareness

programs (McManamon 1991b).

Complementing this focus on looting and the strengthening of ARPA, attention was being paid
to the administration of the Federal archeology program within the national historic preservation program.
In June of 1988, the GAO (USGAO 1988) reviewed the status of the historic preservation programs at
the U.S. Forest Service (FS), NPS, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), General Services
Administration (GSA), Department of Veterans Affairs (VA), and Postal Service, and recommended that
there was a need for more preservation training, better NHPA Section 110 compliance, and more
resources directed to meeting NPS external historic preservation responsibilities (including archeological

assistance).

The Abandoned Shipwreck Act was signed into law on April 28, 1988; its proposed guidelines
were published in 1988; and its final guidelines were published in 1990. The National Maritime Initiative
began in 1986, and its Shipwreck Database project was begun in 1989 to integrate existing Federal and
State inventories of archeologically surveyed and inventoried shipwreck sites as well as privately reported

shipwrecks.

Involved Departments or Agencies

As listed and discussed in recent reports to Congress on the Federal archeology program (Keel
et al. 1989, McManamon et al. 1993), a wide array of Federal departments and agencies are involved
in the program (Figure 1.2). Their involvement in some cases stems from their responsibilities to manage
public land for a variety of purposes (e.g., parks, forests, grazing) or it may be because their
administrative and service facilities are located on public lands. Other agencies are involved in the Federal
archeology program because they fund or regulate organizations or projects that themselves affect
archeological resources. Finally, some Federal agencies support research that affects archeological

resources on public or Indian lands, even if the agencies themselves manage little or no such land.




Figure 1.2. Federal organizations participating in the Federal archeology program.

Land-Managing Agencies (>1M acres with direct
management responsibility; research also)
Department of Agriculture
e Forest Service
Department of Defense
Department of the Air Force
¢ Air Force
e Air National Guard
Department of the Army
* Army
e Army National Guard Bureau
» Corps of Engineers
Department of the Navy
® Marine Corps
¢ Navy
Department of Energy (Operations)
Department of the Interior
¢ Bureau of Land Management
¢ Bureau of Reclamation
¢ Fish and Wildlife Service
¢ National Park Service
Tennessee Valley Authority

Development-Managing Agencies  (provide
financial or technical support; have facilities)
Department of Agriculture
e Farmers Home Administration
¢ Rural Electrification
Administration
e Soil Conservation Service
Department of Commerce
¢ Economic Development
Administration
Department of Health and Human Services
e Indian Health Service
Department of Housing and Urban
Development
Department of the Interior
e Bureau of Indian Affairs (Indian lands
trustee, public lands management)
Department of Transportation
e Federal Highway Administration
Environmental Protection Agency
(regulatory function also)
General Services Administration
Resolution Trust Corporation

Congressional Charter
National Trust for Historic Preservation

Facilities-Managing Agencies (<IM acres with
direct management responsibilities, minimal development
support)
Department of Commerce
e National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (research also)
Department of Energy
¢ Bonneville Power Administration
e Naval Petroleum & Oil Shale
Reserves
¢ Southwestern Power Administration
e Strategic Petroleum Reserve
e Western Area Power Administration
Department of the Interior
e U.S. Geological Survey (research also)
Department of Justice
o Federal Bureau of Prisons
¢ Immigration and Naturalization
Service
Department of Transportation
¢ Federal Aviation Administration
¢ U.S. Coast Guard
Department of Veteran Affairs
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (research also)
U.S. Postal Service
Smithsonian Institution (research also)

Regulatory Agencies (not land-managing, minimal
facilities management, do not financially support devel-
opment)
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Council on Environmental Quality
Department of Energy
e Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission
Department of the Interior
¢ Minerals Management Service
e Office of Surface Mining,
Reclamation, and Enforcement
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Research Agencies (primary mission, few facilities)

Department of Health and Human Services
ePublic Health Service

National Endowment for the Humanities

National Institutes of Health

National Institute of Standards and

Technology
National Science Foundation
Smithsonian Institution (facilities also)



Those agencies responsible for managing vast tracts of land (Figure 1.2, Land-Managing
Agencies) have the largest archeological management needs, and their programs vary in their staffing,
funding, and effectiveness. Many of these agencies write annual reports on their overall program (e.g.,
Defense [Cheney 1992], FS [1992]), but their archeological activities are rarely mentioned in such
reports. Within the array of participants in the Federal archeology program, the land-managing agencies
manage the bulk of the Federal archeological resources and are presently the most visible institutional

base for public archeological resource management in this country.

Federal agencies that provide financial or technical support to other organizations or individuals
may not have direct responsibility for managing archeological sites, but they have major responsibilities
within the Federal archeology program (Figure 1.2, Development-Managing Agencies). For example, the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has a relatively small amount of acreage under its direct management
(2.75 million acres). However, as the administrator of the Federal government’s trust responsibilities for
nearly 60 million acres of Tribal lands, BIA has responsibility for overseeing or accomplishing
conservation of archeological resources on 20 times its owned acreage. Under the American Indian Self-
Determination and Educational Assistance Act (P.L. 93-638), some tribes (e.g., Makah Tribe, Navajo
Nation, Zuni Tribe) have developed their own archeological management programs, but archeological

permitting activities on most tribal lands still are managed by the BIA.

Another example of development management, the Federal Highway Administration, does not
manage substantial acreage directly but distributes funds to state agencies that in turn impact a large
number of archeological sites through road developments, improvements, and maintenance. A recent
newspaper article (vos Savant 1992) estimated that Federal, Tribal, State, and local roadways together
covered 36,744 square miles (23,516,610 acres) of land in the United States. Many state highway
agencies have developed staffs with archeological expertise, and through contracts conduct a significant
amount of archeological site inventory, evaluation, and data recovery. These archeological investigations
generate large quantities of artifacts, other excavated materials, and investigation records that require
long-term conservation and curation. A third example of federally-assisted development affecting U.S.
archeological resources can be found in activities of the Soil Conservation Service (SCS). The SCS’s
national soil and water conservation program includes construction and operation of watershed protection
dams and reservoirs, and provision of technical assistance to private landowners. Under the Resource

Conservation Act of 1977, the erosion potential of agricultural soils on private lands is evaluated




periodically by the SCS (USDA 1990); this evaluation could include assessment of a vast array of

archeological sites.

Under regulations for the curation of Federal archeological collections (36 CFR 79), these kinds
of agencies also may have substantial responsibilities for the long term care of collections and records

produced by their funded or supported projects.

Facilities-managing Federal agencies that participate in the Federal archeology program are those
which have direct management responsibilities for only relatively small numbers of acres (Figure 1.2,
Facilities-Managing Agencies). These agencies have minimal archeological programs, and those agencies
that have reported to the Secretary note that much of their land has been inventoried and that the
identified resources require little management attention. The Department of Veterans Affairs manages
many historical facilities that retain a significant historic archeological record. The DOE (1990) power
administrations have not reported to the Secretary on their archeological programs, but their facilities
include networks of power transmission lines whose corridors cross the landscape in complement to
access routes through difficult terrain, and they undoubtedly impact important archeological resources.
The Naval Petroleum Reserves in Wyoming and California include over 57,000 acres, and the Naval Qil
Shale Reserves in Colorado and Wyoming include over 145,000 acres, with wells, pipelines, and
maintenance infrastructure scattered throughout the acreage (DOE 1990:123-131). The Strategic
Petroleum Reserve in Louisiana and southeastern Texas consists of six underground salt dome crude oil
storage facilities and associated ground surface operations. Archeological resources with scientific

integrity undoubtedly still remain on those DOE lands.

Some agencies in the Federal archeology program neither manage significant tracts of land nor
support development either financially or technically. These agencies regulate the national historic
preservation and environmental quality programs, and the use of energy and natural resources, such as
water and minerals. The regulatory programs of both the ACHP and the CEQ have a tremendous impact
on the conservation and use of archeological resources on Federal and Indian lands and on other lands

affected by federally funded or authorized projects.

Section 106 of NHPA requires that Federal agencies whose projects affect significant

archeological and other historic properties provide the ACHP "a reasonable opportunity to comment" on



the proposed effects. This involves thousands of archeological sites each year (ACHP 1988, 1989, 1990). .
During 1988-1990, the Advisory Council offered frequent training courses in Section 106 compliance.
Section 202(a)(6) of NHPA authorizes the Advisory Council to review Federal agency historic
preservation programs and policies to improve their effectiveness, coordination, and consistency with that

Act. No such agency reviews were conducted in 1988-1990.

Hydroelectric power facilities are licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC
1991), which is currently reviewing dozens of applications to relicense extensive private
reservoir/dam/transmission line systems that were built 50 or more years ago and have never been subject
to archeological inventory. To be relicensed, these projects must now comply with the Federal
archeological and historic preservation program requirements. People have always lived near water, and
hence the regulation of water quality and allocation of water quantities often involves considerable
archeological inventory, evaluation, and data recovery. The Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and
Enforcement regulates activities in new and ongoing private surface mines, and manages the reclamation
of old mined lands that frequently hold a rich historic archeological record. Offshore leasing is managed

by the Minerals Management Service, which has been constructing extensive archeological predictive

models of the occurrence of historic shipwrecks and submerged prehistoric sites on the continental shelf.
The Outer Continental Shelf is explicitly excluded from ARPA compliance, but its archeological resources
are still subject to the Antiquities Act, Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, Abandoned Shipwreck Act and
NHPA, NEPA, and AHPA.

Finally, a few Federal agencies have primary research missions that directly or indirectly include
archeology and have minimal facilities for which they have land management responsibilities. The
National Science Foundation, Smithsonian Institution, and National Endowment for the Humanities
directly fund archeological research throughout the United States and overseas. Three Federal facilities-
managing agencies also have significant archeological research programs which support the Federal
archeology program. Staff members at the U.S. Geological Survey, National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, and Smithsonian Institution do research with archeological materials and sites. The
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration supports research on submerged archeological
resources, in addition to managing marine sanctuaries. Agencies that support archeological research, but
which are less well known for such support, include the U.S. Public Health Service, National Institutes

of Health, and National Institute of Standards and Technology.
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The National Strategy for Federal Archeology

The Federal government’s basic responsibility for the protection and prudent use of the nation’s
archeological resources is conducted by a wide array of agencies in the context of general public values
and needs. Consistent application of the various legal authorities listed in Figure 1.1 is achieved through
a standard set of regulations, as well as policy, standards, guidelines, and other directives and technical
information provided by the NPS and the Departmental Consulting Archeologist. In a recent (1991) effort
to lead and coordinate Federal agencies in meeting the responsibilities of archeological preservation, the
Secretary of the Interior issued a policy statement, A National Strategy for Federal Archeology (Lujan
1991). This policy was derived from an internal memorandum of the same title (Lujan 1990) distributed
by the Secretary throughout the Department of the Interior in 1990, which was itself derived from the
recommendations in the report to Congress on the 1985-1986 Federal archeology program (Keel et al.
1989: 53-54). The strategy sets forth six objectives (Figure 1.3) for the Federal archeology program. This
report on the Federal archeology program, using data from 1988-1990, evaluates the program’s activities

in light of those six objectives.

The Report to Congress on the Federal Archeology Program

As mentioned previously, the 1974 AHPA required the Secretary of the Interior to report to
Congress on the Federal archeological activities authorized by that act; this requirement was expanded
by ARPA in 1979 and its amendments in 1988 (Figure 1.4). Preparation of the report data, evaluations,
and recommendations provides each involved agency and the Secretary the opportunity to communicate

to Congress and agency heads the values and needs of the Federal archeology program.

The NPS prepared such reports for a few years prior to passage of the AHPA, and has continued
to do so since then. The focus and content of these reports have varied over the past 25 years (Knudson
and McManamon 1992). The present report was developed from data submitted by Federal agencies
(Table 1.1) in response to a questionnaire (Appendix A) sent to them each year. This questionnaire was
developed in 1985 and has been used for all subsequent years. Although modified somewhat during this
period, the compiled responses to it provide quantitative as well as qualitative data for the Federal
archeology program from 1985 through 1990. Because of the extensive number of departments, agencies,

and agency subdivisions that provide the questionnaire responses, the numerical information can be taken

11



Figure 1.3. Objectives of the National Strategy for Federal Archeology.
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Figure 1.4. Federal archeology program Congressional report requirements.
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Table 1.1. Federal Archeology Program Reporting Agencies, 1988-1990

Agency Name

1988

1989

Air Force (USAF)

Army (USA)

Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
Bureau of Reclamation (BR)

Corps of Engineers (COE)

Department of Energy (DOE) Operations
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Farmers Home Administration (FHmA)
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Federal Bureau of Prisons (FBOP)

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)

Forest Service (FS)

General Services Administration (GSA)
Health and Human Services (HHS)
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS)
Indian Health Service (IHS)

Marine Corps (USMC)

Minerals Management Service (MMS)
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
National Park Service (NPS)

Navy (USN)

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
Office of Surface Mining (OSM)

Rural Electrification Administration (REA)
Soil Conservation Service (SCS)
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)

U.S. Postal Service (USPS)
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as a measure of the activity within each reporting unit as well as the overall national program, but not
as a precise measure of the exact nature of that program. The response to the questionnaire was good
over the three years of activity reported here, and provides a reliable overview of the Federal archeology

program in 1988 through 1990.

A Note on Method

Data are presented throughout this report in two primary ways. The first of these is as reported
data, presented year-by-year and agency-by-agency in Appendices B and C and summarized within the
main body of the report. These data are taken directly from the questionnaire responses submitted by the
agencies. Not all response data have been included within this report, but Lotus 1-2-3 spread sheets
containing the complete data are available upon request and provision of a high density floppy disk to
Daniel Haas, Archeologist, Archeology and Ethnography Program, National Park Service, P.O. Box
37127, Washington, DC 20013-7127.

Not all agencies that participate in the Federal archeology program reported fully or at all for
each of the three years discussed here (Figure 1.5). The need to account for missing data has been
identified in previous reports on the Federal archeology program (Keel et al. 1989:2-6; McManamon et
al. 1993). In reporting on the Federal archeology program in 1988-1990, the questionnaire data have been
used as a basis for a second form of information presentation in the main body of the report: as estimates
or approximations of the actual nationwide frequencies when unreported data are taken into consideration.

Appendix B describes the method used to arrive at these approximations.
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Figure 1.5. Approximate percentage of Federal acreage in the United States covered by
archeological questionnaire response data for 1988, 1989, and 1990. ‘
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THE FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCE BASE

Introduction

Archeological inventories with their accompanying records have been accumulating in the United
States for most of the last half-century. These investigations complement other sets of cultural resource
data, including historic buildings surveys. Archeological inventories typically have been assembled by
public agencies and educational institutions, combining museum and academic records accumulated from
rescue archeology projects and information collected to comply with requirements of land management
or development project planning (e.g., for environmental impact statements and Section 106 reviews to
evaluate the impacts of proposed reservoirs, pipelines, nuclear waste repositories, highways). A further

significant contribution has come from the site inventory efforts of avocational archeologists.

Archeological resources are sometimes evident on the surface of the ground, but frequently have
buried components whose breadth and depth must be estimated to evaluate a resource’s scientific and
humanistic importance. Some sites have no surface indications at all. As discussed below, only a small
fraction of the Federal and Indian acreage in the United States has been inspected sufficiently to identify
even the archeological resources evident on the land surface. The information we do have about identified
archeological sites must be the basis for approximating the management needs of the universe of

prehistoric and historic sites on Federal and Indian lands.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires Federal agencies to
identify and consider the impacts of Federal projects on historic properties, including archeological sites.
The 1969 National Environmental Protection Act required that the impact of Federal projects on
archeological sites and other aspects of the social and natural environment be taken into consideration in
project planning, but its regulations allow environmental impact decisions to be made on the basis of
existing information alone (40 CFR 1502.22). It was not until President Nixon signed Executive Order
11593 in 1971, with its Section 2(a) requiring inventory of all properties that appear to qualify for the

National Register of Historic Places, that archeological inventories for environmental and historic
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preservation requirements began to be conducted more frequently. In 1980, amendments to NHPA
provided a statutory basis for the inventory requirements in NHPA Section 110(a)(2). In 1988, the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) was amended (P.L. 100-555) to underscore this
requirement. The 1988 legislation directed the Departments of the Interior, Agriculture, and Defense
(DOD) and the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) to develop plans and schedules for surveying their
lands to "determine the nature and extent” of their archeological resources. The ARPA planning
requirement also applies to Indian lands that are held in trust by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Section
110(a)(2) of NHPA was amended in 1992 (P.L. 102-575 Title 40) to more fully describe Federal agency
identification, evaluation, and nomination programs for historic properties in greater detail, and to direct

agencies toward planning and public consultation within such programs.

Archeological Resource Databases

Federal archeologists estimate that approximately 7 million archeological sites exist on Federal
and Indian lands in the United States, of which fewer than one-half million were identified by the end
of 1990 (Table C.2). Information about all those identified sites is recorded to some degree on
archeological inventory paper records, and some of it is recorded in computerized databases that can be
queried to support archeological research, public education, or management decisions. No quantitative
data are available on the amount of archeological information entered into electronic databases between
1988 and 1990.

By the end of 1990, there were a few agency-wide computerized archeological resource inventory
databases. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (COE) Construction Engineering Research Laboratory
(CERL) had developed the Cultural "Resource Information System (CRIS), which was used by several
DOD departments and agencies. By 1992 CRIS was being supplemented by the XCRIS program, to
enable the CRIS database to combine with the Geographic Resources Analysis Support System (GRASS)
that CERL had developed in 1988. The National Park Service (NPS) Archeological Resources Inventory
(ARI) was being tested by late 1990 (Davis 1990). The Shipwreck Database was being developed by the
NPS Maritime Initiative, and the Archaeological and Shipwreck Information System (ASIS) was being
developed as the Minerals Management Service (MMS) baseline for assessing the impacts of leasing on
the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). The General Services Administration (GSA) had developed and was

implementing an Arts & Historic Preservation Cultural Resource Management System that included

18




‘ archeological data. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) was working on the development of the
archeological component of their Automated Lands and Minerals Records System (ALMRS).

On a smaller scale, computerized archeological databases were developed on several DOD and
Department of Energy (DOE) facilities, for a number of Federal land management jurisdictions (e.g., a
U.S. Forest Service (FS) forest, a Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) area office, a BLM district, a COE
district), and for some Indian lands (e.g., Navajo Tribe). Two interagency regional computerized
databases were in place the Southwestern Anthropological Research Group (SARG), and the
Intermountain Antiquities Computer System (IMACS) (Altshul 1988:79) and the Automated Management
of Archeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA) system was being adapted to other states.

Regarding national systems, the NPS’ National Register Information System (NRIS) and National

Historic Landmark Information System (NHLIS) include many archeological resources on public, Indian,

and private U.S. land if those sites are either determined eligible for inclusion in the Register or have

been determined to be National Historic Landmarks (Miller 1987). Information about archeological sites

on Federal and Indian lands was also incorporated within the range of computerized State cultural

‘ resource inventories by the end of 1990 (Wood 1990), many of which were tied into State or local

geographic information systems (GIS; Warnecke 1990).

In 1988, the BLM published a major report (Judge and Sebastian 1988) on predictive modelling
of archeological resources, which discussed the use of electronic GIS with natural and land use data, some
obtained by remote sensing, for use in archeological research and management. During the late 1980s
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Southwestern Division supported the development of the Southwestern
Division Archeological Management Plan (Limp 1989) whose mapping applications were run under the
GRASS system (Farley et al. 1990). This plan was based on archeological inventory data at the county

level.
The National Archeological Database

The National Archeological Database (NADB; Canouts 1991:233-236, 1992) continued to be
developed during 1988 through 1990, and by the end of that period the NPS NADB Regional
‘ Coordinators were establishing cooperative agreements with State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO)

19



and other Federal agencies to establish a network of data providers. Plans were being made to develop
NADB as an online system based on the citation database designed by the Arkansas Archeological Survey
in support of the Southwestern Division Archeological Management Plan and adapted from the original

NADB-Reports data structure.

Federal Archeological Resources

The total area of Federal and Indian lands in the United States is over 720 million acres (Table
2.1), over 30% of the 2.3 billion acres within the U.S. borders (GSA 1990). These Federal and Indian
lands and all of the known and yet-to-be-identified archeological sites they contain have been an important
focus of the Federal archeology program since the passage of the Antiquities Act of 1906. These lands,
the vast majority of which are located in western states (Figure 2.1), can be described by specific acreage

figures that remain relatively stable over time.

Beginning in the 1960s, additional Federal legislation, most importantly NHPA and NEPA, has
fostered an equally significant aspect of Federal archeology concerned with archeological resources
impacted by Federally sponsored or regulated projects that disturb the ground, regardless of land
ownership. This second category of lands of archeological concern to the Federal government creates
archeological management issues that are more diverse than those on the Federal lands themselves.
Federal agencies may not have a direct resource management function for non-Federal archeological
resources, yet they have responsibility for the long term preservation of data and materials recovered
from resources impacted by Federally authorized projects. Archeological and other cultural resources on
these non-Federal lands are managed as part of the national historic preservation program (McManamon
1992:26-32).

Progress on Federal Land Site Inventories
Federal land-managing agencies (as identified in Figure 1.2) account for 99% of all federally
owned land as reported by GSA in 1990 (Table B.3). Holdings of the facilities-managing agencies account

for most of the remaining 1% of the Federal lands in the United States, with regulatory, research, and

development agencies accounting for the residual.

20




Table 2.1. Reported U.S. Acreage Managed by Key Federal Agencies and Associated Levels of
Archeological Inventory Coverage, 1988-1990.

Acres Reported Total Acres
To Be Newly Reported Peroert Acres
Acres Reported Surveyed Inventoried Reported
Agency' Managed in 1990  1988-89 through 1990 Inventoried
(millions)? (millions) (millions)? Thagh 190
[Question 66] [Question 49] [Question 67A] [Question 67B]
Air Force (P)* 8.4 <.1 0.5 6%
Army® 12.0 6 1.0 -
Bureau of Indian Affairs 58.8 0.2 0.5 1%
Bureau of Land Management (P) 270.0 1.4 9.4 4%
Bureau of Reclamation 7.9 0.1 0.4 6%
Corps of Engineers (P) 7.4 0.5 1.7 20%
Department of Energy Ops. (P) 2.8 <.1 0.1 5%
Fish and Wildlife Service 91.0 0.1 7.9 -
Forest Service’ 184.5 (1.5) 9.8) -
Marine Corps 1.7 <.l 0.3 6%
National Park Service (P) 77.0 0.2 1.0 -
Navy 4.7 - - -
Tennessee Valley Authority (P) 1.0 <.1 - <1%
Totals 727.28 4.2 25.5
Percent Managed Acres Reported Inventoried Through 1990 3.5%

IThis list includes all Land-Managing agencies (Figure 1.2) plus the BIA; question numbers refer to questions detailed in
Appendix A, and data are derived from Table C.1.

2Acreage reported as being managed by any Federal agency may or may not be "owned,” i.e., assigned ownership authority
by the U.S. Government, who actually holds all Federal land title. The GSA reports on Federal land ownership, and the differences
between owned and managed lands, and the implications of that for estimating overall Federal archeology program accomplishments
and needs, are described and discussed in Appendix B.

I*Inventory” here refers to reported 100% coverage of U.S. Federal or Indian lands, assumed to include both prehistoric and
historic resource identification and evaluation.

4vpv indicates that the agency has at least begun discussion of a plan to inventory all the archeological sites under its
management, as required in 1988 by ARPA §14(a).

5The Army did not report in 1989 or 1990, so the Acres Reported Managed number here is acres owned by the Army in 1990
as reported by GSA (1990); the Total Acres Reported Inventoried Through 1990 is the number provided by the Army in 1988 and
consequently is set in parentheses here.

6n_» indicates no data were reported for this category.

"Acreage data are as reported by the GSA (1990), and survey and inventory acreage numbers are data derived from a 1988
partial FS report since no FS report for 1988-1990 is complete; hence, they are set in parentheses.

*Referring to Federal land only (i.e., not including BIA-managed Indian trust land), the owned acreage reported for these
agencies by GSA in 1990 (Table B.3) totals 649,032,684 acres, or 99% of the federally owned real property in the United States.
The discrepancy between the GSA-reported ownership data and the agency-reported acres-managed data, as well as the inclusion
here of BIA-managed lands (which are subject to NHPA and ARPA, but are not owned and tabulated by the GSA), is discussed

in Appendix B.
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Figure 2.1. The contiguous western States and Alaska (shaded) together contain over ninety
percent of all Federal and Indian lands in the United States. ‘
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The compilation of an archeological site inventory for Federal and Indian lands in the United
States can be said to have begun before the turn of the 20th century, with reports to Congress and other
Federal authorities on the imperiled state of a few spectacular archeological sites on public domain lands
in the southwestern United States. At the time, sites in the Four Corners area of Arizona, Colorado, New
Mexico, and Utah, such as Chaco Canyon, were being mined for artifacts (Lee 1970; Lister and Lister
1981, 1983; Rothman 1989:34). Reports of this destruction and steady pressure by
archeologists,preservationists, and other scientists eventually led to passage of the Antiquities Act of
1906, and ultimately to the protection and subsequent public enjoyment of these sites. This illustrates the
truism that underlies the archeological site inventory program: a site can not be preserved or protected
until its location and condition are known to those with the interest and resources to undertake its
preservation. Today, it also is appreciated that the broader and more complete the knowledge of all the
archeological sites on Federal lands, the more effective will be the use of the financial and human
resources available to preserve and protect those prehistoric and historic resources (Case Studies 2.1,

2.2).

On the large and relatively stable tracts of land overseen by agencies such as COE, BIA, BLM,
DOE, FS, FWS, NPS, Bureau of Reclamation (BR), and DOD (Table 2.1, Figure 2.2), a site inventory
is an important tool for developing the means of preserving archeological resources and enhancing their
public use. Unfortunately, few areas have comprehensive site inventories. Building a site inventory
requires a steady ongoing effort, entailing the identification and characterization of archeological sites
through inspection of the area being managed using appropriate methods and techniques to identify
diagnostic artifacts, architecture, and soil features. A comprehensive inventory would be a source of
overall knowledge of the number, type, and condition of all archeological sites on Federal and Indian
lands. The quality of information in any comprehensive site inventory program, including its
completeness in terms of acres covered and intensity of coverage, will to a large extent
determine the quality of the decisions that can be made about the future preservation of archeological

resources on Federal and Indian land.

By the end of 1990, about 21 million acres, or about 3% of the U.S. Federal and Indian lands,
was reported as having been inspected thoroughly enough ("full or 100% coverage") to identify all of the
archeological properties evident on these lands (Table 2.1; Figures 2.2-2.3). Specific agencies varied

considerably in their reported archeological inventory coverage. During 1988-1990, COE reported having
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Case Study 2.1. Increasing Site Inventory Coverage at Jackson Lake, Grand Teton National Park by
Melissa Connor [National Park Service-Midwest Region]
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Case Study 2.2. Site Inventory at Bandelier National Monument by Timothy A. Kohler [Washington
State University]
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Figure 2.2. Relative amounts of acreage overseen by Federal Land-Managing agencies in 1990

(Tables 2.1, B.3, C.1). .
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Total > 650 Million Acres

Not Inventoried

3.2 % Inventoried
(20.7 Million Acres)

Figure 2.3. Estimated portion of the U.S. Federal and Indian lands, administered by Key Federal
‘ Agencies (Table 2.1), which had been archeologically inventoried by the end of 1990 (Table C.1).
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inventoried the archeological sites on nearly 20% of its land, while the Navy did not report any
archeological inventory; most agency reports fell between these two extremes. Inventory disparities
primarily relate to variations in the amount of ground-disturbing projects required by each agency to
fulfill its mission. Most Federal archeological investigation funds come as a byproduct of development,
maintenance, and operational projects, rather than as independent archeological or historic property

inventories.

Under ARPA Section 14, added in 1988 (P.L. 100-555), Federal agencies are required to develop
plans for surveying land under their control to determine the nature and extent of their archeological
resources, and to prepare a schedule for completing an inventory of the sites on lands that are likely to
contain the most valuable archeological resources. This complements the NHPA Section 110, which
directs Federal agencies to establish programs to inventory their historic properties, including
archeological resources. As with the actual amount of inventory accomplished to date, the degree of
formal planning is highly variable. By 1990, 6 of the 13 key Federal agencies listed in Table 2.1 reported
having begun the process of agency-wide planning to produce such a site inventory. Progress in

developing such plans is more modest for the other Federal agencies.

In addition to Federal and Indian lands reported to have been thoroughly inventoried in 1988-1990
to identify their evident archeological resources (Figure 2.4), nearly 4% of the other such lands were
reported to have been archeologically investigated at "less than 100%, or partial, coverage" (Appendix
A: Question 68). Thus, approximately 7% of the U.S. Federal and Indians lands have been thoroughly
or at least partially surveyed to identify the evident archeological resources on them. These less than
complete surveys can relate either to temporal (e.g., historic and/or prehistoric resources identified),
topical (e.g., "cultural resource inventories" limited to architectural properties), or geographical coverage
(e.g., whether surveyors actually walked over the land in sufficient intensity to think that all surface-
evident archeological materials have been identified, or intensive walk-over of only a sample of the
agency lands). Thus, much of the Federal and Indian land reported to have been archeologically
inventoried still have unidentified archeological resources on them, and require additional inventories to
reach the "full coverage" level. Even on fully inventoried lands, ground-disturbing development or natural
erosion may expose deeply buried archeological sites not identifiable previously during inventories of land

surfaces.

28




Millions

of Acres
Surveyed

Figure 2.4. U.S. acres reported surveyed by Federal archeology program participants during 1988
. through 1990, including many non-Federal and non-Indian lands (Table C.1)
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An anomalous and important portion of the United States’ archeological record is the 1.4 billion
acres of the outer continental shelf claimed by the Federal government and overseen by the MMS. This
land is not tallied in the Federal acreage reported in Table 2.1 because it is not included in the base of
United States acreage for public land statistics (BLM 1988a, 1989, 1990c) and is excluded from ARPA
jurisdiction (ARPA, Section 3). Nonetheless, archeological resources probably are substantial on these
submerged lands. Because of the potential threat to submerged resources from geological exploration,
over the past several years the MMS has developed inventories of known or predicted historic
shipwrecks. MMS also has used geomorphological, hydrological, sedimentary, archeological, and
ethnographic data to build models for describing the distribution of submerged prehistoric sites on OCS
lands (e.g., Gearhart et al. 1990). As mentioned in Case Study 2.3, efforts are underway to survey the
shipwrecks and inundated, formerly terrestrial, archeological sites that lie within portion of these

submerged acres.

Some Federal agencies’ responsibilities in accord with their missions are involved primarily with
facilities management. The Federal Bureau of Prisons, for example, manages 20,000 acres disbursed
nationally among relatively small parcels of land on which Federal prisons have been built. Such
facilities, although they entail only a very small fraction of Federal lands, may contain significant historic
and prehistoric archeological sites (Case Study 2.4). These properties enjoy advantages of location today
that have often made them highly desirable in the past as well. Thus they may contain archeological
remains that are at the surface or deeply buried. Many of these properties now are built up densely, and
frequently there is little consideration given to the possibility that there may be significant historic and
prehistoric archeological sites underlying the modern buildings that they contain. Because of their small
size, many of these facilities have significant constraints as to where they can place new construction, and
are unable to avoid identified archeological resources. Archeological materials on Federal facilities are
unlikely to be damaged or destroyed by archeological looting because of close Federal oversight, but the
presence of such materials frequently are not considered early in planning for development or operations.
Archeological remains on these facilities frequently are treated only as emergency discoveries, which are
often expensive (see p. 3-6) because of development construction delays that caused by the archeological

discovery.

No matter what their missions, all Federal agencies possess at least some public and

administrative offices and associated land. These administrative lands represent one of the most
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anie Stright [Minerals Management

Case Study 2.3. Archeological Resource Baseline Study, by Mel
Service].
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Case Study 2.4. Florence, Colorado, Oil Field Sites by Amy Friedlander, Marcus Grant and Ingrid
Wuebber [Department of Energy]
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geographically varied set of Federal real properties, and often are managed by agencies whose activities
do not otherwise require archeological staffing. In these situations, agencies may minimize if not overlook
the requirement to consider archeological protection needs in agency development planning or operations
even though their lands may contain important, relatively unprotected historic and prehistoric
archeological resources. The Postal Service (Table B.1), with its numerous and widely distributed
facilities, is an example of a facility-managing agency without in-house expertise or much experience
dealing with archeological protection needs, but with a number of real property holdings scattered across
the United States.

Improving the completeness of the inventory of archeological resources on Federal and Indian
lands has been identified as a strategic goal for all Federal agencies (Figure 1.4; Lujan 1991) and is being
pursued by many of the Federal agencies. However, archeological resources on non-Federal lands are
just as germane to national preservation goals, and their consideration is an important part of
a successful Federal preservation program. Site and landscape information gained through investigations
of non-Federal and non-Indian land required by Federal law, or through non-Federal efforts anywhere
in the United States are also a part of the U.S. archeological inventory process. The resources are all part
of an interrelated past, and information about the location and condition of all of them is important to

implementing an efficient, and coordinated program for preserving archeological sites.

In 1990, NPS published "Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Rural Historic Landscapes”
(McClelland et al. 1990). A subsequent NPS annotated bibliography of historic landscapes (Meier and
Chittenden 1990) included both designed and vernacular landscapes, but did not include references to
archeological resources. However, the definition of a rural historic landscape (McClelland et al. 1990:1)
clearly could fit many prehistoric as well as historic archeological resource areas:

...a geographical area that historically has been used by people, or

shaped or modified by human activity, occupancy, or intervention, and

that possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of areas

of land use, vegetation, buildings and structures, roads and waterways,

and natural features.
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 1990 report to the President and Congress focused on
rural historic landscapes and noted (ACHP 1990:7,9) that characteristics of the rural landscape included

archeological sites. Archeological sites were part of the basis for determining the Granite Chief
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Wilderness Area in Tahoe National Forest, California, eligible for the Register (ACHP 1990:52-53).
Thus, by the end of 1990 a new technique for describing archeological contexts was made available to

the Federal archeology program.
Federal Archeology Program Site Inventory on Non-Federally Managed Lands

As cited in Chapter 1, the 1974 AHPA and the NHPA provide procedures that may result in the
preservation of significant archeological resources or data threatened by Federally funded or licensed
projects, whether those projects are on Federal or Indian land or on non-Federal land. Some such sites
are excavated fully and studied, while others simply are identified and avoided. Many have been
investigated sufﬁciently for inclusion in site inventories maintained by State archeologists, State Historic

Preservation Offices, and others.

As one example of archeological activities by a Federal development-managing agency, the Soil
Conservation Service (SCS) operates in partnership with private land owners to preserve soil and ground
cover under the Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977 (USDA 1990). SCS has identified
45 million acres of highly erodible private land as a target for its preservation efforts. When impacted
by SCS projects, which may be considered Federal undertakings, these lands are subject to archeological
investigation conducted or required by the SCS. Private lands may at times also be the subject of similar
Federal involvement on the part of agencies such as COE, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), or
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). Unlike Federal archeological activity of the land-
managing agencies, whose holdings are highly concentrated in the western States, the areas of impact of

the development and regulatory agencies are distributed more evenly throughout the United States.
Known and Estimated Site Frequencies

Over the past several years, Federal agency archeologists have been asked to estimate the number
of archeological sites likely to exist on their agencies’ lands, taking into account their knowledge of the
topography, soils, hydrology, known site distributions, and ethnographic and historic uses of those lands.
In 1990, the land-managing agencies together estimated a total of just under 7 million archeological sites

on the lands under their management (Table C.2). Correcting for missing data, it is estimated that 9.3
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million archeological sites are likely to occur on lands managed by the key Federal agencies (Figure 2.5,
Table C.2). Only 4.7% (437,000) of these sites have been identified.

The number of archaeological sites reported as having been identified each year by Federal
agencies decreased between 1988 and 1990 (Figure 2.6, Table C.2). Even when correcting for missing
data, the key Federal agencies exhibit the same decrease in estimated site identifications over that period
(Table C.2). This is coincidental with the decrease in estimated key Federal agency acreage inventoried
(Table C.1). In 1990, 437,000 archeological sites were estimated to have been identified on key Federal
agency-managed lands (Figure 2.6, Table C.2).

Since Federal lands constitute 30% of the total United States acreage and are estimated to contain
about 9 million sites, it also might be estimated that the territory of the United States as a whole contains
approximately 30 million archeological sites (Figure 2.5). Of these estimated 30 million sites, the 437,000
sites estimated to have been found by the Federal archaeology program apparently represent only 1.5%

of the archeological sites that might be located somewhere in the United States.

National Register of Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks

NHPA as amended (Figure 1.1) requires that archeological sites and other historic properties
affected by any Federal agency activity be evaluated, and if appropriate, be nominated to the Register.
However, the reports on the Register status of archeological sites by Federal agencies indicate that only

one site in three is ever formally evaluated (Figure 2.7, Table C.3).

Archeological sites designated as National Historic Landmarks deserve particular attention because
they have been determined to have special national significance. These sites occur on private, public, and

Indian lands.

Each year NPS submits to Congress a Section 8 Report, describing the condition of National
Historic Landmarks (NHL) in the United States whose integrity and long-term preservation is damaged
or threatened. The reports recommend actions needed to protect these endangered resources. A number
of these NHLs are archeological sites on Federal or Indian lands. For instance, in 1988 (Martone 1988),
1989 (NPS 1989), and 1990 (NPS 1990) these included Cape Krusenstern (AK),
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Figure 2.5. Archeological sites reported to have been identified in the United States by Federal
archeology program participants, 1988-1990 (Table C.2).
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Figure 2.6. Estimated number of archeological sites judged likely to occur in the United States,

relative to the portion currently identified by Key Federal Agencies (a) on all Federal and Indian lands

(Tables 2.1, C.2) and (b) throughout the United States, based on relative acreage.
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Case Study 2.5. Resource Custody of the Chumash Indians by Patricia Martz [U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers]

40



Case Study 2.6. North Pacific Division Curation Facility by Bill Willingham [U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers]
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in the Federal archeology program understood the collections management issues that needed to be
addressed in the near future, and since the 1987 publication of 36 CFR 79 as a proposed rule, those
agencies were coming to see curation as being of equal importance with other archeological resource

management issues.

In 1990, the Department of the Interior Inspector General (USDIIG 1990) reported that museum
property (art, artifacts, etc.) curation was a problem throughout the Department. Subsequently, an Interior
Museum Property Task Force was established toset department-wide policies, standards, and procedures
for museum property management. Interim Standards for Documentation, Preservation and Protection
of Museum Property were issued in September 1990, and in 1993 the departmental Museum Property
Management standards were published (USDIOS 1993c). A department-wide survey of 721 units
identified nearly 55 million archeological artifacts from Interior lands, accompanied by records and
images. All USDI units with museum property submitted draft Scope of Collections Statements by
November 1992, and a handbook of department-wide standards, policies, and procedures was to be
completed in December 1992 (USDIOS 1993a, 1993b).

NPS has been developing an Automated National Cataloging System (ANCS) since 1985, and the
most recent upgrade (3.31) was introduced in 1990. The system is split into sections including an
Accessions Log Book System and a Cultural Resources Catalog (including archeological collections). This
is intended to link to the NPS Archeological Resources Inventory mentioned previously, and ultimately

to GIS systems.

Future Directions and Needs for Resource Identification, Evaluation, and Curation

More information, more inventory, and more evaluation is the consistent call by Federal
archeologists, land managers, and other resource managers. In lieu of substantially improved inventories,
geographically based archeological resource overviews and predictive models might form the basis for
designing and implementing cost-effective and well directed field inventories and plans for dealing with
unexpected discoveries of buried archeological materials. In complement, there is a need for
comprehensive land management plans that are based in part on accurate archeological inventories and
well founded archeological interpretations and are accompanied by monitoring and accountability

programs. Better coordination of Federal, Tribal, State, local, and private archeological information bases
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is needed (Limp 1992) to better understand the broadest dimensions of the United States’ archeological
resource base and thus to design and implement the most appropriate management program for the

Federal and Indian lands and for federally authorized projects.

A need exists to recognize more archeological sites on the public or private lands as National
Historic Landmarks, and to monitor the condition of designated Landmarks and protect their long-term

integrity. A complementary need exists to add more archeological resources to the World Heritage List.

A great many avocational archeologists collect artifacts in the United States, many of whom have
been raised in the tradition of collecting on public and Indian as well as private lands. Many of these
people have well-documented and extensive artifact collections. Every State has some form of
archeological society that is focused on avocational archeological interests, though they often include
professional archeologists as well. Avocational archeologists know the landscape and often have a
sophisticated understanding of the relationships of geomorphology, soils, natural resources, and human
use patterns over the past millennia. Many of these people have strong historical interests and are skilled
at using documentary resources in complement to archeological methods and techniques to undertake
significant historical archeological research. They are a largely untapped reservoir of knowledge and
energy that could be used to supplement agency activities within the Federal archeology program. Several
Federal agencies included volunteers in their activities in 1988-1990, such as the NPS "Volunteers in
Parks," FS "Passport in Time," and BLM "Adventures in the Past" activities, and agencies participate

in State-based programs such as the site stewardship programs in Arizona and Texas. But more is needed.

Archeological curation and archival requirements must begin with an inventory of the collections
and their condition. Most of the nation’s archeological sites are yet unidentified, much less studied for
their information values. However, the rate of land-development and natural erosion is increasing,
emphasizing the need to preserve better the remnants of the archeological record that have already been
removed from their original contexts. In 1991, NPS initiated training courses in archeological curation
and collections management, specifically oriented to implementation of the 36 CFR 79 regulations. Such
training should provide all Federal agencies with the information needed to meet these regulatory

requirements.
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Inventories of sites and landscapes, inventories of collections, and inventories of reports and '
records are a critical need for the '90s. Given an enhanced understanding of the nation’s archeological
knowledge base, we can better understand how to improve the public use of the scientific, humanistic,

and spiritual aspects of archeological resources.




FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

A fundamental principle of archeology is that the collection of data is destructive. Excavation of
an archeological site or even the collection of artifacts from a site’s surface reduces complex artifactual
relationships and environmental information down to that fraction that can be observed and recorded
given current archeological theory, methods, and techniques. The uncollected site information can never
be recovered and is lost to posterity. Thus, archeological sites and landscapes are resources to be
managed and should be expended only after careful planning and for public benefit rather than by accident

or personal gain.

In deciding whether or not to excavate a site, the value of the information to be gained must be
balanced against that which will be lost. The potential scientific values must also be balanced against the
humanistic or spiritual values that some may assign to the archeological materials (Knudson 1991a). The
collection of archeological information in and of itself is directed toward its use in the analysis of the
prehistoric or historic data for presentation as technical publications for scholars. Subsequently, those data
are available for transformation to lay language for presentation to the public through museums, general
publications, and the media. Most archeological field investigations in the United States today are
undertaken to identify sites that are threatened with damage or destruction. These projects typically
emphasize site identification and evaluation over excavation and data recovery, since proposed
development projects can be modified to avoid damaging archeological resources. All archeological
investigations on Federal or Indian lands require a permit or comparable authorization under the

authorities cited in Chapter 1.

Recognizing that sites on Federal and Indian lands are explicitly for public use, the Federal
archeological permit or comparable authority shields those sites from unnecessary or inadequately planned
excavation. If a permit is necessary, the permitting process requires that a proposed project be reviewed
and a permit issued prior to the start of any archeological investigation on Federal or Indian lands. The
various kinds of archeological permits or comparable authorizations are discussed below, as are the

permitted site identification, evaluation, and data recovery activities covered by them. The frequency and
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magnitude of unanticipated or emergency discoveries of archeological resources are also discussed, as

are the costs and public benefits of these activities.

Investigation Permits

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 as amended is the primary
authority for Federal archeological permits or permit-like sanctions. Permits usually are issued either

under the specific authority of ARPA or using an authority permitted by the ARPA Uniform Regulations.

Federally employed archeologists in the United States may conduct their archeological
investigations without a specific permit under the ARPA Uniform Regulations §-.5(c) provision, when
"carrying out official agency duties under the Federal land manager’s direction, associated with the
management of archeological resources...." ARPA Uniform Regulations §-.5(b) excepts from formal
permitting "any person conducting activities on the public lands under other permits, leases, licenses, or
entitlements for use, when those activities are exclusively for purposes other than the excavation and/or
removal of archaeological resources.” Thus, a pipeline right-of-way use permit across Federal or Indian
lands may carry with it the authority to conduct archeological excavations there. Grants, cooperative
agreements, agency contracts for archeological services, and activities such as Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) challenge cost-share projects can provide ARPA-authorized permission to conduct
archeolngical investigations. Although all of these investigations may be done without the formal issuance
of an ARPA permit, the terms and conditions required for permits, including professional standards,
curation requirements, and notification of Indian tribes in certain situations, must also be met before these

investigations can proceed.

The BLM (Manual Section 8151) regularly issues "cultural resource use permits” that are akin
to a basic ordering agreement, establishing the qualifications of the permittee and the standards to which
they will conduct their cultural resource investigations. Under such a permit, specific kinds of
investigations (e.g., identification and evaluation, data recovery) at specific locations are subject to

individual authorizations.

A small number of Federal archeological investigation permits still in effect during 1988-1990

were authorized by the Antiquities Act of 1906, and these involved the investigation of archeological
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‘ resources less than 100 years old (which are not covered by ARPA) and previously existing permits that

had been renewed.

Table C.4 summarizes the archeological permits and ARPA-authorized activities reported to have
been begun or in progress on Federal or Indian lands in 1988 through 1990. The data show that the Land-
Managing agencies conduct the majority of their authorized investigations based on §-.5(b,c) authority
rather than formal ARPA permit (Figure 3.1). More than half of these §-.5(b,c) investigations are BLM
cultural-resource-use-permitted activities. During 1988-1990, a substantial amount of archeological work
was done on Federal and Indian land by agency staff and otherwise-authorized archeologists without
formal permits. In the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), a regulatory agency that issues ARPA permits for
archeological investigations on Tribal lands, the proportion of §-.5(b,c) investigations is less than average,

being roughly equal to formally permitted ones.

Adding an estimate for unreported data, between nearly 7,000 and 8,000 authorizations for

Federal archeological investigations (both formally permitted and excepted authority) were made annually

. between 1988 and 1990 (Figure 3.2). With some fluctuation, the number of reported federally authorized
archeological investigations has tripled from 1985 through 1990 although this may be the result of more
complete reporting (Table 3.1). Use of this rule avoids redundancy and waste in managing archeological
activities, without waiving the requirements of the ARPA Uniform Regulations. In each year reported

here, only 3 to 6 permits were suspended, indicating that the permitting program supports good

professional performance.
Reviews of Federal Archeological Investigations

The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA) of 1974 (P.L. 93-2901, "Moss-Bennett";
Figure 3.3) provides mechanisms by which the Secretary of the Interior can be asked to protect
archeological resources threatened by a Federal project; this is usually referred to as the "Section 3(a)"
processes. The AHPA also includes a mechanism for the Secretary to respond to emergency discoveries
6f archeological material found in the midst of a Federal land-disturbing project; this is usually referred
to as the "Section 4(a)" or "EDS" (emergency discovery situation) process. To comply with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), archeological resources found during ongoing Federal

. undertakings may follow either the Section 4(a) process of Secretarial notification or the 36 CFR 800.11
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ARPA Sec. -.5(b,c)
authority 83%

Antiquities Act
Permits <1%

Special Use
Permits 7%

ARPA Permits
10%

Figure 3.1. Reported average percentége of U.S. Federal archeology program activities authorized

in compliance with ARPA Uniform Regulations §-.5(b,c) during 1988-1990, relative to those authorized
by formal permits (Table C.4). .
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Figure 3.2. Estimated number of overviews and identification projects (Table C.5), data recovery
projects (Table C.6), and emergency or unanticipated discoveries (Table C.7) conducted by U.S. Federal
archeology program participants during 1988, 1989, and 1990, relative to the estimated number of

’ investigation authorizations (Table C.4) for those years.
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Figure 3.3. U.S. Federal archeology program authorization for project expenditures and

Secretarial and Congressional notification requirements.
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Table 3.1. Reported Federally Authorized U.S. Archeological Investigations, 1985-1990.

Year Number of Reported Reference
Authorized Investigations

1985 1,420 Keel et al. 1989: Table 3.1

1986 4,293 Keel et al. 1989: Table 3.1

1987 4,742 McManamon et al. 1992: Table 2.1
1988 6,086 This report: Table C.3

1989 4,829 This report: Table C.3

1990 5,361 This report: Table C.3

regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Approximately 10-15 Federal agencies
followed either the Sections 3(a) or 4(a) process during 1988 through 1990, which meant providing
information that was reviewed for the Secretary and acted on as was appropriate by the Departmental
Consulting Archeologist (DCA). Data on these cases are available in subject files of the National Park
Service Archeological Assistance Division (see Case Study 3.1). The following discussions of emergency
or unanticipated discoveries includes projects that have complied with both or either NHPA Section 106
and/or AHPA Section 4(a).

The AHPA Section 7(a) set a limit of "not more than 1 per centum of the total amount authorized
to be appropriated for such project” that could be used by a Federal agency for its expenditures for
AHPA compliance within any given development project. A mechanism to exceed the "1% limit" was
authorized by Section 208 of the NHPA Amendments of 1980 (see Figure 3.3). That mechanism includes
receiving the Secretary of the Interior’s concurrence that the additional expenditures are appropriate.
Approximately 5-10 "1% waiver" requests were reviewed by the DCA for the Secretary, during the years

reported here.

The Phases of Archeological Investigation

Ideally, archeological resource management begins with an assessment of what is known already
about the archeology of a specific tract of land. Such an assessment includes a review of current site
inventories, the literature, interviews with avocational and professional archeologists, and an assessment
of an area’s geology, geomorphology, soils, and prehistoric and historic land use to develop an overview

of the area’s probable archeological resources requiring management. Over 20,000 such overviews have
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Case Study 3.1. Unanticipated Resource Discovery at Mount Vernon, Indiana by Curtis Tomak
[Indiana Department of Transportation]
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been reported by Federal archeology program participants during each of the three years reported here
(Table C.5). Including an estimate for unreported data, approximately 29,000 to 38,000 U.S. Federal
archeological overview projects were conducted each year (see Figure 3.2). The 1990 figure represénts
a 30% increase in this critical planning activity over the three years reported here, and is more than triple
the 10,581 planning projects reported in 1985 (Keel et al. 1989:Table 3.2), the first year in which such
reviews were tallied. This number of "reported projects” greatly exceeds the number of "authorized
investigations" reported in Tables 3.1 and C.4 because of differences in terminology (see Figure 3.2).
The responses to questions about permits and permit-like authorizations are made in terms of the
permitted or authorized person/corporation, each of whom or which may conduct several projects in any
one year that are all covered under a single permit or §-.5(b,c) authority. For instance, in Montana the
BLM averages about 1,000 "actions" or "undertakings" each year, which far exceeds the number of
archeological permits issued, employee contracts, and other agreements combined (Gary Smith, BLM

Montana State Archeologist, telephone conversation with Ruthann Knudson, February 17, 1993).

Over 14,200 identification and inventory projects were reported annually in the United States in
1988 through 1990 (Table C.5, see Case Studies 2.1, 2.2). This is fewer than the nearly 17,000 ahd over
20,000 such investigations reported in 1985 and 1986 respectively (Keel et al. 1989:Table 3.2) and the
nearly 16,000 reported in 1987 (McManamon et al. 1992: Table 2.3), but these numbers may have been
affected by differing levels of agency reporting in 1988-1990. BLM is the largest Federal land manager
and the integrated nature of its cultural resource management program makes it difficult to obtain data
on archeological activities separate from other types of cultural resource investigations. In addition, data
are not available to indicate how much of the reported archeological activity involves baseline site
identification and mapping, and how much of it involves test excavation or the use of other ground-
penetrating technologies to support an evaluation of a site’s eligibility for the National Register of Historic
Places. Including a correction for unreported data, from 18,600 to 22,400, such Federal field inventory
investigations were estimated to have been conducted in the United States each year during 1988, 1989,
and 1990 (see Figure 3.2). During that period there does not appear to have been any substantial change
in the amount of such activity. For those years, fluctuations in the number of field investigations parallel

fluctuations in the number of authorized archeological projects (see Figure 3.2).

Planned excavation of archeological sites, usually referred to as "data recovery" or "treatment,”

may be conducted either to meet research needs alone, or to preserve data that are important to scientific

53



research in compliance with NHPA Section 106 or the AHPA. Between 900 and 1,000 U.S. archeological
data recovery projects per year have been reported by Federal agencies for 1988-1990 (Table C.6, Case
Study 3.2), and when this number is corrected for unreported acreage, it is estimated that approximately
1,200-1,400 such projects have been conducted annually during the period of this report (see Figure 3.2).
The annual percentage of data recovery projects relative to archeological project authorizations (see
Figure 3.2) is roughly equivalent for each of the three years covered here. Data recovery projects ranged
in size from very small excavations of a few square feet to the Central Arizona Project that included

many large excavations at a number of sites.

As discussed above, emergency or unanticipated discoveries of an archeological site in the midst
of an ongoing Federal or federally assisted project may be managed in compliance with either AHPA or
NHPA. Whatever the form of compliance, in 1988, 1989 and 1990 between 150 and 235 such discoveries
were reported each year in the United States; correcting for missing data, it is estimated that 190 to 335
of these occurred in each of these years (Table C.7, see Figure 3.2). Many Federal agency annual
questionnaire responses regarding the total number of unanticipated archeological discoveries appear to
be incomplete (Table C.7). Thus it is not appropriate to estimate the yearly percentages of unanticipated
discoveries that required data recovery. Data for 1990 from the BLM and the BIA, which reported most
of the unanticipated discoveries (Table C.7), indicate that about half of those discoveries involve materials
that were significant enough to require data recovery. Data from the development-managing agencies
indicate that most of their emergency discoveries are significant archeological resources, though they had
fewer such discoveries than did the land-managing agencies. Federal agency reliance on agency personnel
to staff archeological investigations, rather than on land-use applicants (and consultants), is greatest for
unanticipated discovery projects as compared with overview or identification and evaluation activities

(Tables C.5, C.6, and C.7, see Figure 3.2).

An extremely complex U.S. archeological resource management project was conducted in 1989
and 1990 the Exxon Valdez cultural resource management program (ACHP 1989:96-97, Betts et al. 1991,
Haggerty et al. 1991, Mobley et al. 1990). The oil tanker Exxon Valdez struck a reef off the coast of
south central Alaska on March 24, 1989, releasing an estimated 258,000 barrels of crude oil and fouling
the shore along the coast of Prince William Sound, an area known to have archeological and architectural
sites reflecting over 7,000 years of human heritage. The Exxon Valdez cultural resource management

project employed 26 professional archeologists and included 