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Now more than ever, die protection, preservation, and interpretation ot America s

archeological resources are important activities of federal agencies. Archeological

remains, whether related to the ancient inhabitants of our country or from more 

recent historical times, should be reserved for public uses rather than private gain.

We should strive to provide all Americans the opportunity to appreciate past crafts

manship, understand past ways of life, and better comprehend people’s adaptations 

to changing natural, physical, and social environments during prehistoric and historic

times. Information derived from archeological resources should be provided through

scientifically based, accessible public interpretation. Archeological collections and 

associated records should be cared for and used to further public education.

This report was prepared to fulfill reporting responsibilities under section 5(c) of

the .Archeology and Historic Preservation Act and sections 10 and 13 of the

Archaeological Resources Protection Act. This report provides a basis for under

standing the resources and protection and education programs directed by federal
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■ Left: Cliff Palace at Meso Verde 
National Pork. People began set
tling ot Mesa Verde around the
5th century AD and lived there for 
about 800 years, leaving some of 
the most beautiful villages in the 
Southwest.





Introduction
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The* history of North America is written as much in the earth as it is on paper. From „

the Ice Age to the Cold War, the earth holds a literal wealth of heritage. 1 he first o

people to inhabit the American continent, the great cultures that thrived (orcen- 

lunes along the Mississippi, the wagon trains west, all left tmequaled physical lestt- 

mony to the reality of other eras. K

But as forest and farmland have given way to highway and city, much of (his archco- - 

logical richness has disappeared. On federal and tribal land, however, many sites 

remain, and through the passage of laws (see Appendix DI, the American people 

have charged their government with preserving them. About a third ol the nation— 

710 million acres, with an estimated 6 to 7 million archeological sites—belongs to 

■ Left: Reed curtain over dwelling 
doorway testifies to the presence 
of Native Americans at New 
Mexico's Aztec Ruins Notional 
Monument.

the people of the United Stales.

.Much of the archeology done by government agencies is required by the National 

I listoric Preservation Act. One important goal is to preserve sites that arc or may be 

eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Agencies must consider (he eflect 

of projects they conduct, fund, or authorize on these sites. These projects are on fed

eral, tribal, state, or private land, emailing highway construction, mining, laying 

pipelines, erecting hospitals, and a range of other activities.

Public agencies arc encouraged to carry out their actions in ways that preserve 

important sites and the information they contain. Many sites are preserved once they 

are discovered; others are excavated out of harm's wav; with their artifacts and 

research preserved for posterity.



■ Above: Cliff dweller pottery from 
Mesa Verde Notional Park.

Below: Ruins of jailhouse where 
Geronimo and Billy the Kid were 
held prisoner, Fort Union National 
Monument, New Mexico.
Far Right: Peeled-back black
top reveals the wall of a 19th- 
century workers' boardinghouse, 
Boott Cotton Mills, Lowell, 
Massachusetts.
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gram. . U will be seen in 

I bis report, there have been 

successes and shortcomings. 

Interagemy cooperation 

and support pom the pro

fessional archeological com

munity. private groups, 

and the public are all cru

cial ij the successes are to 

continue—and the short

comings menwm.

This report, called lor by (he Archeological and Historic Preservation Act and the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, assesses the impact ol federal projects on the 
nation’s archeological heritage, describing activities and accomplishments in fiscal years 
1991 and 1995. The latter legislation, passed in 1979 to counter the rampant looting 
of sites, calls for federal land managers to issue permits for archeological work, create 
public awareness programs, undertake comprehensive surveys ol their lands, cate loi 
collections and records, and document archeological crimes.

The extent of tin agency’s involvement in the federal archeology program depends on its 
mission. For this report agencies are divided into those that manage land (such as the 
Bureau of Land Management), those that regulate activities (such as the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission ), and those that oversee development (such as the Federal 
Highway Administration). Land management agencies, responsible for vast tracts contain
ing hundreds of thousands of sites, have their own archeology programs. However, agen
cies in charge of managing smaller tracts, which may not have archeologists on staff, have 
an equal responsibility io preserve sites under their jurisdiction.

Development agencies provide financial or technical assistance on lands that they may 
or may not manage. For example, the Natural Resources Conservation Service works 
with private land owners to foster wise agricultural practices. The Federal Highway 
Administration, which allocates construction and maintenance funds to state highway 
departments, is responsible for protecting sites affected by such work. Regulatory agen
cies such as the Office of Surface Mining and the Minerals Management Service issue 

federal licenses 
and permits for 
a wide variety of 
activities, such 
as petroleum 
exploration and 
drilling.

This report 
includes both 
numerical and 
narrative data 
provided by Id 
agencies. With 
any effort of this 
magnitude, 
incomplete data 
affect i n lerprela
tions and will 
continue to do 
so in the future. 
The numerical 

information presented herein is a general measure of the federal archeology program 
rather than a precise calculation.
The current government-wide effort to preserve the nation’s archeological heritage 

has taken shape through laws and regulations that extend back to the late 19th century 
and the Antiquities Act of 1906. Today, federal archeology is an integral part of the 
national archeology and historic preservation program. As will be seen in this report, 
there have been successes and shortcomings. Interagency cooperation and support front 
the professional archeological community, private groups, and the public are all crucial 
if the successes arc to continue—and the shortcomings overcome. The future will 
depend on the continued dedication and altruism of those who work to preserve our 
archeological legacy.







Recommendations
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Inventorying Sites Spread across over 710 million acres of federal and tribal land arc an estimated 6 to 

7 million unidentified archeological sites. Despite the fact that H 1994-95 saw the 

■ Lin: Fireplates and the few

Q
X

number of acres surveyed to identify sites increase by 76 percent, yielding a 66 per

cent jump in known sites, this only scratches the surface of an immense national 

resource. The long-term management and protection of these sites is a formidable 

challenge for federal agencies, particularly those who manage land, as most ol the 

nation's publicly held sites arc in their care. If agencies do not know what they have, 

where it is, and what is needed to preserve it, these sites cannot be understood, 

interpreted for the public, or protected.

■ Land-holding agencies need to systematically build their inventories of archeo

logical sites. Getting a good count of the nation’s public sites is a very long term 

effort requiring steady progress.

■ I More reliable methods for identifying sites must be developed. The number of 

unanticipated archeological discoveries (during highway construction ami the like) is 

not declining. Often, by the time the discovery is made, the damage is done.

■ Agencies should increase the number of sites evaluated for the National Register 

remaining chimneys of New 
Mexico's Fort Union, the largest 
such oatpost in the 19th century 
Southwest and a haven for settlers 
on the Santa Fe Trail.

of Historic Places. Once a property has been listed, it can be belter protected and 

interpreted for future generations. Only 27 percent of known sites in this country 

have been evaluated for the National Register. This reporting period saw an increase 

in evaluations, but new sites are being discovered at a much faster rate.



Preventing Vandalism 
and Looting

Between three and five million dollars were spent specifically on archeological law 
enforcement in each ol the reporting years. The number of arrests and prosecutions 
declined, while violations remained stead}-. The ratio of convictions to prosecutions is 

Above: Arizono's Perry Mesa 
archeological district, listed on the 
National Register of Historic 
Places. The Bureau of Land 
Management and the Forest 
Service received o special recogni
tion award for a Notional Register 
nomination to expand the district.

improving, however. Eighty-five percent of prosecutions resulted in convictions. This 
reporting period saw agencies cooperating as never before and being much more aggres
sive in enforcing preservation laws, a trend that must continue in the future.
■ Agencies should continue to improve regional strategies to combat looting. 
Archeological crime transcends local jurisdictions, and often crosses international bor
ders. Regional, multi-agency task forces have proven effective in uncovering and prose
cuting cases involving systematic looting in several stales,
■ The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 should be used more often 
for prosecuting civil cases. When criminal prosecution is not the chosen course, civil 



action is very often a good, cost-effective alternative, and one that has been under-used 
in the past.
■ Agencies should develop standardized reporting for archeological crimes. Many 
land management agencies are unable to retrieve data on these offenses.

Fostering Partnerships 
and Communication

There is much to applaud in this area, with FY 1991-9.5 bringing a host of innovative— 
and sorely needed—partnerships, cost share projects, cooperative research, and agree

ments. These efforts are exemplified by local and
regional approaches to fight looting and by 

agency held offices assisting tribes 
with surveying their lands and 

evaluating their sites.
■ Agencies must develop 

national agreements to 
/ resolve differences in 

% their procedures.
% These agreements 

% will streamline the 
W transfer of funds
* and material—as
■ well its the sharing

DIM 29%
of expertise—for 
interagency pro
jects.
■ Compatible

■ database standards 
g are needed. The 
# databases used by 

■ the National Park
Service and the Bureau 

’■ J of Land Management, 
J which share such slan- 

dards, arc a good example. 
Such compatibility would allow 

agencies to not only share informa-
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■ Figure r. Archeological 
Crime on Federal Lands

lion among themselves, but provide 
access for partners such as state historic preser-

vation officers. Disparate data management systems impede communication at a time 
when the technology- provides staggering possibilities for improving management, 
research, and public education.

Educating the Public Many of the exemplary programs discussed in this report would not have been possible 
without cooperation. Partnerships and resource-sharing among agencies, universities, 
ami the private sector have been—and will continue to be—essential to reaching the 
public. There is no doubt that public education has improved in recent years, largely 
due to action in the areas mentioned here. There is room for improvement, however, 
and an ongoing need for innovation.

All indications point to an increasing public interest in archeology, and more ambi
tious efforts on the part of agencies in the realm of education. However, a way to mea
sure the benefits of these efforts remains to be found. If. for example, an agency edu
cates teachers on how to bring archeology- into the classroom, hoyv yvill their students’ 
enrichment ultimately be measured? Do participants at archeology- week events come





away with a new respect lor the nation’s heritage? Agencies must continue to search for 
ways to assess the effectiveness of their efforts.
■ Public programs and products should be periodically reviewed. This is essential to 
ensuring that they are communicating accurately and effectively.
■ Scientific reports offederal archeological investigations should be interpreted for 
the public and made available in popular publications and other media. These 
reports are notorious for their inaccessibility. Granted, technical reports are an impor-

What does it cost to care 

for America’s archeologi

cal heritage? Since some 

agencies did not provide 

data for this report, it is 

difficult to provide exact 

figures. The costs here, 

however, are a conserva

tive estimate.

x

x
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Conserving Collections 
and Records

■ Left: Pork Service preservation 
crew receives o shipment of 
supplies to shore up Colorado's 
Chimney Rock ruins.

Much needs to be done in this area of the federal program. Several agencies (such as 
the Corps of Engineers, Fish & Wildhle, the Department ol Defense, the National Park 
Service, and the Bureau of Land Management) arc taking the lead in developing com
prehensive policies for the long-term care of their collections and records. Still, a sub
stantial portion of the nation's archeological arc hives and collections arc in disarray 
and in sub-standard facilities.
■ Agencies must locate their collections, assess their condition, evaluate the facili
ties in which they are kept, and ensure adequate curation. 1 his reporting period saw 
some notable accomplishments, but additional funds are needed. Many holdings in 
non-federal facilities arc not monitored.
■ Agencies should cooperate with state and local institutions to improve the care of 
collections and ensure their appropriate use. Agencies should work closely with muse
ums housing federal collections to promote their use foreducation and exhibition.





■ Left: Surveyors ot New Mexico s 
Bnndelier National Monument.

Preserving the 
Archeological Record

archeological sites on lands they manage. In 199.5 there were nearly oo.OOO archeo
logical activities, up more than 2,000 from the year before (Figure 3) and tip 70 per
cent since 1987. This progress notwithstanding, of nearly 710 million acres of federal 
and tribal land, only 9 percent has been surveyed for archeological sites.

Planning and overview studies were the’ most common activities in FY 1994-9.5, fol
lowed by survevs to identify and evaluate sites. The intensity of the surveying— 
which runs the gamin from cursory inspections to in-depth examinations—depends 
on what is already known about an area ami whether a large project, like a federal 
highway or dam. is in the works. Between 1993 and 199.5, the amount of land sur
veyed jumped from 43 to 73 million acres (yielding a 66 percent increase in known 
sites), but most of the rise came from large land management agencies such as the 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management, (liven the size of the tracts 
they manage, this is relatively slow progress. The army and navy, by comparison, 
have surveyed a much larger percentage of their lands (Figure 4).

Data recovery projects—excavating or otherwise analyzing sites that cannot be pre
served—saw a 60 percent jump, but remain between 1 and 2 petvent of total activi
ties (Figure I). Although the unanticipated discovery of sites remained less than I 
percent of the total, too often these sites are destroyed in the process of discovery.

To reduce unanticipated discoveries—and to help land managers better understand 
the sites in their care—there is a need for more reliable inventory methods. Agencies 
also need to come up with belter strategics for managing siles and reducing the back
log not evaluated for listing on die National Register of Historic Places, which is 
essential for their long-term protection. Of sites discovered in FY 199.5, only 3 percent 
were listed. And as Figure 5 shows, the National Park Service accounted for 77 per
cent of the total number of sites listed. Most agencies had less than 2 percent.

As for preserving collections and archives —also essential to the archeological 
record—agencies arc devoting lime, staff, and funds, bill not enough (see Chapter 1).



PLANNING AND OVERVIEW STUDIES

Looking at the Long Run
NATIONAL STUDY EXAMINES AGRICULTURE’S EFFECT ON SITES

At one time, the remnants of the nation's past were plentiful across the land.

l/ if edintated l ha i 

there are about sis tn 

\evcn million archeo- 

logical sites in the 

contiguous 18 stales, 

nearly half of ivhich 

are on private land 

used for agriculture.

■ Above: Protective vegetation 
covers on Indiana archeological 
site under the USDA's conservation 

reserve program.

■ Contact Point:
fnichoel.kaczor@usda.gov

Bm as die forests, plains, and river valleys were 
cleared for agriculture, archeological sites disap
peared in great numbers. Recent years, however, 
have seen landowners and government cooperate on 
innovative strategies to protect sites on private land. 
A new studv hopes to produce a nationwide profile 
of the issue and give planners an idea of what to 
expect in the future, so that our national heritage 
continues to he protected.

The Natural Resources Conservation Service has 
launched a first-of-its-kind national study ol how 
agricultural practices affect archeological sites on 
private land. Though its mission is monitoring the 
health of our natural resources, NRCS, like other 
federal agencies, also has a responsibility to earc for 

' the nation’s irreplaceable cultural resources.
Because most forms of agriculture often disturb archeological sites, the agency is devel
oping policies to protect them.

Much of the service's work is with private landowners, offering technical assistance in 
such matters as terraces or watersheds. When archeological sites arc found in the 
process. NRCS encourages owners to help preserve them. Though they arc not obliged 
to do so, many arc eager to cooperate.

Currently in its early stages, the project has produced an initial picture of the number 
of archeological sites in the country, their densities in different regions, and the impact 
of various types of agricultural practices. The study will also look at the threat posed by 
such natural forces as erosion.
What the study has turned up so far illustrates the importance of taking action. It is 

estimated that there are about six to seven million archeological sites in the contiguous 
IH states, nearly half of which are on private land used for agriculture. Nineteen per
cent of these are or will be directly affected by land leveling, improved farming equip
ment, the construction of drainage ditches, and land clearing.

To dale, the study's focus has been to find out how computer technology like 
ideographic Information Systems can help discern trends so that the issues can be bet
ter understood and policies developed to enhance protection. CIS, one of the most 
recent and useful technological tools for managing land, can store, sort, and recover 
geographic data such as maps, images, and other information related to archeological 
sites and trends in land development. So far, researchers have used GIS to look at the 
nation county by county, using it to illustrate such things as the distribution of archeo
logical sites and where various types of agricultural practices arc used.

For over ,50 years. NRCS has analyzed and quantified our natural resources. The 
1977 passage of the Soil and Waler Resource Conservation Act brought about a contin
uous series of inventories, conducted every five years. Two appraisals conducted in the 
1980s raised a number of new concerns, among them the potential destruction of 
archeological sites and historic properties. This is what prompted the current study.

Hopefully, the new study will give policymakers a clear picture of a complex issue in 
which varied interests must be addressed. The information it ultimately provides may 
be used to forecast the impact of future agriculture, to see where the urgent priorities 
lie, and to work out options. An example of the success that is possible is the USDA’s 
Conservation Reserve Program, which has protected some 16,000 archeological sites, 
illustrating that agriculture ami archeology need not be mutually exclusive.



The Real McCoy?
WELL-LAID PLAN YIELDS UNEXPECTED OUTCOME

The West Prairie Mound Group—located on whot is now Ft. McCoy in western Wisconsin— 

entered the official record in 1883, with a description by Smithsonian archeologist Stephen Peet 
in The American Antiquarian. Later reports fed the suspicion that the mounds were ancient buri
als. As a result, the U.S. Army drew up a plan to determine if the mounds were eligible for the

National Register of Historic Places. The plan 
was typical; the outcome was not.
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Unanticipated 

Oiscoueries
'The gathering of information from 0 sila through excavotion, photography, or other methods.

Contact Point:
greek@osiris.cso.uiuc.edu

It is o common situation. An agency has a potentially important site on its hands, but the evi
dence for its significance, gathered over decades, is sporadic and inconclusive. In this case, the 
Army hired the Great Lakes Archaeological Center to further investigate the site.

The mounds rise up from a narrow river valley—with evergreen forests to the north and savan
nah prairies to the south—which probably attracted people for the last 10,000 years. Between 
about 1000 BC ond AD 1600, in the farming villages that sprouted up along the mid-continent's 
waterways, deceased leaders were often buried in earthworks resembling the West Prairie mounds.

Most of these cultures had vanished when the Europeans arrived; by the time the place was first 
mopped in 1912, loggers and farmers hod destroyed four of the nineteen mounds reported in 
The American Antiquarian. In the 1960s, development and agriculture continued to threaten.

As port of the plan, archeologists mapped 12 of the (by now) 14 remaining mounds and con
ducted limited excavations, shovel probes, and soil analysis. Their findings, though not 100-per- 
cent conclusive, suggest that the mounds are significant, but not in the woy expected.

It appears that the valley is a geologically rare remnant of the pre-Ice Age period, untouched 
by the glaciers that once blanketed the rest of the state. Its mounds—likely natural landforms that 
escaped the wearing action of glaciation—probably once dotted the entire region.

Although the plan did not yield a National Register-eligible site, the Army is better equipped to 
monage Ft. McCoy knowing the significance of what it owns.



IDENTIFYING AND EVALUATING SITES
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Deciphering a Monument
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE TAKES STOCK OF A TREASURE

The handwriting of 15 centuries lines the steep and silent walls of Canyon del

$
/ar. investigators 

have added over 500 

previously unknown 

sites tn the monu

ment's inventory— 

among them the 

depressions oj once- 

great kivas and the 

walls of pueblos worn 

dawn by centuries of 

(loodi ng.

■I Right: A 19th century Navajo 
rock painting depicts a column ol 
Spanish soldiers entering Canyon 
de Chelly. Rock art illustrating 
documented events can be found 
throughout the area.

■ Contact Point:
scoft_travis@nps.gov

Muerto—5,000 panels of rock art, with up to 1,000 inscriptions on each one—typifying 
the abundance of perishable artifacts scattered about the towering dills, hidden alcoves, 
and desiccated river banks in this remote corner of Arizona’s Canyon de Chelly 
National Monument. The silence belies the canyon's extraordinary lineage of inhabi
tants, from ancient cliff dwellers to Navajo warriors, which the Park Service is recording 
in the most intensive, tnulii-faceted reconnaissance of the monument ever attempted.

So far, investigators have added over 500 previously unknown sites to the monu
ment's inventory—among them the depressions of once-great kivas and the walls of 
pueblos worn down by centuries of flooding—as they chart the rise and fall ol commu
nities over the centuries. Perhaps most surprising is the wealth of evidence left by the 
canyon’s earliest residents, the Basketmakers, including stone coffins dugout of alcove 
floors, some still covered by mat roofs smeared with a greenish shale plaster.
The surveyors studied the entire 25-inilc length of the canyon, clambering up slick 

expanses of rock to get to remote alcoves carved out of the cliff lace by millions of 
years of weathering. Each site was mapped and photographed, its significance analyzed 
and condition evaluated. Many side canyons have their own "microenvironments" that 
require preservation strategics tailored to the setting.
The results of the survey—including soil analyses and GIS maps—were entered into 

a database designed to help the Park Service manage and interpret the monument. A 
second database, which houses almost 7,000 project photographs, can be sorted by cat
egories ranging from "rock art" to “eroding structures."

In addition, the park historian is inventorying the cultural landscape of the canyon- 
including sites still considered traditionally significant by the Navajos—and analyzing 
the impact of soil conservation projects in the 1930s on the evolution of the canyon 
Hoot. Preliminary results demonstrate that changes wrought in the 20th century, as 
with so much of the American West, have been widespread anti dramatic.
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In Advance of Disaster o
IDENTIFYING SITES THREATENED BY MISSISSIPPI FLOODING BYjlM McNeil °

M

A river could run through it, ond devostote the heritage of 7,000 years of human occupation in * 
the state of Missouri,

The Birds Point-New Madrid Floodway—built by the Corps of Engineers to channel millions of 
gallons of Mississippi overflow during disastrous floods—was estimated to contain over 3,000 u
archeological sites. Should the floodway be opened to relieve the overflow, these sites would be „
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Contact Point:
mcneili@impp.mvtn.usQce.army. 
mil

National Register protection, the Corps embarked on a study of the floodway's upper reaches, 

where the flow's velocity would be most destructive.
To save time and money, archeologists developed a site prediction model based largely on the 

idea that settlers in the swampy terrain have always favored higher ground. In surveying 10,000 
acres, they identified and/or evaluated over 250 sites, most previously unknown, 125 of them 

significant according to the nomination criteria for the Register.
With this information in hand, the Corps conferred with the state historic preservation officer 

and archeological contractor Mid-Continental Research Associates. Ultimately, 25 Register-eligi
ble sites will be excavated out of harm's way. So far, excavations have revealed the remains of 
ancient plazas, stockades, and dwellings. Archeologists even found some round stones used in 
the game of chunkey, o popular pastime in Mississippian towns and villages, along with the rem
nants of some of the state's oldest European settlements.

One project—the excavation of a thousand-year-old village, open to the general public—was 
used to train university students ond federal professionals whose work requires some knowledge 
of archeology. A formol report was also distributed to the archeological community.



EXCAVATION AND STUDY
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Excavating Philadelphia’s Foundations
PRISON CONSTRUCTION UNCOVERS CROSS SECTION OF CITY’S PAST By CUAms 11. 1.L1 DllCKEU

In the summer of 1995, visitors to Philadelphia’s Chinatown district saw more

o 
o
l-l 
o

than 200 years of the city’s history come to light during an excavation preceding the 
construction of the Metropolitan Detention Center al North 7lh and Arch Streets, 
funded by the U.S. Bureau of Prisons. Public interest escalated as the excavation pro
gressed, with office workers frequently visiting the site or watching from windows high 
above the street. An outdoor exhibit informed first-lime visitors about the excavation.

Research revealed that Isaac Zane built the first house on the site around 1700.
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TA he archeologists 

were surprised by a soil 

layer from the I7(i(h- 

fi()s cmitaining artifacts 

associated with crafts 

and industries such as 

brewing, metalworking.
006 TUCMER tOkhS ASSOCIATES

Zane subdivided the block, which was then settled by artisans. Townhouses built in the
button making, carpen

try, stone carving. shoe- 

making. and stained-

glass making.

■I Above Left: Philadelphia 
streetscape, late 1800s, depicting a 
row house at 7th and Arch Streets. 

Above Right: Foundations 
exposed during construction of the 
new detention center. 
Opposite: Philadelphia earth
enware, a popular and widely- 
traded commodity in the coastal 
cities of colonial America.

■ Contact Point:
deedecker@compuserve.com

early 1800s—when the block was subdivided again—stood until the Civil War, when 
they were rebuilt as commercial buildings or small factories.

Urban archeology requires heavy equipment to cut through pavement and remove fill. 
At this site, a team of archeologists used backhoes and dump trucks together with the 
usual tools of excavation-—shovels and trowels—-to expose the 19th century founda- 
lions. More than 50 circular brick features were also located, including wells, neces
saries (outhouses), and risterns used to colled rainwater. Some of these—which often 
served as trash receptacles—were as deep as 25 feet. Today, these features act as 
windows into the- lives of past occupants of the site. One of the privies, built 
between 1810 and 1818, contained artifacts probably left by the Charles 
Clayton household. Clayton, a coachmakcr, and his wife, Eleanor, had a fam
ily of 12 and had both a dwelling and a coach shop on one of the lots.

The archeologists were surprised by a soil layer from the 1760s-80s containing arti
facts associated with brewing, metalworking, button making, carpentry, stone 
carving, shoemaking, and stained-glass making. One of the most impor
tant finds was a large amount of broken redware vessels from a nearby 
kiln. In the 18th and 19th centuries, Philadelphia was famous for its red 
earthenware, and merchants of the early republic proudly advertised that 
they had "real Philadelphia" pottery for sale. Sent as far as New Orleans and 
South Carolina, Philadelphia red earthenware became the standard.

The archeologists prepared a technical report on the site as well as a publica
tion for the general public. The artifacts will be curated by a local museum.



Unanticipated Discovery
TRIBES AND DOE FIND ROAD TO COOPERATION By Path NatoNI

v ne of the most diffi

cult issues was con-

firming the Native 

American identity of 

the remains. With no

cultural artifacts or

skeletal indicators, no

one could be positive 

that this Was not a

Euroameri can from the 

settlement era.

■ i Figure 5 Percent of Sites 
Listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places, 
by Agency

In April 1994, o backhoe operator digging a hole to replace an old water pipeline at the Idaho 

National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory discovered bones in the trench wall. When 
archeologists with the lab's operating contractor, Lockheed Martin Idaho Technologies Company, 
confirmed that the bones were human, we at the Department of Energy's Idaho Operations Office 
embarked on our first experience with the Native American Groves Protection and Repatriation Act.

Our office is responsible for the 893-square-mile federal facility, on the aboriginal lands of the 
Shoshone-Bonnock Tribes in southeastern Idaho. Although the Idaho DOE office had been inter
acting with the tribes for years, the sensitive consultation now called for was a new experience.

Consultation began immediately between Lockheed Martin archeologists and the archeologist 
with the tribe. Within 24 hours, our office hod formally notified the Shoshone-Bonnock, the coun
ty sheriff, and the state historic preservation officer. Within a few days, we began consultation as 
a team consisting of our tribal liaison officer, Lockheed Martin's archeologists, and, most impor
tantly, the tribes' cultural resources coordinator. Including the tribal perspective at this earliest 
stage was critical, os many of our decisions hinged upon close feedback from the tribes.

Our early integration as a team and continuing professional relationships helped to resolve 
many issues, os they allowed communication to be immediate and direct. It was the processing 
of the information that proved difficult and time-consuming. For the tribes, the resolution of the 
discovery was far more significant than regulatory time constraints. We had to recognize that and 
be willing to divorce ourselves, at least temporarily, from the routine of paper-powered decisions.

One of the most difficult issues was confirming the Native American identity of the remains. 
With no cultural artifacts or skeletal indicators, no one 

could be positive that this was not a 
Euroamerican from the settlement era.

The team agreed that only chemical 
analysis of the remains could indi

cate cultural affiliation. Yet, to 
the tribes, taking samples of 

bone for dating represented 
still more disturbance to the 

individual. Although our 
office could have directed 
that the dating be done 
immediately, we valued 
our relationship with the 
tribes more than the sat
isfaction of quick statisti
cal certainty, and decid

ed against testing without 
tribal consent, which we 

eventually obtained. 
With the age of the 

remains confirmed, the team 
planned for reinterrment. The 

tribes preferred a location on the 
facility grounds that happened to be 

a significant archeological site, eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places.

Our office began consulting with the preservation offi
cer—with the team's technical support—crafting a reinterment solution that met everyone's needs. 
In August of 1995, the team returned the tribes' ancestor to the earth.

For some federal agencies, "consultation'' has not yet evolved beyond a letter of notification to

Contact Point:
nalonipm@inel.gov

tribes. For the DOE Idaho Operations Office, it meant meeting with the tribes in person—in the 
field and over the table—with the understanding that consensual agreement must be reached. 
This requires an investment of time and energy to establish personal relationships. And it confers 
an obligation on the agency to suspend the bureaucratic tendency to deal only with letterheads, 
and learn to deal with people again.



Featured Investigation

R Story of Deepening Complexity By Robert King

In Search of 
the First Americans

• Above; Alaska's Mesa Site yields 
dues to oncient questions.

• HEN DID the first people come to the Western Hemisphere? And who were 
they? BLM .scientists in northern Alaska are al the cutting edge of new theo
ries about the first Americans. The emerging picture from their research 
heightens the complexity surrounding one oi the most enduring anthropologi
cal questions of our time.

For much of the 20th century, scientists have scoured remote parts of Alaska 
for chics to North America’s first inhabitants—paleoindians. In 1978, when BLM 
archeologists were surveying public lands north of the Arctic Circle prior to oil explo-

ration, they discovered sev
eral stone projectile points 
that had probably been 
mounted on lance-like 
spears. Initial radiocarbon 
dating indicated the points 
were around 7,600 years 
old, not even close to the 
oldest artifacts found in the 
New World. But by the late 
1980s a more precise dating 
method had been perfect

ed—accelerator mass spectrometry. This showed that some of the artifacts from the 
Mesa site, as it was called, were in fact nearly 12,000 years old. The finding stunned 
archeologists, and the Department of Interior subsequently funded a five-year research 
project that concluded in 1997.

Lying atop a mesa-like rock outcrop, the location of the site is nothing less than 
breathtaking. From 200 feet up. ancient hunters had a 360 degree vantage point for 
spotting game such as bison and, possibly, mammoths.

Until the site was discovered, archeologists generally accounted for the early cultures 
in the lower 48 as the products of a single migration out of Asia. But the distinctive
ness of the stone points found here—and al the Putu site 160 miles lo the cast—indi
cate that perhaps there were several migrations (Mesa artifacts range in date from 
9,700 to 1 1,700 years old). Early Alaska may have been occupied by different cultures 
who spoke different languages, and had distinct ways of making tools.

The Mesa and I’utu artifacts have amazed archeologists with their close resemblance 
to paleoindian tools found to the south. As a rule, little of what is found from early 
Alaska resembles anything from paleo sites in the lower 48. This means that the 
descendants of the Mesa culture might have gone on io establish themselves further 
down the continent.

Archeological research on Bl.M lands west of Anchorage revealed other intriguing 
clues. At the Lime Hills Cave site, 10,000-year-old artifacts were found, including 
microblades, smalt, skillfully made cutting tools not found in the lower United States. 
They suggest that the bow and arrow may have been used in Alaska earlier than previ
ously thought. The Lime Hills items are similar to a well-known style of artifacts found
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■ Abovj and Right:
Archeologists investigate the Mesa 
Site in a quest to unravel the ori
gin of the earliest Americans.

■ Contact Point:
r2lcing@blm.gov

about 20 years ago in the 
Nenana Valley, south of 
Fairbanks. Such dose 
technological resemblance 
suggests that the makers 
were culturally related. II 
this is so, the Lime Hills- 
Nenana Valley culture 
was widespread in Alaska. 
Radiocarbon dating of 
artifacts shows that the 
Mesa and Lime Hills 
people were in Alaska at 
about the same time, and 

yet were markedly different. And a discovery at Spein Mountain, 200 miles from Lime 
Hills, raises other questions. Though the. two sites are relatively close, the Spein 
Mountain artifacts resemble those found at the Mesa site 500 miles to the north. What 
was the relationship of these groups to each other and to the paleoindian cultures in 
the lower continent?

What happened in Alaska over 11,000 years ago may teach us lessons about how peo
ple adapted—or did not—to the rapidly changing climate as the Ice Age ended. This 
could give us more perspective on our place in nature and our adaptiveness as a 
species. We may also find some of the most elusive truths about human history.
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Preventing Vandalism 
and Looting
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America’s archeological sites, material witnesses to the nation's heritage,

■ Left: At Washington State's 
Horsethief Lake Park, preservation 
instructor and Squoxin Island trib
al member Jim Rodgers stands 
with trainee in front of "She Who 
Watches," a 300-500 year old rock 
art painting thought to represent 
death from diseases borne by 

Europeans.

continued to be lost throughout FY 1994-95. Sometimes, the cause was urban devel
opment, some!inies the elements. But these can, io sonic extent, he tempered or pre
dicted. A more difficult challenge is the human factor: people who loot and vandalize 
archeological sites—or traFHc in illegally obtained artifacts—for pleasure and profit.

Federal agencies face not only the task of enforcing the law in often remote places, 
but of educating the public as well. They do so with tight budgets, slim staffs, and 
under an all-too prevalent perception of the past as novelty or commodity.

A refined picture of looting is emerging thanks to systematic monitoring by agencies 
and the increasing number of violations reported by the public. The reporting period 
saw a drop in the number of incidents compared to 1993 (Figure 6), Inn this should 
not be interpreted as a real decrease in looting. Regional studies demonstrate that 
the rale of loss is probably far greater, since most violations go unreported.
There were dramatically fewer arrests in 1995 than in 1991, ending a four-year 

increase (Figure (i). And after a record increase of arrests per violations in 1991 (31 
percent), 1995 saw that figure drop to 13 percent—a seven-year low.

Though prosecutions under the Archaeological Resources Protection Act rose, agen
cies continue to favor other statutes to prosecute. ARPA’s civil provisions were 
underutilized, even though this type of proceeding is both lime- and cost-efficient 
and fines etui be collected immediately to restore sites after they are damaged.

Interagency cooperation greatly improved. Joint investigations—and teams special
izing in archeological crimes—proved an excellent method ol handling cases.

One of the most optimistic developments was the growth of an aggressive effort 
aimed at training archeologists, land managers, law enforcement personnel, and 
attorneys. A 10-hour ARPA course is now available both locally and regionally 
through the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center. I he National Park Service 
and the Department of Justice also developed a program for lawyers and judges; the 
rising conviction-to-arrcst rale evidences its success. If the trend ol destruction is io 
be stemmed, inlcragencv cooperation ami the emphasis on training must continue.



Rock Art Patrol
PACIFIC NORTHWEST PROGRAM ENLISTS TRIBES, AGENCIES, PUBLIC

Archeologist Daniel Meatte was about halfway into digging an auger hole at
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Horsethief Lake State Park when he found himself face io face with the county sheriff. 
A rock climber had mistaken Meatte for a looter, and promptly summoned the authori-
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one of the richest col

lections of Indian rack 

art in the region. 

Unfortunately, much 

(fit is icorn to neat 

invisibility, so as 

climbers scramble up 

the rock fai es, adds are 

that their bout soles 

u ill scrape nr rub op 

the Jaded pigments.
M

■ Above: The rich heritage of 
Horsethief Lake has prompted an 
alliance of Indian, state, and fed
eral groups to prated sites from 
looting and vandalism.

Below: Planting a cyber-stake, 
on electronic reference point for 
keeping track of archeological 
sites using global positioning 
systems technology.

■I Contact Point:
donm@parks.wo.gov

tics with a cell phone from his perch on a nearby cliff face. The Washington Slate Parks 
archeologist, who was merely planting an electronic marker, had been snagged in a net 
that he himself had helped construct: a watch program that educates visitors to the 
park, which is on property leased to the state by the Corps of Engineers in compensa
tion for land inundated by the Columbia River’s Dalles Dam.
The program, run by park superintendent Rich Davis, focuses particularly on the 

climbers—and with good reason. Situated in what was once a major trading crossroads 
that drew tribes from as far away as the Great Plains, the park is home to one of the 
richest collections of Indian rock an in the region. Unfortunately, much of it is worn to 
near invisibility, so as climbers scramble up the rock faces, odds are that their bool 
soles will scrape or rub off the faded pigments. This threat—compounded by heavy vis
itation (trails worn down to expose archeological deposits), looting (slabs pried from 
the fractured basalt to sell on the black market), and maliciousness (rock art riddled 
with gunshot)—led several groups to join forces to solve the problem.

Meatte, Yakima Nation cultural protection analyst Fred Ike, Sr., and a representative 
of the county convened for a brainstorming session with archeologists Charles James of 
the BIA. Scott Stuemke of the Warm Springs tribes, and Michael Boynton of the Forest 
Service. Along with the watch program, they came up with the idea that access to the 
trails be restricted to guided lours given only on Friday and Saturday. On the first lour, 
timed io coincide with Washington Slate archeology week, Ike was there to give the 
Native American perspective on the art.

Since then, as part of the watch program, superintendent Davis has “chanted the 
mantra ol site protection" to climbers, school groups, community organizations, and 
visitors of all kinds, says Meatte. Local, county, and tribal police have all joined in.

The result, says COE archeologist Linda Watkins, is a “remarkable” change for the 
better. The Corps credits Meatte for the excellent coordination with the tribes that uhi- 
matclv made the project possible.



Winning Prosecution
FIRST USE OF NACPRA'S CRIMINAL PROVISION By D.WID TaRLER
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At a November 1995 awards ceremony nine federal agents were honored for outstanding 

investigative work in the first prosecution to use a criminal provision of the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. The event celebrated a prime example of how agencies 
can work together to enforce the laws intended to protect the nation's archeological sites.

A two-year investigation led to the conviction of Richard R Maniscalco, who pled guilty to traf-
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Contact Point:
david_torler@nps.gov

remains illegally excavated from Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument, which he tried to 
sell to a BLM undercover agent. BLM led the investigation, joined by the NPS, FBI, and U.S. Park 
Police. A federal magistrate sentenced Maniscalco to a year's probation and $2,000 in fines. He 
also forfeited $5,000 worth of illegally obtained artifacts. The Park Service is consulting with 

local tribes concerning the human remains.
Maniscalco had traded a cavalry button, bullets, casings, a belt buckle, and other items from 

Little Bighorn to international militario dealer Charles E. Snyder in return for Nazi memorabilia. 
With information provided by Maniscalco, Snyder was convicted of attempting to sell the artifacts 
through a Kentucky auction house for $15,000 to an NPS agent posing as a buyer.

Contact Point:
george_smilh@nps.gov

A Rapid Response to Archeological Crime
NPS LIAISON, MAKING A DIFFERENCE By GEORGE S. SMITH AND JOHN E. EUKENTIARD 
When looters are caught on public land in the Southeast—often in the dead of night—getting 

an expert to the scene fast used to be o problem. Not now.
The NPS Southeast Archeological Center has developed a rapid response network to deal with 

looting and vandalism ot archeological sites. In most cases, an archeologist is on the scene with
in 24 hours. Pork rangers once called an archeologist at home close to midnight, and the dam
age was being assessed before the park opened the next morning.

The linchpin in the network is the center's archeological liaison. Since many violations are after 
hours or on weekends, pork personnel have his home number. First, they discuss the crime scene 
and on archeologist is dispatched to prepare a damage assessment. Then, center archeologists 
work with park staff and the U.S. Attorney's office to prepare the cose ond testify in court. Every 
case prosecuted since 1990 has led to a conviction.



Featured Investigation

Pipeline to Preservation
Delauidre Halley Project Yields Cooperation, 
Innovation By Deborah Osborne and Chris Bergman

■I Right: Researchers analyzed the 
microscopic polish on the tools 
found at the site, ascertaining 
their function by creating replicas 
(such os the arrowheads shown 
here) and using them to work 
materials such os bone, hide, or 
wood.

■i Contact Point:
deboroh.osborne@ferc.fed.us

O
NE AUTUMN 7,000 years ago, a band of 
Native American hunters stopped at a 
small terrace along the Delaware River. 
Some combed the river bank for good 
stones to replenish their tool kits. 
Others made a hearth in the' ground, 
and from the surrounding woods collected 

hazelnuts to roast on the fire. In a river valley 
further north they had found chert of an excep
tional quality, and now, while resting, they look 
out the prized black and grey stone to make 

projectile points.
In 1993, that river terrace, near 
what is now Easton, Pennsylvania, 
was the site of a dilemma 
encountered many times 
across the country each year. 
The Saudis Eddy site, as it 
is called, lay in the path of a 
natural gas pipeline. When alter
native routes were examined, envi
ronmental issues arose that made’ them 
unfeasible. Law required that the archeo
logical information be saved, but the pipeline 
had to go through. What followed would be a 
remarkable example of interagency cooperation, innovative 
methodology, and exhaustive, cross-disciplinary investiga
tion. In short, Sandts Eddy became an outstanding exam

ple of preservation in the public interest.
Digging for the pipeline required a permit from the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, which, in turn, 
meant complying with the National Historic Preservation 
Act. By law, archeologists would precede the backhoes so 
the glimpse of the past offered by the site would be cap
tured for posterity.

Little was known about the early people of the 
Delaware Valley, and few deep sites had been exca
vated professionally. Saudis Eddy had the poten
tial to fill in gaps in the archeological record. 
However, Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line 
Corporation-—the line installer-—was concerned. 
Could the dig be discontinued if few artifacts



were (bund? Soil core samples revealed that the site had been flooded repeatedly 
over the millennia and that there were ancient land surfaces to a depth of 15 feet, 
with the earliest radiocarbon dated to 8,150 BC. Deep excavations require shoring 
trenches and safety equipment. Would there be a return on the money, time, and 
labor invested?

The Pennsylvania Historic Preservation Office, which is authorized to oversee com
pliance with NHPA, proposed this strategy: Two exploratory pits would be dug, and 
if fewer than 10 artifacts per cubic meter of soil were found, the dig would stop. All 
parties—FERC, Transco, and the archeological consul ting firm 3D/Enrironmental— 
agreed that this artifact density threshold was reasonable.

Al first glance, there were few elites to the ancient scenes that took place at Sandts 
Eddy. But through innovation, meticulous excavation, and extensive lab analysis, the 

site yielded its secrets.
People began using the area after the last Ice Age, which ended about 

12,000 years ago. Researchers analyzed the microscopic polish on the tools 
found al the site, ascertaining their function by creating replicas and 

using them to work similar materials such as bone, hide, or wood. The 
recovery of bifurcate (fork-based) projectile points, radiocarbon dated 

al 7,400 BC, suggests that this hallmark stone tool 
technology appeared about 500 to 1,000 years ear
lier than previously recorded in the Northeast.

“Point proveniencing,” or recording the 
precise position of each artifact in space, 
enabled archeologists to prove that what 

hey were finding was not just a hodgepodge of materi
als rearranged by flooding, but that the artifacts were close to 
the way Native Americans had left them. Another payoff 
was the geoarcheology, where the team valued the sediments 
as much as the artifacts in them. From examining the sedi

ments, archeologists were able to get an idea of the origi
nal landforms and prevailing environmental condi

tions. This research has helped pave the way to 
understanding the kinds of locations frequented by 

prehistoric people, and therefore most likely to 
contain significant sites. 'Hie database generated 

by the research will save money on future 
archeological surveys.

Eventually. 71 percent of the area lobe 
impacted by the pipeline was excavated. The 

site's visibility along well-traveled Route 61 I 
drew visitors of all ages, and frequent tours by 
university professors and students. The project 
spawned a host of professional papers, public lectures, and news
paper and television reports. A local citizen nominated the project 
for a state preservation award. Citing the interdisciplinary research, 

public involvement, and exemplary cooperation among private 
industry and federal and state agencies, the award was the first 

ever conferred on an archeological project in Pennsylvania.
The NHPA allowed the pipeline to proceed while pre
serving a chapter in our irreplaceable past. The agencies 

will continue working together for the common good and a wor
thy cause. And lighting a gas stove has become more meaningful because 

pipeline archeology has given us a millennia-old glimpse of our heritage to keep.
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In the mission to preserve the nation’s archeological heritage, winning the *

M Above: Girl Scouts ot an archeo
logical site in Hiawatha National 
Forest on Michigan's Upper 
Peninsula.

Left: Ranger Rich Davis leads a 
tour of rock art sites at 
Washington State's Horsethief 
Lake park, which is an the 
Notional Register of Historic 
Places.

hearts and minds of die public is vital. Over I lie years, the federal govern mean and 
private groups have appealed to the public in a variety of ways, and FY 1994-9,5 
offered encouraging results. Citizens are preserving the past, hands-on, in (heir local 
communities, working to protect collections attd records as well as archeological sites, 

Virile there can be little doubt that public involvement is growing, the actual
breadth of it is difficult to capture. Many agencies reported that their projects used 
volunteers, but lew identified how many, the hours they contributed, or the associat-
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cd savings. Future' reports will measure public participation more accurately.
Some examples stand out, however. At the BLM’s Anasa/.i Heritage Center in 

Colorado, volunteers contributed over a quarter million dollars in lime and services. 
The Forest Service’s Passport in Time program, in which people participate in actual 
digs, remains one of the most popular and widespread in the nation. Arizona’s “site 
stewards" program, in which citizen-volunteers take part in archeological crime 
watches, has inspired like efforts elsewhere.

Agencv archeologists are taking the message to schools as well, resulting in programs 
like BLM’s “Exploring Oregon’s Rist,” and the joint Air Forcc-NPS teachers’ work
shops on the legacy of Native Americans in Georgia. It is becoming increasingly com
mon for agencies involved with archeology to train teachers and develop curricula.

Archeology weeks, which states sponsor to promote preservation, are also increasing 
in popularity (Figure 7), Federal agencies often provide funding, stall, and other 
resources to make these events possible. More ami more, agencies are entering into 
cost share or cooperative management agreements with other federal, slate, and local 
entities—as well as with museums, universities, and private groups—to enlist the 
general public and the schools.



IN THE CLASSROOM

Discovering Archeology
THE INTRIGUE OF THE PAST BYjEAXXE M. Moe

An archeologist’s job is to discover amazing old things, right? You know—ancient 
temples covered with moss, a chief ’s burial mound, golden statues, a giant ceramic jar 
filled with seeds, shiny stone tools glittering in the sun—that kind oi thing. -1 hen it’s$

Ui me 1992. teachers 

and students across the 

nation have been dis

covering what arche

ology is really like 

through the Project 

. iichaeology education 

program sponsored by 

the Bureau of Land 

Management.

just a question of digging the sites up or collecting artifacts for a museum display, right? 
Wrong. Since 1992, teachers and students across the nation have been discovering 

what archeology is really like through the Project Archaeology education program 
sponsored by the Bureau of Land Management. They arc finding that archeology is 

much more than discovery and digging. Il is a 
sophisticated and precise science that can tell 
us a great deal about ourselves and our past, 
essential information as we plan for the future. 
More importantly, they are learning that if we 
don't preserve sites and artifacts, the only link 
to much of our past, there will be little left for 
our descendants to study and enjoy.

Project Archaeology originated in Utah in 
response to increasing vandalism of sites and 
was later adopted as the classroom portion of 
BLM’s national heritage education program. Its 
goal is to teach all young Americans to appreci
ate ami preserve our rich cultural legacy, there
by curbing senseless vandalism, illegal excava
tion. ami theft. The program, which was built 
oti partnerships, continues to thrive with the 
help of partners such as the National Park 
Service, U.S. Forest Service, state agencies, and 
the private sector.

■ Above: Teacher takes notes at a 
workshop sponsored by BLM's 
Project Archeology. Said one 
participant from Billings, 
Montana: "I want my students to 
acquire on oppreciotion for their 
own history while learning to 
appreciate that of others at the 
same time."

Project Archaeology supplies teachers with the materials and training they need to 
bring archeology to life in the classroom, expose students to real conservation issues, 
and conned voting people with the past. This unique program reaches elementary and 
secondary teachers and (heir students through individualized slate programs with three 
components:

■ High quality education materials that are easy to use, meet educational standards, 
and fulfill archeological learning goals
M Basic workshops that show educators how to use the materials and handle complex 
issues such as conservation, federal and state laws, and Native American perspectives
■ Advanced workshops, field projects, newsletters, and awards for educators, all of 
which sustain learning and involvement.

■ Contact Point;
jmoe@ul.blm.gov

Besides Utah, eight states have established Project Archaeology programs: Alaska, 
Oregon. Wyoming, Arizona, New Mexico, Pennsylvania, lenncssec, and Alabama, len 
states are developing programs and many more have inquired about sponsorship. 
Nationwide, nearly three thousand teachers have been trained and they, in turn, reach 
lens of thousands of students every year. As more states are added to the Project 
Archaeology family, the ranks of trained teachers will grow exponentially.

Do young people exposed to the program now value our shared heritage? 1 laic they 
changed their attitudes? A teacher from Clinton. Utah, gave her answer: “My students, 
in three short lessons, have developed quite strong opinions on what is light and they 
are quite concerned about protecting Utah's treasures. these values arc important not 
only in archeology but in everyday life."



Bringing Archeology into the Classroom
FOREST SERVICE BREAKS NEW GROUND WITH MONTANA CURRICULA By CONNIE REID

E.JU ach exercise is 

labeled by grade level 

and major subject area 

. . . students create 

and share stories by 

using pictographs as 

ancient peoples did, or 

participate in a mock 

dig by excavating lay

ers inside of trunks.

as1 Contact Point:
fswals=b.timmons/oul = rO 1 f 14a 

@mhs.attmoil.<om

I wish we could ploy archeology everyday," said o third grader after completing on exercise on 
prehistoric pottery reconstruction. The exercise, one of several dozen in Montana's Heritage: 
Bringing Archaeology into the Classroom, is part of a teaching curriculum that allows teachers to 
incorporate archeological concepts and the region's heritage into classroom curricula.

Developed by Forest Service archeologists in partnership with elementary school teachers, the 
curriculum includes a teaching guide and hands-on kits that contain artifacts and other media 
for use by students. Each exercise is labeled by grade level and major subject area to which it 

can be applied (social science, science, mathematics, or language). Exercises include activities 
such as having students create and share stories by using pictographs as ancient peoples did, or 
participate in a mock dig by excavating layers inside of trunks. Other exercises allow students to 
date sites by counting tree rings, dote and ascribe functions to artifacts using reference guides, 
and collect artifacts from a mock site using a grid and compass. These are only a sampling of 
the types of exercises in the guide and kits.

The effort was funded through a cost-share agreement between the Kootenai National Forest 
and a local elementary school. Area educators were very excited about the curriculum because 
little information specific to the locality was available. Forest Service staff were able to share the 
results of their work on nearby public lands, helping to fill that void. Several teachers helped 
develop the exercises and pilot the curriculum. Kootenai tribal members also contributed, provid
ing students with an awareness of the native people who still consider the public lands integral to 
their culture. As a result of this partnership, the Forest Service has been asked to provide in-ser
vice teacher training for the educators.

Over 500 copies of the guide have gone out to teachers and archeologists nationwide. Copies 
can be obtained by contacting the Kootenai National Forest Heritage Resources Program, 506 
US Hwy 2 West, Libby, MT 59923, (406) 293-6211.
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Figure 7: States With

Archeology Weeks ■



RECRUITING VOLUNTEERS

Pioneer Legacy
OHIO VOLUNTEERS RECLAIM AFRICAN AMERICAN PAST

Like archeology, history has its layers, obscured by the passage of time.
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■' Above Left: James H.
McQueen, one of several prison 
inmates who lent a hand cleaning 
up the once overgrown and for
gotten Payne Cemetery.

Above Right: Army Captain 
Verb Washington chats with reen
actors of the 5th Regiment of U.S. 
Colored Troops ot the dedication 
of the restored cemetery.
Washington wrote a dissertation 
on the regiment, five of whose 
members are buried there.

The Payne Cemetery, nestled on a narrow ridge straddling Wayne National Forest just 
south of New Straitsville, is the only visible evidence of an enclave of African American 
pioneers who came to the area in the early 1800s. It is unclear whether Payne’s 
Crossing, as the place was called, was actually a town or just a stop on the rail line. 
What Was dear is that the small cemetery—which had seen its last funeral in 1927— 
was overrun with brush, many of its sandstone markers toppled, eroded, or stolen, its 
road sign pockmarked with bullets. Memory of the pioneers had been supplanted by 
more recent history: some thought the cemetery was the final resting place for strike
breakers brought tn during the turn-of-the-century coal boom.

But Wayne archeologist Ann Cramer saw something else: a chance to reclaim the 
place and its heritage. "I was told it was a black cemetery, and I noticed there were 

some black 
Civil War vet
erans buried in 
it," she says. “1 
was told they 
were buried 
there because, 
at that time, 
they couldn't 

: be buried in a 
| white ccme- 
| tery." Cramer 
I cast a net for a volunteers

■ Contact Point:
ocramer/r9_ wayne@fs.fed.us

through the Forest Sers ice Passport in Time program, eventually getting a call from a 
member of a Lancaster. Ohio, genealogical society.

Society members rolled up their sleeves, clearing brush and debris from the stones 
and pursuing descendants through the archival records. Cramer successfully lobbied for 
repairs under the Passport in Time grants program, and a spate of news articles put out 
the word on the project. Other volunteers came knocking: inmates from the' Hocking 
Correctional Facility to help clean up and reset the markers. New Straitsville townspeo
ple to assist with ongoing maintenance, and a mason to fashion a granite monument to 
tell the cemetery's story.

In the early 1800s, freed from slavery in Virginia, the Paynes and other families came 
west to the Ohio territory, some to settle in the Monday Creek Valley just south of New 
Straitsville. But by the turn of the century, they were gone, bought out by coal compa
nies, Mining erased most of what was left except for the island of property where the 
cemetery stood.

With the help of descendants, the genealogists discovered dial Payne’s Crossing was 
once a thriving area, populated by coopers, coal miners, and farmers—“wealthy and 
well-respected residents," Cramer says, among them a druggist buried at the grave site.

After two years of hard work, the restored cemetery was rededicated in a major event. 
Sixty-two year old Richard Page, son of Rev. Thomas Page and Petina (Payne) Page, 
read from a letter by his daughter. U.S. District Judge Denise Page Hood: “We are liv
ing proof that the Pay nes’ strength and courage paid off and lives on in this generation 
and those to come. The Payne Cemetery is a memorial to that strength."
Jill Osborn, national coordinator of the Passport in Time program, added her 

thoughts. “Every so often a project comes along that reminds us of the beauty and 
tenacity of the human spirit,” she said. "This is one of those.”



Cause to Celebrate
VOLUNTEERS LOG THOUSANDS OF HOURS FOR PUEBLOAN HERITAGE By 1 KINKLt Jones

I n an August 1994 celebration, Petrified Forest National Park honored 1 44 volunteers who col
lectively donated thousands of hours documenting over 350 archeological sites covering 1 7,500 
acres. The volunteers helped photograph, draw, and tabulate hundreds of rock art elements and 

also helped exca
vate prehistoric 
sites. The park 

encompasses 
600-plus petrified 
wood quarries, 
pithouse villages, u
house mounds, -
and rock art sites 
left by Puebloon ®
farmers between ©
AD 200 and a-
1400, as well as

evidence of hunters and gatherers who began visiting the area more than 10,000 years ago. w
The work, most of which was funded by the Petrified Forest Museum Association, was done x

under the supervision of NPS archeologists from the Western Archeological and Conservation H

Center.
o

■i Above: Volunteers record petro
glyphs at Petrified Forest National 

Park.

a

Wild and Scenic Opportunity
GIRLS SCOUT OUT SITES IN HIAWATHA NATIONAL FOREST

1 =
n the summer of 1994, 23 girl scouts helped excavate prehistoric Indian sites at Hiowatho a

. Right: Girl Scouts help out with 
an excavation, working with 
archeologists to locate signs of 
prehistoric Indians in Michigan's 
Hiawatha National Forest.

Contact Point:
jfranzen/rq_hiawotha@fs.fed.u5

National Forest on Michigan's upper peninsula, discovering stone tools, tool-making areas, and w

a fire hearth radiocarbon-dated to 1,000 years ago. The project, part of a program colled 
"Wider Opportunities," attracted girl scouts from across the nation, who also took part in 
forestry, fisheries, and recreation projects all along the forest's Wild and Scenic River Corridor. 
For more information, contact John Franzen, Heritage Resources Program Leader, Hiawatha 
Notional Forest, 2727 N. Lincoln Rd., Escanaba, Ml 49829, (906) 786-4062.



INTERPRETING SITES

Trails West
AMERICA ON THE MOVE By Carl Barxa

What do Alaskan "mushers,” Spanish traders, and Pony Express riders have in

observance of the

Oregon Trail's sesqui-

common? They arc all people whose contributions to the development of this 
nation—from the Yukon to the Rio Grande—arc woven together by the threads of 
America's historic trails.

In response to the 1988 amendments to the Archaeological Resources Protection Act. 
the Bureau of Land Management developed its "Adventures in the Past" initiative.
'Adventures" focuses on thematic or regional events that showcase the great variety of

centennial, the BLM 

adopted "Trails I lest; 

America on the Move" 

as a theme to tell the 

story oj the challenges 

and hardships faced by 

people, both immi

grant and native, udiu 

struggled to accommo

date themselves to the 

land and its each other.

sites managed bv 
BLM. It also 
seeks to promote 
a conservation 
ethic among all 
Americans 
through partner
ships with other 
governmental 
agencies, educa
tional institu
tions, professional 
societies, and 
tourism associa
tions. In obser
vance of the 
Oregon Trail’s

■ Above Left: Native American
rock art along Arizono's 
Butterfield Trail.

Above Right: A dog team 
makes tracks along Iditarad 
National Historic Trail in Alaska.

■ Contact Point:
cborno@wo.blm.gov

sesquicentennial, the BLM adopted “Trails West: America on the Move" as a theme to 
tell the story of the challenges faced by people, both immigrant and native, who strug
gled to accommodate themselves to the land and to each other.

BLM lands arc crossed by approximately 3,600 miles of national historic trails. Other 
trails of historic significance cover hundreds of miles more. In partnership with state 
and local governments, interest groups, and others, BLM specialists have carried out a 
wide variety of projects to increase public appreciation of these unique resources.

In Alaska, a poster commemorating Iditarod National Historic Trail grew out of sever
al projects, among them a site invenlory/oral history done in cooperation with the 
state's office of history and archeology' and the relocation of part of the trail by BLM 
archeologists and other partners. Utah BLM hosted the 1994 annual meeting of the 
Oregon-California Trails Association: in addition io leading interpretive tours, BLM 
worked with the association to more accurately mark the Donner-Reed route using 
Global Positioning System mapping. In Nevada, BLM archeologists—together with 
University of Nevada-Reno archeology students and volunteers—investigated the site of 
the Jacobs Well Ponv Express Station; thanks to their work, visitors now can appreciate 
how archeology has illuminated the daily life at this remote frontier site.

Across the Southwest, historic trails tell a fascinating story of Spain’s often over
looked role in American history. The BLM, together with Mexico's National Institute 
of Anthropology-and History, New Mexico Slate University; the New’ Mexico State 
Monuments Division, and others, is working to tell this story through the planned El 
Camino Real Internationa] Heritage Center, near Socorro. One part will come from the 
findings of an internationally sponsored archeological held school al the Paraje San 
Diego, which explored the remains of a 17th century Spanish campsite along the trail.

When Horace Greeley said “Go west young man, and glow up with the country," ht- 
tle did he realize the legacy of his words. The BLM has been hard at work to see that 
this story is preserved and interpreted for I mure generations.



Four Corners in Alignment
GOVERNORS' COUNCIL CRAFTS VISION FOR FOUR-STATE REGION By ClEAL BRADFORD

To some, the word "partnership" means a few words on paper. But to the Four Corners
Heritage Council—created in 1991 by the governors of New Mexico, Colorado, Arizono, and

r
fl aided by a mission 

statement that says 

"there are no bound

aries, ” the council 

sponsors i n lerpret i ve 

programs that recog

nize the varied inter

ests in preserving the 

region's approximately 

16,000 archeological 

sites.

Right: Bottles, Ismay Trading 
Post, Colorado.

Utah—it means action.
Guided by a mission 

statement that says 
"there are no bound
aries," the council 

sponsors interpretive 
programs that recog
nize the varied interests 
in preserving the 
region's approximately 
16,000 archeological 
sites. The 15-member 
council includes 3 
gubernatorial appoint

ments per state (at 
least one Native 
American and one pri

vate sector representa
tive) as well as repre
sentatives of the 
Bureau of Land 
Management, the U.S. 
Forest Service, and the 
National Park Service. 
Three tribes—the Hopi, 
Navajo, and Ute 
Mountain Ute—pro
vide constancy in wor
thy projects beneficial 
to Native Americans; 
the Jicarillo Apache, 
Southern Ute, and 
some Pueblo tribes 
also take part.

Projects include 
establishing a heritage 
recognition system that 
includes signage and 
marketing tools for

P

39

Contact Point:
dealbradford@sanjuan.ceu.edu

public involvement and visitation, "Trail of the Ancients Heritage Byway Routes" connecting sites 
throughout the area, a comprehensive interpretation program that includes Native American per
spectives, and a public relations and education plan to improve conservation. Notably, Mesa 
Verde Notional Monument has been aggressive in making the Native American voice heard in 
interpretation, producing a video featuring Native American staff and the Indian way of life. 
Another excellent video, "Land of Silent Voices," was produced through a partnership forged by 
the council: Grand Canyon Trust, the U.S. West Foundation, the Pork Service, the Forest Service, 
and the BLM.

A program was also initiated to assess the tourism industry in the region. Its objectives were to 
define the industry, delineate public agency roles, establish partnerships to promote responsible 
use of sites, enhance the quality of the visitor experience, and promote rural economic develop

ment.
With the help of its tribal, state, and federal partners, the council plans to continue its quality 

service to local governments, private business, and the multicultural residents of the Four Corners

area.



Featured Investigation

Glimpsing the Ice Rge
Hany Partners Hake for a Hammoth 
Accomplishment By Sue Miller

X
o

■ Above and Right: A mam
moth tusk, wrapped in protective 
plaster, is lifted from the excava
tion site ot Tolo Lake.

■I Contact Point:
http7Mper.idbsu.edu:80/bsura- 

dio/mammoth/

CHANCE ENCOUNTER in northern Idaho led to a fossil RncJ of national impor
tance, bringing researchers face to face with the Ice Age.

In the fall of 1994, bulldozer operators al Tolo Lake, near the northern Idaho 
■ town of Grangeville, made an unexpected discovery. While deepening I he lake 

to improve fisheries, they encountered fossil bone and mammoth tusk. At first 
i glance, the discovery looked like a job for paleontologists. But when mammoth 
remains arc found, archeologists typically participate because the site could yield 
important dues—often subtle—to human activity.

Experience suggests that (here is a magnetic attraction between mammoth skulls and 
heavy equipment, that major archeological and paleontological finds will be serendipi
tous, ami that they will take place late in the season, during bad weather, just before the 
end of the fiscal year or three-day weekends. This discovery validated all of Ihc above.

Since the lake is state property, the find was reported to the Idaho state archeologist 
and a laic-season investigation started by a palco-SWAT team of archeologists, paleon
tologists, and volunteers. A host of federal and state agencies pooled their resources, 
driven by a mutual interest in preserving this rare find. Support from the Park Service, 
the Bureau of Land Management, and the Forest Service came in the form ol every
thing from fax machines, to tour guiding, to manual labor. To direct the excavation, the 
Department of Energy provided an archeologist (myself) employed by Lockheed Martin 
Technologies, which runs DOE’s Idaho National Engineering Lab.

After determining that the mammoth fossils were abundant and exceptionally well- 
preserved, the site was winterized and an effort begun to field a major excavation in 
1995. Despite the lack of major grant funding, the project hoped to recover the mam
moth fossils for scientific study and eventual exhibition. More than just a salvage 
opportunity to obtain spectacular fossils, (he Tolo latke project was also designed to 
collect information about the process of fossilizalion, the natural history of mammoths, 
and what the environment was like during the Ice Age.

The excavation focused on three local ions near the lake shore. One held a nearly 
complete skeleton of a large, adult male Columbian mammoth (Afammuthus columbi) 
who stood about 12 feet high al the shoulder, found embedded in deep lake sediments 
close to the shore. Another partial mammoth skeleton was uncovered from a similar 
setting and depth about 300 feel away. A scalier of well-preserved bul broken skeletal 
parts of an estimated seven additional mammolhs and three extinct bison (Bison antiqu- 
wr) were found in shallow lake shore deposits not far from the complete mammoth. No 
evidence of human association with these animals was found, bul the site is a lu st lor 
this area and will contribute to our understanding of laic Ice Age environments.

One of the big questions researchers hope to answer is how the mammoths died. 
There is speculation that some succumbed io wounds sustained while trying to delcnd 
the watering hole. Other causes of death could be disease or old age. No evidence has 
vet been found that they were killed by people. The exact age of the mammoth fossils 
has not yet been determined, but they are certainly older than 12,000 years.

Over 100 fossils—weighing 8,000 pounds when wrapped in plaster for preservation— 
weir recovered. Along with associated information gleaned from careful mapping, 
examination of lake sediments, ami photographing, (he mammoth death assemblage 
from Tolo Lake made its way io the Idaho Museum of Natural History in October



199.5. This was no small accomplishment, ami it was made possible by the enthusiasm 
ami support of the local community. Over 200 volunteers from several states were 
trained in excavation and guiding lours. State and federal agencies loaned materials 
ami equipment. L'nivcrsities contributed labor and cjqxirtise. Almost all materials and 
logistical support were donated. Tolo Lake is also associated with the history of Chid 
Joseph of the Nez Perce; tribal members and Park Service stall worked at the dig and 
the site has been formally incorporated into Nez Perce National Historic Park.
The Tolo Lake project benefitlgd from the public's keen interest in fossils and its 

desire for hands-on participation in history, archeology, and paleontology. People were 
eager for the opportunity to visit a working dig, to sec newly exposed fossils in their 
natural setting, ask questions, and share in the excitement of recovering the large 
hones. Volunteers sold T-shirts to raise funds for the excavation, one of which read, 
"There hasn't been this much excitement in Grangeville, Idaho in over 10,000 years!" 
Tolo latke staff and volunteers conducted tours for several thousand visitors during the 
discovery month in 1994 and throughout the summer 199.5 excavation. Over a thou
sand school children visited during the first two weeks in September 1995.

The Tolo lake project is a showpiece of cooperation. Not only were regulatory 
requirements fulfilled (protecting Idaho’s antiquities), but a magnificent opportunity 
for scientific research and public education was realized as well.

Kain, snow, and natural springs have refilled Tolo Lake, and study of the fossils is 
underway. The mammoths live on. however, at a site on the World Wide Web, one of 
the many legacies of this rewarding project (see “contact point." opposite page).

■ Below: A volunteer omid prehis 
toric mammoth remains at the 
Tolo Lake excavation.





■ Lift: Fragments of Southwestern 

pottery.

Conserving Sites 
and Collections

It is archeology’s unique ability to teach about the past even as it gives a
larger sense of place and humanity. This benefit may seem intangible, but ii derives 
from things that are quite concrete: the artifacts and reports that come out of surveys 
and excavations, the all-important record of the work that has been done over 
decades and what wc have learned from it.

Agencies are required to preserve and manage these collections for the long term. 
They also must evaluate their research value and their availability for study, exhibits, 
and teaching. L'nfortunatcly. collections management needs to improve in many 
areas. Few agencies can accurately report on their collections and records. Most do 
not have a management plan and arc unsure about where their collections arc.

To give an idea of the magnitude of the task, of the 30 million archeological objects 
and more than 31 million archival records rated for by the Bark Service, only 4H per
cent has been catalogued. The Bureau of Land Management has 24 million objects in 
its care, three quarters of which arc housed in more than 220 non-fcderal facilities.

Nearly all agencies arc making efforts to address the problem, launching surveys ol 
repositories, assessing the condition of their collections, and making arrangements 
for better curation in the future. M’S and COE have taken the lead, with training in 
collections care and publishing technical information for museum professionals. 
Agencies arc making use of a number of different arrangements for their records and 
collections. 1'hcy cooperate with one another, with museums, and universities. As 
more agencies develop electronic cataloguing systems, the management of archival 
records—without which the artifacts themselves mean little—is improving.

Though the decades of accumulating artifacts and records have federal agencies 
playing catch-up, the issue is now widely acknowledged. This reporting period shows 
that though action is being taken, more needs to be done if these vital collections, 
and the legacy they represent, arc to be saved.

Conserving sites is another important issue. As the number of known sites grows, 
so docs the challenge of preserving them in place for future study and public enjoy
ment. Agencies must find alternatives to excavation and other forms of data recovery.

o
u



IN THE FIELD

Preserving a Monument
REPLICATING THE HANDIWORK OF ANCIENT MASONS lb Sharon Hatch

Ancient architecture is a perishable artifact, and southwest Colorado’s Chimney

* a avoid losing 

large sections oj wall, 

the Park Service team

look on Ilie challeng-

ing task of repair 

using native clar and 

sandstone—acceptable 

nialerials by today's 

standards.

Rock Pueblo is a perfect example. Centuries of deep snows, hard rains, high winds, and 
extreme lempemiurcs have conspired with burrowing wildlife, archeological research, 

and 15.000 
annual visitors 
to erode the 
ancient monu
ment. Past 
efforts to repair 
its earthen walls 
have done more 
harm than 
good, introduc
ing mortars and 
masonry styles 
incompatible 
with dmse used 
by the original 
masons around 
AD 1050.

Materials like Portland cement have accelerated the breakdown of the old sandstone

■ Abovi: The handiwork of 
ancient masons at Colorado's 
Chimney Rock Pueblo.

brick and, ultimately, entire walls.
Today, the monument is being preserved through a creative formula of technique and 

materials, an and seicnee, and professional and public partnerships. Archeologists from 
Colorado’s San Juan-Rio Grande National Forest, the prehistoric site and buildings 
preservation team from Mesa Verde National Park, and volunteers from the non-profit 
Sanjuan Mountains Association are collaborating in an aggressive preservation plan as 
part of the overall management and interpretation of the Chimney Rock Archeological 
Area, a network of over 200 sites.

The Park Service crew, one of the nation’s most skilled in prehistoric architectural 
stabilization, began work in 1992 after the Forest Service acquired emergency funding 
to repair wall damage caused by an unusually harsh winter. To avoid losing large sec
tions of wall, the Park Service team took on the challenging task of repair using native 
clay and sandstone—acceptable materials by today’s standards. To assure structural 
integrity and maintain scientific and interpretive value, the crew precisely rqdicatcd the 
intricate designs of the early Pueblo masons.

Stabilizing walls is effective in neutralizing many agents of deterioration, but only 
temporarily. The Forest Service, which manages the site, must ultimately control the 
root causes. In the 1920s and again in the 1970s, some of the structures were excavat
ed; now crews plan to partially backfill to protect the walls against assault by the ele
ments as well as human contact. Before backfilling, the private firm of Fcnton/Kcrr 
Engineering will create precise archilecnir.il drawings of the struct tires under the direc
tion of the Forest Service and the Sanjuan Mountains Association. This project will be 
completed with generous funding provided by the Colorado Historical Society.

The architecture at Chimney Rock is not only a scientific artifact, it is the main 
attraction for thousands of visitors every year. The Sanjuan Mountains Association, 
which also runs the guided lour program, strives to minimize direct impact to sites, 
delivering a strong preservation message by teaching proper visitor etiquette.

The creative strategy and spirit of cooperation this varied group of partners brought to 
the task of preserving Chimney Rock's perishable architecture is true cause for opti
mism in the stewardship of America's past.
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IN THE LAB

Legacy in the Lab
STATE-OF-THE-ART CENTER PRESERVES 200,000 ARTIFACTS FROM STEAMBOAT WRECKAGE

Charles Lyell, who helped form the very foundations of evolutionary science,

Q
are pre

served in Iwo separate 

chambers, each with 

independently con

trolled heal and air 

conditioning to main

tain the diverse envi

ronments neededfor 

the mix of organic and 

inorganic objects.

■ Rich?: Emo volion of the 19th 
century steamboot at the DeSata 
National Wildlife Refuge in 

Missouri Volley, Iowa.

■ Contact Point:
jeanne harold @fws.gov

once said that “it is probable that a greater number of monuments to the skill and 
industry of man will, in the course of the ages, be collected together in the bed of the 
ocean than will exist at any other time on the surface of the continents." The recovery 
of the steamboat Bertrand, a monument to the rise of mining and agriculture in the

mid-1800s, shows the power of this legacy when it is preserved in the public interest.
I'he vessel sank in the Missouri River in 186.5. Despite changes in the river’s route— 

and a partial salvage—the boat remained buried until rediscovered and excavated 
between ! 968 and 1969 by two Nebraska businessmen under the direction of National 
lKark Service archeologists. Ultimately, the Fish & Wildlife Service erected a visitor cen
ter specifically to house, preserve, and exhibit the 200,000 objects recovered.

Preservation of the collection follows a 10-ycar plan developed in 1990. Staff of the 
center, located in the DeSoto National Wildlife Refuge, includes a registrar and a cura
tor. Besides exhibits, the facility houses a research library and conservation labs. 
Artifacts are preserved in two separate chambers, each with independently controlled 
heat and air conditioning to maintain the diverse environments needed for the mix of 
organic and inorganic objects. A cooler protects historic containers with foodstuffs from 
microbial contaminants. The entire collection, catalogued according to standards devel
oped by the National Park Service, was inventoried on computer.
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Featured Investication

Seeking Answers in 
the Aleutians

, International Team Studies Remote Island Cultures By Debbie Corbett

m
UE SERVICEMEN ANU CONSTRICTION WORKERS ol Shoniya Island in the west
ern Aleutians are usually incredulous when they find out people once lived there. 
"Why?" they ask, and it's a fair question. I he Aleutian Islands are legendary lor 
their isolation, wind, and fog. Foran ingenious and adaptive people, however, the 
islands were home. For thousands of years, the .Aleut thrived on the sea s bounty, 
i i developing sophisticated customs and a unique technology—epitomized by 
superbly designed kayaks and warm, waterproof clothing—to accommodate life in a cold

■5 Above Left: Recording the first 
levels of on Aleut dwelling.

Above Right: Archeologist 
Christine Lefevre deans around 
whole bones.

Below: Stone lamp.

marine environment.
Archeologists have stud

ied the Aleut past for over 
100 years, but many ques- 
lions remain. Two research 
projects at opposite ends of 
the island chain have 
begun to address some of 
the mysteries. The stud
ies—which arc building a 
picture of life thousands of 
years ago—seek to find out 
how this hunting and fish
ing culture iransformed

■ Contact Point:
r7amnwr@mail.fws.gov

into the complex society encountered by the first Russian explorers in 171).
Most of the islands are pari of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, estab

lished in 1913 and managed bv die Fish & Wildlife Service. Studying the human histo
ry and cnvitonmcmal evolution of (be islands is an important part of ihe agency’s man
date to fully understand the resources under its earc.

Both projects emphasize environ men tai history as a key Io understanding changes in 
Aleut culture through lime. The researchers have discovered dial seemingly small fluctu
ations in die environment had larger consequences for the people ol the Aleutians. For 
example, a minute change in sea water temperature had a disproportionate effect on ihe 
seabird population, on which die Aleuts depended for food and oilier resources. Earlier 
work bv Russian scientists indicated dial die occupation ol ihe weslcrn Aleutians (about 
3,500 years ago) coincides with a change in rainfall at about the same time. Fewer
storms made it easier for people to make the westward journey over the sea.

At the western end of the chain. Fish & Wildlife has teamed up with researchers from 
the Russian Academy of Sciences, the Universities ol Nebraska and Kansas, and the 
National Museum of Natural History in Paris. The researchers seek to understand the 
original colonization of die weslcrn islands, which were occupied much later than those 
in the east. I he culture of the western chain—or Near Islanders—lacked many charac
teristics (masked dances, slaves, mummification) common to cultures of the eastern 
end. I'hc team is st tidying the How of these characteristics along the islands to analyze 
how isolation affected the development of the Near Islanders' unique culture.



■ Top: Site on Buldir Island 
(mound in center), with archeolo

gists' encampment.

Above: Soil screening station on 
Buldir Island.

On Buldir Island, where people from both ends of the 
chain mingled, an unusually well-preserved site is proving a 
crucial link in understanding the interaction between east 
and west. Originally thought to be a temporary hunting 
camp, the island actually was a large settlement with houses 
and burials. Archeologists have found evidence of wood
working and the harvesting of thousands of seabirds. Buldir 
may have served as a refuge for people fleeing resource 
shortages. When work begins on Attn Island in 1998, 
scholars will be looking for evidence of contact with Asia.

At the eastern end. on Unimak Island and the adjacent 
Alaska Peninsula, a team from the University of 
Wisconsin, with assistance from the Izcmbck National 
Wildlife Refuge, is investigating cultural complexity and 
the social organization of villages in late prehistoric times.

One question researchers seek to answer is why scattered villages of independent fami
lies joined together under powerful leaders in large, consolidated settlements. 'I he 
study is still in its early stages, but researchers arc finding that, as on Buldir Island, 
social and environmental conditions were unexpectedly complex. Houses arc being 
excavated to find out how the villagers or^tnized themselves within the settlements. 
This work is providing the first picture of how Aleuts lived before Russian contact.

This project is receiving increasing attention from the villages of the eastern 
Aleutians. Researchers have presented their findings to school groups and Native 
Alaskans. IIo|>efully, the fullin' will see local residents participating in field work. Also, 
students from the villages may be trained to care for the sites on their islands, flic
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Letters of Transmittal to 
the U.S. Senate and House 
of Representatives

THE secretary of the interior

WASH 1N GTO N 

MAR 3 1998

Honorable Frank Murkowski
Chairman, Committee on Energy 

and Natural Resources
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr Chairman:

It is my pleasure to provide you with a copy of the Federal Archeology Program: Secretary of the 
Interior's Report to Congress, 1994-1995. This report was prepared to fulfill reporting 
responsibilities under Section 5(c) of the Archeology and Historic Preservation Act and Sections 10 
and 13 of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act. This report provides a basis for 
understanding the resources and protection and education programs directed by Federal stewards.

Now more than ever, the protection, preservation and interpretation of America's archeological 
resources are important activities of Federal agencies. Archeological remains, whether related to the 
ancient inhabitants of our country or from more recent historical times, should be reserved for public 
use rather than private gain. We should strive to provide all Americans the opportunity to appreciate 
past craftsmanship, understand past ways of life and better comprehend people's adaptations to 
changing natural, physical and social environments during prehistoric and historic times. Information 
derived from archeological resources should be provided through scientifically based, accessible 
public interpretation. Archeological collections and associated records should be cared for and used 
to further public education.

A similar letter is being sent to the Honorable Don Young, Chairman, Committee on Resources. 
House of Representatives.

Enclosure

cc: Honorable Dale Bumpers 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Energy and

Natural Resources

Sincerely,



THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHI NGTON

MAR 3 1998

Honorable Don Young
Chairman, Committee on Resources
House of Represen tat ives M
Washington, DC 20515

u
Dear Mr. Chairman: "

a
It is my pleasure to provide you with a copy of the Federal Archeology Program: Secretary of the *
Interior's Report to Congress, 1994-1995. This report was prepared to fulfill reporting “
responsibilities under Section 5(c) of the Archeology and Historic Preservation Act and Sections 10 *
and 13 of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act. This report provides a basis for *
understanding the resources and protection and education programs directed by Federal stewards. *

Now more than ever, the protection, preservation and interpretation of America's archeological 
resources are important activities of Federal agencies. Archeological remains, whether related to the 
ancient inhabitants of our country or from more recent historical times, should be reserved for public 
use rather than private gain. We should strive to provide all Americans the opportunity to appreciate 
past craftsmanship, understand past ways of life and better comprehend people’s adaptations to 
changing natural, physical and social environments during prehistoric and historic times. Information 
derived from archeological resources should be provided through scientifically based, accessible 
public interpretation. Archeological collections and associated records should be cared for and used 
to further public education.

A similar letter is being sent to the Honorable Frank Murkowski, Chairman, Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, United States Senate.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

cc: Honorable George Miller 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Resources





B
 Agencies Participating in the 

Federal Archeology Program, 
FY i994"95

Land Management Agencies

Department of Acre t in re
FS Forest Service

Department of Commerce
NO A A National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration
Department ot Defense

AF Air Force
ANO Air National Guard
DOA Army
COE Corps of Engineers

USMC Marine Corps
USN Navy
DOE Department oi Energ> (Facilities)

Department of hie lx I PRIOR
BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs

BLM Bureau of Land Management
USBM Bureau of Mines

BOR Bureau of Reclamation
FWS Fish and W ildlife Service
NPS National Park. Service

USCS U.S. Geological Survey 
Departmeni of Ji sir e 

BOP Federal Bureau of Prisons 
INS Immigration and Naturalization Service

Department of Transports ion
FAA Federal .Aviation Administration

CO U.S. Coast Guard
VA Departmemtii Veteran Anairs

NASA National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration

TVA Tennessee Valles- Authority
USPS U.S. Postal Service

SI Smithsonian Institution

Development Agencies

Departmen i of Agrki litre
FmHA Fanners Home Administration

FSA Farm Service Agency
RUS Rural LTilily Service

NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service
Department of Commeri I

EDA Economic Development Administration
HHS Departmeni of Hialth \ndHcmvn

Serv KIS

HUD Departmeni oi Hoi sing and Urban
Dia tlopmen r

M

Departmeni- of Transportation m
FHA Federal Highway Administration o
FTA Federal Transportation Administration

Q

EPA Environmental Protection Agency *
CSA General Services Administration m

a

Regulatory Agencies

Depsremen i of Energy
FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Department of hie Interior
MMS Minerals Management Service
OSM Office of Surface Mining

NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Departmeni of Transporiaiion

FRA Federal Railroad Administration





c The Questionnaire for the 
Secretary of the Interior’s 
Report to Congress, FY >994'95

The Secretary's Report to Congress on Federal archeology (SRC) provides agency-by-agency and 
government-wide summary data on archeological programs and projects. The report provides financial and 
other quantitative information, project highlights, discussions of key planning and policy issues, a 
description of known and projected U.S. archeological sites and associated artifacts and records, and an 
annual summary of program activities. The SRC is a broadly based source of information on the Federal 
archeology program. It is used by departments and agencies in evaluating their archeological activities, as 
well as by Congress, the archeological profession, the general cultural resource management and historic 
preservation communities, and the interested public.

The Secretary of the Interior is charged with providing guidance and coordination for Federal archeology 
and for preparing a report to Congress on Federal archeological activities. The National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, authorizes the Secretary to guide and coordinate Federal historic 
preservation activities, including Federal archeological activities. The Secretary is required to report to 
Congress on various Federal archeological activities by Section 5(c) of the Archeological and Historic 
Preservation Act (AHPA) and by Sections 10(c) and 13 of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
(ARPA), as amended. ARPA Uniform Regulation § -.19 requires Federal land managers to provide 
archeology program information to the Secretary of the Interior, upon request of the Secretary, for this 
report. The report is accomplished for the Secretary by the Departmental Consulting Archeologist (DC A) 
with the support of the Archeological Assistance Program within the National Park Service.

This questionnaire is to be completed by all agencies with responsibilities in the Federal archeology 
program. The questionnaire responses are a critical element in the Secretary's report.

The questionnaire is intended to be used with only minor modifications through FY95. Each question 
refers to activities conducted in FY95 (October 1, 1994 through September 30, 1995).

Instructions for the FY95 Federal Archeology Program Questionnaire

The varying missions of U.S. Federal agencies influence the nature of archeological activities engaged in by 
each of them. For example, not all agencies issue archeological permits. All agencies that undertake, 
contract for. or require of other parties archeological investigations should respond to questions in Sections 
A through H. Regulatory and developmental agencies who issue permits and licenses for projects arc 
included in this category. Sections I-K apply only to agencies that also manage Federal or Indian land. It is 
understood that precise data are not always available and that in some cases knowledgeable estimates must 
be made.

Federal agencies that do not own and manage large acreages may provide funding for development on 
Federal and Indian lands or may regulate activities on Federal or Indian land. These regulatory agencies 
often issue permits or licenses for projects that cross Federal and Indian lands managed by other Federal 
agencies. The term "land use applicant" used throughout this questionnaire always refers to non-Federal 
entities who are conducting archeological activities in response to permit or financial support requirements. 
Thus, a regulatory agency should not consider itself a "land use applicant" when responding to these 
questions.

Note that these questions specifically apply to archeological investigation, protection, management, 
recovery, and collections management activities carried out under Federal authority, and do not pertain to all 
cultural resource management activities. In the event that a department/agency takes the position that the 
entire questionnaire is not applicable, return the uncompleted questionnaire with a cover letter of 
explanation.



In completing the questionnaire, use the attached Answer Sheet. Fill out each line of the Answer Sheet with 
numerical data called for. or with the following abbreviations ONLY:

NA (Not Applicable). This term should only be used to indicate that the agency has no responsibility 
for this activity. If a section or a question has subsections/questions, fill in each line with NA.

ND (No Data to Report). This term should be used to indicate that although the question applies, there 
are no data to report. If data are not available for some other reason, use ND instead of a quantitative 
answer and indicate the reason(s) in the narrative response request for the relevant section.

0 (Zero/Nothing). This response should only be used to indicate the known absence of a quantity. Zero 
should not be used to indicate a lack of data.

Dollar Amounts ($): Round all dollar amounts to the nearest thousand, and specify if amounts are gross 
estimates.

Narrative Responses: Provide answers to the narrative questions on disk (WordPerfect 5.1 disk). 
Respond on the Answer Sheet for all narrative questions with either a NA, ND, orcheck if a narrative is 
attached. Responses to the narrative questions are an excellent source of information and have added 
greatly to the content of past reports. Among the narrative questions, Agency Highlights provides an 
opportunity for agencies to highlight their archeological activities. Topics discussed might include specific 
archeological surveys and excavations; public awareness activities (publications, reports, brochures, 
exhibits, lectures, films, videos, awards, education programs, site protection programs, etc.); interagency, 
intergovernmental, and international cooperation; or <my other activities that reflect participation in Federal 
archeological activities.

Department and Agency Names and Abbreviations: The first time any department or agency name 
is used in a narrative response, spell it out followed by the abbreviation (e.g., Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM)), using only the abbreviation in subsequent references.

Submission Format

Provide a composite agency response to the questionnaire on the Answer Sheet, summarizing information 
collected from regions, districts, divisions, etc. Narrative responses can be submitted by separate regional, 
state, division, etc. office. Please compile narrative responses on disk (WordPerfect 5.1 disk), if at all possible.



Additional Information and Material Requested

LOOT Clearinghouse Data: Complete the attached LOOT form (OMB No. 1024-0111) for each archeological 
resource prosecution and citation reported within your agency in FY 95.

Photographs: Please submit black and white photographs (at least 5" x 7") depicting Federal archeological 
activities. Although black and white photographs are preferred, color photographs or slides will be accepted. 
On the back of each photograph print the appropriate caption (identify people by name and position) and 
photographic credit line.

Due Dates and Assistance

The headquarters office of each agency should return the composite, answer sheet and narrative sheets, 
completed LOOT form(s), photographs, and any other supplemental material to the Departmental Consulting 
Archeologist, P.O. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013-7127 [delivery address: 800 N. Capitol St. N.W., 
Suite 210, Washington, DC 20002], by March 29, 1996. Questions about this questionnaire should be 
directed to Daniel Haas, USDI-NPS-National Center for Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnership, 
Archeology and Ethnography Program, at 202-343-1058, Fax: 202-523-1547; E-mail: dan_haas@nps.gov.

Attachments: Answer Sheet, LOOT Form



Section A. Agency Archeology Program FY9S Highlights

Al (separate sheet). Provide highlights of outstanding archeological projects and programs that could be 
included in the FY95 report. Topics discussed might include specific archeological surveys, data recovery 
projects; public education and outreach activities; archeological collections management, curation, or 
conservation efforts; interagency, intergovernmental, and international cooperation; or other relevant activities.

Section B. Archeological Public Education and Outreach

This section provides narrative information on agency programs and accomplishments in the area of public education and 

awareness regarding issues of concern to the Federal archeology program, during FY95.

Bl (separate sheet). Does the agency have archeological public education and outreach programs planned or 
underway ? If so, describe these plans or programs.

B2 (separate sheet; this question is asked in response to ARPA Section 11 requirements). Describe communication, 
cooperation,and exchange between agency and private individuals having archeological resources and data 
collected from Federal and Indian lands, and with professional archeologists outside of the agency. Identify 
when those activities involve archeological, historic, or other scientific associations.

Section C. Archeological Overview and Planning Studies

This section provides data on overview and planning studies undertaken by the agency or agency contractors, or by land use 

applicants/permittecs/licensees and others, during FY95

__________ CI. Number of overviews or literature/map searches associated with general planning activities 
and resulting in a file letter, report, or other documentation conducted by the agency itself, 
or conducted for the agency by contractors and cooperators and supported with agency 
funds.

$ C2. Amount expended by agency for the studies counted in response Cl (include salary
and benefits, support, and other costs)

__________ C3. Number of overviews or literature/map searches conducted by land use 
applicants/permittees/licensees and not supported with agency funds

C4 (separate sheet). Provide analysis, interpretation, and clarification of responses to the archeological overview 
and planning studies questions.



Section D. Archeological Identification and Evaluation Investigations

This section provides data on identification and evaluation studies undertaken by the agency or agency contractors, or by 
land use applicants/perntittccs/licensecs. during FY95.

__________ DI .Number of field studies to identify and evaluate archeological properties conducted by the 
agency itself, or conducted for the agency by contractors and cooperators and supported with 
agency funds.

$________ _D2. Amount expended by agency for archeological identification and evaluation studies (include
salary and benefits, support, and other costs)

__________ D3. Number of field studies to identify and evaluate archeological properties conducted by land use 
applicants/permittees/licensees and not supported with agency funds

D4. Number of acres by archeological identification and evaluation investigations

D5.Total number of archeological sites identified by identification and evaluation studies

D6 (separate sheet). Provide analysis, interpretation, and clarification of responses to questions about 
archeological identification and evaluation studies.

Section E. Archeological Data Recovery

This section provides information on archeological data recovery projects undertaken by the agency or agency contractors, 

or by land use applicants/permittecs/liccnsccs. during FY95.

__________ El. Number of archeological data recovery projects conducted by the agency itself, or conducted 
for the agency by contractors and cooperators and supported with agency funds.

$_________E2. Amount expended by agency for all archeological data recovery projects (include salary and
benefits, support, and other costs)

__________ E3. Number of archeological data recovery projects conducted by land use 
appiicants/permittees/licensees and not supported with agency funds

E4 (separate sheet). Provide analysis, interpretation and clarification of responses to questions about 
archeological data recovery projects.

Section F. Unanticipated Archeological Discoveries

This section provides data on archeological properties discovered unexpectedly in FY95 subsequent to agency completion 
of the NHPA Section 106 review and compliance process

__________ Fl . Number of undertakings resulting in the discovery of unanticipated archeological resources 
including those undertakings conducted by the agency itself, or conducted for the agency by 
contractors and cooperators and supported with agency funds.

$F2. Amount expended by agency for unanticipated discoveries (include salary and benefits, 
support, and other costs)

__________ F3. Number of unanticipated discoveries encountered by land use applicants/ grantees/licensees on 
projects not supported with agency funds

__________ F4. Number of unanticipated discovery situations in which the archeological resources were judged 
important enough for data collection to be conducted or for changes to be made in the 



undertaking design to avoid the discovered resources (include discoveries made by 
agency, contractor or cooperator working Tor agency and land use 
applicants/permittees/grantees/;this number should be less than or possibly 
equal to the sum of the responses to questions Fl and F3 |if not, explain 
below in response F5]

F5 (separate sheet). Provide analysis, interpretation and clarification of responses to questions about 
unanticipated archeological discoveries.

Section G. Archeological Information Management

This section summarizes information management systems used by the agency for data on archeological permits, site 
locations, collections, violations, and other archeological topics. If a single larger system is used for two or more of the areas 
covered by questions G1-G3, then those questions may be answered by a single response. If this is done, make an explicit note 

of the tact on the answer sheet. Also, if appropriate, note and summarize the other kinds of information included in a system 
used for any of the three areas.

G1 (separate sheet). Describe any computerized systems nol reported in previous years that the agency is 
currently using to record and monitor ARPA, Antiquities Act, and/or other permits for archeological 
investigations and note the ongoing use of previously reported systems. Note the hardware and software used 
for any systems mentioned.

G2 (separate sheet). Describe any computerized systems not reported in previous years that the agency is using 
to record and monitor archeological site locations for inventory purposes and note the ongoing use of previously 
reported systems. Note the hardware and software used for any systems mentioned.

G3 (separate sheet). Describe any computerized systems not reported in previous years that the agency is using 
to record and monitor archeological collections for management purposes and note the ongoing use of 
previously reported systems. Note the hardware and software used for any systems mentioned.

Section 11. Archeological Collections Management

This section covers Federal collections management activities undertaken by or for the agency in FY95 as required by 36 

CFR 79. the purpose of which is to preserve collections of prehistoric and historic material remains, and associated records 
recovered under the Antiquities Act, AHPA. NHPA, or ARPA.

__________Hl. Cubic feet (or lots if appropriate; explain dimension used here in response H6)of 
stored material remains (artifacts, samples)

% H2. Percentage of amount (cubic feet, lots) identified in response HI that has been catalogued

H3. Number of linear feet of records associated with stored archeological material remains

H4. Estimated number of cubic feet/lots added to collections in FY95

H5 (separate sheet). Describe tn brief overview how the agency is meeting or plans to meet its curation 
responsibilities under 36 CFR 79. Identify and briefly describe the curation facilities relied on by the agency in 
meeting its responsibilities. Also describe cataloging systems (e.g., file cards, electronic records) used in each 
such facility.

H6 (separate sheet). Provide analysis, interpretation and clarification of the responses to the questions about 
archeological collections management

THE REMAINDER OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE (Sections 1-K) IS TO BE COMPLETED BY AGENCIES 
THAT MANAGE FEDERAL OR INDIAN LAND.



Section 1. Archeological Resource Base on Federal and Indian Lands

This section provides baseline information about the extent of archeological resources within the lands managed by Federal 
agencies, and the quality of knowledge about those resources. Questions 12-19 call for the best possible estimates for cumulative 
activities through FY95; some of these responses may be the same as those provided for the previous year.

_________ II. Total acres managed (in response 110 below, briefly describe the ownership status 
and use rights that apply for this acreage, and identify the source of 
information on the acreage amount with publication citation if appropriate)

__________ 12. Total acres inventoried sufficiently to identify all readily apparent archeological properties 
present there (i.e., land investigated at an appropriate level of intensity to 
eliminate the need for further systematic inventory given current standards)

13. Total acres inventoried by less than full coverage (i.e., land investigated 
archeologically but not intensively enough to ensure 100% inventory of 
archeological sites)

14. Total number of known archeological properties on agency-managed land

Any one archeological property should be counted only once in responding to question set 
15-19.

15. Total number of archeological properties on agency-managed lands listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)

16. Total number of archeological properties on agency-managed land formally determined eligible 
for the NRHP or considered eligible through documented consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO)

__________ 17 Total number of archeological properties on agency-managed land formally determined 
ineligible for the NRHP or through documented consultation with the SHPO

__________ 18. Total number of known archeological properties on agency-managed land adequately 
evaluated, but not listed, considered, or formally determined eligible for the NRHP (i.e., 
fitting responses to neither questions 15-17)

19. Total number of known archeological properties on agency-managed land not NRHP- 
evaluated.

110 (separate sheet). Provide analysis, interpretation and clarification of responses to questions about the Federal 
and Indian land archeological resource base, including the basis for estimating responses.

II I (separate sheet). Are actions underway or planned to comply with ARPA Sec. 14? This requires Federal 
agencies to develop plans for surveying lands under their control to determine the nature and extent of their 
archeological resources, and to prepare a schedule for surveying lands that are likely to contain the most 
scientifically valuable archeological resources. If the answer is yes, describe these actions and/or plans.

Section J. Archeological Permitting

This section summarizes the number of archeological permits or the frequency of the use of ARPA Uniform Regulations §- 
,5(b,c) authority for archeological activities undertaken on Federal and Indian lands using various legal authorities during FY95.

Explain any inconsistencies that may occur in your numerical responses to question J1-J8 
(e.g., more permits denied [J5] than permit applications received [J4]), in response J9.

----------------- J I. Number of archeological investigation permits issued or in effect pursuant to Federal agency 
policies, procedures, or guidelines for archeological activities authorized by ARPA, the 
Antiquities Act, or agency-specific statutes



J2, Number of permittees checked in the field, laboratory, or at their curation repository

__________ J3. Total number of investigations begun or underway, conducted by the agency or under 
agreement for which no formal permits were issued, but which otherwise complied with ARPA 
conditions and standards as authorized by ARPA Uniform Regulations § -,5(b.c)

J4. Number of permit applications received

J5. Number of permit applications denied

J6. Number of permits suspended

J7. Number of denied or suspended permits appealed

__________ J8. Number of notifications to Indian Tribes of proposed work that might harm or destroy sites 
having religious or cultural importance to a Tribe, as required by ARPA Uniform Regulation § 
-.7 (in response J9, provide a brief description of any consultation and 
cooperation that may have developed as a consequence of such notifications).

J9 (separate sheet). Provide analysis, interpretation and clarification of responses to questions about 
archeological permitting activities.

Section K. Archeological Law Enforcement

This section summarizes FY95 violations, citations, arrests, prosecutions, and convictions under various Federal 

authorities that afford civil and criminal protection of archeological properties. Use the attached LOOT form for 
reporting FY95 archeological resource prosecutions and citations.

_________ KI. Total number of documented violations (regardless of whether or not these resulted in a 
prosecution or citation) of ARPA, the Antiquities Act, Federal property laws, or other statutes 
protecting archeological properties, reported on land managed by the agency (as defined in 
ARPA Sec. 6, a violation is any actual or attempted excavation, removal, 
damage to, alteration, or defacement of an archeological property on Federal 
land without a permit issued or an exemption listed in ARPA Sec. 4)

K2. Total number of arrests

K3. Total number of citations (for every citation, attach a completed LOOT form)

K4. Total number of prosecutions (for every prosecution, attach a completed LOOT 
form)

K5. Number of misdemeanor convictions under ARPA only

K6. Number of felony convictions under ARPA only

K7. Number of second or subsequent ARPA convictions (included in answers to questions 
K5 and K6)

_ ________K8. Number of convictions (including contested citations) that were prosecuted using an authority 
other than ARPA (in response to narrative question KI8 below, list specific 
authority and cases in which each authority was used)

$_________K9. Total amount collected in criminal fines under ARPA only

K10. Number of administrative, civil assessments using an authority other than ARPA

$K11. Total amount of civil penalty assessments collected under ARPA only

S K12. Costs of restoring or repairing looted or vandalized archeological resources



$ K13. 1 otal amount given in rewards pursuant to ARPA only

$_______ KI4. Commercial value of archeological resources seized and retained by the government under
ARPA only

$K15. Commercial value of property forfeited in ARPA convictions only

$ K16. Estimated cost of agency archeological law enforcement.

K17 (separate sheet). Provide analysis, interpretation and clarification of responses to questions about 
archeological law enforcement, including details of the response to question K8.

KI8 (separate sheet). Are any actions planned or underway (I) to develop documents for reporting suspected 
ARPA violations, and/or (2) establishing procedures concerning when and how these documents are to be 
completed by officers, employees, and agents of their respective agencies? If so, describe.

K19 (separate sheet). Describe effective cooperative projects, methods, and/or techniques the agency has used to 
improve archeological preservation through law enforcement. Examples might include the use of remote 
sensing equipment for monitoring site locations, or interagency cooperative agreements for combined 
surveillance of adjacent land units and concurrent jurisdiction of law enforcement personnel.



WEMUX

Agency Responses to the 
Questionnaire for the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Report to 
Congress, FY 1994*95

Tables I).I rbroiii^h I).23 contain ih<‘ numerical responses Fnim Federal agencies loi FY I !H) I-1 •}!).> used in the 

analyses provided in this report. Agency data are grouped and presented In land management, development and 

regulatory agencies. Data lor Sections I K of the questionnaire {See Appendix B) do not apply to regulatory agen

cies and are not tabulated. Data regarding archeological resource crimes (D.2I 1)23) arc grouped lor all agencies

I he database with all responses is maintained by the Archeology and Ethnography program. National Park Service,

Washington, D.C. In lor mat ion is available on request.



Table DI. Acreage managed and inventoried by land management agency, FY 1994 
1995.

* Acreage data obtained from GSA (1994)

Agency Year Acres Managed Acres Surveyed 
During Year

Acres Fully 
Surveyed

Acres 
Partly 
Surveyed

AF 1994 9432932 256423 823485 112733
ANG 1994 112000 0 20000 30000
BIA 1994 54000000 177457 2021227 150000
BLM 1994 270000000 574785 11172682 ND
BOP 1994 30617 575 2890 1200
BOR 1994 6479159 85650 648824 132522
CG 1994 76349* ND ND ND
COE 1994 7100000 213046 1700000 1800000
DOA 1994 12000000 464492 992349 1977987
DOE 1994 2112450 56906 173799 93490
FAA 1994 26820 9 ND ND
FS 1994 106491495 1597819 17548789 10917549
FWS 1994 92000000 4098 1500000 2000000
INS 1994 1647* 15 NA NA
NASA 1994 398791 131 102140 7000
NOAA 1994 9087232* ND NA NA
NPS 1994 83302982 58526 1487255 5984964
SI 1994 NA NA NA NA
TVA 1994 1033000 7000 8900 245000
USBM 1994 11834 ND 600 400
USGS 1994 872* 0 NA NA
USMC 1994 1741000 12150 113791 187500
USN 1994 5741000 ND 250000 2000000
USPS 1994 13535* ND NA NA
VA 1994 25303 ND ND ND

Total 661219018 3509082 38566731 25640345

AF 1995 8961753 176063 1045489 97470
ANG 1995 112000 ND ND ND
BIA 1995 54000000 177457 2021227 150000
BLM 1995 270000000 556918 11649373 ND
BOP 1995 34651 892 3782 1200
BOR 1995 4504159 39671 532749 122212
CG 1995 76349* 80 ND ND
COE 1995 7700000 1009000 2300000 3300000
DOA 1995 12000000 ND 2558267 1977987
DOE 1995 2383009 63490 231489 528860
FAA 1995 26820 12790 813 5708
FS 1995 185708913 1314349 21861606 15852866
FWS 1995 92348847 57163 1500000 2000000
INS 1995 1647* 0 NA NA
NASA 1995 398791 0 102140 7000
NOAA 1995 9087232* ND 0 ND
NPS 1995 83302982 55449 1517217 5985712SI 1995 NA NA NA NA
TVA 1995 994000 11000 9200 253000USGS 1995 872* ND NA NAUSMC 1995 1741000 ND ND NDUSN 1995 5741000 ND 250000 2000000USPS 1995 13535* 0 NA NA
VA 1995 25303 100 ND ND

Total 847162863 3474422 45583352 30304028

Grand Total - 6983504 - -



Grand Total 3()4723

Table D2., Acreage managed and inv entoried by development agency, FY 1994-
1'9 95.

Agency Yeai;- Acres Managed Acres Surveyed Acres Fully Acres

During Ye<1r Surveyed Partly 
Surveyed

EDA 1'994 NA 15235 NA NA
EPA 1'994 33D* 954 NA NA
FHA 1'994 46* ND NA NA
FmHA 1'994 NA 450D0 NA NA
FTA l':194 NA NA NA NA
GSA 1'994 10!39B* 3:J0 NA NA

HHS 1994 13.SB 8238 517 92
HUD l':194 NA ND NA NA
NRCS 1'994 5 715* 126D00 NO No
ROS .l'B4 NA 46:JY NA NA

Total 1.3377 2D2366 517 92

EDA 1'995 NA 2922 NA NA
El?A 1995 330* 157B NA NA
FHA 1995 ll 6" ND NA NA
FSA 1'995 NA 25268 NA NA
F·TA 1'995 NA ND NA NA
GSA 1995 10898 157 NA NA
HHS l'::195 l Sil B 7525 777 92
HUD 1995 NA ND NA NA
N""RCS 1995 5715 50060 ND ND
RUS 1995 NA 4747 NA NA

Total 1:3537 l 023 5 7 777 92



Table D3 .. Acreage inventoried and i.:ientif ied arc:heological sites by regulatory 
agency, r'Y 1994- 1995.

Agency Year Acres Surveyed 
During Year

Sites Found
During Year

Total Known 
Sites

f'ERC 1934 38274 1982 NA
·AA l'H4 .rm NU NA

MM£ l'H4 jS"J':;14!:!D l) NA
NRc.: l':194 NA D NA
OSM i.B4 NA ND NA

Total 3617754 1982 D

f'l!:RC 1995 B428 352 NA
FRA l':1::15 u D NA
MS l':1::15 3299490 ·D NA
NRC 1995 u D NA
OSM l':195 ND ND NA

Total 33D7918 352 0

Grand Total :i:125672 2334 ()



Table D4. identified archeological sites by land management agency,- Fx 1994- 
1935,

Agency Year sites Found
During Xear

Total KfiOwn 
sites

aF 1334 1749 5581
aNG 1994 0 1
BIA 19 94 4654 63 57 8
BLM 1394 9465 137028
BOP 1954 11 1 Su
BOR 1994 1381 12251
CG 1934 ND ND
CUE 1934 3513 4 7321
DOA 1994 14895 3 5 300
DOE 193 4 >52 6 4923
FAA 1994 0 ND
FS 1934 6 5-J 2 459912
FWS 1994 286 •3 2 85
INS 13 34 1 Na
NASA 19 3 4 11 24 7
NuAA 1'334 7 NA
NPS 1334 174? 88372
SI 1934 1 NA
IVA 1994 4/5 ND
uSBM 1334 ND 29
USGs 1'3 34 0 Na
uSMC 19 3 4 196 368
uSN 19 3 4 4 J5 ND
DSPS 19 3 4 ND NA
VA 13 34 ND 23

Total 45128 395481

AF 1995 17 35 3204
ANG 1395 ND ND
BIA 1995 4 654 53 67 8
BLM 19 95 3866 194417
BuP 1395 3 3 19 3
BOR 19 95 849 9 857
CG 1995 1 2
cuE 19 95 3126 5 5 3 7 8
DOA 19 95 ND 3 6 000
DUE 1395 8 9 4 7 72 3
FAA 1395 57 4
FS 1395 12969 253918
Fws 1995 115 9439
I NS 1395 3 NA
NASA 1395 □ 248
NuAA 1395 2 ND
NPs 1995 1381 57/69
Si 19 95 NA NA
TVA 1’995 Z58 ND
USGS 1995 ND NA
USMC 1995 ND ND
USN 1995 ND ND
USPS 1995 0 NA
VA 1995 4 28

Total 34921 707452

Grand Total 30049 -



Table D5 .. Identified ar-cheological sites by development agency, Fl' 1994- 1995 .

Agency Year Sites P:iund 
During Year-

Total Known
Sites

EDA 19;4 2,9 NA
EPA .l :Vil 4 '32 NA
FHA .1'9'34 ND NA
FmHA l'H4 ll 75 NA
l"TA .l':l 9 4 NA NA
GSA .1'994 76 NA
HHS 1'9:14 331 l
HUU .l:134 ND t'lA
NRCS .l:1:14 B26 ND
RUS 1'9 94 42 D NA

Total 30Hl 1

EDA 1'3 95 39 NA
EPA L':195 H NA
FHA 1995 ND NA.
FSA 1'3 95 63 NA
F'l'A l'~ 95 NU NA
GSA 1'E•5 1'0 NA
HHS 1995 3 65 l
HUD 19'95 ND NA
NRcs 1995 746 ND
RUS l':195 2~7 NA

Total 145B l

Grand 'Total 447B



Table D5„ NRHP status of archeological sites by land management agency, FY
1'394-1395 .

Agency Year NRHP L:L sted Eligible Sites Sites
Sites Sites Evaluated- Not

Not Listed Eligible

AF 1994 154 51)3 815 1'5 3 5
ANG 1994 1 J ■0 22
HIA 1994 52 1307 2301 529
BLN 1994 3274 24014 ND 23607
BOP 1994 ND 2 110 17
BOR 1994 49 1610 6'9 5 330
CG 1994 ND ND ND ND
COE 1994 536 50 2 5 6149 7123
DOA 1994 26 521 1345 4688
DOE 1994 51 290 1394 10 3 4
FAA 1994 ND ND ND ND
FS 1994 1417 24508 298 14132
FWS 1994 200 354 530 721
INS 1'9 94 NA NA NA NA
NASA 1994 12 32 123 24
NOAA 1994 NA NA NA NA
NPS 1994 17927 2733 5 90 2 272
SI 1994 NA NA IMA IMA
TVA 1994 4 9 ND ND
USBM 1994 0 0 29 □
USGS 1994 NA NA NA NA
USMC 1994 4 53 231 15 6
USN 1994 ND ND ND NO
USES 1994 NA NA NA NA
VA 1'994 a 10 10 ND

Total 23845 60986 19982 54 45'0

AF 1995 14 544 549 2 20 0
ANG 1995 ND ND ND IMU
Bi A 1995 52 1307 2 301 529
BLN 1995 3278 27294 ND 2 5209
SOP 1995 ND 3 110 34
BOR 1995 29 13'0 6 595 350
CG 1995 1 ND 1 ND
COE 1995 554 440 0 5 326 9 551
DOA 1995 179 3376 ND ND
DOE 1995 55 50 8 2229 1164
FAA 1995 1 2 2
FS 1995 369 33036 3511 2 5978
FWS 1995 108 366 613 759
INS 1995 NA NA NA NA
NASA 1995 12 33 123 24
NOAA 1995 ND ND ND ND
NPS 1995 13544 2 713 5911 250
si 1995 NA NA NA NA
TVA 1995 4 11 ND ND
USGS 1995 NA NA NA NA
USMC 1995 ND ND ND ND
USN 1995 ND ND ND ND
USPS 1995 NA NA NA NA
VA 1995 3 10 10 ND

Total 24066 7 5 008 21981 632 8 0



rable D7. NRHP 
l:l :l5.

s·tatus of ar:r;heological sit.es by development c:1.9enr;y, Fx 1994-

Agency Yea,;- NRHP=Listed Eligibl~ Sites Sites
sites Sites Evaluated= Not

Not Listed Eligibl~

EDA l':l:14 NA NA NA NA
EPA 1994 NA NA NA NA
FHA 19'34 NA NA NA NA
FmHA 199 ti NA NA NA NA
FTA 19'94 NA NA NA NA
GSA 1994 NA NA NA NA
tt!iS l':!94 l l 0 0
HUD 1994 NA NA NA NA
NRCS 1'394 ND ND ND ND
RUS 19'~4 NA NA NA NA

Total 1 l () 0

EDA l ':l:l5 NA NA NA NA
i:;PA 1995 NA NA NA NA
FHA 19:15 NA NA NA NA
FSA .i'HS NA NA NA NA
FTA 1995 NA NA NA NA
GSA 1'395 I. NA ND l
HHS .l';l 95 l l 29 l
HUD l :l:15 NA NA NA NA
NRCS 1995 ND ND ND ND
RUS 1'395 NA NA NA NA

l'□tal 2 l 29 2



Table D8 . Permitted or authorized archeological investigations and tribal 
notifications by Land management agency, FY 1994-1995.

Agency Year Parmits 
Issued&: 
In IUfect

Applicaticns 
Received

No
Formal
Permit

Notification 
of Tribe

AF 19 134 2 2 94 2B
ANG l ':Vil 4 0 :J 9 D
BIA 19'94 93 111 41 152
BLM .l '9'3 4 370 2738 347
BOP 1'9'34 ,□ 0 0 D
t:IOR l':ViJ 4 24 24 24 7
C:G 1'9'94 ND ND ND rm
cot 1'934 23 13 64 14
DOA l '3 19 4 !5 l 4 :J 4
DOE l':l'94 9 '3 '52 ll
FAA .1'3'94 NU NO NU NiJ
l'"S .l 9'34 417 155 31 l4B
f"WS l ':194 17 ll 36 5
INS 1'9'34 r-iA rlA NA NA
NASA 1 1,94 iJ IJ tJ D
NOAA l':l 94 :5 ,:I J NA
NPS 1'394 24 21 9D B
sr .1 19 9 4 NA NA NA NA
'fvA ,l':1'94 2 2 D 2
USBM ,1'994 I) 0 D D
USGS 1'394 NA NA NA NA
USMC l':l 94 l l D D
Usr-i 11994 l l 4 l
USPS 1'394 NA NA NA NA
VA 1994 l 1 rw NIJ

Total 1166 727 3274 728

AF 1'9'95 2 2 1□9 17
ANG l'::1':I 5 ND ND ND ND
BIA 1'995 '33 lll 41 l :i2
BLM l':l':15 '5 15 :rn1 2742 461
801:' 1995 •□ D D
flOR l'H5 l.3 .2•□ :iD 7
CG 19 35 ND ND ND ND
COE 1·995 25 20 l Dl 23
DOA l ::135 NLJ ND ND 52
um: 1935 2 2 52 l9
FAA 1935 0 0 ·□ :J
Fs l'H5 7 311 159 51 312
F·ws 1'995 26 26 150 B
IN::; I :I :I 5 NA NA NA NA
NASA 19'35 0 -:J ·J
NOAA 1935 7 l -J
NPS 1995 2D 17 52 2
sr l':l':l 5 NA NA NA NA
I·VA l'H5 3 3 D 1
USG$ 1935 NA NA NA NA
iJSMC 1935 ND ND ND ND
OsN 1995 3 3 N!J 3
OsPs 1'H5 NA NA NA NA
vA 1'335 l .i ND ND

Total 8524 672 3369 106 7

Grand T,otal 1399 6643 1795



Table D9. Overview, identification and evaluation projects by Land management 
agency, FY 1994-1995*

Agency Year Agency-Funded
Overview 
Studies

Other
Overview 
Studies

Agency-Funded 
Identification 
& Evaluation

Other 
Identification 
& Evaluation

AF 1994 526 21 355 24
ANG 19 9 4 19 0 0 0
BIA 1994 1533 775 359 852
BLM 1994 4942 4275 2738 4916
BoP 1994 4 0 3 0
BoR 19 94 357 S3 210 43
CG 19 94 ND ND ND ND
COE 1994 2296 754 449 544
DoA 19 9 4 1 577 10 272 9
DOE 1'994 942 9 177 11
Faa 19 94 27 29 17 1
Fs 1'9 94 1416 9 4812 217
Fws 1'994 556 8 161 26
Ins 1'994 g 0 1 0
NASA 1994 123 ND 2 ND
NOAA 1'994 1 NA 1 NA
nPs 1'994 309 1 226 5
SI 1'9 94 1 NA 1 0
TVA 1'9 94 1O0D 2 56 2
UsBm 1994 0 0 ND ND
USGS 1994 0 NA 0 NA
USMC 1994 2 0 10 0
USN 19 94 12 28 ND
USPs 1'994 ND ND ND ND
VA 1'9 94 1 ND 1 ND

Total 15935 5976 1'33 89 5650

AF 1995 5B5 33 427 32
ANG 1995 NO ND ND nD
BIA 19 9 5 1533 775 B59 852
BLM 1995 4886 4228 2742 4468
BOP 1995 5 0 5 0
BOR 1995 138 82 95 81
CG 1995 4 1 2 1
COE 1995 2173 1'069 546 448
DOA 1995 ND ND ND ND
OOE 1995 1775 0 240 0
FAA 1995 33 0 4 0
FS 1995 2860 132 9799 456
FWS 1995 640 31 111 52
INS 1995 0 0 0 0
NASA 1995 100 0 1 0
NOAA 1995 1 3 1 1
NPS 1995 326 7 262 37
SI 1995 NA NA NA NA
TVA 1995 1100 3 24 3
USGS 1995 0 NA 3 0
U SMC 1995 ND ND ND nD
USN 1995 SB 4 38 19
USPS 1995 0 •J 0 0
VA 1995 ND ND 1 ND

Total 15347 6363 15160 6450

Grand Total 32282 12344 25549 13100



Table D10. Overview, identification and ev~luation projects by developm~nt 
ag~ncy, FY 1994-1995.

Agency Yea:t Agl;!ncy= F1.rnded 
Overview 
Studies

Other 
Overview 
Studies

Agency- Funded 
l d,rnti f icati□n 
&. l::v ;:1. L• ,i.;1. :. .i. ;rn

Other
1de11tit ieatio11

ISr 'Ev-al.ua·c.i. on

EDA 1'9'9 4 NA NA 16 12
EPA l.'994 1B 33 27 3D
F·HA 1994 ND ND NU ND
FmHA .l 9 94 7 .)0o HJOU 7JO JOU
FTA 1994 NA NA NA NA
GSA 1994 19 D 10 0
i-tHs 1'994 21B J 124 14
HUD l 9::!4 rm NU rm ND
NRcs 1'9'94 496 ND 3/5 ND
RUs l:l!:14 1122 NA u !::l:2

Total 8873 1033 1252 438

EDA 1995 NA NA 35 3
EPA 1995 J9 J51 'l.7 300
FHA l :195 ND rm ND ND
FSA l:195 l:J::10 ND !IJ'.) ND
fi·A l'::1'::15 r.u ND ND ND
c;sA 1'3 95 35 3 12 3
HHS l ':1::15 l:l2 lJ 144 :n
HUD l:1:15 ND ND ND ND
NRCS 1995 2 51:ll::l ND 245D ND
KUS l.395 1'J:i4 NA 0 55

Total 488B 354 276B 392

Grand Total 13761 1387 4D2D 83□



Table Dll. Overview, identification and evaluation projects by regulatory 
agency 1 ~Y 1994- 1995.

Agency Xear Agency-Funded 
Overview
Studies

Other 
Overview 
Studies

Agency-Funded 
rd,~nt: if i cat ion 
s:. ~v,1L 1,1,:1.:::. l,:m

Other
Id,,rnt if icat ion
s:. Ev,:1.L,1,:1.·,::..L,:,ri

FERC 1994 NJ\ 127 NA 62
'FRA 1'3:14 ND ND ND ND
.MM:s l:l 94 ,J j 6!>2
NRC l '3 94 IJ 0 0 Q
OSM l '3 94 ND rm lliD ND

Total 2 127 3 714

FERC l':19 5 NA NA 59
l"RA 1'995 J 0 J
MMs 199!:l :I 2 601
NRc; l':195 0 J 0
OSM l':J:15 ND ND ND

Total 2 6 16{)

Grand 'r,;::>tal 11 233 13 7 4



Table 012 .. Data recovery projects by land management agency, FY 1994 - 1<.:•9~,.

Agency Year Agency-funded 
Data Recovery 
Projects

Other
Data Recovery 
Projects

AF 1'3 94 127 2D
ANG 1'9 94 0 J
BIA 1'994 9 2D
BLM 1'9 94 14B 111
BOP 1'994 0 D
SOR 1'9'911 17 D
CG 1'9 94 ND ND
COE 1'9 94 45 34
DOA 1'9 94 21 2
DOE l':l 94 14 l
FAA 1'9 94 2 J
FS 1::194 79 17
FWS 1';194 l7 NO
lNS 1'994 J {)
NASA 1994 I[) ND
NOAA 1'994 NU ND
NPS 1'9'9 4 31 2
sr 1994 l D
'F\lA 1'994 D D
UsBH 19'94 NA NA
USGS l':1::14 J NA
USMC 19'94 ,o D
USN 1'9:14 q l
USl:'S 1'9 94 ND NA
VA 1'9:14 NU NU

Total 515 2:::l8

AF 1'995 9 0
ANG 1395 ND ND
~IA 1'9:15 9 2□
BLM 1995 2 69 '.E:14
BOP 1995 D D
BOR l'::195 9 l
CG 1'9 95 rm ND
COE l 995 36 49
DOA 1'995 ND ND
□OE 1995 lD ::J
FAA L995 0 :i
?S l'HS 184 31
FWS L':195 7 Ii
INS 1'3'95 ,J ::J
NASA 1'995 0 0
NOAA 1995 l 0
NPS 1'9::15 ll
SI 1995 NA NA
TVA l.995 0 0
USGS 1935 J IJ
USMC 1395 -U ND
USN 1995 ,J 5
USPS l':J:15 '::l oJ
VA 1:195 ND ND

Total 55:l 495

Grand Total 11J55 7{)3



Table 013 .. Data recovery proj ec;t::; by dt::!Vt::!lUl,llllt!flt a.gt::!rn,;y , l''Y 1994-1995 ,

Agency Year Agency- funded 
Data Recovery 

Projects

Other

Data Recovery 

Projects

EDA lB 4 NA NA
EPA l'9 94 4 7
t-HA 1'9 94 ND ND
F111HA l':194 :i 19
FTA l':194 NA NA
c;::;A l':I 94 '0 u
HHS 1'9 94 3 l
HUD l':194 ND ND
NRcs 1'994 4 ND
RU::; l':l:14 'J l

Total 22 27

t:DA 1'9 95 NA NA
EPA 1995 ND 7
F·HA 1995 r.u ND
FSA l':1':15 J NU
FTA 19:15 NU ND
GSA l.995 3 0
ffriS 1995 l 0
HUD 1995 ND ND
NRCS 1995 ~ ND
RU::. l :I 95 l} 'J

Total 13 7

Grand Total 35 34



Table Dl4, Data recovery projects by regulato,;y agency, F'.t 1994-1995 .

Agency :rear Agency- funded Other
Data Recovery Data Recovery
Projects Projects

FERC 1'394 NA 12
FRA l':194 ND ND
MS l'H4 2 D
NRC l':194 l) l)
O:sH 19::14 ND ND

Total 2 12

FERC 1'995 NA s
FRA l':J95 D 0
MMS 1'995 0 0
NRC 1995 D D
OSH l'::195 ND Nu

Total ,:) B

Grand Total 2 20



Table DlS. Unant 
1995.

icipated discovery projects by land management agency, F'Y 1994-

Agency Year Agency-Funded 
Unanticipated 
Discoveries

Other
Unanticipated 
Discoveries

Unanticipated 
Discoveries 
Requiring
Data Recovery

AF 1994 9 l. 15
ANG 1994 D J 0

BIA 1994 35 3 32
BLM 1994 12B ND ND
BUP 1:1:14 ,o IJ Q
BoR 1994 4 l 4
CG l '=''='4 NIJ ND ND
COE 1994 13 24 llJ
OUA l!:1':14 I:) LJ 4
DOE 19::14 4 D 3
FM 1994 L IJ 0
FS 1994 22 2 5
FW::l 1994 l ND l
TNs 1994 J 0 IJ
NA::iA l:.l':14 u ND 0
NOAA 1994 NU riD ND
NP:;; l':194 j D "I.
sI 1994 IJ J J
1'VA 1994 IJ 0 IJ
U::iBM l:l':14 J 0 J
Usc;s 19::14 0 NA 0
U::iMl: l \I ::14 J u ;j
USN 1994 l D 0
U::;P::; 19\14 NU ND ND
VA 1994 NU ND rm

Total 227 31 67

AF 1995 D l 4
AN<,; 1995 ND ND ND
BIA 1995 35 3 32
BLM 1995 39 ND ND
BOP 1995 J IJ 0
BOR 1995 .t l 2
CG 1995 l ND l
COE 1995 16 21 17
UOA 1995 27 NU NU
DOE 1995 4 D 2
F'AA l!:l':15 J 0 IJ
FS 1995 ,38 3 17
~·ws B95 1 0 2
tNs l:l95 J 0 IJ
NASA 1:195 l 0 I)
NOAA 1995 l 0 l
NPS 1995 2 0 l
S.L 1995 l'lA NA NA
TVA 1995 () 0 IJ
USGS 1995 Q ND 0
USMC 1995 ND ND ND
USN 1995 l D ID
USPS 1995 0 0 iJ
VA l'H5 ND NU ND

Total 217 29 79

Grand Total 444 6D 145



Table D16 . Unant
B95.

icipated discovery projects by development agency, FY 1994-

Agency Year Agency-Funded 
Unanticipated 
Discoveries

Other
Unanticipated 
Discoveries

Unanticipated 
Discoveries 
Requiring
Data Recovery

EDA 1'3 94 ND ND ND
t:PA 1394 3 ND 3
F'HA l:J94 ND ND ND
F'mHA l ':Vi14 :HJ (J 11
r'TI\ l 'B4 NA NA NA
GSA 1'994 2 0 l
HHS 1'994 :::1 L 6
HUL> 1'394 ND ND ND
NKCS 1'994 rm NI.J ND
RUS 1'3 94 3 NA NA

Total 43 L 21

EDA 1995 ND ND ND
EPA L:l9 5 ND ND NU
FHA 1'395 ND ND ND
P'SA l 9 95 [J ND j
F'I"A 1'995 ND ND ND
GSA 1395 4 IJ 0
HHs 1::195 5 rj 3
HUD l :l 95 NLI ND ND
NRCS l:l95 ND NU ND
RU:s 1995 0 NA. NA

Total '9 () 3

Grand Total .5 2 1 24



Table D17. Unanticipated discovery projects by regulatory agency, FY 1994= 
L :Vil 5.

Agency Year Agency-Funded 
Unanticipated 
Discoveries

Other
Unanticipated 
IJiscoveries

Unantit:iI,Jated 
IJiscoveries 
Requiring
Data Recovery

FERC L994 NA l D
!'AA 1994 ND ND
i-iMS 1994 0 .) 0
N"RC 1994 NA NA NA
OSM i 994 ND ND ND

Total D l

FERC l':135 NA 7 ,s
FAA l:1:15 J D .;
f'iMS 1995 0 0 0
NRC l':J :J5 NA NA NA
OSM 1995 ND NU NU

Total D 7

Grand Total B t5



Table D18,. Expenditures for archeological studies by land management agency 
FY 1994-1995.

Total 5915414 57047545 14173962 5 5 0 3 0 0

Agency Year Overview 
cost

Identification 
£ Ev alti^tion 
Costs

Data 
Recovery 
cost

Unant icipated 
Uisccvery 
cost

AF 1994 1076030 3450000 320U0U 7250'
ANU 1994 15OUUC 0 0 0
BIA 19 9 4 105347 4444300 2262100 35850
BLM 19 94 ND ND 298681 ND
BOP 19 9 4 3000 & 3 2 80 U 0 0 0
BoR 1994 2351)00 1991900 32-33900 27800
CG 1994 ND ND ND ND
CUE 1994 2 5 0 U U U 0- 7300000 2530000 220000
DOA 1994 571731 4490464 315566 17000
DOE 19 9 4 4 6 8 u e 6 976323 126102 355000
FAA 1994 144OU0 176385 854328 3'0 00
Fs 1994 222450 28283683 1102020 5 9 4 0 0'
FWS 1994 7 0 0 0g- 2 7 5 0 U 0 2093 0-00 lOOOCO
Ins 1994 NA 100 0 NA NA
NASA 1994 35500 5 6U 0 0 O 0
NCAA 1994 20 UGO 2 0 3 0 0 ND nD
NFS 1994 329720 3501020 1013235 1 5000
SI 1994 20 20 20 0
TVA 1994 58300 16OO00 O 0
USBM 1994 0 0 u 0
uses 1994 0 0 0 □
USMC 1994 3500 0 731450 0
USN .1994 750O0Q 8 5 2 0 0 0 85000 NO
USPS 1994 ND ND ND nD
vA 1994 6580 ND ND nd

AF 1995 1943474 3552044 139568 3000
ANG 1995 ND ND ND ND
BIA 1995 105347 4444300 2262100 3585U
ULM 1995 ND ND 122368 ND
BOP 1995 74-300 639000 O 0
BOR 1'995 264,700 632633 3559500 152400
CG 1995 3U00 105000 ND BOCGO
COE 1995 2200300 1*3 40'30 0 0 3400000 260000
OOA 1995 ND ND ND NE
OOE 1995 557000 2585000 55500C 16000'
FAA 1995 6 6 30 2 3 7 0 0 0 0 0
PS 1995 741652 1'31559 0'2 1752647 120800
FWS 19 9 5 70000 150'3 0 0 777000 2 50 00
INS 1995 NA 0 0 3
NASA 1995 5 0 0* ND 0 5 00
NOAA 1995 50 3 0 5000 5 00 0 0
NPS 1'995 320550 3260233 551443 115 00
SI 1995 NA NA NA NA
TVA 1995 115000 155000 3 3
USGS 1995 NA 75000 0 U
USMC 19 9 5 ND ND ND NC
USN 1995 ND ND ND NC
USPS 1995 0 0 0 0
VA 1995 ND 37000 ND ND

Tatal 5144387 36444912 13424626 705050

Grand Total 13062801 93492457 27598588 1555350



Table DB. Expenditures for archeological studies by development agency, FY 
l.'9'H ·-1 395.

Agency Year Overview 
Cost

Cd•=!nt if ication
& E:va. l•J,3.,: L,:, n 
Costs

Data 
Recovery 
Cost

Unanticipated 
Discovery 
Cost

EDA l 994 NA 615,Bl 9 NA ND
EPA 1'3'34 33000 25551J{) 53.'JIJU 9UUD
FHA 1'3:14 NU ND ND rm
FmliA B :14 H500D 78000 1 tJ'JO [J 47D0
FTA l':l:14 NA NA NA NA
GSA 1'3:14 l J6Q(:>D 2 lHJOD ·1 S30DO 135000
HHS l'3'9 4 '51000 6420-JO 550:JO 2 !:>0D{l
fftJD 1994 NU ND ND ND
NRCS l'H4 303000 3370·0D 49D0D ND
RUS l :194 !56 H)IJ 2,3 3051 5192 0

Tat.al 13 541':lD 1137'337{) 951192 1737{)0

EDA l'HS NA 277495 NA ND
EPA 1'3'95 5,tlO•JID 10:3000 !'ID ND
l''HA l'~ 95 ND ND NU ND
fsA l :195 35403 47715 0 0
FTA l'H!:> NU ND NU ND
GSA l :19 5 3'9700:J 3 4 7•000 4 3 3 D{.JD 700DO
irHS l'::195 51212 :129212 3'3'J lHJ lOOD:J
tHJD l :195 ND ND NU NU
NRCS l'3'35 B2523 43751B 47699 ND
KUS l 'HS '5 2 700 21155D 0 0

Total 672,BB 225,%91 525699 3DODD

Grand Total :2'J3 593 B 413B061 l.48:i691 2 53 7,:)0



Table D21J . Expenditux:-es fox:- ax:-cheological st.udie!> by n,igulatoi:-y agency; FY 
1994~1995 .

Agency Yeax:- Ovex:-view
Cu::1t

T::l,entif ication 
6i. ]E;'\/,:1. l'Ll,cl ~.i,:, 11 
Costs

Data 
Recovex:-y 
C□iiiit

UnanticiJJated
Discovex:-y 
Cost

F·ERC 1'394 NA NA NA NA
FRA 1994 ND ND ND ND
MMS 1994 3946 75950 4150 D
NRC 1994 D D 'J NA
OSM 1994 ND ND ND ND

Total 3846 75950 4150 D

~ERC L':195 NA NA NA NA
FRA l'::195 0 'J lJ u
MS l '3'9 5 41536 3 □356 □ u
N.Re l 995 u 0 u NA
OSH 1995 NU NU ND ND

Total 41538 3D358 D D

Gx:-and Total 453B4 10153I)B 415D D



Table D2l. Law enforcement act.ions and e;,,;penditures by land manage·ment agency, 
l''Y 1994-1995.

Agtrncy Year Vic lat.ions Arre st Ci tat i c;-ns Enfo;r1;ement 
Costs

AF l':194 9 ,o u 0
ANG 1'994 (l D 'J 'J
BIA 1991l j u u }OC
BLH l'Bq l 3 ·1 27 2S 9:-! 597 3
BCJP 1994 0 IJ u 0
BoR l :194 2 J 0 2 0 c,o c,o
l:G 1994 ND ND NIJ ND
CO,t; l :194 19 1 16 l3500U
OUA l'::l 94 5 i D .l 71 70
DOE l'9 94 D 'J 0 ll l ·O C·
P'AA l ::l ::l4 ND ND ND NU
F'S 1::1:HI 24E u lt:l 25C•OC•OO
FWS 1994 6 D 1 NIJ
ms 1994 NA NA NA NA
NASA l:l94 0 u □
NuAA l':194 ,u NA NA NA
JliPS l :194 215 ll 90 9 2 5 !:: 5,5,
s1 l :/94 NA NA NA NA
TVA l':19 ll 31 0 q ND
UsEH l':194 'J IJ u 0
USGS 1994 NA NA NA NA
USMC l'9 ::l4 J 0 u □
USN l::194 0 0 □ 0
USPS 1994 NA NA NA NA
Vi\ 1994 ND rm NO ND

Tutcil 672 5::J l5tl ll"7556':l8

AF 1995 12 0 C 2sO •tm
ANG 1995 ND ND NU NC:
BIA 1995 3 IJ D 7 ·C•
BLM 1'995 l 9 f:l LO LJ 1!:l!:l951:l
BOP 1995 a tJ D D
80~ l!:195 ·O D 0 u
CG 1995 >J J u ·
COE 1995 39 u u; NU
DOA 1995 2 i.J NU ND NIJ
Dot: 1995 2 · 0 7l □ C-C-
fAA 1995 ,i.J D 0 G
Fs 1995 2 !:l4 l~ 9 15'JUUCC•
f'WS 1995 5 IJ 0 0
INS l ::l 9 5 NA NA NA NA
NASA 1995 ll D 0 0
NOAA l ::l95 IJ NU NU NU
NPS 1395 9B l3 lC 21451.:•U
SI l::19 5 NA NA NA NA
TVA l ::l 95 15 'J J 72500
USGS 1995 NA NA NA NA
USMC 1395 ND ND ND ND
USN 1995 ;; D u NA
USPS 1995 NA NA NA NA
VA l 39 5 NU ND NU NIJ

Total 674 41 45 299765~

(;rand Total 1341: 94 21.;J 775J.::56



1·able D22, Prosecuticn of archeological violation:i by land manaye,me,nt agency, 
F'Y 19',4- 1995.

Agency Year Prosecution ARPA
Mh,demeancr
Co nviction

A.HPA
Felony
Convic:ticn

Non-ARPA 
l:'rosecut ic•n

C i.v i.l 
Penalty

AF L'!:194 {l D D D D
A.NG 199q D D D u t.:•
tiIA L'9 9 4 D D {] D •
BLH 1'9 9 4 Hl 3 2 4 4
BOP 1'9'94 D 0 D J (}

BOR 1994 u • D 0 •
co 1'3'94 ND ND ND ND ND
COE H'94 2 7 1 l 3
D0A 1'394 1 {) D D 1
DOE 1 '994 0 D C D D
FAA 1'3 94 ND ND ND ND rm
FS 1'394 18 l 4 Ll 2
r'WS 1'9 94 0 ND ND ND l
[NS L' 39 4 NA NA NA NA NA
l'iASA 1'394 0 ,J 0 0 0
NOAA '3 94 NA NA NA NA NA
N~S l':l 94 :.ni 17 l U u 54
SI l:l 9 4 NA NA NA NA NA
TVA .1'9 9 4 0 0 0 u ,
UsBM 1'9 9 4 D 0 (J C c;,

USGs 1'994 NA NA NA NA rm
USMC 1'394 0 0 0 C ,
USN 1'394 {) D D D ;,
USPS 1394 NA NA NA NA NA
VA 1994 Nii ND NU ND Nii

Tutal 55 2 8 17 31 6~1

AF' 1'995 D □ ·:J D □
ANG 1995 ND NU ND NU Nl.l
BIA 1'395 D Ll D ·:J D
i:iLH 1395 l[J 4 5 17 l
BOP l ':195 u 'J 'J u I,;•
BOR 1'39 5 0 D D ·:J D
CG 199!:: ·:J ~ 0 ·:J 0
COE 1995 2 0 u 5 5
DOA 1995 ND NU ND ND ND
DOE 199 5 □ D □ 0 □
FAA 1995 □ D D □ □
FS 199!:: 19 9 18 7 151
FWS 1995 0 ·:J D D D
lNS 1395 NA NA NA NA NA
NASA 1'99 5 0 D u u D
NOAA 1995 ND ND ND Nl.l ND
N~S 1'395 17 4 oJ 3 l
SI LBS NA NA NA NA NA
TVA 1395 D L 'J u C
USGS 19 9 S. NA NA NA NA NA
USMC 1'995 ND ND ND NU NiJ
USN 1995 0 □ D □ □
USPS 199!:: NA NA NA NA NA
VA l :/', 5 NL ND ND NI.J ND

Total 48 Ul 2;; 3J 1551

Grand Total llJ, 46 40 :ill ;,124



Table D23 , ARPA financial infocmcttiun by l,rnd management agency, FY l'H4= 1995.

Agency Yeac ARPA 
Criminal 
1/'ines

AKl:'A 
Civil 
Penalties

R~scoce
Si .;{•:!:P,:l l.C' 
Costs

Artifact 
Commercial 
Value

Property 
Cu1nmt:ircial 
Value

AF 1:194 1:) J I) 0 0
ANG 1394 Q Cl 0 () (l
BIA 1994 CJ CJ 0 CJ CJ
BLi-i 1994 3625 11451 32 :lll l H 110 4170U
BOP 1994 :) D 'J 0 0
BOR 1994 Cl 0 0 r) rJ
CG l.994 ND ND ND ND ND
COE 1994 ,o u 1001:JIU QOIJ!JiJ 'J
DOA 19:14 IJ 0 IJ ·J IJ
DOE L ':.l':14 D J r) I) •.}
FAA 1'9:14 ND ND ND ND ND
Fs l':l:14 10700 297B3 :, 31 !:>·J2 0 10000
FWS 19:14 ,:) ND ND ND ND
IN:s lSl':J4 NA NA NA NA NA
NASA l '::I :14 0 J J J IJ
NOAA l:1::14 IJ NA NA NA NA
NPS l''::1:14 6,D2 5 4;rn5B :H>J6 l:il,64.! 3065;J
Si l :J::14 NA NA NA NA NA
TVA l '':l'::14 0 4IJ[) .!~45 IJ rm
USBM l:I 94 0 ·J IJ IJ 0
USGS 1'9 '::14 NA NA NA NA NA
i.iSi-iC l:1::14 D ·J IJ 'J ,j
UsN l':l':14 IJ J ) J 0
USPS l ::l '::14 NA NA NA NA NA
V"i\ 1'~94 ND NO ND ND rm

Total 20350 B2692 5B55:14 26B3752 32350

AF 19:15 () D 2 50·00::J 0 0
ANG l'B5 ND ND rm ND ND
BIA l'B5 ':J IJ IJ IJ 0
BLH l:195 15765 D 34523 :, :12 97 llJO'J
BOP l'H5 'J IJ oJ IJ J
BOJ< l '3 :I !J () IJ 0 IJ J
CG l':l 95 liJ [) iJ NIJ J
Co!: l::19 5 ND lO·JD 2•JOoJ·J () O
DOA l:195 ND NU ND NO ND
DOE l!al:15 0 10 0 iJ 0
FAA 1'395 0 0 J 0 0
FS l.':J:15 1 :rn:J 12'3Bo 109 :i 027 4:iB3 v
FWS 1'395 0 () 2 IJO,O 0 D
!NS l :195 NA NA NA NA NA
NASA l.'B5 J ,[) I) IJ IJ
NOAA l ':l 3 !:> ND NU NU NU ND
NPS 1:1:15 1. Q :.! !:, 1:i 1 :J 6 3 :>:ioJ 25U rJ
SI 1>;,':l!J NA NA NA NA NA
!VA 1995 25 D 0 u [J
USGS 1995 NA NA NA NA NA
USMC 1995 ND NtJ ND ND ND
iJSN 1395 D D I) 0 NA
USPS 1::195 NA NA NA NA NA
VA 1995 J\ID NU ND ND ND

Total 25D15 131B96 1466910 '54230 100::l

Grand Total 45355 2145B8 2052504 27479B2 S3350



E
 Federal Archeology Program 

Authorizations, Regulations, 
Guidelines

Abandoned Snipwreck Act 
(13 L’.S.C. 2101 ft seq.)

. 1/7 A (,l ill

Abandoned Shipwreck Act Final Guidelines
55 FR50I16 (I960)
55 FR5I528 (1990)
56 FR 7375 (1991)

American Indian Religious Freedom Act
(12 L’.S.C. 1990)

Antiquities Act
(I6L.S.C. 131 133)

Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
(10 L’.S.C. l70aa- l70inm)

13 CFR 3: L’niiorm Rules and Regulations 
Prescribed bv the Secretaries of the Interior, 
Agriculture. and War to Carry Ont the Provisions 
of the “Act lor the Preservation of American 
Antiquities"

ARPA L’niiorm Regulations: 18 CF R 1312 
(Tennessee Valiev Authority), 32 Cl' R 229 
(Defense). 36 CFR 296 (Agriculture), and 13 CFR 
7 (Interior), DOI Supplemental Regulations 13 
CFR 7(7)
BIA Supplemental Regulations: 25 CFR 262 
,36 CFR 79: Curation of Fedcralh-Owned and 
Administered Archeological Collections

Archeological and Historic Preservation Act 
(16 L’.S.C. 169-169c)

Historic Sites Act
(16 L’.S.C. 161-167)

National Historic Preservation Act 
(16 L S.C. 170)

Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act
(25 L’.S.C. 3001 el seq.)

Reservoir Salvage Act
(16 L’.S.C. 169)

36 CFR 60: National Register of 1 listoric Places
36 CFR 800: Protection of Historic Properties 
Sccivtan ol the Interim Standards and Gmdihnes 
for Archeology and Historic Preservation.
18 FR 11716
Guidelines lor Federal Agency Responsibilities 
under Section llOol the National Histone 
Preservation Act. 53 FR 1727

13 CFR Part 10
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