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Figure 1. Biggs Ford Site, Maryland
(Frederick County). Site plan shows
subsurface features of a late
prehistoric Indian village near the
Monocacy River. Courtesy
Maryland Geological Survey,
Baltimore, Maryland.
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Figure 2. Post holes at Biggs Ford Site marked with small wooden pegs as
part of the archeological investigation. White stakes indicate the path of a
proposed sewer interceptor that, when installed, destroyed the central
portion of the site. Courtesy Maryland Geological Survey, Baltimore,
Maryland.

Figure 3. Averbuch Site, Tennessee (Davidson
County). Effigy pot dating from 1300-1500
A.D.,one of many "grave goods” found in the
middle of a housing development near
Nashville. Photo credit: Walter Smalling, Jr.

Figure 5. Walpi Pueblo, Arizona (Navajo County). Pottery stew

Figure 4. Hog Creek Watershed, Texas (Bosque and Coryall bowl manufactured between 1800-1820, originally used by the
Counties). Excavation and examination of remains found in Hopi as a serving dish. The design on the bowl bottom consists
front of L.E. Robertson Rockshelter. Courtesy University of of four radially symmetrical corn plants. Courtesy Museum of

Tulsa, Tulsa, Oklahoma. Northern Arizona, Flagstaff, Arizona.



Introduction

Archeology, involving those remains usually
hidden beneath the earth’s surface, is a
complex data-gathering science. And because
archeological remains are considered a cultu-
ral rather than a physical resource, their
importance is often misunderstood and un-
derestimated.

Archeological remains are actually as much a
physical resource as historic buildings and, as
such, are as vulnerable to destruction from
insensitive human activity (Figs. 1, 2).

Although man has inhabited North America
for perhaps 27,000 years, recorded history
began only with the arrival of European
explorers in the 15th century A.D. Moreover,
written histories may be very selective, focus-
ing upon only the most important persons
and happenings of the day. Archeological
studies offer a candid, supplemental or alter-
native glimpse of the daily lives of people
who left few, if any, written records. The
remains of campsites and settlements form a
revealing archeological record of the way
people lived, how they adapted to their envi-
ronment, and the kinds of things they valued.
By studying earlier cultures, we may come to
learn more about ourselves as human beings,
set within the broadest possible context
(Figs. 3, 4, 5).

For example, through archeology we learn of
the coincidence of locations chosen by prehis-
toric man for activities vital to life. The same
factors that caused early man to select a
campsite—proximity to water, accessibility,
transportation, trade, topographic features—
seems to have appealed to his successors.
Thus, we discover that many modern roads
are built over prehistoric trails; even some
modern cemeteries are located above ancient
graveyards.

Archeology also provides a useful time scale
for the study of our own environment. There
is evidence that the clearing of trees and
vegetation from watersheds has led to the

cutting of deep arroyos, such as Chaco Can-
yon, New Mexico. When the shallow streams
no longer flooded and naturally fertilized the
land and the water table was lowered, this
once habitable area deteriorated into a waste-
land that is still desolate some 500 years
later.

In summary, archeological sites are a vital
part of our cultural heritage which, when
destroyed, irreversibly diminish our knowl-
edge of the past. That is why the emphasis
today is on the preservation and selective
investigation of sites rather than on total
excavation. One archeologist has likened the
digging of a site to reading George Wash-
ington’s letters in the National Archives,
taking notes, then burning the letters. Pro-
tected from human destruction, archeological
data may be studied and interpreted with
fresh insights and the most up-to-date infor-
mation and technology available.



Federal Leadership for the
Preservation of Cultural
Resources

Since World War II, massive public construc-
tion projects—highways, dams, urban re-
newal—have destroyed thousands of archeo-
logical sites throughout the country. With
the rapid expansion of essential construction
activities today, we as a Nation are losing
irreplaceable information on such an enor-
mous scale that it is impossible for the
private sector alone to retard or prevent the
loss. Therefore, it is fitting that the Federal
Government, acting on behalf of the Ameri-
can people, play a major role in protecting
and preserving those historic and archeologi-
cal resources still intact.

The Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service (HCRS) of the U.S. Department of
the Interior administers a national historic
preservation program with the cooperation
of other Federal agencies, State govern-
ments, and the private sector. The Service’s
resource programs establish guidelines and
professional standards for effective preser-
vation activities, identify and document cul-
tural resources, offer matching grants for
preservation projects, and promote greater
interest and involvement in historic preser-
vation by citizens and government.

To administer the historic preservation re-
sponsibilities of the Secretary of the Interior,
the Department created the Office of Ar-
cheology and Historic Preservation (OAHP)
within the National Park Service in 1967.
OAHP consolidated the existing survey pro-
grams; related programs in archeology, ar-
chitecture, and history; and the new pro-
grams required by the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and Executive
Order 11593. The Governor of each State
was asked to appoint an official to work with
OAHP. The responsibilities of the State
Historic Preservation Officers include iden-
tifying historic resources of national, State,
and local significance in their jurisdictions
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and nominating them to the National Regis-
ter of Historic Places, preparing Statewide
historic preservation plans, and administer-
ing the grant-in-aid program in their States.

In January 1978, the Department of the
Interior took steps to bring several environ-
mental programs under the direction of a
single agency with the creation of the Heri-
tage Conservation and Recreation Service.
The agency’s three main areas of concern are
historic preservation, natural conservation,
and outdoor recreation. HCRS operates in
cooperation with the States and relies heavily
on public participation, providing technical
and information services for those involved
in environmental activities. For more de-
tailed information, write to the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior, Heritage Conservation
and Recreation Service, Pension Building,
440 G Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20243.



Interagency Archeological
Services—Washington

One of the programs of HCRS, Interagency
Archeological Services (IAS) directs and
coordinates a nationwide effort to protect
significant archeological and historic remains
threatened by Federal construction projects,
programs, or activities. IAS:

® Assists Federal agencies in the fulfillment
of their Executive Order 11593 responsi-
bilities by helping them to locate, identify,
and evaluate historic properties under
their jurisdiction or control, or to conduct
data recovery, if necessary, under Public
Law 93-291.

® Develops for the Secretary of the Interior
national goals and objectives, policies,
standards, guidelines, and procedures for
all Federal agencies to follow in the admin-
istration of the archeological and historic
data recovery program under the Archeo-
logical and Historic Preservation Act of
1974 (Public Law 93-291).

® Manages the permit system instituted
under the Antiquities Act of 1906 (Public
Law 59-209) to regulate data recovery
projects on most federally-owned or con-
trolled lands.

® Consults with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation on archeological
issues.

® Reports annually to Congress on the scope
and effectiveness of the program.

IAS Field Offices

The Interagency Archeological Services pro-
gram is administered at the field level by the
three regional offices, IAS-Atlanta, IAS-
Denver, and IAS-San Francisco. Each field
office:

® Maintains a day-to-day liaison with other
Federal agencies at the regional level in
order to identify and plan for needed data
recovery projects.

® Identifies firms or institutions capable of
performing data recovery.

® Establishes the scope of archeological serv-
ices required for projects, negotiates con-
tracts, and reviews data recovery propo-
sals.

® Monitors field and laboratory work.

® Reviews and approves final reports sub-
mitted following the completion of data
recovery.

Because many Federal agencies whose actions
may affect significant sites do not have
sufficent archeological staff expertise, IAS is
able to provide invaluable technical assist-
ance nationwide. With its staff of profession-
al archeologists in Washington and in the
field, IAS is in a unique position to coordi-
nate federally-sponsored archeological activi-
ties and to help other Federal agencies meet
their responsibilities under Executive Order
11593 and Public Law 93-291.



Program Scope
Legislation

Historic preservation in the United States
has been shaped by a body of more than two
dozen laws that deal with archeological,
architectural, cultural, and historic resources
(Appendix A). Their intent is to make the
Federal Government accountable for any
potential impact its actions may have on the
cultural environment. Laws that are particu-
larly pertinent to archeology are summarized
in Appendix B and include: the Antiquities
Act of 1906 (Public Law 59-209). The His-
toric Sites Act of 1935 (Public Law 74-292),
the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (NHPA) (Public Law 89-665 as
amended), the National Environmental Poli-
cy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Public Law 91-190),
and the Archeological and Historic Preserva-
tion Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-291). As
mentioned earlier, Executive Order 11593
assigns certain responsibilities to Federal
agencies with regard to historic preservation.

Often poorly understood by agency planners,
archeological resources frequently receive
inadequate consideration during project
planning. It cannot be emphasized too
strongly in this report that the timely appli-
cation of the legal requirements cited above
are intended to integrate historic preserva-
tion goals with the successful completion of
agency construction projects without undue
costs. The harmful effects of proposed con-
struction projects, if recognized and dealt
with during the planning phase, could be
avoided or, at least minimized. IAS believes
the failure of agencies to follow the historic
preservation compliance process is the main
cause of the needless destruction of archeo-
logical resources as well as costly construc-
tion delays. Unfortunately, archeologists
have long been accused of obstructing public
works projects when just the opposite seems
more accurate: a construction project in full
compliance with the intent of Federal law is
seldom delayed by the recovery of significant
archeological information.

Complying with the Requirements of
the Law

In order to deal responsibly with the cultural
environment and to avoid delays caused by
the failure to take the "preventive measures”
required by law, Federal agencies should
begin the compliance process in the early
stages of planning for a construction project.
This process consists of three major steps.

1. Identification of Cultural Resources with-
in the Project Area. Executive Order 11593
requires all Federal agencies to locate, identi-
fy, and evaluate all historic and archeological
resources under their jurisdiction or control
that will be affected by their actions. The
agency must consult with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and ask the Secretary of
the Interior to resolve questions of whether
properties are eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places. Where
properties eligible for the National Register
are involved, the agency should reevaluate
the proposed undertaking to consider its
impact.

Archeological sites are often the most nu-
merous cultural entities identified during
inventory and evaluation. Current knowledge
about the distribution of sites geographically
makes detailed site predictions difficult;
therefore, systematic field surveys should be
undertaken for many projects, even when
State plans for the protection of cultural
resources called for by the National Historic

Preservation Act of 1966 have been complet-
ed.

2. Consultation with the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation. The National His-
toric Preservation Act of 1966 created the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to
counsel the President and the Congress and
established the National Register of Historic
Places. The Federal agency must consult with
the State Historic Preservation Officer to
determine whether (1) its undertaking will
affect a significant cultural resource in or



eligible to be entered in the National Regis-
ter, and (2) if the resource will be affected,
whether the effect will be adverse. The
Council must be given an opportunity to
comment on the proposed project.

If the Council deems there will be an adverse
effect, the agency must submit a preliminary
case report to the Council, outlining the
project and its impact on the property. The
Council staff, the State Historic Preservation
Officer and the agency will then explore
methods by which the adverse effects can be
avoided or minimized. The final plan to
avoid the property or mitigate the adverse
effect must be acceptable to all three parties
and must be incorporated into a legally
binding Memorandum of Agreement. If no
agreement can be reached, the full Council
must formally comment on the matter. The
Federal agency is responsible for deciding the
ultimate disposition of the property. It may
elect to carry out, modify or ignore the
Council’s recommendations. Current policy
of the Council is to view its comments as not
legally binding. However, if the Federal
agency chose to ignore the Council’s com-
ments and subsequently had to defend its
action in the courts, a position of noncom-
pliance would severely weaken the case.

3. Data Recovery is defined as the scientific
retrieval and preservation of archeological
and historic materials and information that
would otherwise be lost and the study of
these resources in their original context.
Because cultural resources that have been
destroyed by construction or by archeological
excavation cannot be replaced, their protec-
tion and conservation for long-term scientific
study is always preferable (as stressed in the
Introduction to this report) to immediate
excavation. In addition, techniques for recov-
ery are continually improving. Accordingly,
data recovery through archeological salvage
is undertaken only as a last resort to save
important information, while allowing a
construction project to proceed.

If the consultation process reveals no way to
avoid damaging or destroying the cultural
resources and finds that recovery of speci-
mens and scientific information is in the
public interest, the agency may use its au-
thority under the Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act to undertake archeological
excavations. The agency may contract for this
work directly, using up to one percent of the
authorized project appropriation, or may
request the Secretary of the Interior to as-
sume responsibility for the archeological
investigations on a cost reimbursable basis or
through the use of discretionary funds ap-
propriated to him for this purpose. When
significant archeological sites are threatened
by issuance of a Federal permit or license or
in other federally-assisted projects where the
one percent proviso cannot be applied, the
Secretary of the Interior may elect to fund
data recovery as the only prudent recourse to
destruction of the resource without prior
study. Data recovery, therefore, is the last
step taken under preservation law and should
only be conducted after a Federal agency has
fully discharged its responsibilities for identi-
fying, evaluating, and considering cultural
resources in the planning process.



Program Effectiveness

Cultural Resource Management by
Federal Agencies

National coordination of archeological pro-
grams is a monumental task for a variety of
reasons. Although requirements that agen-
cies consider cultural resources in their plan-
ning process have been law for years, some
Federal agencies continue to regard historic
preservation legislation as individual au-
thorities rather than an integrated set of
responsibilities, procedures, and managerial
options. The result is fragmented planning
and an incomplete response to the need to
protect cultural resources affected by their
projects. Conversely, several agencies such as
the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conser-
vation Service, have taken some positive
steps to begin refining guidelines to reflect
the importance of considering cultural re-
sources in planning for projects.

As a first step in the preparation of the
annual report to the Congress, IAS requested
all Federal agencies to provide information
concerning data recovery projects conducted
under the authority of Public Law 93-291 as
well as survey and evaluation activities in-
itiated during FY 1977. As reported to IAS,
more than 70 data recovery projects were
undertaken by Federal agencies during FY
1977 (see Appendix C); the actual number of
projects may be considerably higher, but
information was not available from the Soil
Conservation Service, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and the
Environmental Protection Agency, all of
which funded or guaranteed loans for numer-
ous construction projects.

Several problems in coordinating a national
approach to cultural resource preservation
are highlighted in the agency responses.
Because data recovery can only be undertaken
on significant sites under the authority of
Public Law 93-291, this aspect of the archeo-
logical program should depend entirely upon
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the results of prior systematic survey and
evaluation. Many agencies still seem to mis-
understand the purpose of Public Law 93-
291, viewing it as a substitute for preserva-
tion legislation when, in fact, it should be
applied only after agencies have fully com-
plied with the planning requirements of
NHPA, NEPA, and Executive Order 11593.

Regulations and guidelines were developed
by IAS during 1977 in order to clarify the
relationship between planning activities re-
quired under NHPA, NEPA, and Executive
Order 11593 and the data recovery author-
ized under Public Law 93-291. These regula-
tions and guidelines have been discussed
extensively with OMB regarding their policy
and budget implications and it is anticipated
that they will be published in the “Federal
Register” during 1979.

Although the number of projects and total
dollars committed to data recovery during FY
1977 increased during FY 1978, the total
impact of Federal construction activities on
archeological resources is unknown. Because
of the difficulty of collecting information
from individual agencies about their activi-
ties under Public Law 93-291, other methods
of acquiring these data are being considered.
In order to reduce paperwork, HCRS has
eliminated the practice of making blanket
requests of Federal agencies for information
on their archeological activities. Beginning in
FY 1979 and in following years, HCRS will
derive information from existing agency
notification and reporting requirements de-
scribed in Sections 3a and 4a of Public Law

93-291.

However, until we have information address-
ing (1) the full impact of losses caused by
Federal and federally-related activities on
archeological and historic sites; and (2) the
full extent of data recovery performed under
Public Law 93-291, a meaningful statement
on the level of need for the recovery of
archeological and historic data by Federal
agencies cannot be made.






