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An archesological componznt 1o the geological fleld investigation conducted by US Army Li’(/ 59\,
Eagi:ce;r Waterways Experiment Station (WES ) was designed to assure that cultural remains
encountered during the Jeld investgaticn would not be damaged, destroysd or overlooked.
Given the occurrence of anifacts, and scofacts previously recorded at site 45 BN 32, it wouid
seem very likely that culnural matzzial would be encountersd during the geologica! fieic and
aneiytical investigation. During the seriss of mestings and t2iephone conversazions hetwesn
princizal project participants, that preceded the feld work, it was decided thal an archazaiogist
= member would be included in the WES project. The WIS scoge of work rcflecis this
decision.

Iz andcipaton of encountcring culwural material during the geologicel investization, = Jeld
and {aoeratory procedure was deveicped by Dr. Andrew Warne and Dr. Frederick Briver o
comeine & geological and urchasclogicel perspectve.  In this way the geological research zoals
would be met without adverscly impacting archesological contexts. This procedure, including
coriss of the field recording sheets were coordinated with all participants a: 2 prework
confrrznce heid Friday 12 December 1997,
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PRE WORX CONFERENCE: ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

A miceung of ell interested participating pertics (See Dr. Wakeley's attendance list) was
conducted Friday aflernoon after an iniual on-sits mesting Fridey morniag 12 Dazamber 1857,
During this mecting it became apperent that there was considerable misunderstanding zoout the
WIS scope of work and two ARPA permits. The WIS scope of work stipulated thai the ressarch

geais wouid ncsTzsitate the remwval of artfacls encountered. The WES scope of work caiied for

an eralysis and description of artifacts at the Watsrwavs Expersnent Station, Vicksburg
Mississiprt, belore returning them to the Walla Walla District. The WES eam wes no:
achcipaning a provlem conceming artifact removal and assumed hat the research goal o7 dating
th site could not be achieved withou: a consideration of the chronological significance of
anifscts. Mr. Van Pelt, the spokesman Jor the Umatilia tribe voiced sirony objections to 4is
provision. Mr. Van Psit lock the position thet artifacts could no: be removed from the site and
that the provisions of the ARPA permits for the non-federn] 12ams led by Dr. Gary Huskslberry
and Dr. Manfred Jeshnip appiied to the WES team es well, even though WES us = I'ederal
Agesncy docs not require an ARPA pemmit and the WES scope of work had been previously
cocreinared Wit ell mrerested pertizs. The WES team had not enticipated e policy of no-removal
of ardfacts. . -

The perceived need to collevt artifucts and the demend by the Umatilla spokesman io not
remove artijacts seeined to be et an impasse when Dr. Paul Nickens, a professional archacoiogist
representing the Departmen: of Justice at this meeting, sugeested 2 compromise solution. Dr.
Nickens suggested that the number of artifacss encoumtered during field work, would provably
be small and that there were caough archacologists on hand to perfonm artitact catloging,
photography and description on sitz. He offered to tzke responsibility to assist the WES team
with the @sk of cxtaloging, describing and photographing any artifacts that mey be encountersd
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belore returning them wo their piace of discovery. Since this compromise would assure that
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ertical informational context uf arsifacts wouid be saved and would not incraase the levai of /5 1
effort and upanticipated work for the WES team, 2 compromise agreemant was reachad that 2]
artifects would be retumned to the sizz once Dr. Nickens compieted his description.

Dr. Briver then raised the issue of the need 10 recover other materials 1o acecmeiish the
sesearch goals. In particular, Dr. Briuer asked for clarification atout non-anifacrual remaiss such
25 dene or shell (scofacly) uriticelly needed to answer the project reseazch questions agreed (o in
the WES scope of work., The consensus of opinjon was that ecofacts could bs ramoved. An
example of which would be unmodified shell (sc0fact) as opposed (o an obvious!y hurman
modified sheil bead with drilled and polished madifications which would he considered an
arifact Dr. Bruer elso raised the issue of the possibility of encountering smail artifasts i the

core samples that would be remeved {Tom the site {or enalysis ar the Waterwayvs fxperiment
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Stetion. Again Mr. Van Pelt had no objeclion (o the remoeval of cors szmples evan if thers wes a

possitility that these senples might coniain small artifacts.  There were no obisctions voicsd by
mes=tng participants to 1his clerification azout the need to perform analysis of corzs at WES,

FIELD WORK (ARCHAEOLOGICAL COMPONENT) DECEMBER [3-16

Profling commenced Saturdey 13 December. A wrtal of rwelve profiles was comzicics at
points aiong & base line of thres hundred and thirty four maters in length. The basz iine ran
approximately perallel to the river bank, Profiles were seiccied at roughly twenty fve meter
intervels in arzas where new swrizzes could be cleaned off with a minimum of sxcavaiion.
Prefiles wers designated CPP 003 through 334 (Columbia Park Profiles with meter designatien
elong the surveyed base lins). Thie upper lefl comer, as the viewer faces each orofile, wes
marked by a three {vol section of one half inch stcel rebar driven into the ground at a iagonal.
This cormer was surveyed in by 2 tearm of professional surveyors from ihe surveying section of
thz Walle Walla Diszict Corps cf Eagineers. The survey team set out te base line and
suprorted the ficid werk by surveying in 2ll profiies, a one meter geophysical grid sysiz, the
original sitz datum point and various potals throughout the site for tocezrazhic mupping.

Sections of the cut pank that were otvicusly damaged or disturbed by rezent naturel procssses
such as erosion, slump or mess westing, were avoided. A conscious cffort was made 0 selzei
these profiles with the greatest potential for sumtigraphic integrity. An 2ffort was alse made 0
minimize sxcavetion to only that which would be needed to produce a clean vertical face. An
cfort wes made o expedite the profiling process so that other cooperating investigaters couid
have access to the profiles for their research purposes as soon as possible. Profiies were sigpped
back as en altsmatve to digging long continuous faces requiring the removal of large guantiuss
of sediment. An effort was made to minimize the wmount of sxcevaticn 5o that te removed
sediment could e screened ay quickly as possibis and not hold up otiier investigators with 2 nesc
to cxamine the profiles.

2ch of the profiles was set into the bank (framed) with one inch wide PVC pipe st vertically
and one half inch, three foot long sections of stzel repar driven ciagonally inte ali Tour cormers 01
cach profile. Each profiles was fFramed with the PVC pipe fifty centimeters wids dut vansc in
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