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2 ABSTRACT

;a \

5 This document summarizes the research goals and strategy of Intensive
3§ data recovery performed by the Unlversity of Washington Office of Publlc
g Archaeology at the Chief Joseph Dam Project In north-central Washington state,
qb 1978-1985. During the seven-year span of the project, the overall goals

changed In response to changes In the theoretical interests of the discipline

oy and In cultural resocurces management practlces and concerns. The Introductory
: chapter discusses the scientific and humanistic concerns which guide cultural
i resource management for the project and the speciflc objectives of 1his phase
' of data recovery. Background Information on the environment, Native Amerlcan
;? Inhabltants and previous archaeological work in the area Is provided in three
! separate chapters. The remalnder of the report emphasizes strategic and
C tactical decisions made In data collection and analysis. The method of site
N selectlon, the sampling designs used at Individual sites, and the excavati

3 techniques used are reported. The rationale and procedures for dlviding sites
] Into analytic cultural zones based on stratigraphic analysis and other

& chronojogical Information Is described. A brief description of the data

e management system Is gliven, Separate chapters summarlze the goals, speclal

' data collection techniques, and analytic methods used in analysis of

. artifacts, faunal remains, botanical remains, and features.
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Y PREFACE

The Chlef Joseph Dam Cultural! Resources Project (CJDCRP) has been
gL\ sponsored by the Seattle District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) In
order to salvage and preserve the cultural resources imperiled by 2 10 foot
pool raise resulting from modifications to Chief Joseph Dam. Intensive data !
recovery took place between 31 July 1978 and 31 December 1984 under Contract “
DACW67-78-0106, which provided for excavation, analysls, and reporting of 18
prehistoric habitation sites.

The Project!s investigations are documented in four report series.
Reports describling archaecloglcal reconnaissance and testing include (1) a
management plan for cultural resources in the project area (Jermann et al.
1978), (2) a report of testing at 79 prehistoric habitation sites (Leeds et :
al, 1981), and (3) an inventory of data derived from testing. Series | of the
mitigation reports includes (1) the project's research design (Campbell 1984d) y
and (2) a preliminary report (Jaehnig 1983b). Series |l consists of
descriptive reports on prehistoric habitation sites excavated as part of the
project (Campbel! 1984b; Jaehnig 1983a, 1984a,b; Lohse 1984a-f; Miss 1984a-d), :
prehistoric nonhabitation sites and burial relocation sites (Campbell 1984c),
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{gq and a report on the survey and excavation of historic sites (Thomas et al. :
fﬁdf 1984). A summary of project results is presented In Jaehnig and Campbel | \
Ay (1984) . '
) Like management of cultural resources in general, the design of data
LY N recovery for this project was never static, but changed considerably
] throughout the history of the project. Until 1978, when the Initial f‘
reconnaissance had been compieted and the salvage of the first six sites X
f begun, the Corps policy was that it did not fund research but only studies, .
kf‘ and the word "research™ was not connected with the project. Explicit study ]
,*Qf goals, data recovery decisions, and plans for analysis systems were presented A
$:$ in a Plan of Action for testing (Jermann, Dancey, and Whittlesey 1978) and a ;
2C Plan of Action for saivage (Jermann and Whittlesey 1978) and a Management Plan iy
¢ (Jermann, Dancey, Dunnel! and Thomas 1978). A Research Design was added to N
f the list of reports required by the contract when the Corps policy changed. A ™
i draft research design (Jermann et al. 1980) presented to the Corps In 1980 was '
not accepted as fulfilliment of the contractual requirement for a research v
:2 design but Is nonetheless an important project document outlining research )
J.N goals and relating these to many specific data recovery strategles and %
3 : tactics. e
47 The draft research design was written as a reglional study, not restricted
in geographic scope to the project area, nor restricted in scope of work to
W minimum mitigation. Although there were many practicail problems with the p
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research design, it was an integrated design aimed at Investigating activity
areas at sites and testing a subsistence system model based on reconstruction
of Sanpoii/Nespelem ethnographic subsistence and settlement pattern. One of
the weaknesses of the draft research design was a lack of emphasis on temporal
control and on measuring cultural change through time. However, more
Important were Its shortcomings as an actual gulide for project data analyses
(field data recovery already having been completed at that point). The draft
research design did not adequately relate the model to be tested to the
archaeological data recovered. Some aspects of data recovery and analysls
were well described and thelr relevance to project research goals adequately
Justified, particularly site sampling, faunal analysis, and artifact analysis.
However, specific expectations were not derived from the model to be tested in

18y the archaeological record. Further, certain critical aspects of the data
:k} collected, such as features, were not dealt with at all.
_fj‘ While the draft research design [s an exciting and important document
ﬂyj because of the elaborate effort at modelling which it comprises, It Is not
Xa. an accurate summary of what was actually done In analysis, and it does not
. . reflect the goals which evolved during the analysis and writing of the
sﬂa‘ descriptive site reports, The project did not immediately revise the research
?. design but turned to the higher priority of writing the descriptive site
b?. reports. The present research design was written at the same time as the
:; f summary report, the last project report to be written. It Is not a revision
s of the first draft, but a document with a rather different goal. 1| did not
. attempt to construct post hoc a research design that accounts for ail the
2}5 strategic and tactical decisions made. My goal is rather to describe those
AN declisions, how they affected the data, and the reasons behind them, regardliess
5{5 of whether they relate to the same Integrated research design or not.
" This document refers primarily to Investigatons of prehistoric habitation
;) sites, The research objectives for investigation of historic sites and
T prehistoric nonhabltation sites, including details of site selection and
Q analysis not discussed here, are In the historic and nonhabitation site
'.'. reports. (Thomas et al. 1984; Campbel| 1984c).
’: 3
3y
Pg
L .:;
oo
] _l'__
T,
e n
!
Wi
~ L =
_é:.; A
e .
0 i
X
_l
xiv 3
3
3
R

"\'\P

o e

b ",-\. 53
'&“\- '& \"'"
.v..-a‘-'.u.c

é} K BRI R SOt



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This report Is the result of the coilaboration of many individuals and
agencies. During the excavation and early reporting stages, Coprincipal
Investigators were Drs. Robert C, Dunnell and Donald K. Grayson, both of the
Department of Anthropology, University of Washington, and Dr. Jerry V.
Jermann, Director of the Office of Public Archaeology, University of
Washington. Dr. Manfred E.W. Jaehnig served as Project Supervisor during this
stage of the work. Since the autumn of 1981, Dr. Jaehnig has served as
Coprincipal Investigator with Dr. Dunnell.

Three Corps of Englineers staff members have made major contributions to
the project. They are Dr, Steven F. Dice, Contracting Officer's
Representative, and Corps archaeciogists Lawr V. Salo and David A. Munsell.
Both Mr. Munsell and Mr. Salo have worked to assure the success of the project
from its initial organization through site selection, sampling, analysls, and
report writing. Mr, Munsell provided guidance In the initial stages of the
project and deveioped the strong ties with the Colviile Confederated Tribes
essential for the undertaking. Mr, Salo gave generously of his time to gulde
the project through data collection and analysis. In hls review of each
report, he exercises that rare skill, an ability to criticize constructively,

We have been fortunate in having the generous support and cooperation of
the Colville Confederated Tribes throughout the entire length of project. The
Tribes' Business Council and its History and Archaeology Office have been
invaluable. We owe special thanks to Andy Joseph, representative from the
Nespelem District on the Business Council, and to Adellne Fredin, Tribal
Historian and Director of the History and Archaeology Office. Mr. Joseph and
the Business Council, and Mrs. Fredin, who acted as |lalson between the Tribe
and the project, did much to convince appropriate federal and state agencies
of the necessity of the Investigation. They helped secure land and services
for the project's field facilities and to establish a program which trained
local people (including many tribal members) as fleld excavators and
laboratory technicians. Beyond this, their hospitality has made our stay In
the project area a most pleasant one. In return, conscious of how much
gratitude we wish to convey in a few brief words, we extend our sincere thanks
to ali the members of the Colville Confederated Tribes who have supported our
efforts, and to Mrs. Fredin and Mr. Joseph, in particular.

My role as editor was to meld various project documents to outline the
large goals, the intentions behind our analyses, the finer details of blases ]
and changes in analytic procedures, and even the fallures of some
attempts. Data collectlon methods used throughout the course of the project
are well| documented in project files. However, there are gaps both between
the overall research goals and the detailed tactical decisions which were

Tt
P

made, and between plans of action and what was actually done later. These are ~
gaps which | have attempted to fill. | have not emphasized intentions, except I,
as they explain the context within which some decislons were made. Otherwise R,
my purpose 1s primarily to describe what was actually done. ;ii
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As Indicated above, | compiled this manuscript from a variety of project
documents, So many peopie have contrlbuted to each section by writing,
commenting, or editing, that | have not indicated individual authorship. Here
| would like to express my appreciation for all Individual contributions.

One of the major sources | used in compiling these chapters was the draft
research design. |t was an invaluable document for explaining the research
goals which dictated many of the analytic decisions. |t also contalned
sectlons on sampling, fleld techniques, Iithic analysis, faunal analysis,
botanical analysis, and records management, The only parts that | used
verbatim are In Chapter 8, the artifact analysis chapter. The flow charts of
various analyses were taken from that report as well.

Another major source of information was the introductory sections written
originally for the descriptive site reports, and then excised to be included
In the research design. Introductory materials for the faunal chapter were
contributed by Lee Lyman and Stephanie Livingston and those for the botanical
chapter by Nancy Stenholm, Both Nancy Stenholm and Dorothy Sammons-Lohse
contributed to the introduction for the feature chapter. All of these
sectlons were updated considerably for this report as they were initially
written for the first few site reports, 45-0K-287, 45-0K~-288, and 45-0K-18,
after which there were many changes In practices. Nancy Stenholm wrote a
methods section for her summary report section that was used here to update
the methods section. Dorothy Sammons-Lohse also contributed some discussion
of method In her summary report of features.

| took the bulk of the Chapters 2, 3, and 4, the enviroamental, cultural
and archaeological background chapters, from the preliminary report (Jaehnig
1983b) written by Manfred Jaehnig with the assistance of Linda Leeds, Marilyn
Hawkes, and Helen Mundy-Hudson. They had adapted the environmental and
cultural context sections for the preliminary report from comparable chapters
In the testing report (Leeds et al. 1981) and abrlidged versions thereof
originally developed for Inclusion In the site reports. To Chapter 3 | added a
summary of the historic period which | had originally written for the 45-0K-2
site report, Lawr Salo of the Corps edited and expanded Chapter 4.

For the description of site sampling designs | used two sources. The
draft research design provided an overview of the goals of the sampling
program and explanation of some aspects of the sampling strategles. Detaills
of the actual practices, considerably more complex and variable than
anticlpated, were taken from write-ups made for each site by Dr. Jermann,

The description of stratigraphic data coliection and analysis
Incorporates a description of the sediment analysis program written by S.N.
Crozier, | wrote the original version of the sectlon on site zoning, which
benefited considerably from editorial work and comments made by other project
researchers,
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project kept excellent records of procedures and changes In procedures, and
circulated these to participating researchers. Her records have been
invaluable for summarizing processing and artifact analysis practices,
and changes therein.

Lawr Salo provided editorial comments on the first draft of this version
of the research design. Although there was no editor to review the second
dratt, all of the sections benefited from edlting done previously by Linda
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1. |INTRODUCTION

This report describes the data recovery design of a program of Infensive
excavation of cultural resources sites along the upper Columbia River area In
north central Washington State (Figure 1-1). This cultural resources project,
conducted by the University of Washington, Office of Public Archaeology (OPA)
between September i978 and December 1984 under contract (Contract DACW 67-78-
C-0106) with the U.,S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District (the Corps)
was undertaken because of an Imminent ten-foot pool raise behind Chief Joseph
Dam near Bridgeport, Washington.

CHIEF JOSEPH DAM PROJECT

The dam project authorized as "Foster Creek Dam and Powerhouse" by the
River and Harbor Act of 24 July 1946 was renamed "Chlef Joseph Dam" In 1948.
in 1978, It consisted of the dam and powerhouse, storage and construction
facilities, switchyards, recreational facllities, Resident Engineer offices,
several miles of access roads and 9,872 acres (3,995 ha) of land. These
facilities and properties are in north-central Washington along the Columbia
River, beginning 545 miles upstream from its mouth and extending a distance of
45 river miles upstream. To the north, the project is bordered by the
Cotville Reservation, belonging to the Colville Confederated Tribes.

In March 1976 the U, S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District, began
modiflcation of the Chief Joseph Dam by adding 11 power generation units to
the 16 units already in operation, These additions would be accompanied by a
ten foot (3 m) raise In the level of the Impounded reservoir (Rufus Woods
Lake) to 956 feet (291 m) above mean sea level (m.s.l.). The pool raise would
inundate approximately 700 acres along the 106 miles of shoreline of Rufus
Woods Lake, causing total or partial fiooding of cultural resource sites. The
construction of the additional power unlts and the raise In pool level
required (1) adding approximately 3,700 acres to the project lands, for a
total of 13,642 acres; (2) structurally modlfying the dam and power house;
(3) constructing haul roads and storage and staging areas; (4) reiocating 1.4
miles of Douglas County Road No. 321; and (5) excavating borrow pits and
developing recreation areas.

The project area for cultural resources mitigation extends from Chief
Joseph Dam at River Mile (RM) 545 upstream 45 mlles to RM 590, just short of
Grand Coulee Dam, and Includes 2,015 ha (4979 acres) on both banks of the
reservoir within the gulde-taking Ilnes for the pool ralse (Figure 1). The
pool raise took place In February 1981, flooding or partially flooding the
cultural resources sites Iinvestigated by the project.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT, RUFUS WOODS LAKE

The current project Iis but one of a serles of cultural resources projects
related to construction or modification of Chief Joseph Dam. In fact, all
archaecological investigations in the project area have been federally funded
projects aimed at complying with legal requirements of protecting cultural
resources. The first was a reconnaissance by the Smithsonian Institution
River Basin Survey in 1949 before construction of the dam. This and the other
projects are described in Chapter 4. Since 1975, the cultural resources In
the Chlef Joseph Dam project area have been managed by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Seattle District.

Through time, the goals and specific objectives of cultural resources
management In the project area have become increasingly sophisticated,
explicit, and speciflc. Partly, this reflects changes in the practice of
cultural resources management in general, but it Is largely due to Increases
In the amount of information availlablie about the cultural resources of the
project area and the amount of time available to assimilate and utilize the
Information gathered by various projects.

Cultural resources Investigations In and around this area during the past
20 years have identified over 240 prehistoric sites (Osborne 1949; Osborne et
al. 1952; Leonhardy 1970b; Lyman 1976; Munsell and Salo 1977; Leeds et al.
1981). The conclusions of the first testing project were that there was
minimal cultural variability represented by the archaeologlical remains in the
Rufus Woods reservoir and that cultural occupation was very recent (Osborne et
a.. 1952). In 1970, Leonhardy had noted that the archaeological history of
north-central Washington differs markedly from better known areas to the
south, and that the north-central region could not be adequately understood on
the basis of studles conducted along the Columbia River In the southern part
of the state. The 1975 WSU study confirmed this conclusion when tests of the
known prehlstoric sites In the project area disclosed an even greater range of
site types and materlals than had been predicted. Both researchers concluded
that cultural resources in the project area would provide a critical link In
the understanding of the Columbla River prehistory (Leonhardy 1970b; Lyman
1976). Test excavations by the University of Washington In 1977 and 1978 at
79 of the prehistoric habitation sites Increased our knowledge of the resource
base many fold, particularly with respect to the length of occupation and the
richness of individual sites. This Information was used to develop a
mitigation program to bring the Chief Joseph Dam Project into compliance with
Sectlon 106 of the Natlonal Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16USC470)
(Jermann, Dancey, Dunnell, and Thomas 1978; Salo and Munsell 1979). A number
of documents written since then by the Corps and by the project (Jermann,
Dancey, Dunnell and Thomas 1978; Salo and Munsell 1979; Jermann et ai. 1980;
Salo 1983) summarize the research potential of the prehistoric record In the
project area and suggest directions for research.

At the most general level, cultural resources management has been guided
by two fundamental concerns beyond the need for compllance with federal
regulations: (1) to address humanistic concerns and (2) to meet scientific
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needs. The former are the feellings expressed by a tocal community of Interest
about cultural resources Important to them; the latter are the research issues
ralsed by a concerned scientific community with respect to a set of cultural
resources In a project. The following discussion of these concerns [s adapted
from the Corps management plan (Salo and Munsell 1979) and subsequent Corps
documentation connected with a testing project In the Rliver Mile 590 vicinity
(Salo 1983).

HUMANISTIC CONCERNS

Many members of the Colville Confederated Tribes currently live within a
few miles of the project. The impact of the Chief Joseph Dam Project on
current and former Indian lands are of particular concern to the Sanpoll and
Nespelem members of the Tribes because many material resources relating to
thelr cultural herltage had already been lost. All known Sanpolil winter
viliages were inundated by the reservolr behind Grand Coulee Dam before they
could be properly salvaged. Likewlse, many Nespelem vi|]lages and occupation
sites were flooded and presumably destroyed when Chief Joseph Dam was bulift.
The Tribal Councl| had expressed a desire to see thelr local hlstory preserved
through scientifically balanced preservation programs, They also wanted to
see evidence of carefully planned conslideration of thelr cultural resources by
the Federal and other governments, By and large, recent cultural resource
management programs In the area have successfully addressed Tribal humanistic
concerns through thelir sclentific Investigation programs.

SCIENTIF IC CONCERNS

The project is In the Columbia Plateau culture area (Kroeber 1939). The
chief long-range scientific reason for research into the prehistory of the
area Is to shed |ight on the process of how human beings arriving there were
able to develop a stable pattern of village |ife while supporting themselves
exclusively by fishing, hunting and gathering. In few other parts of North
America, primarily the Northwest Coast and Coastal California areas, were such
economic ways of |ife known In the mid-19th century when scientific Interest
In human economic systems arose and ethnographers began systematically
recording detallis of native cuitures, Many areas prehistorically appear to
have supported stable hunting and gathering villages, but this way of |Ife
nearly always was replaced In the remote past by systems that reiled on food
producing, such as farming or herding, long before they could be studied as
living systems., In only a few places has the hunting and gathering village
pattern persisted untl| recorded history, mainly In coastal areas. The
Columbia Plateau area Is the only inland region where the pattern |is
documented wel! enough to develop archaeologically testable models,

Because human belngs have spent nearly all of thelr two milllon year
history as hunters and gatherers, study of that form of economic adaptation
should be of Interest intrinsically, Inasmuch as hunting and gathering ways of
|ife had a major Influence on the process of becoming human. Understanding
the strengths and weaknesses of the hunting and gathering adaptation and the




processes of its development can add great depth to sclentific knowledge of
the flexIblility and viablllty of other ways of (ife., The Columbia Plateau is
one of the few places where an economic way of |ife that many cultures passed
through earller In thelr development can be studied with both historic and
archaeologlcal data to help us attaln this understanding.

How hunters and gatherers adapted to glaciated and near-glacial
environments, such as the project area, Iis a topic of special Interest to
scholars world-'de. European prehistory shows a time lag in ploneering of
deglaciated araas by human populations at any given level of economic
adaptation, whether they are hunters, herders or farmers. The closer to the
center of a glaciation, the longer it takes for stable human populations to
establ ish themselves (Nelson; personal communication 1983). Why this Is the
case Is not readlly apparent, as glaciated areas support vegetation almost
immediately after ice Is no tonger present, There Is even evldence that thin
continental glaclers were overgrown by vegetation coionizing the soil and
rubbie on top of the Ice mass at its advancing or stagnant fronts. Where
there Is vegetation, there will also be animal |lfe that could be used to
sustain human |ives.

The lag before most deglaclated areas were populated seems to be many
hundreds or thousands of years. In areas of the northern part of the Plateau
locally covered by glaciers, the earllest occupations are dated about 9,000
years ago, or over 3,000 years after the glacler departed. In areas further
from the glaclers, occupations about 10,000 years old are found. Even further
to the south, In Oregon and |daho, occupations In excess of 12,000 years old
occur. Occupations of the glaciated areas of the Plateau, such as the project
area, did not become frequent until after about 7,000 years ago, and even then
It was not until about 5,000 years ago the the population flnally began to
stabillze and expand. How the expansion was achieved has been the major focus
of Plateau archaeology since the 1960s but it is not well understood. There
Is the corollary problem of where specific adaptations arose and how they came
to predominate In an area.

To approach the major question of how hunting and gathering adaptations
evolve In different situations many subordinate probiems must be overcome.

The temporal sequence of different levels and kinds of adaptation In an area
has to be ldentified and described, a task that has occupied Plateau
prehistorians for many decades with very limited success until recently,
Hunters and gatherers, particularly the more mobile ones, typically leave
behind little debris at thelr dwelling and worksites, so finding and
Identifying the age of these sites Itseif is a difficult task. To learn how
these peoples used thelr territory and how and why those uses may have
changed, scholars must have evidence from the many different kinds of
activities the Inhabltants engaged in at those locations. There also must be
evidence from the sites to disciose their ages, |f changes in the systems that
left them are to be recognized. There is much Information, albeit incomplete,
from sites on rlverbanks but |ittle from the highlands which also were used,
limiting the spatial scope of knowledge. Many of the observed differences In
the record of cultural occupation In different localities on the Columblia
Plateau might be accounted for by vagaries of sampling. Previous
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A archaeological studles for exigent reasons simply had to ignore common caution

e and propose outlines of cultural sequences based on their samples in hand,

b even though these were small and with uncertaln biases. Notable biases In

i Plateau archaeology Incliude the lack of early assemblages representing houses,

¥ ﬁ the areas within habitation sites In between houses but outside middens, and

'ﬁhé sites other than winter residences.

;‘S‘ The chief assumptions of the mltigation program are as follows. The form

1t v and evolution of hunting/fishing and gathering adaptations are worthy of

r¢ﬂ' further scientific study using archaeological methods. Previous work in the

,.53 Plateau was Inadequate to understand how the local adaptation arose, or when,

; N where and by whom it was introduced or created. The evolutionary history of

S the particular adaptation known from the Sanpoii-Nespelem area is of speclal
Interest to studies of adaption to wholly glaciated environments and of

Yo general Interest because of the Plateau-wide use of Sanpoil-Nespellem

;:' ethnographic Information to Interpret archaeology and materlals. As the last

J.% relatively major body of unspoiled riverine cultural resources from the

§3u homeland of the Sanpoil-Nespelem peopie, the Chlef Joseph Dam Pro jects!

fcﬁl archaeological sites offered the best hope for substantial and strong advances

(] In knowledge of cultural chronology, economic patterns, settlement patterns,
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