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To: Dan Carlson; Jeremy Johnston
Subject: FW: Brown & Jackson
Date: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 8:55:14 AM
Attachments: Brown and Jackson Ponds_CRS Report.pdf

Good morning,
 
Attached is the Cultural Resources Report provided by Rikki Schmitt for the Brown and Jackson
SEPA.  They are making adjustments to their project and will provide new documents once they are
ready.
 
Thank you,
 

Kelly Bacon
Planner I
Kittitas County Community Development Services
411 N. Ruby Street, Ste 2
Ellensburg, WA 98926
Office: (509) 962-7539
Kelly.bacon.cd@co.kittitas.wa.us
 
Please Note:  In an effort to mitigate the spread of COVID-19 and the Governor’s "Safe Start" reopening plan, Kittitas
County Community Development Services is currently in Phase 3 and is open to the public in a limited capacity. At
this time many of us are on a rotating schedule working from home and in the office; during this time I will do my
best to respond to you as promptly as possible.
 
 
From: Rikki Schmitt <rikkischmitt1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 7:59 AM
To: Kelly Bacon (CD) <kelly.bacon.cd@co.kittitas.wa.us>
Subject: Brown & Jackson
 
Good morning Kelly-
 
Attached is our Cultural Resources Report. As previously stated, we are making adjustments to our
project and will provide new documents as soon as possible. 
 
Have a Happy Holiday!
Rikki

mailto:kelly.bacon.cd@co.kittitas.wa.us
mailto:dan.carlson@co.kittitas.wa.us
mailto:jeremy.johnston@co.kittitas.wa.us



CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT COVER SHEET


DAHP Project Number:  2020-08-05445 


Author: Justin Fitzpatrick, Moira Riggs, and David A. Harder 


Title of Report:  Cultural Resource Survey for the Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds Project, 


 Kittitas County, Washington 


Date of Report:  December 9, 2020 


County(ies):  Kittitas Section:  34      Township:  18 N      Range:  20 E  


Quad:  Colockum Pass SE, 1966 (1975)      Acres:  3.3 


PDF of report submitted (REQUIRED)      YesX


Historic Property Inventory Forms to be Approved Online?    Yes   NoX


Archaeological Site(s)/Isolate(s) Found or Amended?    Yes   NoX


TCP(s) found?     Yes   NoX


Replace a draft?     Yes   NoX


Satisfy a DAHP Archaeological Excavation Permit requirement?    Yes   NoX


Were Human Remains Found?   Yes   DAHP Case #               NoX


DAHP Archaeological Site #:
PAI-JF-110







Cultural Resource Survey for the Brown


& Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas


County, Washington


By:


Justin Fitzpatrick, Moira Riggs,


 and David A. Harder


December 2020







ABSTRACT


Cultural Resource Survey for the Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas County, Washington


Brown & Jackson is making preparations for the construction of two storage ponds for septage and


an associated access route.  The ponds will store the biosolids until they are land applied to the


designated farmland.  The project area covers approximately 3.3 acres and lies in Section 34 of


Township 18 North, Range 20 East, Willamette Meridian.


During the SEPA permitting process, Kittitas County Public Works initiated consultation with the


Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) and the Yakama


Nation Cultural Resource Program (Yakama Nation).  Both DAHP and the Yakama Nation


expressed concerns regarding the potential for encountering archaeological resources during the


undertaking.  Both parties recommended that a professional archaeological survey of the project


area be carried out prior to ground-disturbing activities.


Pre-field research included the review of known archaeological resources within a 1.0-mile radius


of the area of potential effect (APE) as inventoried at the Washington State Department of


Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP).  This review was completed using DAHP’s secure


electronic database known as the Washington Information System for Architectural and


Archaeological Data (WISAARD).  This database includes recorded archaeological resources,


historic property inventories (HPIs), National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) and


Washington Heritage Register (WHR) properties, identified cemeteries, and previously conducted


cultural resource surveys found throughout the state.  The DAHP’s predictive model places the


APE in an area of “Very High Risk” for encountering cultural resources, stating that “survey is


highly advised” for this location.


The fieldwork was completed in a manner consistent with RCW 27.53.030, and included inspection


techniques to identify both surface and subsurface archaeological resources.  Plateau archaeologists


conducted a pedestrian survey and excavated 69 subsurface probes.  The pedestrian survey covered


the entire APE and subsurface probes were placed in strings of five throughout the Project Area. 


Site PAI-JF-110 was found during the subsurface investigation of the Project Area.  The site is a


buried precontact site with lithics and large mammal bone.  Twenty-eight deer-sized bone


fragments, twenty-two chert flake fragments, ten chert shatter fragments, four obsidian flake


fragments, three petrified wood flake fragments, three pieces of shell, and one basalt flake were


identified in 20 subsurface probes.  The site is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of


Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D.  Due to the site eligibility, Plateau recommends


archaeological monitoring within archaeological monitoring within 20 m of the site.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Brown & Jackson is preparing to construct two storage ponds for septage.  The ponds will store


biosolids until they are land applied to designated farmland, located in Kittitas County,


Washington (Figure 1).  Anticipated impacts include excavations, compaction of sediments, and


other ground-disturbing construction activities.  The area of potential impact covers approximately


3.3 acres, and lies within Section 34 of Township 18 North, Range 20 East, Willamette Meridian


(Figure 2).  The area of potential impact hereafter will be referred to as the "Project Area."


During the SEPA permitting process, Kittitas County Public Works initiated consultation with the


Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) and the Yakama


Nation Cultural Resource Program (Yakama Nation).  Both DAHP and the Yakama Nation


expressed concerns regarding the potential for encountering archaeological resources during the


undertaking.  Both parties recommended that a professional archaeological survey of the Project


Area be carried out prior to ground-disturbing activities.


STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES FOR SURVEY


The cultural resource survey of the Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds is intended to identify potential


historic properties, including archaeological and built environment cultural resources, within the


Project Area prior to execution of the proposed project.  The pre-field research is designed to


identify any known historic properties, including archaeological sites and isolates; historic property


inventories of buildings, structures, and historic districts; and cemeteries located in or near the


Project Area.  Fieldwork procedures are intended to identify areas of moderate to high probability


for such cultural resources, previously recorded or otherwise.  This report describes the pre-field


research, methodology, results, and recommendations for the cultural resources aspect of the


proposed project.


PRE-FIELD RESEARCH


Pre-field research included the review of known archaeological resources within a 1.0 mi (1.6 km)


radius of the Project Area as inventoried at the Washington State Department of Archaeology and


Historic Preservation (DAHP) in Olympia, Washington.  This review was completed using DAHP’s


secure electronic database known as the Washington Information System for Architectural and


Archaeological Data (WISAARD).  This database includes recorded archaeological resources,


historic property inventories (HPIs), properties and districts on the National Register of Historic


Places (NRHP) and the Washington Heritage Register (WHR), identified cemeteries, and previously


conducted cultural resource surveys found throughout the state.


Plateau also conducted cartographic analysis of landform, topography, proximity to water using


topographic maps, and the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) online soil survey. 


Secondary historic resources, on file at the DAHP and the Plateau office in Pullman, were 
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Figure 1.  The location of the Project Area within Kittitas County.
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Figure 2.  The Project Area shown on a portion of the Colockum Pass SE USGS map.
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consulted to identify other potential historic resources.  In addition, available survey and overview


reports and ethnographic accounts of the region were consulted.  This background review allows


for the identification of previously recorded historic and archaeological resources within or near


the Project Area.


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING


The Project Area is within the Columbia Basin, situated between the Rocky Mountain and Cascade


Mountain ranges.  The region consists of gently rolling hills amidst the Channeled Scablands,


which are features that resulted from Pleistocene-era mega-floods ranging in size from small


stream-like trenches to large coulees measuring miles wide and hundreds of feet deep.  Elevations


in this region range between 200 feet (ft) (61 meters [m]) above mean sea level (AMSL) near the


Columbia River to over 4,500 ft (1,372 m) AMSL in outlying ridges and low mountains (Fenneman


1946; Hunt 1967).


According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (2020), the Project Area contains three


soil types. Nitzel ashy silt loam, gravelly substratum at 0-2% slopes makes up around 94% of the


Project Area, and is characterized as ashy silt loam from 0-8 inches (in) (0-20.3 centimeters [cm]),


ashy loam at 8-29 in (20.3-73.7 cm), loam 29-49 in (73.7-124.5 cm), and sandy loam 46-60 in (124.5-


152.4 cm). The remaining two soil types are present along the thin western extent. Weirman


complex, drained, at 0-5% slopes makes up about 5% of the Project Area, and Durtash gravelly


loam at 3-10% slopes makes up less than 1% of the Project Area in the northwest corner.


The predominant draw for Native American and Euroamerican populations in this region was, and


still is, the extensive river systems.  The most significant environmental feature is the Columbia


River, which flows for more than 1,200 mi (2,000 km) from the base of the Canadian Rockies in


southeastern British Columbia to the Pacific Ocean at Astoria, Oregon.  Ten major tributaries—the


Cowlitz, Deschutes, Kootenay, Lewis, Okanogan, Spokane, Snake, Wenatchee, Willamette, and


Yakima—complete the drainage system.  The Project Area is 14.4 mi (23.2 km) from the Columbia


River.  Parke Creek is adjacent to the Project Area.


The vegetation around the Project Area falls within the Artemisia tridentata—Agropyron spicatum


habitat type, characterized by arid sagebrush steppe (Daubenmire 1970; Taylor 1992).  Big


sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata) and bluebunch wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatum) are dominant in


this environment.  The plant community includes threetip sagebrush (Artemisia tripartita), gray


horsebrush (Tetradymia canescens), spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa), green rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus


viscidiflorus), and gray rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus).  Grasses and forbs include needle and


thread (Stipa comata), Stipa thurberana (no common name known), bottlebrush squirreltail (Sitanion


hystrix), Cusick’s bluegrass (Poa cusikii), Indian paintbrush (Castilleja spp.), lupine (Lupinus spp.),


plantain (Plantago patagonica), longleaf phlox (Phlox longifolia) and balsamroot (Balsamorhiza


sagittata).  Additional species of flora thrive along the shores of the Columbia River, 


including bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides), willow (Salix spp.)


and currant (Ribes spp.) (Daubenmire 1970).  Many of these plants have been incorporated in Native


American use as medicinal plants, food sources, and other employment.
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The Project Area lies within a region that historically contained an abundance of life.  It is likely,


though, that Native Americans had access to an even larger variety of resources during the past


that played a role in aboriginal use, settlement, and travel patterns in relation to the Project Area. 


Mammals include sagebrush voles (Lemmiscus curtatus), Great Basin pocket mice (Perognathus


parvus), deer mice (Peromyscus maniculatus), bushy-tailed wood rat (Neotoma cinerea), Washington


ground squirrel (Spermophilus washingtoni), northern pocket gopher (Thomomys talpoides), yellow


bellied marmot (Marmota flaviventris), white-tailed hare (Lepus townsendii), Nuttal cottontail


(Sylvilagus nuttallii), porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum), beaver (Castor canadensis), muskrat (Ondatra


zibethica), Bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis), coyote (Canis latrans), bobcat (Lynx rufus), badger (Taxidea


taxus), and long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata).  The occasional bison (bison bison) is also thought


to be available prehistorically (Burt and Grossenheider 1961; Ingles 1965; Schroedl 1973).


Many types of fowl were also available in the past including Swarth blue grouse (Dendragapus


obscurus pallidus), Columbian ruffed grouse (Bonasa umbellus affinis), Columbian sharp-tailed grouse


(Pedioecetes phasianellus), western sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus phaios), mallard duck (Anas


platyrhynchos platyrhynchos), western harlequin duck (Histrionicus histrionicus pacificus), American


common merganser (Mergus merganser americanus), the lesser snow goose (Chen hyperborea


hyperborea), and the Great Basin Canada goose (Branta canadensis moffitti).  Seasonally available birds


such as Gadwall (Anas strepera), wood duck (Aix sponsa), redhead (Aythya americana), and the


northern ruddy duck (Oxjura jamaicensis rubida) resided in the region in the summer.  Winter game


birds of the region included canvasback (Aythya valisineria) and American greater scaup (Aythya


marila nearctica) (Lothson 1977).


The climate in the Columbia Basin was cool and moist at the end of the last glacial period. 


Gradually, climatic conditions became markedly warmer and dryer by approximately 9,000 years


before present (B.P.).  The warm dry climatic trend reached its maximum around 6,500 B.P. and


then conditions reverted to a cooler and moister regime (Fryxell and Daugherty 1962). 


Comparatively, the present climate is arid with mild moist winters and hot dry summers (Meinig


1968).  The mean seasonal temperatures recorded at the Ellensburg weather station (#452505)


between 1893 and 2012 are 28.9E Fahrenheit (F) in winter and 66.0E F in the summer.  Extreme


temperatures of -31E F and 110E F have been recorded at the same station.  Yearly precipitation


averages 8.88 inches (Western Regional Climate Center 2020).


PLACES OF CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE


Traditional Cultural Places (TCPs) are important for the “role the property plays in a community’s


historically rooted beliefs, customs and practices” as stated in the National Register Bulletin 38 (U.S.


Department of the Interior 1990).  Although these places can be difficult to identify and evaluate 


from an etic perspective, an initial search of pertinent publications can be helpful toward


identifying the types of properties that may be expected.  National Register Bulletin 38 goes on to


state that “examples of properties possessing such significance include:
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•a location associated with the traditional beliefs of a Native American group about


its origins, its cultural history, or the nature of the world;


•a rural community whose organization, buildings and structures, or patterns of land


use reflect the cultural traditions valued by its long-term residents;


•an urban neighborhood that is the traditional home of a particular cultural group,


and that reflects its beliefs and practices;


•a location where Native American religious practitioners have historically gone, and


are known or thought to go today, to perform ceremonial activities in accordance


with traditional cultural rules of practice; and


•a location where a community has traditionally carried out economic, artistic, or


other cultural practices important in maintaining its historic identity” (1990:1).


The Project Area falls within the traditional territory of the Sinkayuse (also known as the Columbia


or Moses-Columbia people) and the Yakama.  The Sinkayuse, deeply connected through networks


of economic, kinship, social, and political relationships with other Middle Columbia River Salishan


groups, maintained a wide subsistence range, as well as an extensive traditional territory. 


A review of ethnographies was undertaken to help identify cultural contexts and any known TCPs


within or near the Project Area.  This is a preliminary review that was performed using publicly


available resources, and should not be construed as an exhaustive identification of potential


resources.  The works of Anastasio (1972), George (2011), Ray (1936, 1939, 1942), Ruby et al. (2010),


Schuster (1998), Smith (1988), Spier (1936), and Swanton (1968) were consulted.  None of these


references identified TCP locations within the Project Area. 


Spier (1936) referenced an encounter between Canadian explorer David Thomspon and the


“Sinkowarsin” in 1811 at a point identified as Cabinet Rapids, located down river from Rock Island. 


Spier suggested that the Sinkowarsin people who Thompson encountered were a band of the


Middle Columbia (Sinkayuse), noting that they spoke a Salish dialect that was appreciably


differentfrom the Sanpoil (Spier 1936:13).  Now submerged by Wanapum Lake, Cabinet Rapids was


located at the mouth of Moses Coulee.  The mouth of Moses Coulee is situated 35.5 mi (57.1  km)


northeast of the Project Area.


Several collections of published legends were consulted to identify points of legendary significance


to the Sinkayuse and surrounding Indigenous groups in or near the Project Area.  These include


publications by Clark (1969), Erdoes and Ortiz (1984), Ferguson (2007), Hill-Tout (1978),  Judson


(1910), Mourning Dove (1990), Ray (1933), and Yanan (1971).  Many tales were found involving the


general region.


Ray (1933:185) referenced a Sanpoil tale about Blue Lake, which is located approximately 51.1 mi


(82.2 km) northeast of the Project Area.  According to the story, one day an excellent swimmer


began swimming to an island in Blue Lake.  About halfway to the island, the swimmer drowned. 


Two or three weeks later, his skeleton was found on the shore of the lake, on the opposite side of
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where he drowned.  His flesh was believed to have been eaten off by the spirits of the lake.  No


Native Americans ventured to that area again.


The Yakama have a legend about the Great Flood entitled Mount Jefferson and the Great Flood (Clark


1969:45).  The flood occurred near the beginning of their people and came as a punishment for wars


and bloodshed among the people.  Word that a great flood was coming was sent to one of the


remaining good men.  The good people gathered together and decided to build a canoe from a large


cedar to survive the flood.  The flood came, filling the landscape with water and drowning the bad


people.  Finally, the water abated and the canoe came to rest where it was made, on the east side


of Toppenish Ridge (located approximately 52.1 mi (83.8  km) to the southwest of the Project Area).


Mount Adams, also referred to as Pahto, is located approximately 79.7 mi (128.3 km) southwest of


the Project Area and features prominently within Yakama legend.  In one story (Clark 1969:16),


Pahto was one of the mountain wives of Sun.  She grew jealous that he would speak to Wahkshum


(present-day Simcoe Mountain, located to the west of Satus Pass) first every morning followed by


Plash Plash (White Spots, located near present-day Goat Rocks) as he made his journey east to west


every day.  Pahto resolved to get rid of the first two wives and fought them, breaking down their


heads.  Pahto was happy to be the highest mountain around.  Soon she became discontent and


decided to take plants and animals from the mountains south of her and place them on herself.  The


other mountains were afraid to rise up against her for her wrongdoings except Wyeast (Mount


Hood), which agreed to fight Pahto and return all she had stolen.  Pahto would not give up anything


she had stolen peacefully and so Wyeast hit her, knocking off her head, which scattered as small


rocks to the north.  Pahto was angry and caused large floods throughout Yakima Valley.  The Great


Spirit sent down White Eagle and his son to be Pahto’s head and made her agree to cease flooding


the valley.


It should be noted that TCPs, place names, and landscape narratives are highly sensitive and often


sacred.  Native American traditional knowledge and landscape narratives are extensive within


traditional territories, which extend well-beyond current reservation boundaries and include the


Project Area.  Due to the significance of TCPs, as well as their esoteric and sacred importance, and


out of genuine and reasonable concern for their safety, tribes often do not share information


regarding TCPs, and published materials often do not reveal locations of sensitive properties or


narratives.  Given their access to qualitative data, narratives, and traditional knowledge, the


Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, which represent the Sinkayuse, are uniquely


qualified to do additional review.  If further review of TCPs is required, it is recommended that one


make arrangements with the Tribes directly.


CARTOGRAPHIC REVIEW OF THE PROJECT AREA


The 1869 cadastral map (Garfield 1869) shows three roads in the vicinity of the Project Area. Two


run northeast to southwest along either side of Park Creek, and one intersects these roads in a


perpendicular manner and runs through the Project Area.
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According to the Bureau of Land Management (2020), in 1891 James H. Curtis bought the NW ¼


of the NW ¼ of Section 34 of Township 18 N, Range 20 E, which encompasses the Project Area.


The 1956 atlas shows no roads passing through the Project Area, which is labeled as owned by Dee


Christenson (Metsker 1956).


The 1966 Colockum Pass SE USGS topographic map shows no built environment features within


the Project Area. The surrounding roads are approximately equivalent to today.


PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGY


A review of previously recorded cultural resources and archaeological surveys was completed


through the WISAARD on October 27, 2020.   This review revealed two cultural resources within


1.0 mi (1.6 km) of the Project Area (Table 1). No HPIs have been inventoried, or derived from the


Kittitas County Assessor’s records within 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of the Project Area.


Table 1.  Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1.0 mi of the Project Area.


Site Number Site Type Recorder(s) Distance from


P/A


Eligibility


45KT2254 Precontact Lithic Scatter Churchill (2002a) 0.75-1.0 mi NE Not Determined


45KT2255 Precontact Lithic Scatter Churchill (2002b) 0.5-0.75 mi NE Not Determined


There have been four previously conducted cultural resource surveys within 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of the


Project Area (Table 2).  None of these surveys intersect with the Project Area.


Table 2.  Previously Conducted Cultural Resource Surveys within 1.0 mi of the Project Area.


Author Project Distance from P/A Results


Amara 2015 Marchel Cultural Resources Review 0.75-1.0 mi S Negative


Churchill 2002c Schultz-Hanford Area Transmission


Line Access Roads and Reroutes and


the Columbia-Hanford Area Fiber


Optic Line Locations Projects


0.5-0.75 mi NE 45KT02254, 


45KT02255, +48


additional sites


beyond 1.0 mile


Churchill 2004 BPA Schultz-Hanford Area


Transmission Line Project


0.75-1.0 mi N One newly recorded


site beyond 1.0 mile


Finley 2007 Schultz-Wautoma Transmission Line


Construction Project


0.0-0.25 mi N 16 newly recorded


sites beyond 1.0 mile
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FIELD METHODS AND SURVEY RESULTS


Survey work was completed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and


Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716, September 29, 1983) and under


the supervision of Principal Investigator, David Harder.  Plateau archaeologists Justin Fitzpatrick


and Moira Riggs completed the cultural resource survey on October 28 and November 3, 4, 5, 6, 24,


and 25, 2020.  The limits of the Project Area were identified using maps provided by the client. 


Survey conditions were mid 30s to 40s, intermittent overcast, intermittent wind, and intermittent


rain.


The Project Area is 0.12 mi (0.19 km) east of Parke Creek Road, 0.5 mi (0.8 km) east of the


intersection of Parke Creek Road and Christensen Road, and 1.0 mi (1.6 km) north of the Vantage


Highway.  The environment of the Project Area had a portion of a fallow field and a portion of a


sagebrush steppe.  The environment does match native vegetation as described in the


Environmental Setting section of the report.  Prior to the field visit, a utility locate was requested


under ticket #20468516.  This locate identified zero subsurface utility lines.


The archaeologists conducted pedestrian survey with five east/west transects and one contouring


transect (Figure 3), spaced no more than 20 m (65.6 ft).  Ground surface visibility varied between


20% in the field portion of the Project Area to 75% in the sagebrush portion of the Project Area. 


Plant debris impeded ground visibility (Figure 4 and 5).


A total of 69 subsurface probes (SSPs) were excavated throughout the Project Area as 40-cm holes


(Appendix A).  Three probes were placed opportunistically and two  strings of five were placed


throughout the Project Area and a 10 m (32.8 ft) grid was used to delineate the site boundary.  The


archaeologist removed sediment in arbitrary 10-cm levels, screened spoils through ¼-inch wire


mesh, and recorded sediment characteristics on standardized forms with the color, composition,


and degree of compaction noted.  The archaeologist took representative photographs of the Project


Area, and all subsurface probes and other relevant geospatial data were recorded using a hand-


held GPS unit.  Native sediments were revealed geologically by the subsurface probes.  The soil


profile revealed the Nitzel ashy silt loam predicted by the NRCS model.  There was no indications


of heavy disturbance in the soil profile. 


Twenty-eight deer-sized bone fragments, twenty-two chert flake fragments, ten chert shatter


fragments, four obsidian flake fragments, three petrified wood flake fragments, three pieces of


shell, and one basalt flake were identified in 20 subsurface probes.  (Figure 6).


CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS


Plateau archaeologists conducted a pedestrian survey over the entire Project Area, and excavated


69 subsurface probes.  Subsurface probes ranged in depth from 15.0-55.1 in (38-140 cm), averaging


39.5 in (100.3 cm) in depth.  The survey and subsurface investigations of the Cultural Resource


Survey for the Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds Project, Kittitas County, Washington resulted in the
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identification of one new cultural resource.  A total of 69 subsurface probes were excavated; 20 were


positive with prehistoric cultural materials.  The findings of these lithics indicates the presence of


a precontact archaeological site, which was temporarily designated as PAI-JF-110.


Based upon the existing information, this resource is believed to be eligible for listing in the NRHP


and additional sampling will be needed to confirm this determination.  Given the extent of the


archaeological site and the possible eligibility of the site, Plateau recommends archaeological


monitoring within 20 meters of the site.  Additionally, the proponent should obtain an


archaeological permit prior to the start of construction.


The buried lithic material at this site, within relatively undisturbed sediments, indicates that this


site is within its original context and may include features or other artifacts that were not observed


or identified.  Few buried archaeological sites have been recorded in this upland region, and the


potential for data regarding Indigenous land use and resource utilization remains.  Based on this,


the site should be treated as eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.  Given the extent of the


archaeological site and the potential significance of the deposits, Plateau recommends


archaeological monitoring of all ground-disturbing work within 20 meters of the site.  The


proponent may need to obtain an archaeological monitoring permit from the DAHP prior to


construction.


Should ground-disturbing activities reveal any cultural materials (e.g., structural remains,


Euroamerican artifacts, or Native American artifacts), activity will cease and the Washington State


Historic Preservation Officer should be notified immediately.  The results and recommendations


in this document concern the specified area of potential effect.  The proponent is advised that the


results and recommendations reported herein do not apply to areas of potential effect altered or


expanded post the cultural resource survey.  A supplementary cultural resource review will be


necessary should the area of potential effect be altered or changed, as per 36 CFR 800.4.


If ground-disturbing activities encounter human skeletal remains during the course of construction,


then all activity will cease that may cause further disturbance to those remains.  The area of the find


will be secured and protected from further disturbance to those remains.  The area of the find will


be secured and protected from further disturbance until the State provides notice to proceed.  The


finding of human skeletal remains will be reported to the county medical examiner/coroner and


local law enforcement in the most expeditious manner possible.  The remains will not be touched,


moved, or further disturbed.  The county medical examiner/coroner will assume jurisdiction over


the human skeletal remains and make a determination of whether those remains are forensic or


non-forensic.  If the county medical examiner/coroner determines the remains are non-forensic,


then they will report that finding to the DAHP who will then take jurisdiction over the remains. 


The DAHP will notify any appropriate cemeteries and all affected tribes of the find.  The State


Physical Anthropologist will make a determination of whether the remains are Indian or Non-


Indian and report that finding to any appropriate cemeteries and affected tribes.  The DAHP will


then handle all consultation with the affected parties as to the future preservation, excavation, and


disposition of the remains.
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Figure 5.  Overview of the site.  View to the northeast.


Figure 4.  Overview of the Project Area.  View to the west.
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Figure 6.  One white chert flake fragment in Probe 18 (30-40 cmbs).  View to plan.
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Appendix A.  Subsurface Probe Results.


SSP# Depth (cm) Soil Profile (cm) Cultural Material


1 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


2 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


50-60 cmbs; one piece of


shell


80-90 cmbs; One CCS


flake


3 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


4 100 0-90 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


90 Started augering


90-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


5 107 0-52 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


52 Started augering


52-107 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


6 94 0-40 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


40 Started augering


40-94 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


94 cmbs; Terminated due to compact gravel


Negative


7 103 0-48 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


48 Started augering


48-103 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


8 70 0-40 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


40 Started augering


40-70 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


70 cmbs; Terminated due to compact gravel


Negative


9 121 0-62 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


62 Started augering


62-121 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


10 102 0-66 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


66 Started augering


66-102 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative
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Appendix A.  Subsurface Probe Results.


SSP# Depth (cm) Soil Profile (cm) Cultural Material


11 59 0-38 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


38 Started augering


38-59 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


59 cmbs; Terminated due to gravel


Negative


12 38 0-38 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


38 cmbs; Terminated due to compact cobbles


Negative


13 107 0-66 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


66 Started augering


66-107 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


14 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


30-40 cmbs; one white


CCS flake


15 131 0-25 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


25-44 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


44-60 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


60 Started augering


60-131 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


20-30 cmbs; one brown


CCS flake


90-100 cmbs; Red and


Black CCS Flake


16 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


70-80 Four longbone


fragments


17 140 0-19 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


19-37 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


37-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


100 Started augering


100-140 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


40-50 cmbs; Three CCS


flake and one ground


squirrel bone


60-70 cmbs; One CCS


flake


90-100 cmbs; One red


CCS flake


18 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


30-40 cmbs; White CCS


flake and one Deer


tooth
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Appendix A.  Subsurface Probe Results.


SSP# Depth (cm) Soil Profile (cm) Cultural Material


19 135 0-110 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


110-112 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


112 Started Augering


112-135 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


40-50 cmbs; Shell


fragment


50-60 cmbs; One white


CCS flake


90-100 cmbs; 2 bone


fragments, One


Mahogany CCS flake,


and one piece of


debitage


20 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles 30-40 cmbs; Ground squirrel


scapula


20-30 cmbs; One orange


CCS flake, 


60-70 cmbs petrified


wood flake, clear


obsidian flake, one


burnt bone fragment


21 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


22 138 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


100 Started to auger


100-138 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


30-40 cmbs; ground


squirrel scapula and


one longbone fragment


90-100 One white CCS


flake, one artiodactyl


lunate, five burnt


longbone fragments


23 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


24 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


30-40 cmbs; Deer


scapula fragment


25 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


50-60 cmbs; Ground


squirrel skull


26 135 0-13 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


13-47 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


47-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


100 Started augering


100-135 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


90-100 cmbs; one red


CCS flake


27 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


0-10 cmbs; One CCS


flake


28 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


70-80 cmbs; One orange


CCS flake
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Appendix A.  Subsurface Probe Results.


SSP# Depth (cm) Soil Profile (cm) Cultural Material


29 120 0-102 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


102 Started augering


102-120 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


20-30 cmbs; One red


obsidian flake


50-60 cmbs; One red


CCS flake


80-90 cmbs; One Red


obsidian debitage


30 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


90-100 cmbs; One


ground squirrel right


radius


31 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


10-20 cmbs; One piece


red CCS debitage


32 116 0-40 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


40 Started augering


40-116 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


33 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


34 100 0-102 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


35 83 0-72 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


72 Started augering


72-83 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


83 cmbs; Terminated due to compact gravel


Negative


36 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


60-70 cmbs; One brown


CCS flake


37 112 0-79 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


79 Started augering


79-112 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


38 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


39 89 0-89 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


89 cmbs; Terminated due to boulder


Negative


40 120 0-75 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


75 Started augering


75-120 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


10-20 cmbs; One orange


CCS flake


30-40 cmbs; One orange


CCS flake


40-50 One transparent


orange CCS flake
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Appendix A.  Subsurface Probe Results.


SSP# Depth (cm) Soil Profile (cm) Cultural Material


41 114 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


100 Started augering


100-114 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


50-60 cmbs; One ground


squirrel mandible and


one piece of obsidian


debitage


90-100 one piece of


obsidian debitage


42 100 0-90 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


90 Started augering


90-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


43 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


30-40 cmbs; One piece


of shell


40-50 cmbs; Two pieces


of orange debitage, two


deer sized bone


fragments


50-60 cmbs; one piece of


clear CCS debitage, one


small animal humerus


44 77 0-77 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


77 cmbs; Terminated due to compact cobbles


Negative


45 104 0-68 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


68 Started augering


68-104 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


46 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


70-80 cmbs; One piece


CCS debitage, one


ground squirrel femur


47 83 0-53 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


53 Started augering


53-83 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


83 cmbs; Terminated due to compact cobbles


Negative


48 100 0-77 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


77-100 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


60-70 cmbs; One small


animal ulna


49 100 0-32 10YR5/4 Ashy silt loam with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


32-110 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


30-40 cmbs; One piece


of clear CCS debitage
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Appendix A.  Subsurface Probe Results.


SSP# Depth (cm) Soil Profile (cm) Cultural Material


50 105 0-105 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


51 100 0-82 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


82-100 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


20-30 cmbs; Ground


squirrel mandible, two


red chert flakes


50-60 cmbs; Two


petrified wood flakes


80-90 cmbs; Ground


squirrel skull fragments


52 80 0-43 10YR5/4 Ashy silt loam with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


43-80 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


80cmbs; Terminated due to boulder


Negative


53 100 0-61 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


61-100 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


54 100 0-77 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


77 Started augering


77-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


0-10 cmbs; Calcined


deer sized bone


55 100 0-43 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


43-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


56 100 0-46 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


46 Started augering


46-52 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


52-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


57 80 0-65 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


65 Started augering


65-80 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


80 cmbs; Terminated due to too compact


Negative


58 100 0-59 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


59 Started augering


59-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative
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Appendix A.  Subsurface Probe Results.


SSP# Depth (cm) Soil Profile (cm) Cultural Material


59 100 0-32 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


32-42 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


42 Started augering


42-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


60 77 0-77 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


77 cmbs; Terminated due to boulder


Negative


61 100 0-49 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


49-51 10YR5/3 Very coarse ash


51-100 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


0-10 cmbs; rodent bone


20-30 cmbs; clear Ccs


debitage, deer sized


animal, CCS flake


60-70 cmbs; deer sized


bone


62 100 0-36 Duff burn pile


36-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular


to subrounded gravel to cobbles


Negative


63 100 0-77 10YR4/3 Sandy silt with 30% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


77-100 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


40-50 cmbs; Rodent


skull


64 60 0-55 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


55 Started augering


55-60 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


60 cmbs; Terminated due to compacted gravel


Negative


65 77 0-46 cmbs; Duff


46-63 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


63 Started augering


63-77 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


77 cmbs; Terminated due to compact cobbles


Negative


66 100 0-52 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


52 Started augering


52-59 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


59-100 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


Negative


67 100 0-100 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


30-40 cmbs; Two deer


sized rib bones
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Appendix A.  Subsurface Probe Results.


SSP# Depth (cm) Soil Profile (cm) Cultural Material


68 127 0-66 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


66 Started augering


66-74 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


74-127 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


90-100 cmbs; 1 calcined


bone fragment


69 100 0-57 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


57 Started augering


57-61 10YR3/6 Very fine silty sand with 20% subangular to


subrounded gravel to cobbles


61-100 10YR2/2 Sandy loam <5% subrounded to


subangular gravel


Negative
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APPENDIX B:


Site Form
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APPENDIX C:


Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP)
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Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas County


Inadvertent Discovery Plan and Treatment of Archaeological Materials


Brown & Jackson is preparing to construct two storage ponds for septage.  The ponds will store


biosolids until they are land applied to designated farmland, located in Kittitas County,


Washington (Figure 1).  Anticipated impacts include excavations, compaction of sediments, and


other ground-disturbing construction activities. 


During the SEPA permitting process, Kittitas County Public Works initiated consultation with the


Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) and the Yakama


Nation Cultural Resource Program (Yakama Nation).  Both DAHP and the Yakama Nation


expressed concerns regarding the potential for encountering archaeological resources during the


undertaking.  Both parties recommended that a professional archaeological survey of the Project


Area be carried out prior to ground-disturbing activities.


Brown & Jackson retained Plateau Archaeological Investigations, LLC (Plateau) to complete the


cultural resource survey and identify potential impacts to cultural and historical resources.  The


area of potential effect, referred to as the Project Area, covers roughly 3.3 acres and falls within


Section 34 of Township 18 North, Range 20 East, Willamette Meridian (Figure 2).  The survey was


subsequently reported in The Cultural Resource Survey for the Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas


County (Fitzpatrick et al. 2020).


Pre-field research consisted of a file review completed through the Washington Information System


for Architectural and Archaeological Records Data (WISAARD) on October 27, 2020.  The review


covered Sections 03 in Township 17 North, Range 20 East; and Sections 26, 27, 28, 33, 34, and 35 of


Township 18 North, Range 20 East.  This review revealed two cultural resources and four


previously conducted cultural resource surveys within 1.0 mile (mi) (1.6 kilometer [km]) of the


Project Area.  This database includes recorded archaeological resources, historic property


inventories (HPIs), National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) and Washington Heritage


Register (WHR) properties, identified cemeteries, and previously conducted cultural resource


surveys found throughout the state of Washington.  Additionally, a review of Bureau of Land


Management (BLM) records, both General Land Office (GLO) online records and land patent


information, was completed.  Topographic maps and aerial photos were reviewed to identify


additional indicators of past land use.  None of the recorded cultural resources or surveys intersect


with or are adjacent to the Project Area. 


Site PAI-JF-110 was found during the subsurface investigation of the Project Area The site is eligible


for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D.  Due to the site


eligibility, Plateau recommends archaeological monitoring within 20 m of the site.
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Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas County


Inadvertent Discovery Plan and Treatment of Archaeological Materials


Laws and Regulations Regarding Archaeological and Cultural Resources


Several laws and regulations, set forth on both federal and state levels, address concerns for burials,


rock cairns, archaeological sites, historic structures, and other cultural resources.  Those pertinent


to this project are NHPA, NAGPRA, and Executive Order 05-05. 


The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) was passed in 1966 and Section 106 is codified in


36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties).  This act requires federal agencies to consider the


effects of undertakings on historic properties and consult with the State Historic Preservation


Officer (SHPO) or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) as appropriate to help identify the


APE and the level of effort necessary to comply.  This is intended to be done prior to the


expenditure of funds or issuance of a license or permit, although it is recognized that some


properties may not be identified, recognized, or discovered until the project begins.


The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (passed in 1990 and is


codified in 43 CFR 10) provides relevant guidelines for the treatment of specific materials. 


NAGPRA regulates excavation of burials and related artifacts on federal and Indian land, and the


curation of burials, Native American ancestral remains and related artifacts that have been


recovered during federal projects.  If human remains, funerary objects, or objects of cultural


patrimony are discovered on federal land or tribal land (all lands within the exterior boundaries


of any Indian reservation), Section 3 of NAGPRA requires notification of the lead federal agency


and affected tribes and mandates a minimum 30 day hold on earth moving activities.


Washington State Governor’s Executive Order 05-05 (GEO 05-05) was signed into action in


November of 2005.  The order requires all state agencies implementing or assisting capital projects


utilizing funds appropriated in the State’s biennial Capital Budget to consider how future proposed


projects may impact significant cultural and historic places.  This involves the DAHP, the


Governor’s Office of Indian Affairs, and all concerned tribes and allow these entities the


opportunity to review and provide comments regarding project impacts.


Proper application and management of this IDP requires that a professional archaeologist be


contacted if ground-disturbing activities reveal potential Native American or historic-era cultural


materials or features (Figure 3, Figure 4, and Figure 5).  The archaeologist shall meet the Secretary


of the Interior’s standards for a professional archaeologist as defined at 36CFR61 Appendix A. 


Construction within 200 ft (60 m) of the discovery will stop, and the area will be secured to protect


the find from additional damage.  The archaeologist will document the find, prepare a brief written


statement, and take photographs of the find for submission to the lead agency and the SHPO at the


DAHP.  The find will also be reported to the THPO Yakama.  It is the responsibility of the lead


agency, Kittitas County Public Works, to contact the affected Tribes.  This consultation process will


take place even if the pre-contact or historic-era cultural materials appear to have lost their
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Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas County


Inadvertent Discovery Plan and Treatment of Archaeological Materials


depositional integrity.  Work within 200 ft (60 m) of the find will not resume until a plan for


management or preservation of the materials has been approved.  Following the project, the


archaeologist will provide a report detailing the procedures and results of the investigation.


During the investigation, the archaeologist will observe rules of safety and will comply with any


safety requirements of the excavation contractor and project engineers.  Entry into any excavation


will only be done under the direct supervision and approval of the construction foreman (or his or


her agent) and verification that entry and exit is safe.


Precontact Artifacts   Precontact artifacts can include stone, wood, or bone tools.  Stone tools are


the most common artifact encountered since they do not deteriorate over time.


Precontact Features    Precontact features can include fire pits, hearths, burn deposits, ash, rock


alignments, rock mounds, and midden deposits.


Historic-Era Artifacts    Historic-era artifacts may include various items manufactured from metal,


glass, or wood.  If an individual identifiable historic artifact is encountered, the above


protocol should be followed.  “Historic-era artifacts” does not include “recent” items such


as chip bags, styrofoam, modern beverage cans and bottles, or other typical roadside debris.


Historic-Era Features  Any identifiable remains of buildings, foundations, rock alignments, or rock


mounds might be historic-era features.


Human Remains    Human remains, suspected human remains, burials, funerary objects, sacred


objects, or items of cultural patrimony are to be treated in the manner outlined above. 


Additionally, Plateau is to be notified by phone immediately.
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Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas County


Inadvertent Discovery Plan and Treatment of Archaeological Materials


Figure 3.  Reduction of a lithic blank to a tool (Andrefsky 1998:158)
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Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas County


Inadvertent Discovery Plan and Treatment of Archaeological Materials


Figure 5.  An example of logo changes over time, which can aid


in determining the date of historic artifacts.


Figure 4.  An illustration of a housepit and the resulting


archaeological feature (Sappington 1994: 153).


 
Plateau Archaeological Investigations ~ 2020
______________________________________________________________________________________________ 


34







Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas County


Inadvertent Discovery Plan and Treatment of Archaeological Materials


Discovery of Human Remains


If ground disturbing activities encounter human skeletal remains during the course of construction,


then all activity will cease that may cause further disturbance to those remains.  The area of the find


will be secured and protected from further disturbance to those remains.  The area of the find will


be secured and protected from further disturbance until the State provides notice to proceed.  The


finding of human skeletal remains will be reported to the county medical examiner/coroner and


local law enforcement in the most expeditious manner possible.  The remains will not be touched,


moved, or further disturbed.  The county medical examiner/coroner will assume jurisdiction over


the human skeletal remains and make a determination of whether those remains are forensic or


non-forensic.  If the county medical examiner/coroner determines the remains are non-forensic,


then they will report that finding to the Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation


(DAHP) who will then take jurisdiction over the remains.  The DAHP will notify any appropriate


cemeteries and all affected tribes of the find.  The State Physical Anthropologist will make a


determination of whether the remains are Indian or Non-Indian and report that finding to any


appropriate cemeteries and affected tribes.  The DAHP will then handle all consultation with the


affected parties as to the future preservation, excavation, and disposition of the remains.


Proper application and management of this Inadvertent Discovery Plan requires that an


archaeologist is onsite during all ground-disturbance within 20 m (65.6 ft) of the archaeological site. 


The archaeologist shall meet the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for a professional


archaeologist as defined at 36 CFR 61 Appendix A.  The archaeologist is responsible for watching


ground-disturbing activities and the resulting spoils and holes or trenches to identify whether any


possible cultural materials are revealed.  If any cultural resources are discovered or disturbed in


areas being monitored, the archaeologist will work to reduce the potential for additional


disturbance, and help mitigate any additional impacts.  Construction within 100 ft (30 m) of the


discovery will stop, and the area will be secured to protect the find from additional damage.  The


archaeologist will document the find, prepare a brief written statement, and take photographs of


the find for submission to the lead agency, the SHPO, and THPO of the Confederated Tribes and


Bands of the Yakama Nation.  It is the responsibility of the project manager/land owner, Brown &


Jackson, to contact the affected Tribes.  This consultation process will take place even if the pre-


contact or historic-era cultural materials appear to have lost their depositional integrity.  Work


within 100 ft (30 m) of the find will not resume until a plan for management or preservation of the


materials has been approved.  Following the project, the archaeologist will provide a report


detailing the procedures and results of the monitoring.


During the investigation, the archaeologist will observe rules of safety and will comply with any


safety requirements of the excavation contractor and project engineers.  Entry into any excavation


will only be done under the direct supervision and approval of the construction foreman (or his or


her agent) and verification that entry and exit is safe.


Should ground-disturbing activities reveal potential Native American or historic-era cultural


materials or features in areas not monitored by an archaeologist, proper application and 
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Brown & Jackson Storage Ponds, Kittitas County


Inadvertent Discovery Plan and Treatment of Archaeological Materials


management of this IDP requires that Plateau be contacted immediately.  Construction within 100


ft (30 m) of the discovery will stop, and the area will be secured to protect the find from additional


damage.  An archaeologist from Plateau will then document the find, prepare a brief written


statement, and take photographs of the find for submission to the lead agency and the SHPO at the


DAHP.  The find will also be reported to the THPO of the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the


Yakama Nation.  It is the responsibility of the project manager/land owner, Rikki Schmitt, to contact


the affected Tribes.  This consultation process will take place even if the pre-contact or historic-era


cultural materials appear to have lost their depositional integrity.  Work within 200 ft (60 m) of the


find will not resume until a plan for management or preservation of the materials has been


approved.  Following the project, the archaeologist will provide a report detailing the procedures


and results of the investigation.


If an archaeologist is not on-site when cultural materials (e.g., pre-contact artifacts and/or features,


historic-era artifacts and/or features) are uncovered, the following steps shall be followed:


Suspend work within 200 ft (60 m) of the find.


Take a photo of the artifact(s) or feature(s).  Include a common object such as a quarter, a


tape measure, a person, or a pickup as a scale to show the size of the find.


Take photos of the location of the find from several angles and distances.


Record a GPS point if possible.


Contact Plateau by telephone to notify us of the find.


Provide an email with photos and any additional information you are able to gather.
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Emergency Dispatch in Kittitas County


Emergency Dispatch 911


Sheriff, non-emergency 509-962-7525


Kittitas County Coroner 509-933-8200


509-856-4970 (cell)


Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation


V. Kate Valdez, Tribal Historic 509-865-5121, ext. 4840


Preservation Officer kate@yakama.com


Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation


DAHP Reception 360-586-3065


DAHP fax 360-586-3067


Guy Tasa, State Physical Anthropologist


360-586-3534 Guy.Tasa@dahp.wa.gov


Rob Whitlam, State Archaeologist


360-586-3080 Rob.Whitlam@dahp.wa.gov


Plateau Archaeological Investigations


Main Office/Fax 509-332-3830


David Harder, Archaeologist 509-336-1525 (cell) dharder@plateau-crm.com
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